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Abstract. This paper deals with the study of communicative structure used in English and Russian utterances. The
study is aimed at analyzing Russian EFL learners’ ability to convey communicative meaning of English utterances
using a variety of L1 (Russian) lexical and syntactic means when translating experimental materials from L2 (English)
to their native tongue. The application of theoretical and empirical methods allowed registering and classifying
translation variants and identifying problems caused by inability of the Russian subjects to understand the
communicative meaning of the source sentences with a different location of the communicative center. The results
prove that conveying the emotional coloring of a sentence is a challenging task for the Russian EFL learners.
Comparative analysis of the data with the results from previous studies helps reveal the connection between the ability
of the Russian speakers to identify the location of the communicative center and their ability to choose a correct
translation strategy. The paper also addresses the issue of determining nucleus position; its role in conveying the
communicative structure in written speech is crucial. A potential area for application of the results of the study concerns
the EFL teaching methods, as they contribute to the development of foreign language communicative competence of
non-linguistic students as well as their translation competence. Outlined are the perspectives for further research aimed
at deeper understanding of the mechanisms determining nucleus position in non-native written speech and significance
of prosodic means for conveying communicative meanings in the process of written and oral translation.
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Annomayus. CraThs IOCBsIEHa NpoONeMe KOMMYHHMKAaTHMBHOW OpraHM3alliM BbBICKAa3bIBaHUS B PYCCKOM |
aHTIMICKOM s3bIKaX. Llenb mMcciaenoBaHMS — aHANIM3 SI3BIKOBBIX CPEICTB, HCIOJB3YEMBIX PYCCKUMH CTYIEHTaMHU
HESI3BIKOBBIX CICIHABHOCTEH MMl TMepeJadyd KOMMYHHMKAaTHBHOTO 3HAYCHHS AHIVIMHCKUX BBICKA3bIBAaHMN IIPU
MMMCbMEHHOM IIepPEeBOJIe Ha POIHOM sI3bIK. J{JIs NOCTHIKEHHS MOCTABJICHHOMN 1I€JM ObUTH NMPUMEHEHBI TEOPETHYECKUE U
NPUKJIaJAHbIE  METOIbl, [O3BOJMBIIME  BBISIBUTH, ONKMCaThb W  KilacCMQUIMPOBATH  BapUaHThl  IIepeBoJa
9KCIEPUMEHTAIBHBIX ()pa3 C aHIVIMHCKOTO HA PYCCKHUM SI3BIK. AHAJIN3 MOJYYEHHOTO B XOJ€ NMPOBEIACHUS YKCIIEPUMEHTA
Marepraia II03BOJMIJI ONpPENCNUTh TPYJHOCTH, BO3HHMKIIME Yy PYCCKHX CTYAEHTOB B TIIpolecce Iepeaadn
KOMMYHUKAaTHBHBIX 3HaYCHUH aHIIMHCKUX BapHaHTOB C pa3sHOM MO3WIMEH KOMMYHHKAaTHBHOTO IeHTpa. [lomyueHHsle
pe3yNbTaThl CBHIETENLCTBYIOT, YTO Mepenada SKCHPECCHBHON OKpacKW aHTIMHCKUX (pa3 NMpeacTaBiseT TPYAHYIO
3a7ady Uil PYCCKHX CTYAEHTOB HES3BIKOBBIX CIICIMAIBHOCTEH, HW3Y4alOMIMX AaHIVIMMCKUN S3bIK B KauecTBE
nHOCTpaHHOTO. CpaBHUTENBHBIM aHATIHM3 MOJYIEHHBIX JaHHBIX C PE3yJIbTaTaMU HCCIEI0BaHNH, IIPOBEACHHBIX aBTOPOM
paHee, MOATBEPKAALT, YTO YMEHHE PYCCKUX YUaIUXCS peIlaTh KOMMYHUKAaTHBHBIEC 3a7[a4l, B YACTHOCTH, ONPEACIATH
BEpHYIO MO3MIHMI0 KOMMYHHKaTHBHOTO IIEHTpa B aHIJHHICKON ¢pase, ABIsETCS 3HAYMMBIM IS BBIOOpAa BEPHOTO
BapuaHTa IHepesBoja. B paMkax IMpPOBEJEHHOTO HCCIEJOBAaHMSA TAaKXKE PACCMOTPEH BONPOC O BaXKHOCTU OIPEEIICHHUS
MO3WIIMN TJIABHOTO (h)pa30BOTO yIAApeHHWS B MHChMEHHOHN peun. [lomydeHHBIE pe3ysibTaThl MMEIOT LIMPOKYIO chepy
MIPUMEHEHNS U MOTYT OBITH HCITOJB30BAHBI IS COBEPIIEHCTBOBAHMS METOIMKH NPETIOAaBaHUS aHTJIMHCKOTO S3bIKa B
PYCCKOM ayAMTOPHH, B TOM YHCIIE IS Pa3BUTHS Y CTYICHTOB HEA3BIKOBBIX CIICIHATFHOCTEH, N3YJaIOINX aHTTTHUCKUH
SI3BIK KaK MHOCTPAHHBINA, MHOS3BIYHONM KOMMYHHMKATUBHOM KOMIIETEHIIMH, a TAKXKe IMEePEBOAUYECKOW KOMIIETEHIIMU.
JanbHeimas pa3paboTka uccienyemMoil mpoodiaeMbl MOXKET ObITh HalpaBiieHa Ha N3yYeHHE MEXaHU3MOB, BIIMSIONINX Ha
orpeJieJIeHHe MOTEHIMAIFHON NOo3uIMK (pa3oBOro yAAapeHUsl B IMHCbMEHHON HEPOAHOW peyH, a TaKkKe aHalu3 pPoiv
MIPOCOJMUYECKUX CPEACTB B IIpolecce Nepeadl KOMMYHUKATUBHBIX 3HAYEHUI B MUCbMEHHOM U YCTHOM MEPEBOJE KaK C
PYCCKOr0 Ha aHTIIMICKUI, TaK U C aHITIMICKOTr0 Ha PYCCKHM S3BIK.

Kniouesvie cnosa: aHrMUICKUM A3bIK; METOAMKA IPENOJABaHMs AHTIMICKOTO sI3bIKa; METOJMKA aHTIHICKOro
A3bIKa B BY3€; PYCCKMH #A3BIK; PYCCKHE CTYAEHTHI; IIEPEBOIAYECKHE CTPATETHH;, IIE€PEBOJIOBEICHNE; MEpPEBOI;
IepeBOTIECKast ACITENbHOCTD; aHIIIMACKNE BBICKA3bIBAHNS; S3BIKOBBIE CPECTBA.
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Introduction. During the last decade the world has become more interconnected with the advancement of
technology and the ease of international movement. This changing environment brings with it numerous practical
linguistic problems, many of which can be solved through the development of teaching and learning methods. To
succeed in everchanging global society, university graduates must possess communicative competences which will
enable them to carry out effective professional and cross-cultural communication in a foreign language, mostly English.
It should be noted that successful interaction with representatives of different countries and cultures requires not only
fluency in EFL but quite often adequate translation skills.

Since the communicative function of a language is the most important one, analysis of language units and
categories responsible for information structure and communicative meaning of an oral or a written utterance remains
relevant. Contrastive analysis aimed at examining the choice of language means used for expression of similar content
are considered most interesting [Gak 1989]. Without detailed analysis of the main communicative categories and
linguistic means of their representation in L2 utterance, it is impossible to understand the literal meaning of a statement
in L2 and its actual meaning in a certain communicative situation. The results of previous studies prove that
transmission and perception of communicative meanings in L2 in both oral and written speech are challenging tasks for
an L2 language learner [Gudmestad and Edmonds 2018; Abdul Ridha 2014; Le and Wijitsopon 2015; Park and Nam
2015; Egorova 2017]. The significance of studies on conveying communicative structure in L2 has been empirically
confirmed: ‘ESL students often produce similar texts, which appear disconnected and disjointed because there is no
clear information structure. Moreover, an incomplete understanding of the meanings of both theme and focus of new
information often leads to unintended emphases which makes it difficult for the reader / teacher to understand the points
being made’ [Francis 1989: 220]. That is why modern researchers focus on searching for effective ways of providing
innovative techniques for teaching correct representation of communicative structure in L2 [Pérez de Cabrera 2012].

The English language is considered the lingua franca of the world. Other languages have also proved their
significance in providing cross-linguistic communication; the Russian language successfully performed the function of
a lingua franca in the Soviet Union in the 20™ century [Pavlenko 2006]. Today Russian remains the language of
communication for individuals of different nationalities within Russia and the former Soviet countries. Modern research
proves that interest in learning Russian has been growing in recent years [Rovinskaya 2013].

The analysis of linguistic means, involved in representation of communicative structure components in Russian
and English is of interest as these languages differ in word order and sentence structure. Brief characteristics of their
word order and prosodic features help better understand and predict potential difficulties in the process of conveying
meaning of utterances by an L2 (Russian) EFL learner and translator. In spite of the fact that both languages belong to
the group of languages with the basic SVO word order, the word order in English is fixed while the word order in
Russian is relatively free. Also, if the English word order is more actively engaged in the manifestation of grammatical
function due to the necessity of preserving syntactic relationships between words, in Russian the communicative and
stylistic word order functions are more significant.

As for prosodic means, English and Russian share the usage of sentence stress (the nucleus) for communicative
center marking. Anyway, there is a difference in this area as well. In the English language, nucleus can be used to
highlight the element of ‘new’ at the beginning or in the middle of a phrase without accompanying change in the word
order. As for the Russian language, the communicative center is often marked by both the location and the phonetic
means. Consequently, if in English, the main means of expressing the communicative center is the nucleus, in Russian,
nucleus and word order both act as the main means of utterance’s communicative organization.

Earlier findings demonstrate that EFL Russian learners face problems in distinguishing differences between
variants of one sentence with different position of communicative center [Makarova 2018]. The relevance of ability of
manifesting L2 communicative structure to the development of translation competence of L2 learners has also been
proved [Makarova 2019].

The aim of the present study is to consider, analyze, and describe linguistic means used by the Russian EFL
learners in the process of translation from L2 (English) into L1 (Russian). This will allow for the identification of the
translation strategies that the Russian EFL learners choose as well as the evaluation of their effectiveness.

Literature review. The issue of the actual division of the sentence raised in the works of V. Mathesius and the
other members of the Prague Linguistic Circle has been developed in linguistics since the middle of the twentieth
century. Although it has attracted interest of many scholars, it continues to remain in the top list of disputable topics.
This is confirmed by linguistic discussions, the subject of which is the role of various linguistic means in the process of
conveying communicative meanings in different languages [Face and D’Imperio 2005; Klassen, Wagner, Tremblay and
Goad 2016; Vander Klok, Goad and Wagner 2018].

Marking of components of communicative structure involves prosodic, grammatical, syntactic and lexical means.
The literature review proves that in the majority of languages the mobility of nucleus is widely used for signaling of
communicative structure components [Fanselow 2016]. Word order, alongside with the nucleus, is recognized as the



main way of highlighting the communicative center in many of the world’s known languages. However, the results of
numerous contrastive studies show that the intensity of these two means used in communicative structure signaling
varies.

Some authors suggest that English with its nucleus shifts is a language with ‘plastic’ prosody unlike languages
with free word order which are called ‘non-plastic’ [Dubéda and Mady 2010]. The majority of contrastive studies of
information structure comparing English to other language systems are carried out from a syntactic perspective [Breul
and Gobbel 2010]. Few authors focus on the interaction of word order and prosody [Calhoun, La Cruz and Olssen
2018].

In the last decade, there has been increased interest in the contrastive analysis of the informational and
communicative structure of utterances in Slavic languages and the English language. The research on the phonetic
prominence of non-final lexical elements in Czech, Hungarian and English was conducted by T. Dubéda and K. Mady
[2010]. A. Szwedek [2011] analyzed the role of articles, sentence stress, word order and some syntactic means in
indicating ‘new’ information in Polish and English sentences. The author concludes that in the Polish language word
order change is the most common solution for fulfilling this task, whereas English primarily uses changes in location of
the nucleus: its shifts are less common in Polish than in English. The research carried out by Ye. Savchenko [2016],
presents the analysis of prosodic means in English and Ukrainian speech in the aspect of correlation between semantic
and communicative structures.

L. V. Shcherba, whose ideas serve as a foundation for the present research, was one of the first to present the
results of his contrastive study of the means involved in conveying communicative meanings in Russian and other
languages on the example of one sentence [Viller 1960]. In spite of extensive contrastive research on the English-
Russian language pair, the foundation for which was laid in the works by A. Smirnitskiy [2007], V. Plotkin [2007] and
other linguists, there remain few attempts to comprehensively analyze various linguistic means in the expression of
communicative categories in English and Russian. Moreover, their interaction in the Russian language itself belong to
the controversial linguistic topics: ‘The connections of intonation with semantics and syntax have been clearly
insufficiently studied in modern Russian linguistics, and these connections are in the focus of attention of researchers’
[Pavlova and Svetozarova 2017, cited by Skorikova 2020: 122]. As these mechanisms are not sufficiently studied, the
use of contrastive analysis makes it possible to gain their better understanding and identify difficulties in the choice of
linguistic means responsible for conveying the communicative meaning in L2.

The last decade is also characterized by the growing number of studies dealing with the application of Theme /
Rheme theory to the process of translation. Using the material of various languages, modern authors consider ways of
implementing the elements of communicative structure for preserving the equivalence of translation in the process of
representing the writer’s intention [Wang 2014]. When searching for solutions for translation problems, modern
linguists analyze mostly written translations, paying special attention to the distribution of information presented in the
form of Theme-Rheme relation [Karini 2019]. Analysis of information structure-based strategies used in translating is
presented in the study of A. L. Jiménez-Fernandez [2020]. The author analyzes syntactic means of establishing the
theme / topic, comparing the source and target texts and paying special attention to such information structure
phenomena as negative preposing, topic fronting and passive voice. It’s important to mention the growing number of
studies done on the material of the Chinese language. For example, X. Du [2019] compares the actual division of the
Chinese and English sentences in a legal text. M. Reda [2019] assumes, that when evaluating the quality of translation,
the distribution of communicative dynamism in the original should be given more consideration than its linear
arrangement. The research carried out by L. Duskova [2018] is based on excerpts from passages of digital running text
of three English novels and their Czech translations drawn from the InterCorp. The author focuses on the problems
arising from the different hierarchy of the respective word order principles with the primary ones being grammatical
function in English and information structure/functional sentence perspective (FSP) in Czech. The results show that
most problems arise in the case of different linear ordering as it may indicate either an identical or a different FSP
structure.

In spite of numerous studies on characteristic features of the process of Russian-English and English-Russian
translation, most of the authors focus on the analysis of one aspect of translation: grammatical, lexical, or stylistic.
M. Safina and I. A. Avkhadieva [2018] deal with the actual division of the sentence when translating literary works by
V. V. Nabokov from English into Russian. The authors conclude that ‘the existing inconsistencies in the structure of
sentences in the English and Russian languages consist in the different structure of theme-rhematic relations within a
sentence and can cause difficulties in translation’ [Safina and Avkhadieva 2018: 125]. E. Petrova [2016] considers
various lexical and syntactic markers (particles and adverbs) which act as intensifiers in both Russian and English and
concludes that the adequacy of translation often depends on the location of logical stress. On the grounds of
observation, the author proves that literal translation can be caused by the inability of inexperienced translators to apply
the theory of actual division of the sentence and identify the communicative center of the utterance.

The literature review proves that contrasts in linguistic means of signaling communicative structure in utterances
can be of primary significance in the process of solving the challenging tasks of translators on achieving the translation
equivalence. Yet, there is a lack of studies analyzing the complex means, namely word order and the nucleus, and their
interaction in the implementation of communicative structure for utterances in the process of translating from L2
(English) into L1 (Russian). Since phonetic prominence is one of the main means for marking the semantic weight of
lexical elements, most studies have been carried out on the material of oral speech [Luchkina and Cole 2016]. Few
linguists raise the issue about the role of sentence stress in understanding the meaning of written speech and its



translation into a foreign language. This area remains poorly studied, no matter that ‘decision-making mechanisms
about the location of the nucleus and the communicative focus (rhema) in written utterances are one of the most
interesting topics’ [Pavlova 2009: 72]. By giving examples of wrong and ambiguous translations caused by ignoring
rules of the word order in the target language, A.Pavlova comes to the conclusion that written text cannot be
understood without its mental intoning and accenting, even though less prominently in comparison to oral speech
[Pavlova 2010]. Significance of the issue of effect of prosodic means in written texts comprehension accounts for the
choice of written utterances as the material for the present research. In addition to word order, potential position of a
nucleus serves for indicating the ‘importance’ of lexical elements and helps transfer the information and communicative
structure of written utterances.

Materials and methods. The materials for the experiment included 90 English sentences, 45 of which contained
intensifiers (really, never and others). Each sentence was presented to the Russian subjects in 2 or 3 variants. Different
position of the communicative center in each variant could be associated with the possibility of either logical or
emphatic stress realization. The communicative center in each variant was underlined (for example: What did Carl do
here? What did Carl do here? What did Carl do here?).

Theoretical and empirical methods were utilized while implementing this research study. Those methods include a
literature review, linguistic analysis of the English and Russian experimental material, comparative qualitative analysis,
elementary quantitative analysis, empirical research methods (experiment, interview, observation).

Subjects. The subjects participating in the study are university students aged 20 (10 subjects) and 21 (5 subjects),
who are majoring in economics and management and are completing a two-year course for an additional qualification of
Translator in the Field of Professional Communication. All the subjects are native Russian speakers who are proficient
at English level B2 (according to CEFR) as determined by a placement test administered before their participation in the
study.

Procedure. At the first stage of the experiment, the Russian subjects were asked to orally comment on the
differences between two or three communicative variants of one sentence with a different position of the underlined
communicative center. In pre-task interviews, all the subjects confirmed their understanding of what a communicative
center was. Some of their responses included: ‘the most important word in a sentence, ‘determining its meaning’, ‘the
word which helps understand what they want to say’, and ‘the word which must be highlighted in order to be
understood by your partner’.

At the second stage of the experimental research, the same subjects were asked to translate the experimental
sentences from L2 (English) into L1 (Russian). They were given the task to find and reproduce the closest Russian
equivalent of the English sentences (variants with the same grammatical and lexical structure which differ in the
potential location of the nucleus (this word was underlined). The number of Russian equivalents was not limited. It took
the participants from 65 to 80 minutes to complete the task. Then an analysis was conducted of those sentences
translated from English into Russian.

Findings and discussion. The results from the interviews of the subjects show that 95% understood the difference
in the meaning of the communicative variants which differ in potential location of logical stress. As for the variants
containing intensifiers, which help express different degrees of emphasis, comprehension proved to be more difficult. In
most cases, L1 Russian speakers either perceived the variants with different degrees of emphasis as completely
equivalent (50% of the experiment participants) or presented incorrect interpretation of the differences between them
(30%). Only 20% of the subjects mentioned that the variants with the highlighted intensifiers were characterized by
higher degrees of emotionality and expressiveness, sounded more persuasive or helped express a stronger degree of
doubt. The findings obtained at this stage are similar to the results of the preliminary experiment which was conducted
with L1 Russian speakers who lack translation training or a linguistic background [Makarova 2018].

The translations obtained at the second stage of the experiment reveal the typical translation variants and allow for
their classification. The results also show the linguistic means used by the Russian L1 subjects in the process of
translation from L2 (English).

The first group is formed by the examples with logical stress possibilities. Their communicative center is in italics:

— I met Carl last Thursday. Did you see him?

— What did Carl do here?

1) — What did Car! do here?

2) — What did Carl do here?

3) — What did Carl do here?

The identical English word order in these three questions does not prevent a speaker from conveying his different
communicative intentions. Although the reader sees only the vocabulary and the word order, ‘he decides on the location
of the most prominent stress and on the communicative focus (rhema) of a sentence’ [Pavlova 2009: 72]. At the first
stage of the experiment, most of the subjects confirmed their understanding of the difference in the meaning of the three
variants. Word order changes turned out to be the most common way of demonstrating this difference in translation: all
L1 Russian subjects put the Russian equivalent of the English word to the strong final position:

1) — What did Car/ do here?

Chto zdes’ delal Karl?

2) What did Carl do here?

Chto Karl delal zdes’?

3) — What did Carl do here?



Chto Karl zdes’ delal?

About 30 percent of the subjects presented several translations of each English sentence; thus, it demonstrated the
possibility of word order variation in the Russian equivalents. For example:

— What did Carl do here?

1) Chto zdes’ delal Karl?

2) Chto Karl delal zdes’?

3) Chto delal Karl zdes’?

4) Chto zdes’ Karl delal?

Word order changes in these cases do not affect the communicative meaning of the sentence. The position of the
proper name ‘Karl’ in the response can vary. What really matters here is whether it is phonetically prominent. Only then
can the Russian translations be equivalent to the English question with the communicative center on ‘Carl’. Most likely,
the research subjects can easily predict the nucleus position in the corresponding Russian sentence without reading it
aloud. One of the subjects introduced the Russian particle ‘to’ in his translation of this sentence to highlight the word it
refers to. Its usage definitely contributes to communicative center signaling and proves the ability of L1 Russian
learners to involve variable linguistic means when conveying the communicative intention of the speaker:

— Karl-to chto zdes’ delal?

Two Russian lexical units highlighted in italics were offered by three participants when translating the question
with the communicative center on the adverb ‘here’:

— What did Carl do here?

1) Chto Karl delal imenno zdes’?

2) Chto zdes’-to Karl delal?

3) Zdes’-to chto Karl delal?

The issue of the evaluation of the translations and their correspondence to the Russian language norm is beyond
the limits of this research. Nevertheless, there have been registered examples which can definitely be of interest for
further research from the point of view of the translation equivalence:

— What did Carl do here?

— Pochemu tut Karl byl?

Emphasis on the adverbial modifier of the place (‘tut’) in non-final position in the Russian sentence allows the
person asking about Carl’s presence in this place to express surprise. Moving the adverbial modifier of place to final
position where it receives the greatest degree of prominence proves to be a more common strategy used by the Russian
subjects; an absolute majority of EFL learners replicated the English word order when translating the English variant:

— Chto Karl delal zdes’?

Presented below are the translations which show similar results. Along with word order changes, Russian subjects
used various lexical means, which in the situation of absence of the sentence stress, helped them mark the
communicative center:

— Liza is at school.

1) — Why is she there today?

— Pochemu ona tam imenno segodnya?

2) — Why is she there today?

Pochemu imenno v shkole ona segodnya?

Pochemu ona imenno tam segodnya?

3) — Why is she there today?

Pochemu zhe ona segodnya v shkole?

Po kakoj prichine ona v shkole segodnya?

Pochemu voobshche ona v shkole segodnya?

Even so, following the English sentence pattern of keeping the adverbial modifier of time in final position remains
the most frequently translation strategy option chosen by absolute majority of the Russian subjects:

Pochemu ona tam imenno segodnya?

The second set of experimental material consists of the sentences with potentially different emphatic stress
location. Emotions are proved to be a significant factor for successful communication [Alba-Jues and Larina 2018].
Rendering and transferring emotional coloring into a foreign language can be a challenging task even for an
experienced translator [Petrova and Rodionova 2016]. Emphatic stress can be placed on words containing emotional
meaning or on intensifiers which make them the most phonetically prominent lexical elements in a sentence:

John says you’ve met each other.

1) — As for me, I've never seen him.

2) — As for me, I’ve never seen him.

Half of the subjects kept the syntactic structure of the English phrase in translations of the first variant:

1) — As for me, I've never seen him.

— Chto kasaetsya menya, ya nikogda ne videl ego.

— Chto kasaetsya menya, ya nikogda ne byl znakom s nim.

These Russian translations with the final pronoun can contain the idea of contrast, if pronounced with the nucleus
in final position, which doesn’t seem to be reasonable. The findings correspond with the few and fragmentary



observations of modern translations from English into Russian characterized by the so-called ‘strange’ word order
[Pavlova; Kalinin 2015].

Moreover, the translations presented by the Russian subjects do not reflect the difference between a neutral
utterance and its possible variant with the communicative center on the adverb ‘never’, which is undoubtedly more
emotional. Most subjects (90%) demonstrated similar (neutral) emotional coloring of translations with different word
order:

1) As for me, I’ve never seen him.

Chto kasaetsya menya, ya nikogda ne videl ego.

2) As for me, I’ve never seen him.

Chto kasaetsya menya, ya nikogda ego ne videl.

As the position of the pronoun in the Russian utterance, which does not have strict limitations in comparison with
the English one, it can demonstrate variation.

Poor ability of the Russian subjects to identify the difference between neutral and emphatic variants on the first
stage of the experimental research could account for their difficulties in conveying emotional coloring in translation. If
in oral speech emotional coloring can be reached by putting nucleus on the Russian adverb ‘nikogda’, then in written
translation the subjects should have used certain lexical means to support the emphasis, but they failed to do so.

When translating examples with the intensifier ‘really’, the experiment participants chose to use various lexical
means to express different degrees of surprise and doubt:

— Her new earrings were gorgeous!

— Did you really like them?

About 90% of the Russian learners presented two variants of translation:

1) Did you really /ike them?

— Tebe oni ponravilis’?

2) Did you really like them?

— Oni tebe dejstvitel’no ponravilis’?

The latter variant of translation can be read in Russian with the nucleus either on the verb or the adverb. These two
will differ in emotional coloring, as the utterance with the highlighted final verb does not correspond to the English
variant ‘Did you really like them?’, where the speaker expresses genuine doubt.

Only two Russian subjects (13%) demonstrated the ability of conveying the difference in the degree of emphasis in
their translations by adding the Russian equivalent of ‘really’ ‘dejstvitel’no’, and the adverbs ‘ser’ozno’, ‘po-
nastoyashchemu’:

2) Did you really like them?

— Tebe ser’yozno oni ponravilis’?

Oni tebe po-nastoyashchemu ponravilis’?

These translations reflect that the intention of the speaker to show the opinion of his partner about the earrings does
not coincide with his point of view. In the absolute majority of the Russian translations, the subjects avoided using
additional lexical means for reinforcing the reaction of the speaker.

To sum up, the Russian EFL learners demonstrate less diversity in the translation of the sentences belonging to the
second group. Conveying emotional coloring seems to be more challenging in spite of the fact that the Russian language
uses similar linguistic means for expressing intensification. Signaling different types of emotions as well as their
perception in L2 is an extremely important area for study as emphasis for intensity can cause difficulties even when
perceived in L1 [Landgraf 2014]. The results of the translation experiment correspond with the data obtained during the
first part of the research. Russian L1 speakers faced difficulties in identifying variation between the degree of emphasis
in the examples with stressed and unstressed intensifiers. The inability to perceive the linguistic means of highlighting
the communicative center may lead to the failure of conveying the communicative intention in both L2 speech and in
translation from L2 into L1. This proves the connection between linguistic and translation competences and the impact
of linguistic competence development on the quality of translation [Metwally 2020]. Mastering the linguistic
competence, or in this case, mastering the ability to identify communicative structure of an utterance and the location of
its communicative center leads to the ability to choose the correct linguistic means in the process of translation.

Another point that is worth mentioning is the ability to predict the nucleus location in oral speech on the bases of
the written utterances. The Russian subjects were not asked to mark the communicative center position in the Russian
sentences, so it is difficult to predict what the oral interpretations of the translations could be. Yet, some of the
experiment participants used additional linguistic tools for highlighting the communicative center and produced
equivalent translations. Studying the mechanisms responsible for the decisions of the readers on the location of the
nucleus and conveying them in translation from L2 into L1 is a prospective field for further research.

Conclusions. The study was aimed at revealing and describing language means used by the Russian EFL learners
in the process of translating written utterances from L2 (English) into L1 (Russian). The analysis of experimental
sentences with different places of communicative center proves that Russian students used different means to express
communicative weight of lexical items in the English written utterances. Word order variation, namely bringing the
most semantically important element to the strong final position, was observed to be the most commonly used strategy.
In the examples of this type in oral speech, the potential sentence stress would be realized on the last word of an
utterance. At the same time, not all the translations with word order changes can be considered equivalent to the English
sentences, as they do not always lead to changes in the communicative intention of the speaker. The study of translation



options identifies examples of syntactic replication, including phrases with the final position of pronouns. The use of
lexical means for communicative center marking in the translation from English into Russian by the Russian subjects
was also registered. These words allowed the experiment participants to demonstrate the difference between variants
with different places of potential logical stress and pairs of sentences which differ in the degree of emphasis. It can be
assumed, that when translating written sentences, the Russian subjects understand the meaning of the English phrase on
the ground of nucleus potential position, which is normally associated with the communicative center location. The
research results can help to achieve one of the main goals in the process of mastering a foreign language — to develop
the ability to correctly formulate a statement in a foreign language, as well as to understand and to interpret the
communicative meaning of the perceived language message. The study is the first step in analyzing the characteristic
features of communicative variants in translation from English into Russian. The results obtained are significant for the
translation theory and practice, which include the challenging task of translation by machine further development, allow
outlining the perspective for a deeper study of mechanisms responsible for choosing translation strategies by the L1
Russian EFL learners.

In the experiment conducted within this study, the place of the communicative center, and accordingly, the
potential place of the sentence stress was marked by the author. Providing subjects with ‘freedom’ in carrying out the
procedure of identifying the communicative center location in the English sentences and texts can most likely be a more
challenging task. Identifying the best translation options requires a separate study. Other fields for future experimental
research could include: evaluation of the correspondence of the translated sentences to the language norms and the
assessment of their equivalence performed by native Russian speakers, as well as, an analysis of translations from
Russian into English made by native English speakers.
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