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OCOBEHHOCTHU NEPEBOJA ITUCKYPCUBHBIX TEKCTOB
UH®OPMAIIMOHHBIX TEXHOJOT UM

PM. Anoawosa

AHHomauyusi. PaccmoTpeHbl 0cobeHHOCTUM U Mpobrnembl nepeBoga AWMCKYPCUBHBIX TEKCTOB  MH(OPMAaLMOHHbIX
TEXHOMNOrni 1 NoABUAbI CneunanbHOro Anckypca B 0b6ractv UHMOPMAaLMOHHBLIX TEXHOIMOMMN, KaXabl U3 KOTOPbIX UMeeT
aBTOpa, nornyyatens, Lenu U peanuayetcsl B pasnuyHbIX XaHpax creuuansHoro auckypca. [lepeBon CTPYKTYpHbIX
B3aMMOCBSI3el €CTb 3aBepLUaloLLMiA YPOBEHb NepeBoAa BCEro AMCKYPCUMBHOMO TEKCTa MHPOPMALIMOHHBIX TEXHOMOMMN
C UCXOAHOTO aHITIMINCKOro si3blka Ha NepeBOASILLMIA KbIPrbI3CKMIA SA3bIK UK 3Ke Ha NepeBoasALwMi pycckuin. OnpeaeneHsi
TPYOHOCTU, C KOTOPbIMU CTarkvBaeTCsi MepeBoAuYMK Npu paboTe C Hay4yHO-TEXHUYECKUMWU TekcTamu B obractu
NHOPMaLMOHHbBIX TEXHOMOTWI (Mpecc-penunsa, MHCTPYKUMS, Be6-calT u pyKOBOACTBO Nonb3oBaTtensl).

Kroyegble crosa: AUCKYPC; AMCKYPCUBHBIA TEKCT, aHanuTWM3M; CUHTETM3M; eauHMUbl NepeBoda; 3JKChiMKauus;
UMNNKaLust; ppeinm; pperiMoBas CTPYKTYpa; MMMNepPTEKCT; KOHTEKCT; CEeTb.

MAAJIBIMATTBIK TEXHOJOT'UAJAPABIH JUCKYPCTYK TEKCTTEPUH
KOTOPYYHYH O3I'O04YOJIYKTOPY

PM. Anoawosa

AHHOmMayusi. MaanbIMaTTblk TexHONorusnap >aaTblHAarbl artambiH OMCKYPCTYH Typyemnepy aHa OMCKYpCUBAYY
TEKCTTEPUH KOTOPYYHYH ©3reuernykTepy kaHa Kerrennepy kapanar, anapasiH ap GUpUHUH aBTopy, anyydycy, MakcaTTapbl
Gap xaHa aTaiiblH OUCKYPCTYH ap KaHOan XaHprnapbiHAa WlKe albipbinat. Tyaymayk e3 apa GannaHbiutapabii
KOTOPMOCY MaarnbIMaTTblK TEXHOMOrUsinapablH GYTKyN AWCKYPCUBAWMK TEKCTUH GaluTanKbl aHrMUC TUIMHEH KbIprbi3
TUINMHE Xe OpPYC TUMWHE KOTOPYYHYH XKbIABIHTBIKTOOMY AeHraanu Gonyn caHanat. MaanbiMaTTblk TexHororusnap
TapMmarblHAarbl UNMMUA-TEXHUKAMNbIK TEKCTTep MEHeH WLITeeae KOTOPMOYY Tyl GOMroH KblibIHYbINLIKTAP (Mpecc-
penus, Hyckamanap, BeG-caiT) aHblKTanraH.

TyliyHOyy ce30ep: OWCKYPC; OWUCKYPCTYK TEKCT; aHanuTuka; CUHTETU3M; KOTOPMO GUpAMKTEepW; SKChnuKauus;
UMnukaums; gpenm; opermank CTpykTypa; rmnepTekcT; KOHTEKCT; TapMak.

THE TRANSLATION PECULIARITIES OF DISCOURSE TEXTS
OF INFORMATION TECHNOLOGIES

R.M. Andashova

Abstract. The article deals with the main ways to study the problem of translation of discursive texts and subspecies
of special discourse in the field of information technology, each of which has an author, a recipient, a purpose and is
implemented in different genres of special discourse. Translation of structural relationships is the final level of translation
of the entire information technology discourse text, from the source English language into the translating Kyrgyz
language, or into the translating Russian language. The difficulties faced by the translator in dealing with scientific and
technical texts in the field of information technology (press release, instruction, website and user guide) have been
identified.

Keywords: discourse; discursive text; analyticism; syntheticism; units of translation; explication; implication; frame;
frame structure; hypertext; context; network.
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Introduction. The primary purpose of the ar-
ticle is to analyze and identify ways and means of
translating discursive texts of information technol-
ogy on Internet resources from English-language
sites into Russian. The main way of studying the
translation problem of discourse texts is related to
the grammatical level of the language and has two
interrelated translation units:

»  sentence-sentence and
»  syntactic-semantic construction.

We no longer specify, as at the lexical level,
the terminological relationship of both the propo-
sitional-statement and the syntactic-semantic con-
struction. While at the lexical level we have supple-
mented the designations of the translated units with
the specification of a “term” (an independent all-
formed term-word and a nominative terminologi-
cal phrase), we cannot make such an addition at the
grammatical level of translation, since the definition
“terminological” is not among the properties and at-
tributes of the sentence-telling, nor of the syntactic-
semantic construction [1, p. 56].

At the grammatical level, the translator faces
the main problem of translating a sentence-expres-
sion from the source language into the target lan-
guage.

We use the term “sentence-speech”, which
we think is the most appropriate for the theory and
practice of translation. The point is that the linguis-
tic personality of the translator perceives the source
sentence to be translated in two aspects: first, in the
aspect of the sentence itself, constructed according
to the syntax laws of the source language; and sec-
ond, in the aspect of some speech activity, in the as-
pect of the utterance to be articulated in its concrete
use in speech - and therefore in our case of linguis-
tic and translation analysis of translated units at the
grammatical level, the label “sentence-statement”
is appropriate.

We will, give some discursive information
technology text and illustrate the thoughts and
points expressed with specific linguistic arguments:

Original English discourse text of informa-
tion technology. As we know all computer sys-
tems perform the functions of inputting, storing,
processing, controlling, and outputting. Now we’ll
get acquainted with the computer system units
that perform these functions. But to begin with

let’s examine computer systems from the perspec-
tive of the system designer, or architect. It should
be noted that computers and their accessory equip-
ment are designed by a computer system architect,
who usually has a strong engineering background.
As contrasted with the analyst, who uses a computer
to solve specific problems, the computer system ar-
chitect usually designs computer that can be used
for many different applications in many different
businesses. For example, the product lines of ma-
jor computer manufacturers such as IBM, Digital
Equipment Corporation and many others are the
result of the efforts of teams of computer system ar-
chitects. Unless you are studying engineering, you
don’t need to become a computer system architect.
However, it is important that as a potential user, ap-
plications programmer or systems analyst you un-
derstand the functions of the major units of a com-
puter system and how they work together.

Translation into Russian. Kak MbI 3HaeM, Bce
KOMIIBIOTEPHBIE CHCTEMbI BBIMIONHAIOT (PYHKIIUU
BBOJIa, XpaHEHUsI, 00paOOTKH, YIIPABICHUS U BBIBO-
na. Terepb MbI HO3HAKOMHMCSI ¢ KOMIBIOTEPHBIMH
CHCTEMHBIMU OJIOKAMH, KOTOPBIC BBITIONHSIOT 3TH
¢ynkmu. Ho 1mms Hauama maBaiiTe paccMOTpUM
KOMIIBIOTEPHBIC CHCTEMBI C TOYKH 3PCHUST CHCTEM-
HOro JM3aiiHepa wiM apxutekrtopa. Cremyer or-
METHTh, YTO KOMITBIOTEPHI U UX BCIIOMOTATEIFHOE
o0opynoBaHHe pa3padaThIBAIOTCS apXUTEKTOPOM
KOMIIBIOTEPHBIX CHCTEM, KOTOPBIH OOBIYHO HUMEET
Xopolliee HMH)XeHepHoe oOpasoBaHue. B oTinune
OT aHAIUTHKA, KOTOPBI HCIOJB3YET KOMITBIOTEP
JUTsL peIICHUsI KOHKPETHBIX 3a]1a4, apXUTEKTOp KOM-
MBIOTEPHOM CHCTEMBI OOBIYHO pa3padaThIBacT KOM-
MBIOTEP, KOTOPBIA MOXKET MCIIOIb30BATHCS Il MHO-
JKECTBA PA3IMYHBIX MPHIOKCHUN B CAMBIX Pa3HBIX
cepax OusHeca. Hampumep, MpomyKTOBBIC THHEH-
KH KPYIIHBIX IPOU3BOIUTEICH KOMITBIOTEPOB, TAKUX
kak IBM, Digital Equipment Corporation, 1 MEHOTHX
IPYTHX SBISTIOTCS PE3YJIBTATOM YCHIINH KOMaHJ ap-
XUTEKTOPOB KOMITBIOTEPHBIX cuCTeM. Eciu BbI He
u3y4yaeTe MHXKEHEPHOE IeJ0, BaM HE HY)KHO CTa-
HOBUTBHCSI apXUTEKTOPOM KOMITBIOTEPHBIX CHCTEM.
OnmHako BaKHO, YTOOBI BBI, KAaK IMOTCHIMAIBHBII
TOJIb30BaTElIb, IIPOrPAMMUCT MPUIIOKESHUN UITH CH-
CTEMHBIH aHAIUTHK, TMOHUMATHA (YHKIHMA OCHOB-
HBIX OJIOKOB KOMIIBIOTEPHON CUCTEMBI M TO, KaK OHH
paboTaroT BMECTE.
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However, let us give some examples from the
English original text and its translated versions in
Russian, which we analyzed in this article:

1. As we know all computer systems perform
the functions of inputting, storing, processing, con-
trolling, and outputting.

- Kax wme1  3maem, 6ce KomnwlomepHvle
cucmembl 8bINOTHAIONM (QYHKYUU 66004, XPAHEHUS],
0bpabomxu, ynpasieHus u b1800d.

2. But to begin with let’s examine computer
systems from the perspective of the system designer,
or architect.

- Ho ona Hauana oasaiime paccmompum
KOMNbIOMEPHbIE — CUCIeMbl € MOYKU — 3DeHusl
CUCMEMHO20 OU3aliHepa U apxumexmopd.

3. Unless you are studying engineering, you
don t need to become a computer system architect.

- Ecnu evl ne usyuaeme umdcenepnoe 0eno,
8aM He HYICHO CMAHOBUMbCA APXUMEKMOPOM
KOMNbIOMEPHBIX CUCEM.

We have already identified two translational
units at the grammatical level as:- sentence-sen-
tence and syntactic-semantic construction. These
units of translation relevant to the grammatical level
of translation have their basic correspondences in
linguistics, which are denoted by the terms “plan
of content” and “plan of expression” [2, p. 3]. The
content plan, when considering language units
(words, phrases, and sentences), first of all points to
their substantial side: to semantics, to meaning and
only secondly to their morphological, phraseologi-
cal, and syntactical expression [3, p. 13].

This means that the sentence-sentence unit has
been translated at the grammatical level. In essence,
the translation of the proposition at the grammati-
cal level has already taken place, since the transla-
tor is no longer able to convey the overall meaning
and intent of the sentence to the recipient. However,
the specifics of the high-tech discursive texts we
analyze demand complete adequacy, precision and
clarity in the translated unit. Here a different unit of
grammatical level comes into play, namely the syn-
tactic-semantic construction. The translator thinks
about the choice of syntactic-semantic structure to
adequately express the meaning of the sentence-
statement, for example, from the English original
sentence-statement 1), 2) or 3) in the translating
Russian language.

Thus, the original English sentence 1) has
a syntactic-semantic construction of a simple ex-
tended sentence with homogeneous definitions in
the direct object addition of the functions of input-
ting, storing, processing, controlling, and outputting.
These homogeneous post-object definitions in the
structure of the English sentence after the object be-
ing defined can be translated in two ways - as post-
object (which is the case in the Russian translation:
“functions of inputting, storing, processing, control-
ling and outputting”). This post-object arrangement
of homogeneous definitions is more characteristic
of the flexive system of the Russian language.

The original English conditional clause (3)
with a conditional adjective and the word unless is
constructed according to the usual scheme of Eng-
lish syntax: first, there is a circumstantial adjective
with the meaning of condition, followed by the
main sentence, which implies the meaning of condi-
tion: «eciu He — To Hey. It should be noted that the
lexical level translation units we have identified as:
» a self-contained whole-word term and -

nominative terminological phrase — and those

at the grammatical level, designated
as: — sentence-speech and — syntactic-semantic
construction — differ from each other both
linguistically and translationally, namely by
the property of discreteness-non-discreteness.

If the first, i.e. both translation units of the

lexical level: term-word and terminological

word combination, are linguistic units discrete,

i.e. existing separately from each other, the

second, i.e. both translation units of the

grammatical level: sentence-expression and
syntactic-semantic structure, are non-discrete,

i.e. existing together. The linguistic personality

of the translator always takes this factor into

account, especially when translating sentence-
statement at the grammatical level, has
always wondered “which syntactic-semantic
construction should be chosen to translate the
original sentence-statement” [4, pp. 3—4]. The
next way to study the problem of translation
of discourse texts is to study the structure of
discourse. Any discursive text is not a strictly
monolithic and homogeneous linguistic unit.

On the contrary, it is a unit of language, already

partitioned in some way by the source (author,
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sender) into certain constituent parts, in our

case into semantic contexts.

By context we mean “a fragment of text which
contains the unit selected for analysis and which is
necessary and sufficient to define the meaning of
this unit and which is consistent with the overall
meaning of the text” [5].

However, in our information technology dis-
cursive text, which is limited in volume and very
rarely reaches one written (printed) page, the phe-
nomenon of context has its own peculiarities: first,
it does not coincide in any way with a paragraph,
which is usually seen as its structural and written re-
alization; second, it has some semantic (supporting
core) lexeme which sort of identifies its center and,
third, it is some semantic unity, but still not rigidly
structured [6; 10]. Thus, in the discursive English
text analyzed in this article, as well as in its Rus-
sian and Kyrgyz translated versions, three semantic
contexts can be identified, which can be defined on
the reference lexeme — the reference terminologi-
cal phrase:

A) computer systems — KOMITBIOTEpPHbIE CHCTe-
MBI,

B) the computer system architect — apxutexkrop
KOMIIBIOTEPHON CHCTEMBL;

C) a potential user — MOTEHIIUANBHBINA TOIH30-
BaTelb.

Therefore, one unit of translation at the level
of the structure of the entire discourse text, namely
the unit of semantic translation, can be recognized
as the semantic context as a certain content part of
the discourse.

Another unit of semantic translation at the lev-
el of the structure of the entire discourse text can be
recognized as the so-called frame structure, which
in the theory of translation studies in recent years
has been understood as “the structure of data re-
flecting the stereotypical situation... the frame sys-
tem implies the existence of a hierarchy of elements
- elementary units of meaning, convenient for selec-
tion into the units of translation” [7, pp. 12—13].

The frame structure of the discursive text we
analyzed in this section of our work represents the
common meaning of this discourse, determined by
the three above-mentioned reference terminological
phrases with the semantics of computer-information
IT-technology. This common meaning may overlap

semantically with the title of the discursive text, but
it is not the same thing. The title is given and de-
fined by the author (source) of the text and it de-
pends on his will, i.e. on what the author wants to
actualize and with what “catchy” word, phrase or
even a short appendix to express it.

The overall meaning of the frame structure, in
our case in the discursive text of information tech-
nology, is conditioned by the content of the whole
discourse, the main points (centers) of which have
been calculated in the reference terminological
phrases A), B) and C). This general meaning can
be formulated as: “Computer systems: purpose and
development”. The fact that frame structure as a se-
mantic component of a discursive text (which does
not have clear syntactic-grammatical boundaries,
however) definitely constitutes a unit of translation
on the level of an entire discourse has been univer-
sally and unambiguously accepted in translation
theory and is already becoming a postulate: “Since
the main criterion for a unit of translation is its se-
mantic certainty, in many cases a super-phrase unity
(i.e. a semantic unity at the level of several sentenc-
es or a paragraph) can act as a unit of translation
[8, pp. 34-36]. It has been found that at the lexical
level of translation for discursive texts of informa-
tion technology, two translation units are relevant:
- an independent term-word and - a nominative ter-
minological phrase.

The linguistic-analytical investigation of the
problem of translation of original English discourse
texts of information technology into Russian lan-
guage has shown that there are three linguistic-
translation paths here: 1. involving lexical level of
language and translation, 2. involving grammatical
level of language and translation, and 3. involving
discursive-structural level of language and transla-
tion.

In the first way of lexical level and translation
there are two discrete translation units: independent
whole-formed term word (terminological word)
and nominative terminological word combinations.
Both of these units of translation are implemented
in the translation process as discrete units that do
not transition from one to the other.

In the second way of grammatical level and
translation there are also two translation units: sen-
tence-sentence and syntactic-semantic construction,
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which, however, are no longer discrete units, gradu-
ally passing into one another. The point is that the
linguistic personality of the translator (i.e. the ab-
stracted translator) at this grammatical level of
translation first uses the first unit, establishing the
common meaning of the sentence-telling in both
languages: the source and the target language — and
then finds the appropriate syntactic-semantic con-
struction in the target language for this meaning.

In the third way of the discursive-structural
level and translation, the unit of translation is a se-
mantic context (as a group of sentences united by
a pivotal meaning that is relevant to the whole con-
text) and a frame structure into which the reference
designations of the semantic contexts are “merged”.
The semantic context and the frame structure ap-
pear in the direct translation process as non-discrete
units flowing from one to the other [9, p. 65].

Conclusion. As a result of the linguistic-trans-
lation analysis of these discourse texts has shown
that on this structural level of translation, when it
comes to translation on the scale of the entire text
entity, we can identify two non-discrete translation
units: the semantic context and the frame struc-
ture, which are different phenomena based not only
on their volume, but also on their internal linguis-
tic characterization.

[Mocrymmna: 22.03.23; peuensuposana: 04.04.23;
npunsara: 06.04.23.
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