I'panunsi nepesoga
(couMOCEeMHMOTHYECKHHA ACTIEKT
CEeMHMOTHUKH TepeBoaa)

Ilesmep Topon

HcTopudecku ceMUOTHKA MEPEBOAA SBISIETCA YACTHIO KaK MEPEeBOIO-
Be/ICHNS, TaK U CeMHOTHKH. OCOOSHHOCTH PA3BUTHS ITOH TUCIMILIU-
HBl OTPKAIOT TEeCHBIE B3aUMOCBSI3H MEXAY TMepeBOAOBeNecHHEM H
CEeMHOTUKOM, Mpekje BCero CeMHOTHKOH KYJNbTYPHL. DTH KOHTAKTHI
MEXY TIepeBOAOBEAEHHEM H CEMHOTHKON HE TIPHBEJIH eIl K BO3HUK-
HOBEHHMIO HOBOTO HMHTEePAHUCIMIUTMHAPHOTO CHHTe3a. CKopee MOMKHO
TOBOPHUTH O B3aUMOOTIMCAHUAK, O MPUONIDKeHHAX Oojiee Ha YpOBHE
METas3bIKa, UeM B paMKax odiell Mmetomonorun. [Tpobiemsl nepeBosaa
OCMBICJTHBAIOTCS B COBpPeMEHHOH HayKe Ha CTBIKE MHOMeCTBa
JUCLIMTUTHH, YTO CBHAETENHCTBYET O TMepeMellleHHH HCCIedoBaTelTh-
CKOTO MHTepeca OT OTHOLISHUH MEXIY ABYMS S3bIKAMH U TEKCTAMH K
BOITPOCAM COTHATBHOTO U KYJBTYPHOTO (PYHKUMOHHPOBAHUS TiEpe-
BOJYECKOH AesTesbHOCTH. CABUTH B MHTEpece K MpobieMaM mepe-
BOJA MOTYT OBITH OIMCAHBI B PAMKAX MYJBTHAUCIUILITHHAPHOCTH. B
pe3ynbTaTe U CeMHOTHKA TIePeBOAa OTpakaeT B OOJbINeH CTeneHH
obImue u3MeHeHHS B OTHOIIEHHH K TepeBOAYECKOM IedTeNbHOCTH,
SBJISISICHL B MEHBIIIEl cTereHd eqMHOH TUCTTUTUTMHOMI.

[TombITKOI TIPHOMMKEHNS K CO3AHUIO AUCIUTLTHHAPHOTO EHHCT-
B2 MOXHO CUMTaTh MouckH J>k.XonMca, KoTtopslil eme B 1978 roxy
nmical 0 HeoOXOAMMOCTH BBIAETeHHS B paMKaxX MepeBOJOBeIeHHUS
yeThIpeX KOMIUIEMEHTapHBIX Teopuil mnepesona. Teopus mpouecca
nepesoaa (theory of translation process) npu3BaHa OCMBICIATb BCe TO,
YTO MPOUCXOAWT B CHTYALWH, KOTAA YeJIOBEKY B3IYyMAeTcs UTO-TO
nepeBectd. Teopus rmepeBogHoro Tekcta (theory of translation
product) HeoOXoauMa st PUKCATUH CTielH(HKH MepeBojia Kak 0co-
foro poma Tekcra. 1 MOHWMaHUS TIOBEJEHUS TEePeBOAa B MPHUHH-
Maromeil KynbType Hy:kHa Teopus (yHKiHi mnepesoxa (theory of
translation function). Hapsay ¢ yKa3aHHBIMH OITHCATeTBHBIMH H
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HEHOPMATUBHBIMH TEOPHSIMHU JOJDKHA CYIIECTBOBATH U TEOPHS THAAK-
TUKH niepeBoda (theory of translation didactics) xak HopMaTHUBHas
Teopus (Holmes 1988: 95).

ITo cytu k. Xommc chopMyTHpOBAT MPOTPaMMy HHTEPIUCIIH-
TUTHHAPHOTO TMepeBOAOBEIeHHUS, peaTH3yeMylo B HaCTOfIlee BpeMs B
pa3Hol CTeleHH B Pa3HBIX Teopusx nepeBona. k. XoaMc mpeaBuaent
3TO, HA3BaB YPABHOBELIEHHOE IMEPEBOMOBEACHUE AUCIUTIHHAPHOM
yromeid (Holmes 1988: 109).

B pamkax mnepeBomoBefeHHs TPHOMIKAIOTCA K CEMHOTHKe He-
KOTOPBIE TEHASHIIHH, CBSI3BIBAIOIIHE MMEPEBOTIECKYIO NESITeTHHOCTE C
HcclieioBaHieM KynbTyphl (cultural studies) W maxke momernnaromiyue
riepeBo/IoBeieHHe B KOHTEKCT H3yUeHHS KyJIbTYPHBIX KOHTAKTOB MOX
Ha3BaHUEM HHTEepPKYJbTYPHBIX HcciiefoBaHMi (intercultural studies).
C maHHOi MepcrneKTHBHI U ITAIBI PA3BUTHS COBPEMEHHOTO MEPEBOIO0-
BeJIeHHs MpUOOpeTaroT ocoOble MpH3Haku. Bo-MepBhIX, BbIAemsdeTCS
BITUSTHHE TEOPHH TOJHCHCTEM, Pa3THYaroTCs pasHble TUCKYpCHI Mepe-
BOJIA U CaMa TMepPeBOIECKas AeITeNbHOCTE CBI3BLIBACTCS C MOUCKAMH
JUT TIepeBoJia MecTa B HepapXHH AMCKYPCOB MpPHHHUMAIOLIEd Kyib-
TYpbl. BO-BTOPBIX, 3TO 3aBHCHMOCTD MepeBOAYHKA H TeKCTa OT KOHK-
PEeTHOH CUTyalluH W THNA MAaHWITYyJIUPOBAHUS TEKCTAMH. TpeThHM
MPU3HAKOM SIBISETCS TUTIOPAIH3M KaK B OCMBICIICHHU TOIHHHUKA,
Tak M B MOUCKaX MeToJa TepeBoAa. DTO pe3yNbTaT BIHMSHHSA MOCT-
crpykrypanuzma (Bassnett 1993: 145-148). XapaktepHo, 4To vccie-
JIOBATeJNH, TIpUOeraroiye K COMoCTaBUTENLHEIM aHAIN3aM, CKJIOHHBI
CBSI3BIBATH KOHKpPETHBIE S3bIKOBBIE H JINTepPATYpHbIe ABIEHUS C KyJb-
TYpHBIM (POHOM H BHAETH B (DHIIONOTHH AWUCUHUIUIMHY, H3yJalOILylO
KyJbTYpPY TOCpPEJCTBOM H3y4YeHHUs S3bIKa W JuTepatypel (cp.: “...I
think philology as the discipline which studies a culture in and
through its language and literature, or languages and literatures...”:
Frank 1995: 211).

OcTaBasich Ha MO3MIHH TIepeBO/I0Be/la MOYKHO Ha (hoHe yKa3aHHBIX
aCTeKTOB pa3fiyarh J[Be BO3MOXKHOCTH JHCIHIUTHHAPHOTO CaMOOITH-
canus: 1) IUIIOPATHCTCKAS TOUKA 3PEHHS, BRITEKAIOMAS U3 TIPU3HAHUS
METAI3BIKOBOI M TEOpeTHUYeCKOil TIeCTPOTHl KaK Pe3yJsbTara MOsBIe-
HHS HOBBIX KOHILEMIMi; 2) ucTopHyueckas TOUKa 3peHHs, HCXOAAIIAs
U3 MPOEKIIMH HOBBIX KOHLENIUN Ha MPEeMCTBeHHBIE JIHHHH PA3BUTHS
TPaAAUIIMOHHOTO TEePEeBOJOBEACHUS U TMOMBITKH WX CHHTe3a. Bropas
TOYKa 3peHHs TpeOyeT MeTOMOJOTHYecKoil MOATOTOBIEHHOCTH A
COTIOCTaBIIEHHsI CTAPOTO M HOBOTO, NepBas ke MPUBOAMT K TNpH3HA-
HUIO OTCYTCTBHSA KOHIETITYAIBHOM CBA3HOCTH (the conceptual incohe-
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rence of translation studies: Delabastita 1991: 138; cp u: Snell-Hornby
1988) B pa3BUTHH NepeBOAOBEACHHS.

PermreHne Borpoca 0 rpaHHLIAX HepeBoAa 3aBHCHT OT OTHOIIEHHS
B IEPEBOAOBEIEHHIH K MTPOOIeMaM IMePeBOAUMOCTH. JTO KacaeTcs Kak
napaMeTpoB MepeBOAMMOCTH, TaK H JUCKYCCHH BOKPYT TIOHATHH He-
OTIpeflelleHHOCTH TepeBojla U PaJHKAIBHOTO TepeBoAa (CM. TIo-
npobnee: Toporn 1995: 57-82).

TakuM 00pazoM, HCXOTHBIM SIBJISIETCSI BOIIPOC O TPAHUIIE MEK-
Ay TiepeBOJOM H HemepeBoAOM. Tak Kak OTBET MOXeT MPHBECTH K
OTIpeNIeNICHUSAM THIIA NEPeBO0 — MO 8CE HAZLIBAEMOE NEPEBOOOM, TO
TIOHSITHE TPAHHUIIBI HEOOXOTUMO YTOUHUTE. B pe3ynbrare MOKHO BBI-
JIelTATH ellle IBe TPAHHIbI: IPAHHIY MeXKAY NepeBOJOM U HMOAIHH-
HHKOM H TPAaHHIYy MEXAY IMepeBOAOM H MPUHHMAKOIIEH KYJb-
Typoii. Eciti rpaHuia Mexay NepeBoaoM H MOJIHHHUKOM SBIISETCS
TPaAULHOHHBIM O00BEKTOM HCCIIeIOBAHHS W JIEKHUT B OCHOBE pPa3iiH-
YeHUs Pa3HBIX THIOB TMepeBojia KakK pasHbIX peann3aluil mpoilecca
nepeBojia HITH TIEPEeBOAUECKOTO MOBEACHHUS, TO TPAHUIA MEXAY TIepe-
BOZOM M MTPHHHUMAIOLIeH KyJIbTYpOil akTyaM3upoBaiachk B IlepeBojio-
BeJleHUHW B CBSI3UM ¢ Lenbto nepeBoda (cp.. “Die Dominante aller
Translation ist deren Zweck™: Reiss, Vermeer: 1991: 96). Xapaxtep-
HO, YTO YPaBHOBEIIEHHBIE KOHIEMIUH, CTPEMSAIIHECS K JOCTHKESHUIO
BHYTpPEHHET0 TUCLHUIIMHAPHOTO eAWHCTBA, JOOWBAIOTCA METONOJIO-
THYECKOTO TPUOMKeHUS THX TpaHuil. Hampumep, B METOAOJIOTHH
MepeBOJIOBETUECKOTO AHAMN3A TOMIMHHUKA MOXKET 3aHATh BAKHOE
MECTO TeJIeOJIOTHYeCKHH acreKkT, Mo KOTOPOMY pe3yJbTaToM Ipo-
1iecca nepeBoAa ABseTC (PyHKIHOHATBHEIN TEKCT, CBA3b KOTOPOTO C
MO/UTHHHAKOM YCTAHABIHMBASTCA B 3aBHCHMOCTH OT 1EJIH MepeBOja:
“... translation is the production of a functional target text maintaining
a relationship with a given source text that is specified according to
the translation skopos” (Nord 1991: 232). Takum oGpasom, pacc-
MaTphBaeMble TPAHWIBI MOTYT OBITH MPOBEASHBI BHYTPU TeKCTa H
HUCTOYHHKOBOCTH MEPEeBOAHOTO TeKCTa KacaeTcs Kak MOTHHHHKA, Tak
H €r0 BO3MO>KHOTO BOCIIPHATHS B HOBOW KyJIbTYpHOU cpeae. To ecTs,
MepeBoJ] CaM TMOCTYIHPYET OCOOSHHOCTH CBOUX I'PAHHIL H TEM CAMBIM
MOCTYIHpYeT U 0COOEHHOCTH TiepeBoYeckoro noeeaeHus: “What the
target-oriented approach to translation is geared to, in fact, is the
retrospective study of the production of translated texts, not their
reception and consumption. To be more precise: it purports to con-
textualize translation and present it as conditioned type of behaviour
in culture...” (Toury 1993: 17-18).
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I'paHulBl TIEPEBOAHOTO TEKCTA MOTYT OBITH OOpPAMJISIIOIIHMHU,
KOTJa MBI TIOHUMaeM o] TIepeBOAOM He TPOCTO TEKCT, a W3JaHHBIMH
TekcT. KHWKHOE WIH JKypHAIbHOE CYIECTBOBAaHUE MEepeBOAa MaTe-
pHATH3YeT AOTIONHUTENbHBIE TPH3HAKU TPAHUI TPH TOMOIIH MO0-
OaBNsieMBIX METATEKCTOB: TPEAUCTOBHS TIepeBOAUYHKA, CTaTbH 00
aBTOpe TIOAJMHHHUKA M TEKCTe, peleNnTHBHBEIE PYKOBOACTBA B BHIE
TJIOCCAPHEB, MPECYTIO3UIIMOHHEIX HITH HHTEPIPETHPYIOUTHX KOMMEH-
TapueB W T.NM. HawGosblnel skcrutMkanmeld TpaHHIl MOKHO CUHTATH
UMEHHO KHHUTY, JOMYCKAIOIIYI0 MAaKCUMAITbHOE KOJTHYECTBO JOTIONHH-
TeNbHBIX MPU3HAKOB TPaHHIl TMepeBoja. MOXHO CKas3arth, 4TO 00-
PaMJIIONIHE TPAHUIIBL ABIIAIOTCS TPEIKAE BCETO BHETEKCTOBLIMH.

I'paHHULBEI TIEPeBOAHOTO TEKCTa MOTYT OBITh M 3HAKOBBIMH,
pacroioXKeHHBIMH BHYTPH TekcTa. [IpuMeHeHHe CEMUOTHKH B Tiepe-
BOJIOBEACHHH TIPHUBEJIO K OCO3HAHWIO CEMHMOTUKU TPAaHHIl HA YPOBHE
OTIENBHBIX JJIEMEHTOB (3HAKOB) TEKCTA. DTO MOJKET OBITH BRIAEICHHE
CEeMHOTHYECKOI pesleBaHTHOCTH (hakTOpoB rnocTpoeHus Tekcra (Wilss
1980: 16—17). D10 MOXKeT ObITH MOUCKOM KOHKPETHBIX MOTPAHUIHBIX
3HakoB: “The study of translational paratexts is the study of signs that
not only signal translational status but also represent the distance of a
non-translational text, retrospectively called the source or original”
(Pym 1992: 185; cp. u: Nord 1995). B kpaiineii ¢opme 3T0 MOXKeT
MPeBpPaTUTHECA B pacCMOTpPeHHe MepeBoAa Kak 3HAaKOBOH CHTYyalMH:
“In translation the relation between the source language text (A) and
its receptor translation text (B) stands as the semiotic relation of sign
(S) to object (O), or of signifier to signified. In brief, source to trans-
lation is as sign to object” (Barnstone 1994: 91). B mo6omM ciyuae Mbl
MOJXEM CKa3aTb, YTO IMOCPEACTBOM KOHTAKTOB C MOJIMHHUKOM H
NMpUHAMAIOIIe KyJNBTYpO# TepeBOd CTPOMT CBOIO OHTONOTHIO H
JFOOOTBITHO, UTO 3TO TPAAMIHOHHOE TIOHUMAaHHE TOATBEpIKIAeTCS H
JIOTHKOH JTEKOHCTPYKTHBHCTCKOTO MOIX0MAA K TEPEBOAHOMY TEKCTY:
“.the target text belongs neither to its source nor to its target
linguistic systems. It exists in a realm that is in-between the two possi-
bilities; it is incorporation only (in + corpore: “in the body”) — not
rebirth” (Dass 1993: 2).

Breixons W3 paMoOK TepeBOAOBEAEHHS M CTAHOBICH HA TO3MIUIO
CEeMHOTHKa KYJABTYpPHI MpoOiIeMa TPaHWIBl TPHOOpPETaeT HOBBIE
yepTel. [lepeBomoBemueckoe TMOHUMAHHME TPAHHI[ IEPEBOAA Kak
MOHUMAaHHe OHTOJIOTHH MEePEBOAHOTO TeKCTa AOTOHAETCS MOHATHEM
TeKCTa KyJbTyphl. Hampumep, eciii TpaHWLBI MepeBOJHOH KHHTH
o0paMIIAIOT TEKCT TMEPeBOAa H MOAYEPKHBAIOT €ro BHYTPEHHEe
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€JMHCTBO, TO BBIACNAEMBbIE CEMHOTHKOH KYJIBTYpPHI TPAHHUIEBI Tiepe-
BOJA JIUIOL YaCTUYHO COBMAJAIOT ¢ TPaHHLAMH, BBIJENAEMBIMH B
nepeBofoBeieHHH. [lepeBoa Ha A3BIK, MepeBOA B KHHTY (TeKCT) M
MepeBoj B KYJIBTYPY CYTh Pa3HbIE UITOCTACH MEPEBOAICSCKON MesTerh-
HOCTH. Ky/IbTypHasd UCTOUHUKOBOCTB JIFOOOTO TEKCTa JOIYCKaeT JBa
NMPUHOUITHATBHEIX ToAXoAa. JIuTepaTypHBId TeKCT, HAMpUMEp, BXO-
JUT B TPAgWIMIO OTEYECTBEHHON WM PETHOHAIBHOH JHMTEpaTypHI,
SBIISICH AHAXPOHHYECKHM TEKCTOM HCTOPHHU JUTEpaTypnl. B TO
JKe BpeMs OH SBJISEeTCS CHHXPOHHUYECKHM TEeKCTOM KYJIbTYpPHOIi
cHCTEeMBI. Mexay NHUTeparypHbIM H KYJIBTYPHBIM CYIIECTBYIOT
HHTepTeKCTyaTbHbIe cBA3H (White 1989: 301, 294).

KynbTypa cama cTaHOBHTCS TEKCTOM, CONOCTABHMBIM C KOHKpET-
HBIM TEKCTOM MepeBoja. Eciiu muTepaTypHbIil acliekT ycTaHaBIMBaeT
3CTETHYECKYIO TUCTAHIIHIO C TEKCTOM, TO KYJIBTYPHBIH ACIeKT JIKUT
B OCHOBe MAeHTU(UKauuu Teketa (Assmann 1995: 241, 242). Kyinb-
TYPHBIii acleKT WASHTH(UKALIAN TEKCTA JOMYCKAeT ABOSKHIA TIOAXOM.
Bo-miepBbiX, (YHKIMOHUPYIOIIHE B KYyJIBTYpe TEKCTHI B3aHMO-
CBSI3BIBAIOTCS W (POPMHPYIOT penepTyap KYJAbTYPbI, THHAMH3HUpPYe-
MbIif KaKIbIM HOBbIM TekcToM (cp.: Even-Zohar 1997: 355-363).
Oka3pIBasiCh B HOBOM TEKCTOBOM OKPY)KEHHM, TJe CYIIECTBYeT
orpesieleHHas MPUBBIUKA (XaOUTyC) UTEHHA-TIOTPeOIeHUsT TEKCTOB,
MeHSAeTCS M PeLeli{s IeMEeHTOB TeKCTa — OHH CTaHOBATCS JieMeH-
Tamu periepryapa: “In translation, textemes tend to be converted into
repertoremes, where a TEXTEME is any sign, irrespective of its rank
and scope, which is subordinated to textual relations and hence
carries textual functions, and a REPERTOREME — any sign (again,
regardless of rank and scope) which forms part of an institutionalized
repertoire” (Toury 1991: 187). HeuzbexHOCTb CTAHOBIIGHHS pernep-
TyapoM BceX HOBBIX TEKCTOB OTpaKaeTcs B MepeBOAOBeleHHH B
OTKa3€ OT CTAPOMOTHOTO TOHATHS AAEKBATHOCTH TIEPEBOAA H B €ro
3aMeHe MOHATHAMH NpHMeHUMocTH (applicability) u akuenTtupye-
MocTu (acceptability). ITH NOHATHS NMPHU3HAHBI JaKe KIIOUEBbIMH I
niepeBogoBeseHus (cM.: Doherty 1997: 2). Tem cambiM cTHparoTCs
TPAHHIBI MEXKAY CBOUM M UYXKHM, MOJIMHHUKOM U TIEPEBOIOM, TIPH-
YeM MepeBOTHOCTh CTAHOBUTCS MPHU3HAKOM OYEHBb Pa3HBIX TEKCTOB.
D10 3actagwio I'. Typu BBecTH B OOWXOJ NMOHATHE MOApa3yMeBae-
MoTO repeBojia (assumed translation) Jyis yTOUHEHHUS TPAHUIBI MEXKTY
nepeBofaMu W HerepeBoaamu (Toury 1995: 31-35). Koraa kyneTypa
CTHpaeT TPAHHIBI, TEPEBOTUHK NO/DKEH MX OXpaHATh. OTBETCTBEH-
HOCTH TEepPeBOYHNKA CBI3BIBAETCA B TAKOH CHTyallid HE TOJBKO C
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Ka4eCTBOM TMepeBoja, HO U C YMEHHEM COXPaHSITh ABTOHOMHOCTH
TekcToB (cp.: Lane-Mercier 1997: 43—68).

BoO-BTOpBIX, TEKCT MOXKeT HASHTU(WIHMPOBATHCA TIPH MOMOIIH
MPOEKIIUH HA HEKOTOPBIIl MpeACcTaBUMEIH 06pasel], TeKCT KyIbTypbl
B KOHKPETHOM TposiBiicHHU. Hampumep, meTepOyprckuil TeKCT
PYCCKOH KyNBTYpPHI ABISETCS KOZOBBIM TEKCTOM, HHBAPHAHTHBIM ISt
MHOJKECTBA KOHKPETHBIX JIMTEPATYPHBIX TEKCTOB. Takol HHBapHAHT-
HBI CBEPXTEKCT BBIPAKACT KAK CBS3b C TOPOJAOM (SKCTEHCHBHBIN
aCTIeKT), TaK M CBI3b KKIOTO TeKCTa, BXOMIIIETO B MeTepOyprekuil
TEKCT, ¢ OOMMM KOPITYCOM BCEX TEKCTOB, COCTABJIIONINX TETep-
Oyprckuii TekcT (MHTEHCHBHBIH acriekT; cM moapodHee: Toropos
1995: 275, 280). [TerepOyprckuii TekcT npeBpalaercs B “ycTpocT-
BO, C MOMOLILID KOTOPOro W coBepluaeTca nepexod a realibus ad
realiora, rpecyinecTBIieHHe MATEPHATLHOH PEeaTbHOCTH B TYXOBHBIE
ueHHocTH” (TomopoB 1995: 259), uto, B cBOIO ouepenb, MO3BOMISET
cKazaTb, YTO TEKCT “‘0o0y4aeT uuTaTeNd MpaBWIaM BBIXOAA 33 CBOM
cobcteennsie nipeaensr” (Toropor 1995: 259).

ITpoekust KOHKPETHOTO TEKCTA HA TEKCT KyJNBTYPBI KakK CPeICTBO
ero UaeHTH(UKALMY HATIOMHHAET HEKOTOpbie MOMCKH B IMEpeBOIO-
Be/ICHNH, B KOTOPBIX UHBAPHAHTHOCTH CMBICIA TPAKTOBAIACH “HE Kak
abCoMIOTHAsA KaTeropus, & Kak WHBAPHAHTHOCTH 10 OTHOLIEHUIO K
NOCTPOEHHOMY fI3bIKY-TIOcpeqHHKY '(PeB3un, Posenuseiir 1964: 68).
CylnecTBOBaHHE YCIOBHBIX S3BIKOB UJIH TEKCTOB B (PYHKIIUH TIOCPEA-
HHUKA TIPUBOAMT HAC K BOMPOCY O TIOHUMAHHH CEMHO3HCA C TOUYKH
3peHUst OCO3HAHHUS TPaHHL] TIepeBOa.

PaccMmoTpenne mpobiieMbl ceMHO3HUCa ¢ TO3UIHMU TIPOGIeM Tiepe-
BOJA JIGKHT B OCHOBE (DOPMHPOBAHHA CEMHUOTHKH MMEpeBOja Kak
CaMOCTOSTENbHON AUCUHUILTHHEL B OXHOM W3 HampaBlieHHH CeMUO-
THKH TIepeBOJa, OTMPAIOLIeMCs Ha MUPCOBCKYIO CEMHOTHKY BBeIeH
TEPMHH CceMuoTiepeBon  (semiotranslation), TIOHHMaeMbIli  Kak
MepeBOAUECKAI CEMHO3UC — TEPEBOJ MPOTEKAET B YCJIOBHAX JOTO-
BOopHOro cemHosuca (contractual semiosis: Gorlée 1993: 212 u cn.).
ITpotiece mepeBoma MO 3TOMY MOAXOAY MPUHIMITHAIBEHO KOMILIE-
MeHTapeH: “In translation real exchange “degenerates” into comple-
mentarity”(Gorlée 1993: 213). B pe3synbrare ycraHaBiaMBaeTcs s
MOHUMAHHUS TEKCTA MEePeBOa AOTOBOPHEIH CEMHO3HC, HE MOIMYyCKat0-
i ctarudeckoro onucanus: “Nothing is fixed in sign translation:
the translating text-sign, the translated text-sign, the (non)linguistic
codes, the translator, the translational and general-cultural norms, all
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are subject to continual interaction and change, even to a minute
degree” (Gorlée 1993: 223).

B paMkax CeMHOTHKH KYyJbTYpBI CYLIECTBYET TOMBITKA pa3iiH-
YeHUST CEMHO3MCOB PA3HBIX PAHTOB: C OAHOH CTOPOHBI, COTIO-
CTaBIAIOTCSA CEMHO3UC KYIBTYPEI H CEMHO3HUC B KYIBTYpe, H3ydaeMble
CEMHOTUKOI KyJIBTYpPBI U 3THOJIOTHEN ceMUuo3Mca (KOppesTupyIoLIeics
C KyJNbTypHBIMH (hakTamMu cemuo3uca). [lo 3T1oil moruke u JMHT-
BHCTHKAa CTAaHOBHMTCSA YacThio 3THOJOTHH ceMuo3uca (Kelkar 1984:
132—-133). 1 ana avMHrBHCTa KOHCTPYHPOBaHHWE KYJBTYPHOTO 3Haue-
HUS SBJIETCS COTIOCTABIEHHEM PA3HBIX CEMHOTHUYECKHX CHCTEM: “Any
construct of cultural meanings — that is, any social context — is
realized in the form of acts of meaning in the various semiotic modes
of which language is one” (Halliday 1984: 9).

CouManbHbIil MapaMeTp OMUCAHHS CEMHO3HCA (CEMHO3HCORB) BBI-
Tekaer M3 koHuenuuu M. baxtuna: “JKu3Hb cTpeMuTCs 3a0UThCA
BOBHYTpPb ce0s, YHTH B CBOIO BHYTPEHHIOIO O€CKOHEUHOCTb, HOUMCSL
epanuy, CTPEMUTCS HX PA3JIOKHUTE, OO HE BEPUT B CYIIECTBEHHOCTE U
no6poTy u3BHe (HOPMHUPYIOLIEH CHIIBI, HEMPUATHE TOYKH 3peHHS
usBHe. [Ipu 9TOM, KOHEUHO, K)Ibmypd 2panuy — HeoO0XOIUMOoe
VCIIOBHE YBEPEHHOTO U TIYOOKOTO CTHJIS — CTAHOBHTCS HEBO3-
MOJXKHOH; C TPaHUIAMU-TO JKU3HH WMEHHO M HEYero AeNaTh, BCe
TBOpYECKHe IHEPTHH YXOMAT C TPAHUL, OCTABJAS WX Ha TPOHU3BOI
CYABOBL. DCTETHUECKAs KYJIbTYypa eCTh KYJbTypa TPaHUIl U TIOTOMY
TIperoaraeT Teriyto arMocdepy Tiy0oKoro JoBepHs, 0OBIMAOIIYIO
JKU3HB. Y BepeHHoe U 000CHOBAHHOE CO3AaHHe U 00paboTKa eparuy,
BHELTHUX U 6HYmMpeHHuX, 1eIOBeKa U ero MUpa MPeroaraloT mpoy-
HOCTB U 00ecreueHHOCTh MO3UIHA BHe ero...” (baxtun 1994: 251). B
yKazaHHOM M. BaXTHHBIM COOTHOILIEHMM BHEITHETO M BHYTPEeHHETO
CYIIECTBYET YHHUBEPCATBHBIA CEMHOTUYECKHH TyamusM: “ Bo3MoxHO
JIBOSIKOE COUYEeTAaHHEe MHpa C UYETOBEKOM: M3HYTPH €ro — Kak ero
Kpyeosop, U U3BHEe — Kak ero oxpyscenue” (baxtun 1994: 165). O
TaKOM JK& Kpyro3ope W OKpPYKeHHWH MO)KHO TOBOPHTH M B CBS3H C
nepeBOAHEIM TekcToM. Ha 3Tol rpaHmiie Kpyrozopa W OKpPYKEHHS
CTBIKYIOTCS OCHOBHBIE KOHUEIIMU TMepPeBOUSCKON AesTeIbHOCTH,
onucanHbie M. baxTunsiM ante factum.

ITonsatHe HeorpaHHueHHOTO cemHo3uca (unlimited semiosis)
Y. C. IMupca Takike MOMyCcKaeT COOTBETCTBYIONIYIO HHTEPIPETAIHIO:
“The process of unlimited semiosis postulated by Peirce suggests that
our linguistic competence is best explained within the format of an
encyclopedia rather than dictionary” (Eco, Nergaard 1998). [TougrtHo,
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YTO U CJIOBAPH COMEPIKHT JIEMEHT SHIUKIONEHH, KK MOHITHO H TO,
YTO SHLMKJIONEHs He TMOKpBIBAaeT BceX ocoOeHHocTel crioBaps. B
KyJbType YTeHHe TeKCTOB KOHBEHIIMOHATH3HpYeTcs U 000N HOBBIH
TEeKCT B KaKOM-TO CMBICIE YK€ TIPOUMTAH A0 TIOSBIECHHS CaMOTO
Tekcta. M B aTOM cMblciie 060e uTeHHe WM BOCHpPUSATHE JIHOOBIX
apreakToB MpOTeKaeT B HHTEPTEKCTYATEHOM MpocTpaHcTBe. MoXKHO
TOBOPHTBL H 00 HHTEPTEKCTYyaUThHOM CeMHO3HCe. “Intertextual semiosis
constitutes itself in the interaction between text and reader, depending
on a (given or assumed) “intertextual disposition” of texts and on
aspects of intertextually oriented text processing” (Holthuis 1994: 77).
HHurteprexctyanbHoe 3HaHue (intertextual knowledge) sBnserca wu
acreKTOM JIMHTBHCTHYECKOTO M JHIMKJIONEAMYeCKOro  3HaHMA
(Holthuis 1994: 84) u MX OTHOLUIEHHS 3aBHCAT OT LU UHTEpIpe-
taruu. O TPYAHOCTH AOCTIDKEHUS ONITHMAIBHOTO BOCTIPUSATUS MTHILET
u Y. Dxo: “Thus every act of reading is a difficult transaction between
the competence of the reader (the reader’s world knowledge) and the
kind of competence that a given text postulates in order to be read in
an economic way” (Eco 1992: 68).

KynbTypHoe TpocTpaHCTBO Bcer[a MHTEPTEKCTYyalbHO M pasiiH-
YeHUE TePBUYHBIX, BTOPUYHBIX, TPETHUHBIX H T.T. TEKCTOB 3aTpyAHE-
HO. OfHH TeKCTHI TOTPeOIAOTCS Uepe3 APYTHe, YHCTHIX TEKCTOB
MpaKTHYeCKH He CYLIeCTBYeT, T.e. BOKPYI JIOOOTO TeKCTa MMeeTcs
KOHTAKTHAsA 30HA C APYTHMH TEKCTAMH, YCIOKHSIOIAA OTpee/ieHHe
rpanmi Tekcta. [Ipo6iemMa He TOJIBKO B TOM, UTO YCIIOKHAETCS OCMBI-
clleHHe TIOPOXK/IeHHS TeKCTOB, HO U B TOM, YTO OHM TO TePAIOT CTa-
pble, TO MpHOOpeTaroT HoBble cBoicTBa (cp.: “Culture therefore inva-
riably invites comparison and juxtaposition; it is not only the place
where meanings are born, but the space in which they are being
exchanged, “transmitted” and seek to be translated from one cultural
language into another” Toporov 1992: 30).

C TOYKM 3peHHs MepeBOIYecKOH [edTellbHOCTH W ee TeopeTH-
YecKOTO OCMBICTIeHHS HMeeT OoJsblloe 3Ha4YeHHe YCTaHOBJIeHHe
TPaHHI] OHTOJIOTHU U MHTEPIpEeTaii TeKCToB. UnTarens cBobomeH B
YTeHWH. XOTS TEePEBOAYNK TOXKE UYWUTATENb, OH JIMILIEH CBOOOBI, TaK
KaK J0JDKeH YCTaHOBHTB CTeleHb MepeBOIUMOCTH (CBOe OTHOLIeHHEe K
S3BIKY, AUCKYPCY, TEKCTY, HHTEPTEKCTYyaTbHOMY IMPOCTPAHCTBY) B
COOTBETCTBHH C IEJIBIO MIEPEBOAA M BHIPAOOTATH CTPATETHIO TIEPEBOAR.
DKcIUTMKaU|s TpaHHll objierdaeT kak paboTy MepeBOAYMKA, Tak H
BOCIIPHATUE YUTATENTS.
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Cemuocepuueckass rpaHuna. B xoHuerniun ceMuocdepsl
10. M. JloTMaHa MoHsATHE MepeBOoAa IPUMEHSIETCs B ITHPOKOM CMBIC/Ie
cioBa. McxonHbiM siBAsieTCA NPU3HAHUE, YTO A3BIKH KYJBTYPbl MOTYT
CYIIECTBOBATH U PA3BUBATHCA JIUIIb BO B3AUMHBIX KOHTAKTaX: “Takum
o0pazoM, JIOOOH OTAENBbHBIA S3bIK OKA3bIBAETCS IOIPY)KEHHBIM B
HEKOTOpOoe CeMHOTHYECKOe IPOCTPAHCTBO, U TOJBKO B CHJIY B3aH-
MOJIHCTBHS C 3THM MPOCTPAHCTBOM OH crocobeH (pyHKIIMOHHPOBATE.
HepaznoxuMbiM padoTalonuM MeXaHH3MOM — eAHHHIeH ceMHo-
3Uca— CJleflyeT CUHMTaTh He OT/AE/JbHBIA SI3bIK, a BCe MpUCYyLIee
JIAHHOW KyJIBType CeMHOTHUYECKOE MPOCTPAHCTRBO. DTO MPOCTPAHCTBO
MBI U oripenensgeM Kak cemuocgepy” (Jlotman 1996: 165). Cemuocde-
pa ¥ CEMUO3UC COOTHOCATCA M0 ITOH JIOTHKE KaK CEMHO3HC KYJIbTYphI
U CeMHMO3UC B KyJbType. Takum ke o0pazoM MOMXHO TOBOPUTH O
rpaHune ceMHocdepbl H O TpaHHIAX BHYTPH CeMHOCHEepHI:
“I'lockosibKy Bce YpOBHH ceMuoc(epbl — OT JJUMYHOCTH YeJI0BeKa HIIH
OTAENbHOro TeKcTa A0 TIOOANBHBIX CEMHUOTHUECKHX EJHHCTB —
MPEICTABISIIOT Kak OBl BIOJKEHHBIE B APYT APYra ceMUOchephl, Kak-
Jlask U3 HHX SIBIAETCS OAHOBPEMEHHO U YYACTHHKOM AHANOra (4acTbio
ceMuocepsl), U MPOCTPAHCTBOM Auaora (UejbiM cemuocdepsr)...”
(Jlotman 1992: 24).

I'panuia wurpaer B ceMmHocdepe BaKHEHINyIO pOJb, SABIAACH
OMJIMHTBUATBHBIM MeXaHU3MOM, MePeBOSAIIMM BHEIHHe COOOLIeHHs
HA BHYTPEHHHI S3BIK CEMHOC(EPHI, OTACIAIONINM CBOE OT UYXKOTO,
MPEeBPAINAONAM BHEILTHHe He-coo0ieHns B coobmeHus (JlotMaH
1992: 14). Ilo cyTw oco3HaHHe TIpaHHMLBL [03BOIAET IIOHUMATh
0COOEHHOCTH CeMHOTHU3ALHH WM BO3MOXHOCTH “NepeBoja TeKCTOB
Yy)K0il ceMUOTHKH Ha A3bIK “Haimel”” (Jlotman 1996: 183).

CeMmuocgepuueckas IpaHHLA KaK CHCTEMa [eperuIeTatoHXCs
rpaHul, MOXKeT OBbITh ONMUCAHA MPH TMOMOLLH MOHATHS HUHTEPCEeMHO-
3uca. CoBpeMeHHas KyJbTypa aBTOHOMH3HpPYeT Oojee OTHeNbHbIe
3HAKH YeM 3HAKOBBIE CUCTEMBI, HO KaK JUIf y3HABaHUS 3HAKOB, TaK W
I8 UX TMOHMMaHUs HeoOXOAMMA BO3MOXHOCTb MX MPOSKLUHMHU Ha
pasHbie CHCTeMBL J{Is TepeBOAYecKOil AEATeNLHOCTH 3TO O3HAUAET
pasnuvyeHne S3BIKOBBIX, TEKCTOBBIX H KYJBTYPHBIX KOJIOB H BBIPAOOT-
Ky IpHeMOB UX nepejauu (cp., Harmpumep: Delabastita 1993: 33-39).
MeTomooTHYECKH BRKEH MEPeXOA OT YPOBHS 3HAKOB HA YPOBEHb
3HAKOBBIX CHCTEM, AKe KOTAA PA3HBIe 3HAKOBBIE CHCTEMBI UMEIOT H
HeKOoTOopblLil o0wuii kopryc 3HakoB. Takum oOpazoM, cemHochepH-
yeckas TrpaHULa SBJIAETCS [epeBOJAIIMM MeXaHU3MOM, IpHYeM
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nepeBoj] KOHKPETHBIX 3HAKOB TIPEBPAIIAET TEKCT B CHCTEMY YCJIOBHBIX
CEMHO3UCOB WJIM HHTePCEeMHO3HCA.

Tonojornueckass rpaHuIa SBISeTCA HE MPOCTO MeXaHU3MOM
nepeBojia, HO M COXPAHEHHsT HHBAPUAHTHBIX CBOHCTB TekeTta. C ofHOo
CTOPOHBI, ClOJa BXOAAT IKPAHU3ALMUH, HHCUEHUPOBKH, WILTIOCTPALUH
JIUTEPATYPHOTO TEKCTa, KOTOpble B IMpOLECCe UHTePCEeMHOTHUYECKOTO
nepeBoja WIH TPAHCMYTAIMH WM MEHAIOT 3HAKOBYIO CHCTEMY, HIIH
OKa3BbIBAIOTCS TepefaHHBIMH TP TOMOIIH HECKONBKHX Pa3HbBIX
3HaKoBbIX cucTeM. JItofoii nepeBon sBaseTca TpaHcopmaluel Texc-
Ta ¥ C TOUKH 3PEHUS KYJIBTYPHOI KOMMYHHKAINH HHTEPECHO CIeTUTh
32 MUTpalleil B KyJbType Pa3HBIX TpaHc(OpMALHil OTHOTO TeKCTa
Kak ero pasHbix unocraceil. C Apyroii CTOpOHBI, U B UHTEPTEKCTyallb-
HOM [POCTPAHCTBE CYLIECTBYET BO3MOMXHOCTb ULEJIOCTHBIX pe-
KOoHCTpykuuid. B. H. Tonopos, Hanpumep, CUUTAET, 4TO “TJIaBHAd 3a-
Java “MHTEPTEKCTOJIOTHH” COCTOMT B BBISCHEHHH THIIOJOTHH 3HAKOB,
peau3yIOIIMX pa3Hble BUABI MOA0OHA, U (YHKUMH “nogoOHOro” B
TeKkcTax xynoxkecrseHHol murepatypsl” (Tomopos 1993: 20).

Obpamisiiomiasi rpaHULA YCTAHABIHBAET BHYTPEHHIOK LIEJOCT-
HOCTh TeKCTa MpH MMOMOLIM BbIANEHHs AOMUHaHThL. OOpamjeHue
SBJIIETCST YCJIOBHBIM M BBITEKAET W3 JKENAHHWSA YCTAHOBUTH KOHKPET-
HYI0 HMCTOYHUKOBOCTH TEKCTAa M €ro MEJOCTHOCTh TI0 OJHOMY HIIH
HECKOJIbKUM MapaMeTrpaM (HaluMOHaIbHbIe, CYOKYJIbTYpHbIE, MOJHTH-
yeckde, reorpaduueckne W T.I. 3HakH). OTAETBEHO HEoOX0IHMO
CKa3aTh O TEKCTOBBIX 3HAKAX. DTO MOTYT OBITh 3HAKH Hauana (3aria-
BUe, 3nurpad, mnoceslleHHe) WM KoHUA (OrjiaBiieHHe, yKazaTellu,
oubauorpadus); 3To MoxkeT ObITh OOpaMiieHHe TeKCTa MeTaTeKCTaMH
(BBEmEHME, TOCTIeCTIOBHE, KOMMEHTAPHH, TIoccapuil U T.M.) B KHUTE
WK JKypHAae.

JluHeapHasi rpaHULA ABJIeTCS pazleNMTeNbHON TIpaHHuUed u
AKTYaIHN3UPYeT OIIMO3MINH, JIS)KAIIUe B OCHOBE PATHUSHHS S3BIKO-
BBbIX, MEHTAJIbHBIX, COLMAIbHBIX, MAEOJIOTHYECKUX W T.Il. MUPOB B
Tekcte. [TepeBoueckas JesTeNbHOCTh Kak Oojee palHOHabHAd 110
CpPaBHEeHHIO C TicaTenbckol paboToll HeM30eKHO HATAJIKHBAETCS Ha
HeOOXOAMMOCTh PEKOHCTPYKIIMH WIH SKCIUIMKAIAHA TPAHUI] TeKCTa U
OT pe3yJibTara 3TOH AeATeNIbHOCTH 3aBUCHT BO3MOXKHBIH MHp Mepe-
BoAa. ['paHMIBI MepeBoja BHYTPH TPAHHUIl KYJBTYPHI MO3BOJIIOT
BHASTh B TEKCTE HEPApXUI0 TPAHWII, JIKAITYD B OCHOBE HHTEp-
npeTauuH Kak OTAeNbHBIX 3HAKOB, TAK U 3HAKOBBIX CUCTEM.

Ha noHuMaHue cucTeMbl MpaHull MepeBojia OnupaeTcs ornpenene-
HHE Pa3HBIX ACTIEKTOB CEMUOTHKH TnepeBoja. He Baapascy B moxpod-
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HOCTH B J@HHOH CTarTbe€, YKa)KeM JIMLIb OCHOBHLIE ACMEKThbl CEMHO-
THKH NepeBoja: 1) ceMHOTHKA MepeBoAa KaK IepeBo] CeMHOTHKH
(s13BIKa, KyNBbTYpBI, TEKCTA); 2) KOMIIJIeMEeHTApHAasl CeMHOTHKA Iepe-
BOJA, M3Yy4yalolliad COBOKYIHOCTb TEKCTOB METAKOMMYHHUKALMH U
TOTAJILHOTO MepeBojia (TeKCTOBbIH, MeTAaTeKCTOBbIH, HWHTEKCTOBBI,
WHTEPTEKCTOBBIH, SKCTPATEKCTOBBIA TepeBon); 3) conHaabHas
CeMHOTHKA MePeB0/a, BKIIIOYAOIIAS TIPOOIEMBI TOCTKOJIOHHATLHOTO
NepeBoa U CEMHONEPEROAA, a TAK)Ke MOCTMOAEPHUCTCKUX MOAX0A0B
K nepeBoly (couMalibHas M JAUCKYPCHUBHAs TMpakKTHKa, XaOuTyc,
TPaMOTHOCTH U T.X.); 4) mporeccyaabHasi CEMHOTHKA MepeBo/a KaKk
CEMHOTHYECKOE OMMCaHUe PA3HbIX aKTyalu3aluil npouecca nepeoaa
W CO3[aHHe MOJENH Ipoliecca TepeBoja AN eAHMHOrO OIMUCAHHS
Pa3HBIX THIOB MepeBOAa; 5) paAHUKAJbHasi CeMHOTHKA IepeBoAa
Kak NpeJoCTaBIeHUE CEMUOTHUECKUX CPEACTB /UL OMUCAHMUSA WHTEp-
CEMHOTHYECKOT0 MepeBoaa.

CeMuoTHKa TIepeBoAa BO MHOIOM IPHMBIKAeT K CEMHOTHKe
KyabTypel. Ho B TO e Bpems CHUTyalus WHTEPCEMHO3HMCA U HHTep-
TEKCTYaJbHOCTH MPUBOAAT HAC K HEOOXOAMMOCTH YUUTHIBATH He
TOJILKO CEMHOTHYECKYIO PA3HOPOAHOCTh TeKCTOB. CMellleHHe TEKCTOB
W 3HAKOBBIX CUCTEM KaK CMELIeHHEe I'PaHML] MPUBOAMUT HAC K OCTPBLIM
COLHALHBIM MPoQIIeMaM afanTalil YeloBeKa ¢ OOIIEeCTBOM, TIOAIH-
HEHHOCTH 4YeJIOBEKa WHKYJbTYPaLUWH, aKKYJbTYpaUHH H MYJbTH-
KyJBTypaIN3Ma B CHCTEMe 00pa30BaHus U CPEACTB MACCOBOH KOMMY-
HHUKAIHH, 3 TaKKe K npobieMaM MHTepPMeTHAILHOCTH (M3MEeHEeHUH B
COOTHOLIEHHUAX BepOalibHOTO, BU3YAIBHOTO, ayJUTHBHOro). B utore
MOKHO CKa3aTh, YTO CEMHOTHKA MepeBoJa AOMKHA ObITh M COLHO-
CEeMHOTHKOH MepeROa.
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The limits of translation:
the socio-semiotic aspect of translation semiotics

Determining the concept of ‘translation text’ occupies a relevant position
in the scientific interpretation of translation activity. Most of the
translation theories avoid establishing the borders between translation and
non-translation, because in the intertextual and intersemiosic space of
present culture, the borders between any kind of texts are very vague.

From the point of view of translation studies, the ontological
definition of a translation text proceeds from determining the concepts of
‘original’ and ‘translation’, as well as ‘translation’ and ‘recipient culture’.
In the first case, the borderline marker is a type of translation which
constitutes a sign of the nature of the relationship between the translation
and the original. In the second case, the borderline marker is the purpose
of translation, the constructive dependence of translation on its suppos-
able future function. Therefore, the definition of ‘translation’ in trans-
lation studies is mostly process-oriented.

The intrusion of semiotics into translation studies, and the interest of
cultural semiotics in translation activities, have changed the attitude
towards the nature of translation. On the one hand, the translation
semiotics deals with contractual semiosis which observes the text in
translation process not as a coherent, but a complementary whole. On the
other hand, it deals with intersemiosis as the situation in which the
differing/differentiating codes and sign systems of a translation influence
each other, and isolated individual signs can simultaneously belong to
several sign systems. The problem of the limits of translation arises in
connection with the need to retain the possibility for integral cognition of
texts even in such cultural spaces that consist of totally intermingled texts.
Every translation book can create its own borderline system to guarantee
the integral approach.

The present article displays the typology of the limits of translation, as
well as the following disciplinary approaches to translation semiotics that
emerge from it: translation of semiotics, process-oriented translation
semiotics, complementary translation semiotics, social translation semio-
tics, radical translation semiotics. Distinguishing between these
approaches in the translation semiotics, it is important to consider that
their interpretation requires a socio-semiotic background.



150 Ilesmep Topon

Tolkepiirid
(tolkesemiootika sotsiosemiootiline aspekt)

Tdlketegevuse teaduslikus mdtestamises on olulisel kohal tdlketeksti
mdiste piiritlemine. Enamik tdlketeooriaid véldib piiri tdmbamist tdlke ja
mittetdlke vahele, sest tdnapdeva kultuuri intertekstuaalses ja inter-
semioosiselises ruumis on piirid igasuguste tekstide vahel viga haprad.

Tdlketeaduse poolt vaadatuna toimub tdlketeksti ontoloogiline piirit-
lemine originaali ja tdlke ning tdlke ja vastuvStva kultuuri piiritlemise
kaudu. Esimesel juhul on piiri téhistajaks tolketiitip kui médrk tdlke ja
originaali vahekorra iseloomust. Teisel juhul on piiri mérgistajaks tdlke
eesmirk, tdlke konstruktiivne soltuvus tema oletatavast tulevasest
funktsioonist. Seega piiritleb tdlketeadus tdlget protsessikeskselt.

Semiootika tungimine tolketeadusesse ja kultuurisemiootika huvi
tolketegevuse vastu on muutnud suhtumist tdlke olemusse. Uhelt poolt
vdib tdlkesemiootikas rddkida kokkuleppelisest semioosisest (contractual
semiosis) kui teksti vaatlemisest tdlkeprotsessis mitte sidusa, vaid komp-
lementaarse tervikuna. Teiselt poolt tuleb réddkida intersemioosisest kui
olukorrast, milles tdlkes eristuvad/eristatavad koodid ja mérgisiistemid
mdjustavad iiksteist ning tiksikud margid osutuvad samaaegselt mitmesse
siisteemi kuuluvaks. Tdlkepiiride probleem tdusebki pdevakorda seoses
vajadusega ka segunenud tekstidest koosnevas kultuuriruumis séilitada
vdimalus tekstide terviklikuks tajumiseks. Iga tolkeraamat v3ib luua oma
piiride stisteemi tervikliku l&dhenemise tagamiseks.

Artiklis on vélja pakutud tdlkepiiride tiipoloogia ja sellest tulenevalt
tolkesemiootika distsiplinaarsed vdimalused: semiootika tdlkimine,
komplementaarne tdlkesemiootika, sotsiaalne tdlkesemiootika, tdlkeprot-
sessiline tdlkesemiootika, radikaalne tdlkesemiootika.

Tdlkesemiootika piiritlemise aluseks on sotsiosemiootiliselt inter-
preteeritava taustsiisteemi arvestamine.



