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1. Contemporary views

T
he nature of translation is a topic that 
tends to lead to extreme points of view. 
: ere is a tendency on the one hand to 

emphasise the role of language to the exclusion of 
everything else, and on the other to neglect the role 
of linguistic elements and to concentrate on the 
conceptual content. : e notion that translation 
involves merely replacing words in one language 
with words in another is probably the most com-
mon one held by the general public. : is is possibly 
inculcated in the everyday routine of easily deci-
phering other people’s utterances or writings. : is 
is then extrapolated onto other concepts; a chemist 
can easily recognise the equations and formulae in 
a text written in a diC erent language with a script 
that is not even alphabetic, and, with a few clues 
about the language, he may manage to decipher a 

great deal of it. A doctor may be able to construe a 
patient’s anamnesis even if the patient comes from 
a remote part of the globe for as long the patient 
presents him with an accurate medical account 
written by his previous physician. 

If all technical texts were expressed entirely 
in a symbolic notation, the concept-for-concept 
formula would be perfectly practicable, technical 
translation, at least, would be one of the simplest 
things on earth. However, even mathematical 
texts use a certain amount of ordinary language, 
and in so far as they do this, the concept-for-con-
cept approach is not suG  cient.

1.1. Diachronic importance and 
contemporary expectations

Translation is practically as old as writing 
itself and for almost as long as humans have been 
writing they have been translating. Indeed, evi-
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dence of this can be found in ancient clay tablets 
containing bilingual Sumerian-Eblaite glossaries 
(Deslisle and Cloutier 1995:7). : at translation 
has accompanied virtually every signib cant sci-
entib c and technological discovery throughout 
the ages is well documented and it is diG  cult, if 
not impossible, to b nd a single example of an in-
vention or discovery which was not exported to 
another language and culture by means of trans-
lation (Byrne 2012: 3). 

: e portentous events from the past are 
not mentioned here in order to say that transla-
tion practice at the time had resolved the issues of 
adequate approaches to the process. Even more 
than today, translation lacked the standards of 
accuracy and quality that we expect nowadays. It 
was only feasible for as long as there was a certain 
amount of equivalence in between the languages. 
And indeed, the notion of equal values among 
languages has dominated the translation para-
digm for centuries. If translations are supposed 
to bring in information that is new to a language 
or culture, then they cannot be expected to be 
naturally equal. : at is, new ideas and techniques 
will eventually require new terms and expres-
sions, so that translations are going to be marked 
in ways that their source texts are not. 

: is argument usually becomes a question 
of terminology: should the translation use loans 
from the source text or should new terms be in-
vented from the resources considered ‘natural’ in 
the target language? (Pym 2010: 21). 

2. 2 e illusion of equivalence

: e naïve belief that translation consists of 
matching concepts from one language with their 
equivalents from another does not sound out-
landish at b rst glance. At second glance though, 
we may wonder what happens when a concept to 
be translated is totally inexistent in the target 
culture. Should the translator have the audacity 
to snatch it from the source culture and create a 
bogus new concept in another? : is loaning or 
invention of new phrases occasionally adds a 
commensurate amount of naïve superstition in 
the target culture; take for example Halloween 
taken to a higher level of overplay in the TL ex-

pression Noć vještica eclipsing the inherent no-
tion of Svi sveti by instilling the notion of witches 
even though the original wording in English is 
totally devoid of it. 

2.1. The dominance of purpose 

Equivalence can only be helpful for as long 
as all the facets of the expressions perfectly b t each 
other in the SL and TL cultures. : is is more of-
ten not the case than it is and the twentieth cen-
tury saw a blossoming of diverse approaches to 
translation diC ering to such great extents that 
many have pondered to bridge the gap by b nding 
a common denominator. Hans Vermeer attempt-
ed to bring the diC ering approaches closer by pos-
tulating that the most important ingredient in 
any translation is its purpose, viewing the process 
as a communicative activity performed for a spe-
cib c reason. Texts are written for a specib c pur-
pose, which greatly aC ects and determines what 
the best approach to their translation should be. 
It is this purpose, that he named Skopos, which 
conducts the translation process. : is may seem 
commonplace, but compared to the equivalence 
approach, where the source text and its eC ect on 
the source language audience determine the 
translation process, the Skopos approach provides 
a diC erent angle viewing the source text function 
as the ultimate shaper of the target text and the 
translation process. 

Within such an approach, there is general 
acceptance that one source text can be translated 
in diC erent ways in order to carry out diC erent 
functions. : e translator thus needs information 
about the specib c goals each translation is sup-
posed to achieve, and this requires extra-textual 
information of some kind, usually from the cli-
ent. : is expands and bends the notion of trans-
lation b delity, rather contrariwise to the equiva-
lence paradigm. For the Skopos paradigm, the 
translator’s choice need not be dominated by the 
source text, or by criteria of equivalence, unless 
the source text and equivalence happen to be 
stipulated as essential for the purpose. A legal 
document for example may be adapted to the 
target-side textual norms if, and when it is to be 
governed by the laws operative in that particular 
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culture, or it may be rendered with the source 
text form if, and when the translation is more for 
the purposes of understanding, or again, it may 
be translated in an almost word-for-word way if, 
for instance, it is to be cited as evidence in court. 
: e source text would be the same in all cases. 
What is diC erent is the purpose that the transla-
tion has to serve (Pym 2010: 22-23). 

: e Skopos approach however can be rath-
er b ddly to use in practice due to lack of clarity in 
the notion of translation purpose, as it does not 
actually say how translators are supposed to fulb l 
a particular purpose. It helps them, nonetheless, 
to focus on the most pertinent facets of the trans-
lation process. 

2.2. The shortcomings

: e limitations of the equivalence and 
Skopos approaches are also indicative of other 
functional approaches. While the equivalence 
approach can provide us with theoretical criteria 
that can be used as strategies for comparing origi-
nals with their translations, it does not provide 
explanation for many other elements existing 
outside texts, which nevertheless exert major in-
h uence on the translation process. Equivalence 
also comes short of telling us which of the vari-
ous levels of concurrence is the most desirable for 
a given text. Unlike Skopos, equivalence places 
the substance of translation onto the role of the 
source text to the detriment of its purpose in the 
target audience. Skopos, on the other hand, takes 
a more holistic approach and views translation 
beyond the horizon of the process itself, perhaps 
laying too much emphasis on the professional 
context.

3. Levels of decoding 

Translation is primarily concerned with 
communicating the overall meaning of a stretch 
of linguistic expression. Once the translator 
makes up his mind about the purpose of the text, 
or the desirable level of equivalence for that mat-
ter, another dilemma arises – at what level should 
equivalence be sought? – at the level of words, 
sentences or discourse chunks. To achieve this, 

we need to start by decoding the units and struc-
tures which carry the meaning. 

3.1. Reliance on words

Translation is more than mere transfer of 
concepts – it is more akin to transfer of meanings 
expressed by words, and words are not necessari-
ly the names of things and ideas. Deb ned loosely, 
the word is ‘the smallest unit of language that can 
be used by itself ’ (Bolinger and Sears 1968:43), 
which leads many to believe that the word is also 
the basic meaningful element in a language, 
which is a rather inaccurate belief. Meaning can 
be carried by units smaller that the word (con-
sider the morphemes ‘re’ or ‘dis’, etc in recreate 
and disbelief respectively). But if translation were 
solely the replacement of words, the appropriate 
procedure would be to consult a bilingual dic-
tionary. At its best, however, a bilingual diction-
ary shares the main limitations of a monolingual 
one. It has the same alphabetic and atomistic 
classib cations, the same tendency to obsoles-
cence. Moreover, bilingual dictionaries tend to 
furnish standardised translations that do not cor-
respond to the full lexical ranges in two languag-
es and may therefore be incorrect because of tem-
poral shim s of meaning in both languages.

For such an approach, it would suG  ce to 
operate with a list of SL words and a correspond-
ing list of TL words; each SL word would have its 
TL counterpart. : is indeed is the naïve idea of a 
bilingual dictionary and what the layperson in 
the street expects to b nd in it. It presupposes that 
words are clear-cut and distinct entities, each 
word normally having only one clear and distinct 
meaning. : is idea goes with an equally wide-
spread notion that language itself, any individual 
language for that matter, is a list of words of this 
kind, and that each word is the name of some ob-
ject in the external world. 

: e two examples mentioned above can 
also conveniently show that some notions ex-
pressed by one SL word require more than one 
word to be translated in the TL: (recreate = pono-
vo stvoriti/izgraditi) while others may keep the 
number of corresponding words. Even loan 
words are not a guarantee of keeping the number 
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of words equal – take tennis player and teniser in 
English and Serbian respectively for example. 
More om en, however, meanings are carried by 
units much more complex than the single word 
and by various structures and linguistic devices. 
One can hardly call such a structure complex or 
complicated, and yet it is suG  ciently complicat-
ed to show that dictionary translations of this 
type tends to become very cumbersome and im-
practical, albeit the process itself remains at a 
rather simple level. Even most linguistically in-
nocent people have an intuition that meaning is 
intrinsically bound up with individual words. 
While such an assumption seriously underesti-
mates the complexity of word meaning, there is 
some merit in its postulation. Languages do have 
words, at least partly, since in the cultures they 
are supposed to serve, the meanings that such 
words entail need to be communicated – which 
provides an explanation in terms of their motiva-
tion (Cruse: 2011: 77). 

3.2. Other levels of decoding

Anyone who has ever attempted transla-
tion will be aware of how illusory it is to abide by 
the rule of the word. Yet it persists, and in a 
somewhat more sophisticated shape, it provided 
the starting point for the b rst experiments in 
translating by means of the electronic digital 
computer (machine translation). Part of the rea-
son for its persistence is that there is an element 
of truth in the idea that translation is concerned 
with words only. Translation is concerned with 
words, but not with words only. A translator 
needs grammatical knowledge to enable him/her 
to resolve ambiguities caused by structural fea-
tures and to foresee and avoid interferences be-
tween the two languages. Grammatical struc-
tures of languages diC er from one to another and 
categories within them do not always corre-
spond.

: e mechanical substitution of word units 
can be eC ective under certain conditions and up 
to a point. Some simple forms can be converted 
in this way from one language to another. A 
phrase like vrijeme in Serbian can be replaced by 
time in English. We can arrive at this point with 

an ordinary bilingual dictionary, and there are a 
number of other phrases that can be dealt with 
on these lines. For example, a phrase containing 
an adjective, like Serbian dobro vrijeme, will with 
a little extra information yield to the English 
good time. : e information that the noun vrijeme 
takes a neuter gender form of the adjective on ac-
count of the noun belonging to the same gender 
need not be reh ected in the corresponding 
equivalent in English, which may be a syllogism 
leading to an erroneous conclusion that all the 
semantic and grammatical facets have been ade-
quately taken account of. 

Grammatical knowledge should also enable 
the translator to distinguish between optional 
and obligatory forms in the language, those mat-
ters that have to be expressed as such and those 
that have alternatives. : is kind of knowledge is 
second nature to all of us, as far as our mother 
tongue is concerned. It may be very deeply root-
ed in a person with a good command of another 
language but they will never be able to take it for 
granted in the same way. In any event, nobody 
has perfect control of any language (Pinchuck 
1977: 148). By the same token, a further exten-
sion of the utterance, such as that in the phrase 
Dobro vrijeme u teškim vremenima would be per-
fectly commonplace and eC ortlessly compre-
hended by a native speaker of Serbian, but it 
would impose a major obstacle in the simple bi-
nary approach to translation since the word vri-
jeme in such a phrase brings to surface its hom-
onymic properties. English, on the other hand, 
can conveniently take care of this semantic bifur-
cation by deploying two distinctly separate words 
– weather and time, respectively. It also goes the 
other way around too. 

In translation, we have to cope with ambi-
guities of this kind occurring in two languages at 
the same time. To understand the ambiguities 
and to avoid compounding them in the process 
of translating, we must dismantle the languages 
and look at the component parts. : e typical 
deb nite and indeb nite articles, so prolib c in Eng-
lish texts, are missing in Serbian. : e tree types of 
gender and case declensions of Serbian are re-
duced to an incomparable minimum in English. 
Similarly, there are diG  culties in the use of classes 
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such as noun, verb or adjective whose gender is 
one of the decisive factors in the meaning decod-
ing process. : e word ' iend in English can be 
taken to refer to either of the sexes, unlike the 
gender features entailed in Serbian prijatelj or 
prijateljica with unmistakable sex designations. 

: is, in turn, portents amendment to the 
belief that Serbian case inh ections are generally 
replaced by a more rigorous and inh exible word 
order in English or expressions that include a 
preposition. Compound this complexity by the 
fact that the translation process must take into 
account that adjectives and nouns in a phrase ne-
cessitate conformation in case, gender and num-
ber; the verb form must conform to the noun 
and various other elements regulated by case rela-
tions. : is corroborates the notion that a typical 
Serbian sentence is packed with a greater amount 
of information than might be considered neces-
sary in English. Serbian is not economical, but it 
is less susceptible to misunderstanding.

4. Limitations

: e theoretical distinction between words 
and morphemes mentioned in the previous para-
graph attempts to account for such elements of 
meaning, which are expressed on the surface. It 
does not, however, provide an answer to how 
words and morphemes can be further broken 
down into components of meaning. It is never-
theless important to be aware of this distinction, 
as it can be useful in translation, especially in 
dealing with loan words. Perhaps the best de-
scription of the slippery path of relying on word-
for-word translation is that expressed by Culler 
saying that if language were simply a nomencla-
ture for a set of universal concepts, it would be 
easy to translate from one language to another. If 
language were like this the task of learning a new 
language would also be much easier than it is. 
But anyone who has attempted either of these 
tasks has acquired a vast amount of direct proof 
that languages are not nomenclatures, that the 
concepts of one language may diC er radically 
from those of another. Each language articulates 
or organises the world diC erently. Languages do 

not simply name existing categories, they articu-
late their own (Culler 1976: 22).

It would transpire from this that if one per-
sists in putting ‘round pegs into square holes’ 
there would have to be a certain amount of h exi-
bility in the elements of both the source and the 
target languages, notably in their lexical, seman-
tic and syntactic components. : is h exibility 
however can only go so far, and if the translator 
bends the words, their meaning or congruence 
too much they will tend to refract. Perhaps, Anu-
radha Dingawaney was right to say that transla-
tion from one culture into another involves vary-
ing degrees of violence (1995: 4). : is idea of 
translation as refraction rather than reh ection 
was b rst developed by Lafevere oC ering a more 
complex model than the old idea of translation as 
a mirror of the original. Inherent in his view of 
translation as refraction was a rejection of any 
linear notion of the translation process. Texts, he 
argued, have to be seen as complex signifying sys-
tems and the task of the translator is to decode 
and re-encode whichever of those systems is ac-
cessible (Grant 1992: 84). 

Lefevere noted that much of the theorising 
about translation was based on translation prac-
tice between European languages and pointed 
out that problems of the accessibility of linguistic 
and cultural codes intensib es once we move out 
beyond Western boundaries. In his later work, he 
expanded his concern with the metaphorics of 
translation to an enquiry into what he termed 
the conceptual and textual grids that constrain 
both writers and translators (Bassnett 2002: 8). 

4.1. Instability of meaning

Because the occurrence possibilities of 
words within lexical items are typically severely 
constrained, the ‘meaning entails choice’ princi-
ple indicates that their meanings are similarly 
constrained. In other words, they are not fully 
functional semantic elements. Sinclair calls this 
restriction of meaning possibility ‘delexib cation’ 
(2004: 32). : ere are many other factors that un-
dermine the word-for-word approach and deval-
uate the resources of dictionaries. Numerous 
words in the language can hardly be said to serve 
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the purpose of nominalisation of the world 
around us. 

Whatever may be argued about words like 
house or kuća (and even this, as demonstrated in 
the opening paragraphs, can be very complex), 
they are as simple as any words can be in a lan-
guage as far as nominalisation goes; even more so 
if we ask ourselves what prepositions like on, to, 
at – or Serbian na, u etc, for the same matter - 
actually name. If it is maintained that they name 
ideas, such as ideas of spatial position, it would 
be diG  cult to allocate their correspondences be-
tween the languages. 

To illustrate it further, ponder the English 
language go to town; in the street; at the market 
and the corresponding Serbian phrases ići u grad; 
na ulici; na pijaci etc. Clearly, the meaning of the 
prepositions varies according to the context, but 
this being so, they cannot be called ‘names’ in the 
sense that one could say that John is the name of 
a person, while dog is the name of a particular 
kind of animal. : is, in turn, implies that transla-
tion is far from being a transposition of names 
and is quite diC erent from the comparing of lan-
guages or counting of words or phrases. 

5. Principles rather than approaches

John Sinclair proposes that there are two 
basic ways of constructing utterances in natural 
language use (2004: 28). One way, governed by 
what Sinclair calls the ‘Open-choice principle’ 
builds up or analyses an utterance word by word. 
Each word is freely chosen and displays the same 
semantic properties as it does in isolation. : is, 
according to Sinclair, is how utterance construc-
tion is viewed in ‘standard’ lexical semantics. : e 
obligatory-optional distinction is an indispens-
able one. One of the most important matters to 
know, especially about the target language, is 
what must be said in it as opposed to what can be 
said in it. It goes without saying that thorough 
knowledge of grammatical implications on 
meaning is a necessary prerequisite in any trans-
lational action.

: e other way, governed by the ‘idiom prin-
ciple’, uses as basic building blocks - ready-made 
sequences of words, which are chosen en block. 

: e choice of individual words in these sequenc-
es is severely constrained and their sematic prop-
erties are suppressed, being subservient to the 
properties of the sequences. According to Sin-
clair, utterance building in the b rst way is rela-
tively infrequent, and is in any case mainly con-
b ned to particular language genres, especially 
technical language and literature. In ordinary, 
everyday language, especially the spoken variety, 
the idiom principle holds sway (Cruse: 1999: 
86). A particular language variety may be neces-
sary, for example to compensate a feature of the 
source text that resonates an undertone which 
does not have a per se equivalent in the target lan-
guage in order to reach the same level of expres-
siveness.

5.1. A matter of choice

A target language structure may sometimes 
appear to diC er greatly from the source language 
structure, but it is possible that the target lan-
guage has alternatives that are nearer to the 
source language ones while still conveying the 
same message. Take for example the English 
phrase Comparing apples and oranges, and Serbi-
an Porediti babe i žabe which, albeit divergent in 
terms of lexical composition, are still comparable 
in terms of semantic implication. Or to com-
pound it even further, consider % e early bird 
catches the worm and the several optional render-
ings in Serbian Ko rano rani dvije sreće grabi; or 
Ko prvi djevojci njegova djevojka whereby the lexi-
cal departing is equally present in both render-
ings; semantic concurrence likewise, but the so-
ciological pertinence would incline the speaker 
to use one or the other depending on the particu-
lar context and situation. To complicate matters 
further, an idiom or b xed expression may have no 
equivalent in the target language. : e way a lan-
guage chooses to express, or not express, various 
meanings cannot be predicted and only occa-
sionally matches the way another language 
chooses to express the same meaning (Baker 
2011: 71). 

In technical texts, where conveying infor-
mation is the main consideration, this point is 
highly relevant and therefore aC ects the criterion 
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of adequacy, which therefore needs to be added 
to the aforementioned context and situation. 
One language may express a given meaning by 
means of a single word, another may express it by 
means of a transparent b xed expression, a third 
may express it by means of an idiom and so on. It 
is therefore unrealistic to expect to b nd equiva-
lent idioms and expressions in the target lan-
guage as a matter of course (2011: 71). 

Generally one alternative is preferable to 
the other. More om en than not, optional forms 
all tend to belong to a similar series (for example: 
ground, earth, country, soil, dirt, state and so on, 
which, depending on the context, can all be 
translated in Serbian as zemlja; or, conversely: 
štap, pritka, palija, klip all possibly translated in 
English as stick). : ey are synonyms or near syn-
onyms, and only a deeper analysis can show 
which one is more appropriate for the particular 
utterance than others. Used in such a context, the 
role of the bilingual dictionary, and to some ex-
tent that of the monolingual dictionary, is to give 
approximations rather than true equivalents. 
: ere may be a one-to-one correspondence in a 
particular context, but the correspondence may 
just as easily be many-to-one or one-to-many.

: e choice of a suitable equivalent will al-
ways depend not only on the linguistic system or 
systems being handled by the translator, but also 
on the way both the writer of the source text and 
the producer of the target text, that is the transla-
tor, choose to manipulate the linguistic systems in 
question; on the expectation, background knowl-
edge and prejudices of readers within a specib c 
temporal and spatial location; on translators’ own 
understanding of their task, including their assess-
ment of what is appropriate in a given situation; 
and on a range of restrictions that may operate in a 
given environment at a given point in time, in-
cluding censorship and various types of interven-
tion by parties other than the translator, author 
and reader (2011:15). : e deeper the analysis, the 
more likely it is to take us into the lexical realm or 
even into the realm of any situation.

6. Other approaches
Going through some of the most relevant 

approaches to contemporary translation only 

scratches the surface of the issue. Each of the ap-
proaches leverages useful tools to facilitate the 
translation process. Unfortunately, none of them 
provide a comprehensive clue. Equivalence is an 
approach that operates more at the level of be-
liefs, or b ctions, or of possible thought processes 
activated in the reception of translation, and that 
is exactly what authors such as Gutt, Toury or 
Pym believe it to be – a belief structure. : ey 
therefore hint that the illusion of equivalence 
should actually reduce cognitive eC ort at the 
point of text use. Consequently, if translators are 
aware of the way equivalence works in reception, 
they can reduce and direct their eC ort accord-
ingly. In other words, the illusion of equivalence 
may well enable a very eG  cient use of resources 
(Pym 2010: 40). 

As a reaction against such vagueness and 
contradiction, numerous other approaches avail-
able as tools for facilitation and improvement of 
accuracy of translation, such as relevance theory 
(Gutt 1991) or descriptive translation (Toury 
1995) began to appear in the second half of the 
twentieth century as attempts to redeb ne the 
concepts of ‘literal’ and ‘free’ translation in oper-
ational terms, to ‘describe’ meaning in scientib c 
terms, and to put together systematic taxonomies 
of translation phenomena. : e breadth of this 
paper was only suG  cient to mention the most 
prevailing ones. Having said that, one should be 
prudent enough to know that whatever approach 
prevails today, may subside tomorrow. : ere is 
obviously some truth in all of these theories, but 
the greatest truth deb nitely lies somewhere in be-
tween. 

7. Conclusion

A possible way to reconcile the issues out-
lined in previous chapters might be to combine 
the best aspects of the aforementioned approach-
es, and the work carried out on text typologies. 
: us, Skopos would be used to determine what it 
is that we need to achieve with any given transla-
tion project. : is, in turn, would provide us with 
a general overview of the strategy that should be 
deployed. Combining this with the knowledge 
of text typologies would enable us to proceed 
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with a clearer picture of what precisely that trans-
lation will look like, reh ecting features such as 
style and terminology. Considering the cultural 
diC erences that are pervasive in every stretch of 
literary expression, the analysis of extratextual 
and intratextual factors seems to be unavoidable. 
It is uncontested that the process should be guid-
ed by means of source text analysis. An implica-
tion of this is that the outcome the translator is 
expected to deliver might be laden with addi-
tional analyses. Should the translator opt for a 
simpler approach however, such a simplib cation 
would only yield dubious outcomes, which 
would eventually require rectib cations and, ulti-
mately, an even greater amount of work. 

: eoretical knowledge can equip us with 
tools for various levels of equivalence, not neces-
sarily as criteria for comparing texts, but as guide-
lines, fed in by our understanding of the purpose 
of the target text facilitating the translation pro-
cess. If the translator aims to convey the same im-
pression which they received from the source 
text, this impression will also depend on the level 
of education and comprehension among the tar-
get text audience, and this may diC er from the 
translator’s own understanding.

It would appear that the contemplation of 
purpose alienates our thoughts from the contem-
plation of equivalence and its diC erent levels that 
the translator should strive to achieve. : is issue 
is not new. In his preface to King James Bible of 
1611, entitled : e Translators to the Reader, the 
question is asked ‘is the kingdom of God words 
or syllables?’ It cannot be denied that translation 
is a transaction involving words, but so is talking 
to friends, so is delivering a lecture on the quan-
tum theory or a speech in a play by Shakespeare. 
To say that translation is a replacement of words 
in one language by those in another is not more 
than the truth, and yet it is as informative as say-
ing that speech is the uttering of one word am er 
another. Words are a means of expressing some-
thing, of communicating something, and the 
purpose of the communication is the overriding 
concern. : ey function under strong restrictions 
and oC er some resistance to individual manipu-
lation. Words are means, but means with peculiar 
properties (Pinchuck 1977: 45). 

It is important to realise that while none of 
the existing approaches to translation on their 
own can yield an infallible model of translation, 
they can provide adequate raw material that can 
be used to devise an informed and acceptable 
model to guide our practical work. : e main en-
deavour here relates to exploring the diverse the-
oretical frameworks and practical extra-textual 
facilitations and then cherry pick those that ap-
pear to be most relevant for the given assign-
ment. It is quite conceivable that all of the ingre-
dients for a feasible and trustworthy approach to 
translation are already available. All that remains 
is to assemble the various pieces into a basic and 
yet practical approach.
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PREVODILAČKE ZAVRZLAME – ŠTO JEDNOSTAVNIJI 
PRISTUP, UTOLIKO VEĆE KOMPLIKACIJE

Rezime

Tokom prevođenja, mehanička zamjena riječi jednog jezika riječima dru-
gog jezika može biti djelotvorna pod određenim uslovima i u određenoj 
mjeri. Jednostavniji oblici mogu na taj način biti prevedeni iz jezika u je-
zik. Ali, kada bi prevođenje bilo puka zamjena riječi, najadekvatnija pro-
cedura bila bi upotreba dvojezičnog rječnika. Ovo je izvedivo ukoliko 
postoji određen nivo ekvivalentnosti između datih jezika. Međutim, 
ukoliko se od prevoda očekuje da stvori koncepte koji su strani ciljnoj 
kulturi i jeziku, onda se na njih ne može gledati kao na jednake. Drugim 
riječima, nove ideje i koncepti će u konačnici iziskivati nove termine i 
izraze. Dvadeseti vijek je iznjedrio mnogo različitih pristupa od kojih je 
svaki polučio korisne instrumente za unapređenje prevođenja. Nažalost, 
nijedan od njih ne pruža sveobuhvatan model. Ekvivalencija funkcioniše 
više na nivou ubjeđenja, dok skopos Hansa Vermera najveću važnost pri-
daje svrsi prevoda, gledajući na sam proces kao na komunikacionu aktiv-
nost koja se odvija sa jasnim razlogom. Poznavanje gramatike nam tako-
đe pomaže da razlučimo šta je opciono a šta obavezno, odnosno šta se 
mora izraziti na određen način, a kada se može posegnuti za alternativa-
ma. Da bi se uzele u obzir tekstualne dvosmislenosti i da bi se izbjeglo 
njihovo umnožavanje u toku prevođenja, neophodno je razložiti jezik i 
sagledati njegove sastavne dijelove. Takođe je bitno znati da, iako nijedan 
od postojećih pristupa ne nudi nepogrešiv model, oni ipak mogu posluži-
ti kao osnova za pravilnije osmišljavanje praktičnog rada. 
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