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Abstract
This paper focuses on the efficiency of cognitive-discursive approach to the study of diachronic plurality in
translation on the material of Shakespeare’s plays as time-remote original texts and their chronologically
distant Ukrainian retranslations of the 191-21% centuries. Complex research methodology based on the methods
of cognitive translation studies together with methodological principles of discourse analysis is implemented
to reveal the influence of discursive and cognitive factors on the process and result of retranslation. Discourse
analysis substantiates the discursive factor that becomes a prerequisite of diachronic plurality in translation of
Shakespeare’s plays in cases when chronological and ideological, cultural and individual frameworks of the
original and translated texts are different. Methods of cognitive translation studies prove the cognitive factor
to become the determinant of the diachronic plurality in translation of Shakespeare’s plays because cognitive
consonance or cognitive dissonance of the translators with the author’s ideas cause different interpretations of
the original texts by the translators and—consequently—different degrees of cognitive proximity of the
translated text with the original one. The correlation of cognitive consonance and cognitive dissonance with
the degrees of cognitive proximity appears to be the following: cognitive consonance correlates with cognitive
equivalents (full and partial) or cognitive analogues (functional and stylistic); cognitive dissonance correlates
with cognitive variants (referential, valorative, and notional). Methodology of cognitive translation studies
helps determine the translator’s choice of effective translation strategies (achaization, modernization, and
neutralization of temporal distance) and tactics (reproductive or adaptive) while translating a time-remote
original work.

Key words: cognitive-discursive approach, diachronic plurality in translation, time-remote original text,
chronologically distant Ukrainian retranslation, translation strategies and tactics.

1. Introduction
The development of cognitive linguistics as an interdisciplinary study of language, mind, and
sociocultural experience (Halliday & Matthiessen, 1999; Evans & Green, 2006) that first emerged
in the 1970° gave rise to the formation of a new cognitive-discursive paradigm of linguistic research.
Within the framework of this new scientific paradigm, linguistic-cognitive approach to discourse
analysis has developed (Holsanova, 2008) that greatly expands methodological potential of analysis
of communication in general and intercultural communication in particular (Martynyuk, 2012;
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Shevchenko, 2019) and gives impetus to those studies of literary semantics that aim to model the
purport of a literary text (Nikonova, 2008). Used for the purpose of aesthetic communication,
a literary text functions as an integral structure in which the author's intention has been realized.
The adequacy of the understanding of the literary text means the interpretation of the purpose of
aesthetic communication in accordance with the author’s intention. The specificity of the literary
text is that—Dby its nature—its units imply plurality of interpretations that causes an ambiguous
understanding of the entire literary work (Vorobyova, 2005, pp. 201-217).

In line with cognitive-discursive approach in linguistics, theorists of translation studies
postulate that in the process of literary translation, all translation strategies are applied in a single
cognitive information field the outer limits of which are determined by the context of the situation
(Lewandowska-Tomaszczyk, 2010) and specific translation decisions depend on the translator’s
ability to use the translation potential of a certain field (O’Brien, 2013). This new—still
undeveloped—approach in translation studies is relevant in the study of phenomena related to the
problems of understanding the message (Ortega y Gasset, 2004) and its adequate and equivalent
interpretation and translation (Sickinger, 2017).

To determine the criteria of translation adequacy (Pym, 2007), the development of the theory
of plurality in translation is new and productive as “the existence or possibility of several
translations of the source text in the target language is evidence of the fact that translation by its
nature has—among other things—the quality of being indeterministic, at least, in certain aspects”
(Farahzad, 1999). M. L. Larson (1997, pp. 9-10) notes:

The same meaning can be expressed in different forms, for example, the sentences “Is this
place occupied?”, “Is anyone sitting here?” and “Can | sit here?” essentially have one
meaning — the person who speaks expresses a desire to sit in a certain place.

He further emphasizes (Larson, 1997, p. 11):

It is the multiplicity of meanings and the lack of an unambiguous correlation between form
and meaning that is the main reason that complicates the translator ’s task. If such a mismatch
did not exist, then all lexical units and all grammatical structures would have only one
meaning, and literal translation and direct replacement of grammatical structures would be
possible. But language is a complex set of indirect interactions between meaning (semantics)
and form (vocabulary and grammar).

Taking into account the fact that in most cases translations are not created synchronously but at a
certain time interval Western researchers (Venuti, 2003; Brownlie, 2006; Feng, 2014) appeal to the
term “retranslation” indicating that each new translation of this or that work of art tends more and
more to the original text (Feng, 2014, p. 69). Retranslations help better understand the original
literary text as they illuminate different aspects of it by putting emphasis on them. In addition, the
translation “speaks” to the readers in their native language—in particular non-verbal—but also in
the language of culture that will always be different from any other no matter how close their verbal
presentation may be. According to T. Hermans (2006, p. 11), by creating retranslations of the same
original work

we restrain the most uncontrolled aspects of the texts, their freedom, their gaps, their
unintentionally created features, their multiplicity and heterogeneity. Translation further
deepens and strengthens this unruly formation. Translations temporarily fix interpretations
which, as verbal constructions, are themselves open to interpretation.
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Maxym Rylskyi (1975) noted in this regard: “Every translator can successfully reproduce a foreign
story, play, poem, etc. by missing one or another feature of the original text or emphasizing another
that seems to him the most essential. Everyone translates in their own way” (p. 79). This means that
retranslations made with the awareness of the existence of previous translations justify themselves
by establishing a difference between them and themselves. This difference can be seen in the
applied strategies that characterize subsequent translations and are formed on the basis of the
assumption that previous versions are no longer acceptable in the target culture. Such an assumption
is more often based on social or ideological principles and not on the shortcomings of previous
translations (Rebryi, 2012, p. 307).

Therefore, it is advisable to consider the plurality in translation as both a subjective
phenomenon related to the individual characteristics of this or that translator and an objective one
caused by the need of one culture to keep in touch with another in the process of retranslation while
expanding its own cognitive capabilities and realizing its self-identification (Pavliuk, 2013, p. 191).
The objectivity of plurality in translation is also determined by the fact that a work of art is a
dynamic phenomenon; it can exist in different historical and cultural planes therefore having its
own fate in space and time (Perminova, 2005, p. 100). The essence and reasons for plurality in
translation is discussed in (Boiko & Nikonova, 2021, pp. 1036-1038).

The diachronic plurality in translation—in its turn—is considered as retranslations of a time-
remote original work occurring during a certain historical period or several periods of time. Such
chronologically distant retranslations make it possible to trace the influence of different eras on the
worldviews of the translators (Kaiser, 2002; Koskinen & Paloposki, 2003) and therefore on the
translated works (Luchuk, 1995). The diachronic plurality in translation of a time-remote original
work is based on two main principles of the theory of equivalence (Rebryi, 2012; Sitar, 2014):
1) recognition of not only linguistic but also textual and communicative equivalence; 2) acceptance
of the fundamental impossibility of establishing complete equivalence between the original text and
the translated one.

Since diachronic retranslations of the time-remote original text can differ significantly,
modern translation theory needs adequate research methods based on theoretical and empirical
knowledge in order to determine the nature of these differences including the factors that cause
them to appear. In this context, cognitive-discursive approach in translation studies supplies
effective research tools.

The relevance of cognitive-discursive approach to the study of the complex nature of
retranslation process is justified by the fact that such approach considers not only the result of
translation as the subject to study but also the prerequisites that determine the translator’s approach
to the reproduction of the original text in one way or another. As the study of a literary text (as well
as its retranslations) involves appealing to the entire experience of human existence, which is
reflected in a certain piece of literature (Boiko & Nikonova, 2021, p. 1034), this is exactly the
cognitive-discursive approach that is really efficient as it strengthens the role of knowledge in
people’s lives, in understanding their nature, inner world, worldview, and life values.

The aim of this research paper is to substantiate the efficiency of cognitive-discursive
approach to the study of the complex nature of the phenomenon of diachronic plurality in translation
on the example of Shakespeare’s plays and their chronologically distant Ukrainian retranslations of
the 19™-21% centuries by revealing the influence of discursive and cognitive factors on the process
and result of retranslation that subsequently determine the translator’s choice of the general strategy
and local tactics of retranslation of a time-remote original work.

Achieving the goal involves solving the following interrelated tasks: 1) to analyze and
compare different chronologically distant Ukrainian retranslations of Shakespeare’s plays as
samples of time-remote original works in order to show the influence of cognitive factors (namely,
cognitive consonance or cognitive dissonance) that are determined by discursive factors (namely,
difference in historical and cultural contexts in which the original text and its retranslations are
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created; social and ideological peculiarities of the societies; the translators’ personal worldviews)
on the process and result of retranslation; 2) to reveal different degrees of cognitive proximity
between the lexical units in the original text and its retranslations that determine the translator’s
choice of effective translation strategies and tactics in different chronologically distant
retranslations of a time-remote original work.

The research material is taken from five tragedies by William Shakespeare (1564-1616),
namely, Romeo and Juliet (1594), Hamlet, Prince of Denmark (1600), Othello, the Moor of Venice
(1604), King Lear (1605), and Macbeth (1605) that serve as samples of Early Modern English at
the turn of the 16" and 17" centuries and their 31 chronologically distant Ukrainian retranslations
of the 19™-21% centuries. The units of analysis are culturally marked and connotatively coloured
language and speech units (words and free phrases correspondingly) in the time-remote original
texts and their counterparts in chronologically distant Ukrainian retranslations under study.

The hypothesis of the research is postulated as follows: the phenomenon of diachronic
plurality in translation of a time-remote original text is accounted for the discursive factor (the
difference in local, chronological, cultural, and ideological framework of the original text and its
chronologically distant retranslations) that influences the cognition of the translator (the cognitive
factor) who—in the state of either cognitive consonance or cognitive dissonance with the author of
the original text—chooses the appropriate translation strategies and tactics in his / her retranslation.

2. Method
The methodological basis used in the research was determined by the interdisciplinary nature of the
phenomenon of diachronic plurality in translation that presupposed the use of not only methodology
of cognitive translation studies but also methodological principles of discourse analysis. Such
complex research methodology focused on poetical, cognitive, and translation analysis of the time-
remote original texts and chronologically distant Ukrainian retranslations.

Discourse analysis helped clarify the extralingual situations of the creation of Shakespeare’s
works and their Ukrainian retranslations of the 19™-21% centuries (cultural and historical method,
comparative-linguistic-cultural method) as well as characterize the literary and stylistic parameters
of the original works and their retranslations determined by the author’s and translators’
worldviews, their individual styles and their attitudes to the language norms (the method of
retrospective analysis, biographical method, hermeneutic method, and interpretive -textual method).

The methods of etymological, contextual, descriptive, semantic, and stylistic analysis allowed
tracing the ways and means of expressing the meanings of the units of analysis, i.e. culturally
marked and connotatively coloured language and speech units (words and phrases correspondingly)
in the time-remote original text and in chronologically distant Ukrainian retranslations.

The methods of conceptual analysis, frame modelling, and frame mapping aimed at
establishing the degree of cognitive proximity of the units of analysis in the original works and their
counterparts in Ukrainian retranslations as a result of cognitive consonance or cognitive dissonance
of the author and translators.

The methods of contrastive translation and transformational analysis allowed comparing the
units of analysis in the original text and in Ukrainian retranslations in order to determine the
translation transformations that distinguish different retranslations.

Besides specific methods of discourse science and cognitive translation studies, general
scientific methods of induction and deduction, observation and systematization, description and
comparison, interpretation and generalization, systematization and classification, also empirical
methods of analysis and synthesis were incorporated in the complex analysis of Shakespeare’s
works and their chronologically distant Ukrainian retranslations.

The application of the complex analysis techniques made it possible to carry out the research
in the following sequence: discourse analysis (characteristics of extralingual situation of creation
of Shakespeare’s works and Ukrainian retranslations, their literary and stylistic parameters) —
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cognitive analysis (comparison of the conceptual content of the culturally marked and
connotatively coloured units of analysis in the original and their counterparts in retranslations
in order to establish different degrees of cognitive proximity between corresponding units of
analysis) — translation analysis (determination of translation strategies and tactics influenced by
cognitive consonance or cognitive dissonance between the author and the translators).

3. Results and Discussion
This section addresses discursive and cognitive factors of diachronic plurality in translation of
Shakespeare’s plays in the light of cognitive proximity to the original text.

3.1. Discursive factor of diachronic plurality in translation
The discursive factor of diachronic plurality in translation presupposes that different historical
and social contexts in which Shakespeare’s works and their Ukrainian retranslations of the
19"-21% centuries were created, different literary trends to which the author and the translators
adhered influenced translators’ worldviews, their individual artistic styles and their attitudes to the
language norms, thus making the discursive factor a prerequisite of diachronic plurality in
translation.

In Ukraine, the perception of the treasure of world literature to which belong the plays of the
great English playwright William Shakespeare that were created in the late 16™ and early
17" centuries began in the 40° of the 19" century and proceeds to the present days. The five tragedies
chosen for analysis (Romeo and Juliet, Hamlet, Prince of Denmark, Othello, the Moor of Venice,
King Lear, and Machbeth) attracted the most attention of Ukrainian translators in the
191-21% centuries. These plays are represented in 31 retranslations performed by 21 Ukrainian
translators:

Romeo and Juliet (1594) — Panteleimon Kulish (1901), Vasyl Mysyk (1932), Abram
Hozenpud (1937), Iryna Steshenko (1952), Ihor Kostetskyi (1957), Yurii Andrukhovych (2016).

Hamlet, Prince of Denmark (1600) — Osyp-Yurii Fedkovych (1870, published in 1902),
Mykhailo Starytskyi (1882), Panteleimon Kulish (1899), Yurii Klen (1930, published in 1975),
Leonid Hrebinka (1939, published in 1975), Viktor Ver (1941), Mykhailo Rudnytskyi (1943),
Hryhorii Kochur (1964), Oleksandr Hriaznov (2001), Yurii Andrukhovych (2008).

Othello, the Moor of Venice (1604) — Panteleimon Kulish (1882), Marko Kropyvnytskyi
(1890), Iryna Steshenko (1950), Oleksandr Hriaznov (2008).

Macbeth (1605) — Panteleimon Kulish (1900), Todos Osmachka (1930), Yurii Koretskyi
(1940), Boris Ten (1986), Oleksandr Hriaznov (2008).

King Lear (1605) — Panteleimon Kulish (1880), Panas Myrnyi (1897), Maksym Rylskyi
(1941), Vasyl Barka (1969), Oleksandr Hriaznov (2008), Yurii Andrukhovych (2021).

Different Ukrainian retranslations of the playwright’s works are marked by the specifics of
national self-awareness and self-identification of Ukrainian people in the three radically different
historical epochs — the second half of the 19" century; the 20" century; the beginning of the
21 century assuming that Macbeth and Romeo and Juliet translated by Panteleimon Kulish in
1900 and 1901 correspondingly also belong to the first historical period (see Table 1).
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Table 1

Ukrainian translators and their retranslations
of the five Shakespeare’s tragedies in the 191-215t centuries

Ukrainian translators
of Shakespeare’s tragedies

Ukrainian retranslations of Shakespeare’s tragedies

The second half of the 19" century

Osyp-Yuriy Fedkovich (1834-1888)

Hamlet, Prince of Denmark (1870, published in 1902)

Panteleimon Kulish (1819-1897)

King Lear (1880), Othello, the Moor of Venice (1882),
Hamlet, Prince of Denmark (1899), Macbeth (1900),
Romeo and Juliet (1901)

Mykhailo Starytskyi (1839-1904)

Hamlet, Prince of Denmark (1882)

Marko Kropyvnytskyi (1840-1910)

Othello, the Moor of Venice (1890)

Panas Myrnyi (1849-1920) King Lear (1897)

The 20t century

Macbeth (1930)

Hamlet, Prince of Denmark (1930, published in 1960)
Romeo and Juliet (1932)

Romeo and Juliet (1937)

Hamlet, Prince of Denmark (1939, published in 1975)
Macbeth (1940)

King Lear (1941)

Hamlet, Prince of Denmark (1941)

Hamlet, Prince of Denmark (1943)

Othello, the Moor of Venice (1950),

Romeo and Juliet (1952)

Romeo and Juliet (1957)

Hamlet, Prince of Denmark (1964)

King Lear (1969)

Macbeth (1986)

inning of the 21% century

Hamlet, Prince of Denmark (2001), Macbeth (2008),
King Lear (2008), Othello, the Moor of Venice (2008)
Hamlet, Prince of Denmark (2008),

Romeo and Juliet (2016), King Lear (2021)

Todos Osmachka (1895-1962)
Yurii Klen (1891-1947)

Vasyl Mysyk (1907-1963)

Abram Hozenpud (1908-2004)
Leonid Hrebinka (1909-1942)
Yurii Koretskyi (1911-1941)
Maksym Rylskyi (1895-1964)
Viktor Ver (1901-1944)

Mykhailo Rudnytskyi (1889-1975)

Iryna Steshenko (1898-1987)

Ihor Kostetskyi (1913-1983)
Hryhorii Kochur (1908-1994)
Vasyl Barka (1908-2003)
BorisTen (1897-1983)

The beg
Oleksandr Hriaznov (1940-2021)

Yurii Andrukhovych (born in 1960)

The second half of the 19" century (the first period) in Ukrainian history was characterized by the
increase of the influence of Russian culture on Ukrainian one. The beginning of the 20" century (the
second period) was the period of weakening Russification and developing of the spoken Ukrainian
language. The beginning of the 21% century (the third period) was the time when Ukraine finally
acquired its independence and the Ukrainian culture was fast evolving in the new conditions of
blurring the boundaries between the styles of art (Boiko, 2022a, p. 5).

The translators of the five Shakespearean tragedies under study adhered to different literary
trends that were predominant in each historical period and were specified by their peculiar features.
Thus, Panteleimon Kulish and Mykhailo Starytskyi were the representatives of romanticism in
Ukraine; Marko Kropyvnytskyi and Panas Myrnyi adhered to realism; neoclassicism was advocated
by Yurii Klen, Vasyl Mysyk, Maksym Rylskyi, Mykhailo Rudnytskyi, Iryna Steshenko, Hryhorii
Kochur, and Boris Ten; Yurii Koretskyi, Viktor Ver were the representatives of futurism; Todos
Osmachka, Abram Hozenpud, and Leonid Hrebinka adhered to neo-baroque; VVasyl Barka represented
modernism; Oleksandr Hriaznov and Yurii Andrukhovych were the representatives of
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postmodernism. Adhering to this or that literary trend of the corresponding era as a component of the
spiritual culture of Ukraine, Ukrainian translators as creative personalities elaborated their own
individual artistic styles.

Thus, significant differences in local and chronological, cultural and ideological framework of
the time-remote original texts (England of the Elizabethan era) and their chronologically distant
Ukrainian retranslations during three centuries (the end of the 19" century, the 20" century, and the
21% century) performed in different conditions both on the territory of Ukraine and in emigration
under the influence of different literary trends caused—obviously—differences in worldviews of the
translators as artistic personalities and—consequently—in their understanding and interpretation of
the original texts. Hence, the discursive factor was a prerequisite for the diachronic plurality in
translation of Shakespeare's tragedies by Ukrainian translators of the 19M-21% centuries.

To illustrate the above discussed, let’s consider the fragment taken from Hamlet’s soliloquy
“To be or not to be...” in Shakespeare’s tragedy Hamlet, Prince of Denmark (Act III, Scene 1), and
its ten chronologically distant Ukrainian retranslations performed by Mykhailo Starytskyi (1882),
Panteleimon Kulish (1899), Yurii Klen (1930), Leonid Hrebinka (1939), Mykhailo Tupail’s version
of Hrebinka’s translation (1975), Viktor Ver (1941), Mykhailo Rudnytskyi (1943), Hryhorii Kochur
(1964), Oleksandr Hriaznov (2001), and Yurii Andrukhovych (2008):

(1) William Shakespeare (1600): To be, or not to be — that is the question: Whether ‘tis nobler in
the mind to suffer / The slings and arrows of outrageous fortune / Or to take arms against a sea
of troubles, / And by opposing end them. (Shakespeare, 2015, p. 75)

(2) Mykhailo Starytskyi (1882): JKumu uu ne scumu — / Oco wo cmano pyba. Il]o wnsxemniu, |
Yu npuiimamu i kaminus, 1 cmpinu / Q0 auxoi, nasicroi ooni, / Yu noscmamu na me mope
myeu / ¥ mum noscmannam éce cxinuumu pazom? (Shekspir, 1882, p. 84)

(3) Panteleimon Kulish (1899): Yu 6ymu, uu ne 6ymu, om numanns! / [Llo 6nacopooniwe 6 Oyuii:
mepnimu | Tpawi i cmpinu 3mowoi gopmynu, / Yu 306ynmysamucs npomue mops myy |
1 6ynmysanmnsm im kineys 3pooumu? (Shekspir, 1899, p. 71)

(4)  Yurii Klen (1930, published in 1960): Yu orcumu, yu ne scumu — oco numanns. | Lo ons Oywii
wisaxemuiwe. mepnimu / Bei cmpinu i kaminna 3noi ooni, / Yu epaz noscmamu npomu mops
myk, | I kpaii noxnaswu? (Shekspir, 1960)

(5) Leonid Hrebinka (1939, published in 1975): Yu 6ymu, uu ne 6ymu? Ocov 6 uim piu. |
1o nouecniw onst Oyxy — uu mepnimu | Craaku ma cmpinu nagicnoi 0oni / A uu, noscmamu
npomu mops aux, / 36opomu ix? (Shekspir, 1986, p. 48)

(6) Leonid Hrebinka (version edited by Mykhailo Tupail in 1975): Yu 6ymu, uu ne 6ymu — oco
numanns. / LLJo 6aaeopooniwe? Kopumucs 0oni /1 6ine 6i0 cocmpux cmpin ii mepnimu, / A yu,
3imHysuucs 6 eepyi 3 mopem nuxa, / Ioxkracmu xkpaii iiomy? (Shekspir, 2003, p. 55)

(7) Viktor Ver (1941): Tax 6ymu uu ne 6ymu — oco numanns! / [lJo 6nacopooniw s oywi —
mepnimu / Kaminns i cmpinu ooni nasicuoi, / Qu suamu 36poro npomu mopa 6io, / Ta ix
3001ame dopinnam? (Shekspir, 1941, p. 111)

(8) Mykhailo Rudnytskyi (1943): Bymu uu ne 6ymu? — oco numanns. / IlLJo winsxemuiwe: moguxu
nepenecmu / Okosu ti cmpinu HagicHoi doni, / Yu 3uaswu 36poio npomu Xeuivb i MyK —
Toknacmu kpaui im? (Shekspir, 2004, p. 81)

(9) Hryhorii Kochur (1964): Tax. Bymu uu ne 6ymu — oce numanus. / B uim 6inoue 2ionocmi:
mepnimu mosuxu / Baoicki yoapu nasicroi ooni / Yu cmamu 30poiino npomu mops myk / I kpati
nokaacmu im 6opunero? (Shekspir, 2003a, p. 72)

(10) Oleksandr Hriaznov (2001): Tax 6ymu uu ne 6ymu — ocb numanns. / Qu 2iono ye: moguamu
i mepnimu / Kaminnsa u cmpinu nasicrnoi ooni? / Yu mpeba iti uunumu 30potinuti onip /
1 6 cymuuyi scopcmokitl 3 mopem 6i0 / Haesixu noxinuumu 3 numu? (Shekspir, 2023)
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(11) Yurii Andrukhovych (2008): | om numanmns — 6ymu uu ne 6ymu. /' 'V vomy 6inviue 2ionocmi:
ckopumucs / Yoapam 0oni i isemu nio cmpinu / Yu onopom 3ycmpimu uopni xeuni / Hewacms —
i mum cnunumu ix? (Shekspir, 2008, p. 107).

In the original text (1), the connotatively coloured units of analysis are three metaphors:
- to be, or not to be — that is the question;
- to suffer the slings and arrows of outrageous fortune;
- to take arms against a sea of troubles, and by opposing end them.

These units of analysis are represented quite differently in the retranslations under study that
vividly demonstrate the effect of discursive factor. The difference in the retranslations is caused either
by (1) different historical periods (local, chronological, and ideological framework) in which the
Ukrainian translators lived and worked, or by (Il) different literary trends to which the translators
adhered (cultural framework), or by (Ill) different artistic styles of the Ukrainian translators as
creative personalities (individual framework).

(1) Different socio-historical contexts in which the Ukrainian translators lived and worked (see
Table 1) influenced the translators” worldviews and—consequently—determined the difference in
their retranslations. Such influence caused the difference, for example, in retranslations of the
metaphor to take arms against a sea of troubles, and by opposing end them. In the original (1), the
idea of active struggle is expressed by to take arms against ... where “arms” — “a means (such as
a weapon) of offense or defence; active hostilities; military service” (Gove, 2023).

This idea of armed resistance is substituted in (2), (4) and (5) by the idea of the opposition
in a more general sense: noscmamu ‘revolt’ — “to renounce allegiance or subjection (as to
a government)” (Gove, 2023) and in (3): 36ynmysamucs ‘rebel’ — “1) to oppose or disobey one in
authority or control; 2) to renounce and resist by force the authority of one’s government; 3) to act in or
show opposition or disobedience; 4) to feel or exhibit anger or revulsion” (Gove, 2023). Such alleviation
of the original text was proposed by Mykhailo Starytskyi (2) and Panteleimon Kulish (3) at the end of
the 19" century and by Yurii Klen (4) and Leonid Hrebinka (5) in the 30° of the 20" century. This can
be explained by unfavourable social conditions that evoked certain fatalism characteristic of the
Ukrainian national character at the end of the 19" century when Kulish’s and Starytskyi’s translation
activity took place as a Ukrainian writer was not allowed much under the pressure of the Russian culture.
The same fatalism reigned during the Stalinist dictatorship in the 30° of the 20" century that was marked
by total surveillance and mass arrests. Soviet repressions played a notorious role in the development of
Ukrainian culture and verbal art. Yurii Klen and Leonid Hrebinka became victims of Stalinism as they
could publish their translations of the tragedy long after they created them (Klen’s version was done in
1930, published in 1960; Hrebinka translated in 1939, published in 1975).

In the version of Hrebinka’s translation edited by Mykhailo Tupail in 1975 (6), the idea of
armed resistance is narrowed to a duel of Ukrainian Cossacks before the main battle: 4 vy,
3imuysuiuce 8 2epyi 3 mopem auxa, / Ioxnacmu xkpaii tiomy? ‘Or, having faced the sea of calamity in
the battle, / Put an end to it?’ The word 2epys means “a duel of Ukrainian Cossacks with enemies
before the battle, a duel of individual soldiers before the main battle, in which military art was
revealed; battle, struggle between opponents; match, tournament, duel; struggle of thoughts, views”
(Viliam Shekspir, 2023). Such editorial corrections can also be accounted for unfavorable social
conditions in 1969-1991 marked by open or disguised actions of the Soviet authorities against the
independent development of Ukrainian literature and any research about it.

Other translators of the 20" century—Viktor Ver (7), Mykhailo Rudnytskyi (8), and Hryhorii
Kochur (9)—as well as the translators of the 21% century—Oleksandr Hriaznov (10) and Yurii
Andrukhovych (11)—preserve the original idea of armed resistance in their retranslations. Cf.:

(7) Viktor Ver (1941): Yu suamu 36poro npomu mops 6io ‘Should we remove our weapons
against the sea of troubles?’
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(8) Mykhailo Rudnytskyi (1943): Yu suaswu 36poro npomu xsunw i myx ‘Or by removing the
weapon against the waves and torment’

(9) Hryhorii Kochur (1964): Yu cmamu 36pouno npomu mops myx “To stand up in arms against
the sea of torment’.

(10) Oleksandr Hriaznov (2001): Yu mpeba i euunumu 36pounuu onip ‘Should she commit
armed resistance?’

(11) Yurii Andrukhovych (2008): Yu onopom 3ycmpimu wopni xeuni ‘Do you resist to meet the
black waves?’

The given above retranslations of the 20" century—(7), (8), and (9)—adequately represent the idea
of armed resistance expressed in the original text (1) because it correlates with the idea of active
struggle for national freedom and independence at the time of the Second World War when Ver’s (7)
and Rudnytskyi’s (8) versions appeared (in 1941 and 1943 correspondingly). Such idea was not alien
at the time of Khrushchov's “thaw” (1956-1968), i.e. de-Stalinization and weakening of the “paralysis
of fear” when Hryhorii Kochur (9) translated the tragedy in 1964. The translators of the 21% century—
Oleksandr Hriaznov (10) and Yurii Andrukhovych (11)—worked at the time when, a decade after the
declaration of Ukraine's independence in the conditions of a new socio-cultural reality, the status of
national culture increased significantly, and the issues of Ukrainian history, language, and culture
became especially relevant.

Thus, different historical periods (the end of the 19" century, the 20" century, and the
21% century) marked by the specifics of national self-awareness and self-identification of Ukrainian
people were determinants of diachronic plurality in translation of the time-remote original text.

(11) Different literary trends to which the translators adhered (cultural framework) in the 19-
21 centuries are known to be romanticism, realism, neoclassicism, futurism, neo-baroque,
modernism, and postmodernism (see Table 2).

Table 2
Literary trends to which Ukrainian translators
of the five Shakespeare’s tragedies adhered in the 19"-21% centuries
in th(lg_lfgtrf_ rzylg ?:g(rjliuries Ukrainian translators of Shakespeare’s tragedies
Romanticism Panteleimon Kulish (1819-1897), Mykhailo Starytskyi (1839-1904)
Realism Marko Kropyvnytskyi (1840-1910), Panas Myrnyi (1849-1920)
Mykhailo Rudnytskyi (1889-1975), Yurii Klen (1891-1947),
Neoclassicism Maksym Rylskyi (1895-1964), BorisTen (1897-1983),
Iryna Steshenko (1898-1987), Vasyl Mysyk (1907-1963),
Hryhorii Kochur (1908-1994)
Futurism Viktor Ver (1901-1944), Yurii Koretskyi (1911-1941)
Neo-Barogue Todo_s Osma_chka (1895-1962), Abram Hozenpud (1908-2004),
Leonid Hrebinka (1909-1942)
Modernism Ihor Kostetskyi (1913-1983), Vasyl Barka (1908-2003)
Postmodernism Oleksandr Hriaznov (1940-2021), Yurii Andrukhovych (born in 1960)

The translators of the analyzed fragment (1) from Hamlet’s soliloquy who lived and worked in the
20" century adhered to different literary trends: Mykhailo Rudnytskyi, Yurii Klen, and Hryhorii
Kochur —to neoclassicism, Viktor Ver —to futurism, Leonid Hrebinka — to neo-baroque. Each literary
trend is characterized with its specific features and has its system of forms and expressions.
Neoclassicism that focuses on the “classical norm™ as the basis, and follows cultural and literary
traditions harshly opposing itself to populism and romanticism developed in Ukraine at the turn of
the 19" and 20" centuries (Neoklasytsyzm, 1962). In the 1960° and 19705, the translation school of
Ukrainian neoclassicists experienced a certain revival of the art of translation. The translations were
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marked by a strict organization of the metric system of verse, a careful selection of melody and
rhyming system, rejection of all pathos, opposition to artificiality and vulgarization of the translated
language. Everything that has been said also applies to Klen’s (4), Rudnytskyi’s (8), and Kochur’s (9)
translations. Let’s consider their retranslations of the metaphor to suffer the slings and arrows of
outrageous fortune. In the original (1), pathetic loftiness of the idea of suffering from the hardships
of life is achieved by the use of high-flown emotional (to suffer, outrageous), historical (slings and
arrows), and borrowed (fortune) lexicon:

suffer, v., tr. — “to submit to or be forced to endure; to put up with especially as inevitable or
unavoidable” (Gove, 2023);

sling, n — “an instrument for throwing stones that usually consists of a short strap with strings
fastened to its ends and is whirled round to discharge its missile by centrifugal force” (Gove, 2023);

arrow, n. — “a missile shot from a bow and usually having a slender shaft, a pointed head, and
feathers at the butt” (Gove, 2023);

outrageous, adj. — “exceeding the limits of what is usual; going beyond all standards of what is
right or decent” (Gove, 2023);

fortune, n — “prosperity attained partly through luck; the turns and courses of luck
accompanying one’s progress (as through life)” (Gove, 2023).

In the analyzed Ukrainian retranslations of neoclassical trend, the pathetic high-flown style of
the original text is transformed into colloquial style by using colloquial lexicon. Cf.: (1) to suffer —
(4) mepnimu ‘tolerate’; (8) mosuxu nepenecmu ‘silently tolerate’; (9) mepnimu mosuxu ‘tolerate
in silence’; (1) the slings and arrows — (4) seci cmpinu i kaminnsa “all arrows and stones’; (8) oxosu
u cmpinu ‘shackles and arrows’; (9) saorcki yoapu ‘heavy blows’; (1) outrageous fortune — (4) zzoi
oouni ‘evil fate’; (8) 1 (9) nasicroi doni ‘hateful fate’.

Futurism as one of the trends of avant-garde art at the turn of the 19" and 20" centuries
originated in Italy and later spread its ideas far beyond its borders reaching Ukraine in 1914. The
basic slogans of futurism were constructive functionalism in art and rejection of psychologism.
Representatives of this literary trend—Viktor Ver being among them—advocated for realism and
naturalism as important factors in the development of literature. But sometimes Ver’s translation
sounded too literal, e.g., (1) Whether ‘tis nobler in the mind — (7) Iljo 6a1azcopooniw dns oywi “What
is nobler for the soul’; (1) Or to take arms against a sea of troubles — (7) Yu suamu 36poio npomu
mops 6i0 ‘Should we remove our weapons against the sea of troubles?’; (1) And by opposing end
them — (7) Ta ix 300nams 6opinnsm ‘But they will be overcome by struggle’.

Neo-baroque style, which developed in European art of the 19" century, is characterized by
formal innovations, increased metaphorization, aphorisms, and paradoxical poetic expressions. In
Ukraine, Leonid Hrebinka’s translations are considered a good example of neo-baroque style. They
demonstrate a truly vernacular Ukrainian language with colloquial words and expressions as, for
example, in: (1) that is the question — (5) Ocb ¢ uim piu ‘That’s the thing’; (1) The slings and arrows —
(5) Ckanxu ma cmpinu ‘Rolling pins and arrows’; (1) And by opposing end them — (5) 36opomu ix
‘overcome them’; conversational lexical-grammatical constructions: (1) Whether 'tis nobler in the
mind to suffer — (5) Illo nouecniw ons oyxy — uu mepnimu “What is more honorable for the spirit —
or to endure’; (1) Or to take arms — (5) 4 uu, noscmamu ‘Or, rebel’.

Leonid Hrebinka’s translation of Hamlet, Prince of Denmark underwent significant revisions
in 1975 and was actually half rewritten by the editor of the volume, Mykhailo Tupail. The total
editorial correction affected linguistic and semantic, expressive and tonal aspects of Hrebinka’s text
and greatly reduced the expressiveness and artistic originality of the translation (Kolomiiets, 2023).
In the edited version (6), there is little left of the expressive authentic vernacular of Hrebinka’s
language, only one colloquial phrase Iloxracmu kpaii tiomy ‘Put an end to it’.

Thus, different literary trends (romanticism, realism, neoclassicism, futurism, neo-baroque,
modernism, and postmodernism) to which the translators of Shakespeare’s plays adhered were
determinants of diachronic plurality in translation of the time-remote original text.
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I11) Different artistic styles of the Ukrainian translators as creative personalities (individual
framework) become the only determinants of diachronic plurality in translation of the time-remote
original text in cases when local, chronological, and ideological framework (historical periods) as
well as cultural framework (literary trends) of the translations are completely the same.

The effect of the individual framework (artistic styles) of the retranslations becomes obvious if
we compare the translations of Mykhailo Starytskyi (2) and Panteleimon Kulish (3) or Oleksandr
Hriaznov (10) and Yurii Andrukhovych (11).

Mykhailo Starytskyi and Panteleimon Kulish lived in one and the same historical period (the
end of the 19" century) and adhered to one and the same literary trend (romanticism), but the
translators’ creative personalities were different. Mykhailo Starytskyi working in line with traditional
German romanticism of the last quarter of the 19" century strove to create a high style by using a wide
range of occasionalisms, archaisms, and neologisms, as, for example, in: (1) that is the question —
(2) Ocv wo cmano pyba ‘became a log’; (1) Whether 'tis nobler in the mind — (2) Iljo wsaxemniw
‘What is nobler?’ (1) And by opposing end them — (2) 21 mum noécmannam ece cxinuumu pazom ‘And
those uprisings will end everything together’.

Panteleimon Kulish working in line with ideas of romanticism of the third stage in its history
also created a high style with its wide palette of artistic techniques and pathos. But trying to
distinguish the Ukrainian language as a separate and independent language system Kulish slightly
overcomplicated the text with bibleisms, russianisms, church Slavonic and old Ukrainian words,
colloquial and dialectal words, for example, in: (1) The slings and arrows of outrageous fortune —
(3) Ipawi i cmpinu 3mowoi popmynu “Slings and arrows of the angriest fortune’; (1) Or to take arms
against a sea of troubles — (3) Yu 36ynmysamucs npomue mops myu ‘To rebel against the sea of
clouds’; (1) And by opposing end them — (3) I 6yumysannam im xineyv 3pobumu ‘And the rebellion
will put an end to it’.

The translations of Hamlet, Prince of Denmark were performed by Oleksandr Hriaznov and
Yurii Andrukhovych approximately at the same time (in 2001 and 2008 correspondingly). Both
translators adhered to postmodernism that appeared as a literary trend in the 20" century as a reaction
to the ideas of the Enlightenment, denying the modernist search for meaning in a chaotic world and
even avoiding the very possibility of meaning. The difference in their artistic styles becomes the only
determinant for the difference in their retranslations.

Oleksandr Hriaznov considers that poetic translations cannot be absolutely accurate because
“the translator must create his work from completely dissimilar language material that would reflect
the content, beauty, and sound of the original text” (Shekspir, 2008, p. 3). Therefore Hriaznov often
interprets the original text by paraphrasing linguistic units of the source text guided by his own
understanding of the author’s ideas. For example, (1) Whether 'tis nobler in the mind to suffer —
(10) Yu ciono ye: mosuamu i mepnimu ‘Is it worthy: to be silent and suffer’; (1) The slings and
arrows of outrageous fortune — (10) Kaminns i cmpinu nasicnoi ooni ‘Stones and arrows of evil
fate’; (1) Or to take arms against a sea of troubles — (10) Yu mpe6a iit 6uunumu 36potnuil onip
‘Should we commit armed resistance?’ (1) And by opposing end them — (10) / s cymuuyi
acopemoxiii 3 mopem 6i0 / Hasixku noxinyumu 3 numu? ‘And in a fierce battle with a sea of troubles /
To put an end to them forever?’

Yurii Andrukhovych’s artistic style impresses with radical modernization of the classical text
bringing it closer to a mass Ukrainian audience that makes Lada Kolomiiets (2015) consider
Andruhovich’s translations as a re-creation of the original, an example of arbitrariness in dealing with
a classical text, its interpretation with a clear reference to the conversational culture of a living
contemporary (p. 179). Yurii Andrukhovych resorts to anti-intellectualism, figurative simplification
of the expression compared to the original, modern colloquial vocabulary and phraseology, for
example, (1) Whether 'tis nobler in the mind — (10) V uomy binvuwe cionocmi “What is more dignified’;
(1) to suffer / The slings and arrows of outrageous fortune — (10) ckopumuce / Yoapam ooni i isemu
nio cmpinu ‘surrender / To the blows of fate and lie down under the arrows’; (1) Or to take arms
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against a sea of troubles — (10) Yu onopom 3ycmpimu uopni xeuni / Hewacmo ‘Or by resistance
to meet the black waves of / Misfortune’.

Thus, the discursive factor becomes the determinant of diachronic plurality of chronologically
distant Ukrainian retranslations of the time-remote original text in cases when the translators live and
work in different historical periods, adhere to different literary trends, and differ in their worldviews
and—consequently—in their individual artistic styles.

3.2. The cognitive factor of diachronic plurality in translation
The cognitive factor of diachronic plurality in translation of Shakespeare’s plays presupposes that the
translators’ personal worldviews formed in historical, social, and cultural contexts, which are different
or alike, become the determinants of either consonance (agreement) or dissonance (disagreement)
between the cognitions of the author and translators. Cognitive consonance and cognitive dissonance
(Boiko, 2022) with the author’s ideas cause different interpretations of the original text by the
translators and—consequently—different cognitive proximity between the culturally marked and
connotatively coloured units of analysis in the original text and their counterparts in Ukrainian
retranslations, thus making the cognitive factor a prerequisite of diachronic plurality in translation.

The difference in cognitive proximity between the culturally marked and connotatively
coloured units of analysis in the original text and their counterparts in retranslations is defined
by using the methods of informational analysis and frame modelling with further application of frame
mapping, i.e., a comparative analysis of the informational contents of the verbalized concepts in the
original text and in retranslation. The informational analysis reveals the informational contents of the
verbalized concepts that is further structured as a frame with slots (information components) which
are grouped in five informational constituents: factuality, emotivity, imagery, evaluation, and
expressiveness. These informational constituents manifest different aspects of the informational
contents of the verbalized concepts in the original text and in retranslation: factuality — factual
potential; emotivity — emotional colouring; imagery — figurative representation; evaluation — positive
or negative evaluation; expressiveness — stylistic application.

The comparison of the slots (frame mapping) in the frames of the verbalized concepts in the
original text and in retranslation helps distinguish different degrees of cognitive proximity: cognitive
equivalent, cognitive analogue or cognitive variant.

Cognitive equivalent is understood as identical (full cognitive equivalent) or nearly identical
(partial cognitive equivalent) cognitive effect that the original text and its retranslation produce on
the reader. For example, in the analyzed fragment (1), metaphor To be, or not to be — that is the
question, which is the connotatively coloured unit of analysis, is translated by full cognitive
equivalent Bymu uu ne 6ymu? — oco numanns by Mykhailo Rudnytskyi (8) and Hryhorii Kochur (9).
Partial cognitive equivalent, which is different from the original metaphor in its syntactic structure,
is proposed by Panteleimon Kulish (3) and Leonid Hrebinka in Tupail’s version (6): Yu 6ymu, uu ne
oymu, om numanns! Also by Viktor Ver (7) and Oleksandr Hriaznov (10): Tak 6ymu uu ne 6ymu —
oco numanns. Partial cognitive equivalent with a different word order | om numanus — 6ymu yu ne
oymu is realized in Andrukhovych’s translation (11). Partial cognitive equivalent with a different
syntactic structure and a synonymic change of a lexical component Yu swcumu, uu ne stcumu — oco
numanns 1S given by Yurii Klen (4).

In cognitive analogue, the informational contents is different from that of the original unit in
stylistic colouring (stylistic cognitive analogue) and degree of emotivity or imagery (functional
cognitive analogue). The example of stylistic cognitive analogue presents Leonid Hrebinka who
changes the literary style of (1) that is the question into colloquial style: (5) Yu 6ymu, uu ne 6ymu?
Ocb 6 uim piy ‘That’s the thing’. Mykhailo Starytskyi uses archaic style in this case: (2) JKumu uu ne
arcumu — | Ocv wio cmano pyoa. ‘That’s what became categorically important’.

Cognitive variant differs from the original unit in either factuality (referential cognitive variant)
or evaluation (valorative cognitive variant). The lowest degree of cognitive proximity is demonstrated
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by notional cognitive variant, i.e. a translated lexical unit in which no informational contents of the
original lexical unit is embodied. The complete absence of the original lexical unit in translation is
defined as a zero cognitive variant.

To illustrate functional cognitive analogue and the varieties of cognitive variant, let’s consider
the fragment taken from Macbeth’s soliloquy “Tomorrow, and tomorrow, and tomorrow ...” in Act V,
Scene V from Shakespeare’s tragedy Macbeth (1605), and its five chronologically distant Ukrainian
retranslations performed by Panteleimon Kulish (1900), Todos Osmachka (1930), Yurii Koretskyi
(1940), Boris Ten (1986), and Oleksandr Hriaznov (2008).

(12) William Shakespeare (1605): Tomorrow, and tomorrow, and tomorrow / Creeps in this petty
pace from day to day / To the last syllable of recorded time; / And all our yesterdays have
lighted fools / The way to dusty death. Out, out, brief candle! / Life’s but a walking shadow, a
poor player / That struts and frets his hour upon the stage / And then is heard no more. It is a
tale / Told by an idiot, full of sound and fury, / Signifying nothing. (Shakespeare, 2023a).

(13) Panteleimon Kulish (1900): Bce sasmpa, i 3106 3a6mpa, 3aempa nize / LL{o-0mns cobi muxenvko-
nogonenvku / Asxic 00 ocmannvoi cunnsadou uacy. | I nawi éci «yuopa» npucveimuau / Jlopo2y
OypHsam 00 dypnoi emepmu. | T'opu s, 2opu, nedocapky, oocopiou! | Lo orcusznv? Ce minb, uio
uoe-npoxodums mumo, / Komeousnm yooeuii, wjo eepmums ca/ Ta eeruvaems cs cgiii wac Ha
cyeni, / A mam tioco i ne uymu. Moeé ma kasxa. | Lo xasxce bezymeyw, eyuna, sapausa /
I nenompibna nioo uozo. (Shekspir, 1900, p. 99).

(14) Todos Osmachka (1930): Vzasmpa, é3asmpa, é3aémpa — i nogze / y mipi yiii MAieHbKUlL OeHb
3a OHem / adxc 00 ocmannboi medci uacy. | A éci «yuopay ocssanu OypHsam / 00 cmepmu wiisx
nuaucmui ... [llsuowe, weuowe / nedoeapky miti doeopail. Kumms — / riemioua minwv, axmop,
Wo Ha Kowy / HewjacHuil xeacma, eanacye, nomim / Hasiku 3abyeacmovcs.. I kaska, / wo
OodiCcesLIbHULL PO3N06IS, KpuKIusa / necamosuma, konocom nopodicus. (Shekspir, 1930, p. 140).

(15) Yurii Koretskyi (1940): Bce 3asmpa, ma éce 3aémpa, ma ece 3asmpa — / [[pioHenvKoro x00010 —
OeHb-y-0enb, / | mak saxinuyemvcs naw simonuc. | Bei «guopay nymu oceimuiosanu OypHsim /
Ho npaxy cuepmi. Beacnu, nedozapxy! / Kumms — pyxauea mins, akmop Hikuemuuu. / I oouny
yganumwcsi, 2opums Ha cyeri. | I kpaii ... onosioanns ioioma. | [lanke ma 2onocue, ane nivozo. |
He snauywe. (Shekspir, 1940, p. 139).

(16) Boris Ten (1986): 3asmpa, 3aempa, 3aempa. / A Oni Opibnumu kpoxamu noe3yme / A 0o
ocmannwboi scumms_cmopinku. | Bei «guopay nuw oceimaroeanru winsix / [lo muiny cmepmi.
Lacnu o, kyya ceiuxo! / Kummsa — pyxauea minb, akmop Ha cyeni. / Iloepas, nobicas,
noeanacysas | Ceoro wacuny — ma it nponas. Bono — | Lle oypus xaska, écs 3i cuie eyunux /
1 2emw Oe3enysoa. (Shekspir, 1923).

(17) Oleksandr Hriaznov (2008): «3aémpa, 3asmpa, 3aempa», —I A Oni noézyms, i oce ocmanme cioso
Y knuzi nenompionoeo scumms / Yumaemo i 6auumo, wo «guopay / Oceimnrosano Ham ne4aibHy
nymo / Jlo yeunmaps. Heooeapky, noeacuu! / Kummsa — mpemmausa minv, komedianm, / Lo
nie2o0uHu O1A3HI06A8 HA cyeHi, / 3abymuti i oceucmanutl, ye — nogicme, / AKy oypuuil nucaka
po3nosig / I3 npucmpacmio 1 3aezammsim, ma 6e3 smicmy. (Shekspir, 2023).

In the above given retranslations, the author’s metaphor (12) Life’s but a walking shadow is
represented by functional cognitive analogue that differs from the original lexical unit in imagery by
Todos Osmachka (14) JKumms — | remrwoua mins ‘Life is / a fleeting shadow’; Yurii Koretskyi (15)
and Boris Ten (16) JKumms — pyxausea mine ‘Life is a moving shadow’; Oleksandr Hriaznov (17)
JKumms — mpemmausa minw ‘Life is a trembling shadow’. In Kulish’s translation (13), the image of
gradient insignificance of life is represented with partial equivalent /Jo swcusus? Ce mino, wo tioe-
npoxodums mumo that differs from the original unit in its syntactic structure.

The frame mapping of the informational contents of the original metaphor (12) Life’s but a
walking shadow and the functional cognitive analogue (14) JKumms — | nemroua mins is shown in
figure 1.
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<Walking shadow > =~ < Jlemwoua minw >
I 2 I 2
Factuality | I Factuality |
| SHADOW } > = < — SHADOW
A 4 v
Emotivity | I Emotivity
| No emotivity — = +—] No emotivity
v v
) Imagery | | Imagery :
[ GRADIENT INSIGNIFICANCE  —— # <«——]  FLEETING INSIGNIFICANCE |
v v
Evaluation | [ Evaluation e
| Negative —0» = «—] Negative |
v v
Expressiveness | [ Expressiveness
| Neutral ——> = «—] Neutral |

Figure 1. Frame mapping of the conceptual contents of the original lexical
unit and functional cognitive analogue in translation

Referential cognitive variant, which refers to an object of extralingual reality different from that of
the original unit, is realized in translation of the metaphor (12) To the last syllable of recorded time
by Todos Osmachka (14) 0o ocmannwvoi mesici uacy “until the last limit of time’; Yurii Koretskyi (15)
I max 3akinuyemocs naw aimonuc ‘And so our chronicle ends’; Boris Ten (16) Ao 00 ocmannvoi
acumms_cmopinku ‘Until the last page of the life’; Oleksandr Hriaznov (17) i oce ocmanne croso |
Y knusi nenompionozo scumms ‘and here is the last word / In the book of useless life’. In Kulish’s
translation (13), the correlation of the concepts in the original text and its retranslation is represented
with partial equivalent Aowc 0o ocmanuvoi cunisidou uyacy that differs from the original unit in its
syntactic structure (the absence of an attribute before time).

The frame mapping of the conceptual contents of the original metaphor (12) To the last syllable
of recorded time and the referential cognitive variant (16) Ao 00 ocmannwoi scumms cmopinku iS
shown in figure 2.
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Last syllable of recorded time

v
H
A

Ocmanuvoi scumms cmopiHD

v v
Factuality | I Factuality |
| TIME } > # < { LIFE |
4 \
Emotivity [J |J Emotivity
| No emotivity — = — No emotivity
v v
) Imagery [ I Imagery _
| FINALITY |—> = 4—| FINALITY |
] v ] v
Evaluation | || Evaluation
| Negative —> = ] Negative |
v ] v
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| Neutral |—> - <—| Neutral |

Figure 2. Frame mapping of the conceptual contents of the original lexical
unit and referential cognitive variant in translation

Valorative cognitive variant, which differs from the original lexical unit in evaluation, is used in
translation of the metaphor (12) The way to dusty death by Panteleimon Kulish (13) ZJopoey <...> 0o
oyproi cmepmu ‘Way <...> to a stupid death’ and Oleksandr Hriaznov (17) newanvny nymo | Jo
ysunmaps ‘sad path / To the cemetery’. Negative evaluation, which is absent in the meaning of the
original metaphor, appears in these retranslations. The comparison of the semantic structures of dusty,
OypHuii ‘stupid’ and nevanvnuil ‘sad’ is presented in Table 3.

Table 3

The semantic structures of the original lexical unit dusty
and its valorative cognitive variants in translation

Dusty — 1. Covered or abounding with dust. 2. Consisting of dust. 3. Resembling dust.
4. Lacking vitality. (Gove, 2023)

Mypnuti  — 1. Po3ymoBo  oOmexenuid, | [levanvnuti — 1. CHooBHeHUH revari.
Tymuii. 2. Skwmii  Bupakae  po3ymoBy | 2. CHOBHEHUWI Tops; TSDKKHUM, Oe3paliCHUH.
0OMEXEeHICTh, TymicTh. 3. posm. Iloz6asnenuii | (Slovnyk, 2023, Tom 6, p. 346)
po3ymHOro 3micty; Oe33mictoBauid. (Slovnyk,
2023, Tom 2, p. 439)
Stupid — 1. Slow of mind. 2. Dulled in feeling or | Sad — 1. Affected with or expressive of grief or
sensation. 3. Marked by or resulting from | unhappiness. 2. Of a dull sombre colour. (Gove,
unreasoned thinking or acting. 4. Lacking | 2023)
interest or point. (Gove, 2023)

The other translators used partial cognitive equivalents that are not evaluative either but differ from
the original metaphor in syntactic structure. Cf.

(14) Todos Osmachka (1930): 0o cmepmu winsix nuaucmuii... ‘the road to death is dusty’.
(15) Yurii Koretskyi (1940): nyms <...> / [lo npaxy cmepmi. ‘path <...>/To the ashes of death’.
(16) Boris Ten (1986): wuwisax / [Jo mainy cmepmi. ‘path / To the decay of death’.
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The frame mapping of the conceptual contents of the concepts verbalized by the original metaphor
(12) The way to dusty death and the valorative cognitive variant (13) /Jopoey <...> 0o dyproi cmepmu
is shown in figure 3.

< Dusty death

v
H
A

Jlyproi cmepmu >

) 2 ) 2
Factuality | I Factuality
| DEATH } > - < { DEATH
4 - - v
Emotivity E U Emotivity
No emotivity — = +— No emotivity
v v
Imagery | I Imagery
| MORTALITY '—> = <—| MORT+ALITY |
v
Evaluation | U Evaluation :
| No evaluation —> ” «— Negative |
v v
Expressiveness | U Expressiveness
| Neutral |—> - 4—| Neutral |

Figure 3. Frame mapping of the conceptual contents of the original lexical
unit and valorative cognitive variant in translation

The correlation of cognitive consonance and cognitive dissonance with the degrees of cognitive
proximity—cognitive equivalent, cognitive analogue or cognitive variant—may be presented as
follows (Boiko, 2022, p. 119):

1) cognitive consonance — cognitive equivalent or cognitive analogue;

2) cognitive dissonance — cognitive variant.

Cognitive consonance with the author makes it possible for the translator to achieve the highest
degree of cognitive proximity in translation by using cognitive equivalents or cognitive analogues.
On the other hand, cognitive dissonance, which causes the usage of cognitive variants, results in
lower degrees of cognitive proximity.

Thus, the cognitive factor becomes the determinant of diachronic plurality of chronologically
distant Ukrainian retranslations of the time-remote original text because cognitive consonance or
cognitive dissonance of the translators with the author determines the degree of cognitive proximity
of the translated text and—consequently—plurality in translation.

3.3. Strategies and tactics of Ukrainian retranslations of Shakespeare’s plays

in the light of cognitive proximity to the original text
Under the influence of the discursive and cognitive factors the translator tries to achieve the
maximal cognitive proximity to the original text by choosing the appropriate translation strategies
and tactics in his / her retranslation.

The term “translation strategy” is understood in this research as a set of rules, goals, and
means used by a translator in the process of translation. The chosen translation strategy outlines the
translator’s artistic style among other translators and distinguishes his / her translation product from
other translations. The choice of a translation strategy of a time-remote original work is determined
by cultural, social, psychological, economic, and political factors, the presence of other
retranslations of this work, competition between translators. The translation strategies, which
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proved to be effective while reproducing time-remote original works, are the following: the strategy
of archaization (creating an image of the past era that is not identical to the real texts of the
corresponding era), the strategy of modernization (creating an image of modernity as part of the
chronotope of the integrative-textual mega-concept of translation), the strategy of neutralizing
temporal distance (eliminating the temporal marking of an artistic image, creating a translation “out
of time”). The examples of the strategy of modernization, which affects the aesthetic component of
the original work because outdated, archaic words and sayings, as well as historicisms are translated
by their more modern counterparts, are supplied by Maksym Rylskyi’s translation of Shakespeare’s
tragedy King Lear:

(18) William Shakespeare (1605): Infect her beauty, You fen-suck 'd fogs, drawn by the powerful
sun, / To fall and blast her pride! (Shakespeare, 2023, p. 30).

(19) Maksym Rylskyi (1941): Bu, conuem posxonuxani mymanu, / Cnadime na mHei, i 3ampyime
8po0y, / I copoowi necumi ocxkeepnims! (Shekspir, 1986, p. 34).

(20) William Shakespeare (1605): Milk-liver ’d man! (Shakespeare, 2023, p. 24).

(21) Maksym Rylskyi (1941): boseyse! (Shekspir, 1986, p. 28).

(22) William Shakespeare (1605): An eater of broken meats. (Shakespeare, 2023, p. 14).

(23) Maksym Rylskyi (1941): Baroodoaus. (Shekspir, 1986, p. 16).

An obsolete English notion fen-suck 'd in the original text (18) the translator rendered with a more
modern lexeme with a caressing tone (19) poskoauxanui ‘lulled’. An archaic expression (20) milk-
liver’d man Maksym Rylskyi replaced with a modern counterpart (21) 6osey3z ‘coward’, which
made the text much easier to understand. The expression (22) an eater of broken meats means
‘a man who feeds on leftovers’ but the translator decided that this expression was too old-fashioned
and replaced it with the modern analogue 60001u3, which means ‘a sycophant’.

Translation strategies are distinguished from translation tactics that are differentiated as
reproductive and adaptive translation tactics and are implemented through transcoding and
translation transformations.

Transcoding is a reproductive translation tactic, which is seen as copying the structure of
a word, phrase or sentence of the original language in the target language. Transcoding can be
carried out at the phoneme-grapheme level, which has different types: 1) transliteration, when the
graphic form of the word is transcoded; 2) transcription, when the sound form of the word is
transcoded; 3) practical transcription, when the root of the word is transcoded but at the same time
its ending is changed in accordance with the norms of the original language; 4) mixed transcoding,
when partially audio, partially graphic word-form is transcoded; 5) calques, when a word meaning
is presented through a literal translation of the corresponding foreign language element.

Reproductive tactic aimed at reproducing subject-logical information of the units of the
original text is realized by lexical-semantic transformations (differentiation, modulation,
generalization, and concretization) and lexical-grammatical transformations (morphological
substitution, transposition, total reorganization, and antonymic translation). Reproductive
translation fails in representing connotative types of information (emotive, evaluative, expressive,
and stylistic) in the conditions of asymmetry of languages and cultures. In such cases, it is advisable
to apply adaptive translation tactic of transformational translation realized by lexical-grammatical
transformations (explication, compensation, elimination, and amplification) that involve the use of
linguistic and cultural models of the recipient and a clear pragmatic orientation of the translated
texts to their foreign-language and foreign-cultural audience.

While trying to achieve the maximal cognitive proximity to the time-remote original texts by
W. Shakespeare the translators use both reproductive and adaptive translation tactics (Table 4).
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Table 4
Tactics of Ukrainian retranslations of Shakespeare’s plays
to achieve cognitive proximity to the original text

Translation tactics

Means of transcoding —
. Cognitive . .. .
or transforrr_latlonal equivalent Cognitive analogue Cognitive variant
translation Full | Partial | Stylistic | Functional | Referential | Valorative | Notional
Reproductive translation tactic of transcoding
Transliteration
Transcription N
Practical transcription N
Mixed transcoding N N
Calques N
Reproductive translation tactic of transformational translation
(Iexical-semantic transformations)
Differentiation N \

Modulation N N N \ \
Generalization N N \ \
Concretization N \ \

Reproductive translation tactic of transformational translation
(lexical-grammatical transformations)
Morphological

sutl)astitut?on v v v v v

Transposition N N N N N N
Total reorganization N N N
Antonymic translation N N \
Adaptive translation tactic of transformational translation
(lexical-grammatical transformations)

Explication
Compensation N N N

Elimination N N
Amplification N

Table 4 clearly shows that each degree of cognitive proximity—cognitive equivalent, cognitive
analogue or cognitive variant—is achieved by specific translation tactic.

Full cognitive equivalent, which is fully identical to the original unit in its meaning and form
(component composition and syntactic structure), is achieved by using all types of transcoding
(transliteration, transcription, practical transcription, mixed transcoding, and calques) as, for
example, the calque of the original metaphor (1) To be, or not to be — that is the question proposed
by Mykhailo Rudnytskyi (8) and Hryhorii Kochur (9) — Bymu uu ne 6ymu? — oco numanns.

Partial cognitive equivalence is manifested in cases when identity with the original unit is
preserved in terms of the content equivalence of the five informational constituents (factuality,
emotivity, imagery, evaluation, and expressiveness) of the verbalized concepts in the original text and
in retranslation, but it is violated in terms of the form (component composition and structural-
syntactic organization). To achieve partial cognitive equivalence with the original unit reproductive
tactic of transformational translation is involved through using lexical-grammatical transformations
of transposition and morphological substitution. For example, the use of transposition resulted in
partial cognitive equivalents of the original metaphor (1) To be, or not to be — that is the question
in Viktor Ver’s (7) and Oleksandr Hriaznov’s (10) retranslations due to a different syntactic
structure (Tax 6ymu yu ne 6ymu — ocy nutanns) and in Andrukhovych’s retranslation (11) due to
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a different word order (I om numanns — 6ymu uu ne 6ymu). Morphological substitution is observed
in Maksym Rylskyi’s retranslation of Shakespeare’s tragedy King Lear:

(24) William Shakespeare (1605): Such groans of roaring wind and rain, | never remember to
have heard. (Shakespeare, 2023, p. 63).

(25) Maksym Rylskyi (1941): Bumms maxozo simpy ma dowy / He npucaoaro. (Shekspir, 1986,
p. 69).

(26) William Shakespeare (1605): Obey you, love you, and most honour you. (Shakespeare, 2023,
p. 5).

(27) Maksym Rylskyi (1941): Lllanobor, 110606 10 ma cayxusncmesom. (Shekspir, 1986, p. 9).

As a result of lexical-grammatical transformation of morphological substitution the present
participle (24) roaring is substituted by a noun (25) summs, verbs (26) obey, love, and honour are
presented as nouns: (27) wanoba, 110608, CLyXHAHCMEO.

Cognitive analogue is achieved by reproductive tactic of transformational translation
implemented mainly through lexical-semantic transformations—differentiation, modulation,
generalization, and concretization (see Table 4) in order to similarly convey either the stylistic
tonality (stylistic cognitive analogue) or the functional-communicative orientation—degree of
emotivity or imagery (cognitive analogue) of the original unit.

Stylistic cognitive analogues of (1) that is the question, which are achieved by implementing
modulation, are presented by Leonid Hrebinka who changed the literary style of the original unit
into colloquial style: (5) Ocws 6 uim piu ‘That’s the thing’ and by Mykhailo Starytskyi who used
archaic style in this case: (2) Ocb wo cmano pyba. ‘That’s what became categorically important’.

Cognitive analogues differing from the original author’s metaphor (12) Life’s but a walking
shadow in imagery are implemented through modulation by Todos Osmachka (14) Kumms — /
nemioua minw ‘Life is / a fleeting shadow’; Yurii Koretskyi (15) and Boris Ten (16) JKumms —
pyxausa mins ‘Life is a moving shadow’; Oleksandr Hriaznov (17) JKumms — mpemmausa mine
‘Life is a trembling shadow’. Cognitive analogues differing from the original unit in emotivity are
represented by Ukrainian retranslations of Shakespeare’s tragedy King Lear:

(28) William Shakespeare (1605): You nimble lightnings, dart your blinding flames / Into her
scornful eyes! (Shakespeare, 2023, p. 84).

(29) Panteleimon Kulish (1880): Bu, 6auckasxu nemioui, nocrinime / Apxum ocnem c80im it ouu
smowi! (Shekspir, 1902, p. 97).

(30) Maksym Rylskyi (1941): Bu, 6ucmpi 6auckasku, soenem cainyuum / 3yxeani oui 3aciinime
iu! (Shekspir, 1986, p. 73).

(31) Vasyl Barka (1969): Muims, 6ucmpi 6auckasku, ocainnuil Raamine — 6 il npesupKysami oui.
(Shekspir, 1969, p. 173).

The analysis of the semantic structure of the lexical component (28) scornful and its Ukrainian
counterparts (29) smowwmi ‘angriest’, (30) 3yxeaauu ‘daring’, (31) npesupkysamuii ‘scornful’
reveals the similarity of negative emotions expressed in retranslations by implementing lexical -
semantic transformation of modulation (Table 5).
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Table 5
Semantic structure of the lexical component scornful
and its Ukrainian counterparts

Scornful, adj 1. Open dislike and disrespect or mockery often mixed with
indignation. 2. An expression of contempt or derision. (Gove, 2023)
3yxBajiui, a, €. 1. SIkuil He BUABISAE HAJIEKHOI MOBArd, MOIIAHA 1O KOro-, yoro-H. / SIkui
Bupaxkae HemoBary. [ [lyxxe rpyowuii, nHaxaouuii. (Slovnyk, 2023, Tom 3,
p. 735)

IIpesupctBo, a, cep. | 1. IlouyrTs mOBHOI 3HEBaru, KpailHbOi HENmoBaru 10 KOro-, 4Oro-H.
2. balimyxicTh, HEMMOBaXKHE CTaBJICHHs 70 4oro-H. (Slovnyk, 2023, Tom 7,
p. 533)

3romui, a, €. 1. lyxe 3muii, HegoOpo3uwiusuii,; / Po3aparosanwmii, cepauruii. [ Skuii
BUpaXkae 3510, 37icThb. / CrioBHeHU#l 37a, mpouHATHI 37100010. (Slovnyk,

2023, Tom 3, p. 607)

Cognitive variants, which are differentiated into four types depending on the informational constituent
of the conceptual content of the verbalized concept in the original text that has a variant counterpart
in the conceptual content of the corresponding concept in translation,—referential cognitive variant
(variance of factuality), valorative cognitive variant (variance of evaluation), notional cognitive
variant (lack of emotivity, imagery, evaluation, and expressiveness), a zero cognitive variant (absence
of any counterpart to the original unit in the translation)—are achieved mainly, as it is shown in
Table 4, by lexical-semantic transformations (differentiation, modulation, generalization,
concretization) and lexical-grammatical transformations (morphological substitution, transposition,
total reorganization, antonymic translation).

Referential cognitive variants are proposed, for example, in translation of the metaphor (12) To
the last syllable of recorded time by Todos Osmachka (14) 0o ocmannwoi mesici wacy ‘until the last limit
of time’; Yurii Koretskyi (15) I max 3axinuyemocs naw aimonuc ‘And so our chronicle ends’; Boris
Ten (16) Aowc 0o ocmannwoi scumms cmopinku ‘Until the last page of the life’; Oleksandr Hriaznov
(17) i oco ocmanne cnoso | Y knusi nenompionoeo scumms ‘and here is the last word / In the book of
useless life’. In these retranslations, lexical-semantic transformation of concretization is implemented.

The lexical-semantic transformation of modulation used in translation of the original epithets
(32) dull, stale, tired creates referential cognitive variants in retranslations of Shakespeare’s King
Lear by Panteleimon Kulish (1880), Maksym Rylskyi (1941), Vasyl Barka (1969):

(32) William Shakespeare (1605): Who, in the lusty stealth of nature, take / More composition and
fierce quality / Than doth, within a dull, stale, tired bed, / Go to the creating a whole tribe of
fops, / Got 'tween asleep and wake? (Shakespeare, 2023, p. 220).

(33) Panteleimon Kulish (1880): Xmo y npupoou | I 6invw 6 kposi oenio i 3a63smms mae, | Hixc
yina xkyna Oypmie, wo 3auamo | Mixc s3adpimannem i 6i0 cny écmasanuem | Ha esnomy,
ckyunomy, mepmim noxci? (Shekspir, 1902, p. 35).

(34) Maksym Rylskyi (1941): Komy swcumms oana | 3nooitika niomenucmas — npupooa, | Totu
oinvue mae 30amuocmi i cun, | Hioe comus tiononis, sxux sauamo | Ha nom samitl, nyoHuii,
opuokiu nocmeni | 'Y uaci nomisc eeuopom ma cnom. (Shekspir, 1986a, p. 248).

(35) Vasyl Barka (1969): Xmo, ¢ spiti ckpumnocmi npupoou, | B3se naouiwuii éuckiao i naikiny
snaunicmo, | Hisie mo na smommiil, 3mydcenin nocmeni smepmii, | /le cnioosicyromucs tiononu
sk naem s, | Misie cnom i oennicmro? (Shekspir, 1969, p. 17).

The translators choose the contextual variants of dull (s’ ‘flabby’ [/ nom smui
‘crumpled’ / smomnuu ‘tired’), stale (cxyunuit ‘boring’ /| myonuu ‘tedious’) and tired (mepmuii
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‘rubbed’ / 6puaxuit ‘ugly’ / smepmuaii ‘rubbed’), which are equivalent to the original units in terms
of emotivity, imagery, evaluation, and stylistic colouring, but are different in reference correlation
(Table 6):

Table 6
Semantic structure of the lexical components dull, stale, tired
and their Ukrainian counterparts
Dull, adj 1. Tedious, uninteresting. 2. Lacking in force, intensity, or sharpness.
3. Lacking brilliance or luster. (Gove, 2023)
B’samuii, a, e. 1. Skwmii mepecraB OyTH  CBIXHM, COKOBUTUM; 3iB’sutuii  (Ipo

pociunn). / Tlo36aBieHuii CBIXKOCTI, MPYKHOCTI; 3MOPIIKYBATHiA (PO IIKipy
Ha 00sn4yi Toio). (Slovnyk, 2023, Tom 1, p. 798)

[Tom’siTwid, a, e. | SIkmii mmom’siBest, craB 3iM’stuM. /| SIkuii yTpaTUB CBIXKICTB, 0aabOPICTh.
(Slovnyk, 2023, Tom 7, p. 140)

Bromnii — 1. Sxwuit yromiioe. 2. pioxo. SIkuii mBuako Bromiroetsest. (Slovnyk, 2023, Tom
yTOMIIMBHH, a, €. | 10, p. 515)
Stale, adj] 1. Tasteless or unpalatable from age. 2. Tedious from familiarity. 3. Impaired

in legal force or effect by reason of being allowed to rest without timely use,
action, or demand. 4. Impaired in vigor or effectiveness. (Gove, 2023)

CkyuHui, a, e. 1. Skwuif BimuyBae HyIbry; HeBecenuil. 2. Skuil BHUKIMKAae HYJBLY;
HeuikaBuil. [ Slkuit He BuKiMKae iHTEepecy. // SIKuil BUKIMKAE HYIBI'Y CBOEIO
OJTHOMAaHITHICTIO, MOHOTOHHICTIO, MOXMypicTio. // Tlo306aBneHuit sICKpaBoCTi,
pizHomaniTHOCTI, pagocti. (Slovnyk, 2023, Tom 9, p. 339)

Hynuuit —_ 1. Sxuii BUKIMKA€E MOYYTTS HYAbIH (OJHOMAHITHICTIO, HENPUBAOIHUBICTIO
3HYJDKEHIM, a, €. | BUrisay i 1. id.). / HaOpumsuii, noxy4nusuid. // SIkuii He BUKIIMKAE iHTEpeECY.
2. CnoBHeHuil HyIbru, Tyru; Oespanicuuil. /| pioko. CyMHUi, 3a)KypeHUIL.
3. SIkuii cipUYMHIOE HETPUEMHE, OOJIICHE BIIUYTTS; MIIOCHUH, HECITOKIHHUH.
I Tsxkuii, OomicHuii. 4. SIkuil BUKITUKAE HYAOTY; HYIOTHHHA. 5. SIKkuil BUKIHKAE
BiJIpa3y, aHTUIATIIO; HEIPUEMHUHN, aHTUNAaTUYHUN. (Slovnyk, 2023, Tom 5,

p. 451)
Tired, adj 1. Drained of strength and energy. // Fatigued often to the point of
exhaustion. 2. Obviously worn by hard use. (Gove, 2023)
Brepruii — [To36aBneHnit OpUTiIHANBHOCTI, CaMOOYTHOCTI, SICKpaBUX 1HJWBITyaJbHUX
yTepTHH, a, €. ocobnmBocrei, o3Hak. (Slovnyk, 2023, Tom 3, p. 587)
Bbpunaxiii — SIkuii BUKJIMKAE Oruny; TuaKkuid, oruaaui. (Slovnyk, 2023, Tom 2, p. 437)

OpuIKui, a, €.

Valorative cognitive variants of the metaphor (12) The way to dusty death are proposed by
Panteleimon Kulish (13) Jopoecy <...> 0o Odvpuoi cmepmu ‘Way <...> to a stupid death’ and
Oleksandr Hriaznov (17) neuanvny nyms / Jlo yeunmaps ‘sad path / To the cemetery’. Lexical-
semantic transformation of modulation causes negative evaluation to appear in the conceptual
contents of the verbalized concept expressed by valorative cognitive variants oyprui ‘stupid’ and
nevanvrul ‘sad’, which is shown in Table 3.

Notional cognitive variant in retranslations reproduces the factual information structured in the
conceptual contents of the verbalized concept in the original text, while losing its emotivity, imagery
and expressiveness, but the communicative intention of the original unit corresponds to the
communicative effect of the unit in translation. Cf. different ways of transformational translation of
the metaphor (36) sharp-tooth’d unkindness from Shakespeare’s King Lear in retranslations by
Panteleimon Kulish (1880), Maksym Rylskyi (1941), and Vasyl Barka (1969):
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(36) William Shakespeare (1605): O Regan, she hath tied / Sharp-tooth 'd unkindness, like a vulture,
here: (Shakespeare, 2023, p. 54)

(37) Panteleimon Kulish (1880): Bona cioou, o cepoenvko Perano, | XKopcmokicms 2ocmpo3yby
npusszana. (Shekspir, 1902, p. 60)

(38) Maksym Rylskyi (1941): Bona, Pezano, scmpy6, | Bona 3106y meni croou écenuna! (Shekspir,
19864, p. 279).

(39) Vasyl Barka (1969): O, suusunra mym, Pezano, nedobpicms 20cmpo3yoy, sk CmepesmHuK —
mym! (Shekspir, 1969, p. 70).

The comparison of the semantic structure of the lexical components sharp-tooth’d unkindness and
their Ukrainian counterparts (Table 7) demonstrates that the translators achieve different degrees of
cognitive proximity in their retranslations.

Table 7
Semantic structure of the lexical components sharp-tooth’d unkindness
and their Ukrainian counterparts
Sharp-tooth’d Having sharp teeth. // Ready to use the teeth (as in rending or tearing).

(Gove, 2023)
Toctpo3yowit, a, €, | Pozm. 3 roctpumu 3ydamu abo roctpum 3y6’sm. (Slovnyk, 2023, Tom 2,

p. 145)
Unkindness 1. Not pleasing or mild. // Inclement. 2. Lacking in kindness or sympathy.
// Harsh, cruel. (Gove, 2023)
XKopcrokicTs - 1. Skwii BHSBISE CYBOPICTh, PI3KICTh, HEMHJIOCEPJHICTh, JIFOTICTh;
KOPCTOKHIA, a, €. 6e3cepaeunuii, 0ezxkamicuuii. (Slovnyk, 2023, Tom 2, p. 545)
Hemobpictsb - 1. SAxuii He1OOPO3UUWINBO, HEMPUSIZHO, HEUYIHO a00 BOPOXKE CTABUTHCSA /10
Henoopwil, a, e. iHmux (mpo pucu Baadi moauan). (Slovnyk, 2023, Tom 5, p. 286)

3m00a, 3m00wu, xiH. | 1. TTodyTTs HEMOOPO3UWINBOCTI, BOPOKHEUI A0 KOro-HeOyab. 2. IlouyrTs
po3JpaTyBaHHs, THIBY, A0caau; posiroueHicts. (Slovnyk, 2023, Tom 3,
p. 597)

Vasyl Barka uses partial cognitive equivalent (39) wedobpicme cocmpozy6y by implementing
lexical-grammatical transformation of transposition. Panteleimon Kulish uses lexical-semantic
transformation of concretization to create valorative cognitive variant (37) owcopcmoxicme
2ocmpo3zy6y. Maksym Rylskyi’s translation, focused on the scenic ease of perception of the original
text, demonstrates the use of the notional cognitive variant (38) 3206y ‘malice’. Omitting the epithet
sharp-tooth 'd, the translator uses the stylistically neutral unit in translation, as a result of which the
expressive-emotional and figurative connotation of the original text is lost and its emotive function
is not realized. The notional cognitive variant is achieved through the use of lexical-semantic
transformations of modulation and antonymic substitution (reproductive translation tactic) and
elimination (adaptive translation tactic).

Thus, the translators achieve different degrees of cognitive proximity to the time-remote
original text—cognitive equivalence, cognitive analogy or cognitive variance—by choosing the
appropriate translation strategy (archaization, modernization or neutralization of temporal distance)
and translation tactic (reproductive or adaptive) in his / her retranslation.

4. Conclusions
This research paper substantiated the efficiency of cognitive-discursive approach to the study of the
complex nature of the phenomenon of diachronic plurality in translation. The research material—
Shakespeare’s plays as time-remote original texts and their chronologically distant Ukrainian
retranslations of the 19"-21% centuries—vividly demonstrated that the texts under study were
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significantly different. To determine the nature of these differences including the factors that caused
them to appear cognitive-discursive approach in translation studies supplied effective research
tools.

Complex research methodology based on the methods of cognitive translational studies
together with methodological principles of discourse analysis helped reveal the influence of
discursive and cognitive factors on the process and result of retranslation that subsequently
determined the translator’s choice of the general strategy and local tactic of retranslation of a time-
remote original work.

Discourse analysis of the time-remote original texts and their chronologically distant
Ukrainian retranslations of the 19"-21%t centuries enabled revealing the influence of discursive
factor on the process and result of retranslation. The discursive factor became a prerequisite
of diachronic plurality in translation of Shakespeare’s plays by Ukrainian translators of the
19"-21% centuries in the following cases. (1) Chronological and ideological framework as the
original texts and their retranslations were created in radically different historical periods with
different social and ideological peculiarities of the corresponding societies—on the one hand,
England of the Elizabethan era of the 16-17" century, and on the other, the end of the 19" century,
the 20" century, and the 21%t century in Ukraine. (2) Cultural framework as the translators adhered
to different literary trends—romanticism, realism, neoclassicism, futurism, neo-baroque,
modernism, and postmodernism. (3) Individual framework as the Ukrainian translators as creative
personalities realized different artistic styles under the influence of the translators’ personal
worldviews and their attitudes to the language norms.

Methods of cognitive translation studies implemented in the research while analyzing the
time-remote original texts and their chronologically distant Ukrainian retranslations of the
19"-21% centuries helped reveal different degrees of cognitive proximity between the lexical units
in the original texts and their Ukrainian retranslations. The cognitive factor became the determinant
of the diachronic plurality in translation of Shakespeare’s plays because cognitive consonance or
cognitive dissonance of the translators with the author’s ideas caused different interpretations of
the original texts by the translators and—consequently—different degrees of cognitive proximity
of the translated text with the original one. Frame mapping of the slots (information components)
of the informational contents of the verbalized concepts expressed by culturally marked and
connotatively coloured units of analysis in the English and Ukrainian texts and grouped into five
informational constituents—factuality, emotivity, imagery, evaluation, and expressiveness—
defined the types of cognitive proximity between the original and translated texts—cognitive
equivalence, cognitive analogy or cognitive variance. The correlation of cognitive consonance and
cognitive dissonance with the degrees of cognitive proximity was claimed as follows: cognitive
consonance, which caused the highest degree of cognitive proximity in translation, correlated with
cognitive equivalents (full and partial) or cognitive analogues (functional and stylistic); cognitive
dissonance, which caused the lower degree of cognitive proximity in translation, correlated with
cognitive variants (referential, valorative, and notional).

Methodology of cognitive translation studies helped determine the translator’s appropriate
choice of effective translation strategy and tactic in different chronologically distant retranslations
of atime-remote original work. The translation strategies that proved to be appropriate in translating
a time-remote original work were archaization, modernization, and neutralization of temporal
distance. The translation tactics—reproductive or adaptive—were implemented through
transcoding (transliteration, transcription, practical transcription, mixed transcoding, and calques)
and translation transformations: lexical-semantic (differentiation, modulation, generalization, and
concretization) and lexical-grammatical (morphological substitution, transposition, total
reorganization, antonymic translation, explication, compensation, elimination, and amplification).
Translation decisions realized different degrees of cognitive proximity—cognitive equivalence,
cognitive analogy or cognitive variance— with the original text.
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The problem of constructing a cognitive-discursive model of the diachronic plurality of
translation of a time-remote original work, which takes into account the extralingual, textual and
linguistic components of the discourse of the original and the translation, seems perspective and
relevant.
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AHoTamin
VY crarti po3rnsmaeTscs €PEeKTHUBHICTh KOTHITHBHO-TUCKYPCHUBHOTO TMIAXOAY IO BHWBUYEHHS MiaXpOHHOI
MHOKHHHOCTI Tlepekyiafay Ha matepiani m’ec lllekcmipa sSIK BiigalleHUX y Yaci OpUTIHATFHUX TEKCTIB Ta ix
XPOHOJIOTIYHO BigianeHux ykpaiHcbkux perpancisuiid XIX—XXI cr. [y BusiBIEHHs! BIUIMBY TUCKYPCHBHUX
1 KOTHITUBHUX (aKTOpiB Ha MPOIEC 1 pPe3yabTaT PETPAHCIAIIN peani30BaHO KOMIUIEKCHY METOJIOJIOTIO
JOCTI/KEHHS Ha OCHOBI METO/1iB KOTHITUBHOI TPAHCIIATOIIOTIT pa30M i3 METOIOJIOTIYHUMH 3aCaaMH TUCKYPC-
anamizy. JJucKkypcuBHUI aHami3 OOTPYHTOBYE NUCKYPCUBHUIM YMHHHK, SIKHH CTa€ MepelyMOBOIO iaXpOHHOT
MHOXHHHOCTI mepeknany m’ec Illekcmipa y BUmamkax, KOJIW XPOHOJIOTIYHI Ta iJ€O0NOTiYHi, KyJIbTYpHI Ta
IHAWMBITyaJlbHI YMOBH OPUTIHAIFHOTO Ta MEPEKIATHOTO TEKCTIB Pi3Hi. MeToan KOTHITUBHOI TPAHCIISITONOTIT
JOBOJISITh, IO KOTHITMBHMM YMHHHMK CTa€ BH3HAYAIBHUM Yy JIaxXpOHHIM MHOXHHHOCTI INEPEKIany I €C
[lekcmipa, OCKUIbKM KOTHITUBHHI KOHCOHAHC YM KOTHITMBHUH TUCOHAHC TMEpeKazadiB i3 iiesMu aBTopa
CIPUYHHSE pI3HE TIyMadeHHA TNepeKialadaMHi OPHTiHAINBHUX TEeKCTIB 1, SK HACHJOK, PI3HHH CTYITiHb
KOTHITHBHOI OJM3BKOCTI TEKCTY MepeKiany 3 opuriHanbHuM. CIiBBiTHOMIEHHS KOTHITHBHOTO KOHCOHAHCY Ta
KOTHITUBHOTO JIMCOHAHCY 31 CTYNCHSMHU KOTHITUBHOI OJIN3bKOCTI BUTIISAAE HACTYITHUM YHHOM: KOTHITHUBHUM
KOHCOHAaHC KOpETIO€ 3 KOTHITUBHMMH €KBiBaJieHTaMH (TTOBHMMH Ta YacTKOBUMH) a00 KOTHITHBHAMH
aHamoramMu ((QyHKUIHHUMH Ta CTHJIICTUYHAMH), KOTHITHBHHHA JFICOHAHC KOPENIOE€ 3 KOTHITUBHUMH
BapiaHTamMu (peepEeHTHUM, BAJIOPATUBHUM 1 CMHCIOBHM). METOJOJIOrIS KOTHITMBHOI TPaHCIATOJOTIT
JOTIOMara€e BU3HAYMTH BHOIp TepekiagadeM eQeKTHBHOI cTpaTerii mepekiany (apxaizalis, MoJepHi3allis,
HeHTpami3amiss 4acoBOl MUCTaHIli) 1 TakTUKU (PEmpOAYKTHBHOI YW aJalTUBHOI) IiJ dYac NepeKiamy
BiJIJIAJIEHOTO B Yaci OPUTIHAJILHOTO TBOPY.

Kiro4oBi ci10Ba: KOrHITUBHO-TUCKYPCUBHHM IIX11, TiaXpOHHA MHOKHHHICTh NIEPEKIIAY, BiIIaICHH
y 4aci OpHUTiHaJbHHWHA TEKCT, XPOHOJOTIYHO BiJJlaieHa YKpaiHChKa DPETPAHCHALIS, CTpaTerii Ta TaKTHKH
nepeKiany.
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