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Student translation contests have become a productive form of training and assessment in Ukrainian translation programs: they
combine clear rules, public discussion, and a strong motivational component, while also producing a corpus of comparable
student translations for the same source text. In this sense, a poetic translation contest can be treated as an educational
instrument that makes visible recurrent decision patterns, both successful and unsuccessful, across a cohort of student
translators. This paper examines 21 English-Ukrainian translations produced in 2023 for a student translation contest, all based
on Louise Gliick’s contemporary poem “Poem”. The study applies qualitative error analysis supported by quantitative frequency
counts of error types across the corpus of student translations. It proposes a heuristic typology, covering formal deviations,
lexical-semantic errors, denotative errors, stylistic mismatch, unjustified gendering, and related shifts in voice and person,
graphic-punctuation interventions, opposite-meaning shifts, interpretive additions, compression/omission, and cross-linguistic
interference (Russianisms). The analysis indicates that the most recurrent problems cluster around lexical choice and
collocation, interpretive changes that introduce meanings absent in the source, and formal domestication through rhyme,
rhythm, and altered lineation that displaces the source text's poetics. On this basis, the article formulates practical
recommendations for Ukrainian students preparing for poetry-translation contests, emphasizing contextual reading, register
awareness, careful handling of ambiguity, form-sensitive decision-making, and systematic checks against cross-linguistic

interference.
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Problem Statement and Relevance. Poetry
translation in the classroom usually takes place in a
low-stakes setting: students can revise repeatedly,
consult commentaries, and work through difficulties
until the final version reads coherently. A contest
setting raises the stakes by introducing public
competition, thereby revealing students’ key
translation strategies for achieving high-quality
results. Because a contest corpus offers multiple
independent translations of the same source text, it
makes recurring tendencies easier to observe. Thus,
this article treats parallel student translations of one
poem as a corpus for identifying recurring error
patterns. This emphasis on situated translation tasks
is consistent with recent work on authentic projects
in translator training, which highlights gains in
critical thinking, collaboration, and reflective
decision-making [8].

The task of translating poetry is relevant to
Ukrainian translation education. Students translate
contemporary English-language texts while working
with domestic poetic habits (rhyme and regular
meter as a norm), cultural narratives in popular
discourse, and cross-language interference shaped

© Iomiu I1., 2026
(e ]

114

by the long colonial pressure from Russian on
Ukrainian language use. Another relevant factor is
stylistic domestication through archaization and
pseudo-folkloric tone. These strategies are widespread
in Ukrainian popular culture and public genres and have
been described as stable cultural patterns in Ukrainian
advertising  discourse, = where  “traditionalizing”
language, retrospective stylization, and folkloric
markers serve persuasive purposes [10]. Their transfer
into poetry translation produces register shifts and tone
mismatches with contemporary American poetics.
Contest-based student corpora make these shifts
observable.

In the Ukrainian university landscape, poetry-
translation contests have become an institutionalized
part of translator training. In 2023, numerous
university-based  competitions  foregrounded the
translation of foreign-language poetry into Ukrainian —
for example, the international student competition at
Mykhailo Drahomanov State University of Ukraine; the
literary translation competition run by the Mykola
Lukash Department of Translation Studies at
V. N. Karazin Kharkiv National University; and Sumy
State University’s “Alter Ego—2023.” A fine-grained
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analysis of contest submissions is therefore
important because it sheds light on an established
translation practice in Ukrainian higher education.

In earlier publications, | described the format
and assessment criteria of the Drahomanov
University translation contest [12; 13]. In this
article, I turn to a close analysis of error patterns
in the 2023 corpus of English—Ukrainian student
poetry translations. There is an additional
methodological reason for choosing the 2023
corpus. All translations were submitted by 14 March
2023 (the contest deadline). The contest rules
prohibited the use of computer-assisted translation
tools, thereby enhancing the educational value of the
corpus as evidence of students’” own decisions.
These parameters make the 2023 submissions a
useful point of comparison for later studies, since
they were produced before LLM-based assistance
became routine in student translation practice.

Background and Previous Research. In
Translation Studies, an “error” is treated as an
analytical and pedagogical category that helps
define translation competence in practical terms and
identify vulnerable aspects of performance in
evaluative settings, including lexical choice,
collocation, pragmatic alignment, register choice,
culture-specific reference, and the management of
textual form [6; 14]. Recent work in translation
education has argued for corpus-assisted, context-
sensitive assessment feedback, using student
translation corpora to track performance across tasks
and time rather than treating each product in
isolation [11]. Research on poetry translation
foregrounds the special density of form-meaning
coupling in verse, where small lexical or
grammatical moves can  restructure voice,
ambiguity, rhythmic perception, and the poem’s
implied poetics [1; 5; 7; 9]. At the level of student
performance, Chiara Astrid Gebbia shows that
creative metaphors and metaphor clusters frequently
push learners toward explicitation and omission,
which can flatten figurative texture and weaken
textual cohesion [2].

Earlier publications discuss the student
translation contest at Drahomanov University from a
macro-level perspective, outlining its format and
jury criteria and framing it as a pedagogical and
Translation Studies object [12; 13]. Building on
these contextual studies, the present article shifts the
lens to micro-analysis: it systematizes typical errors
in Category 1 (translation of an English-language
poem into Ukrainian) in the 2023 contest. A
preliminary version of this analysis was presented at
a faculty conference in Kyiv on 23 May 2024
(“Typical Errors in Students’ Translations of
English Poetic Works into Ukrainian™).

Purpose, Research Questions, and Material.
This paper aims to systematize typical errors in
students’ Ukrainian translations of a contemporary
English poem submitted to a translation contest and
to formulate practical recommendations for future

115

participants. It addresses the following research
questions: (1) Which types of errors recur most
consistently across the corpus, and how can they be
organized into a usable teaching typology? (2) Which
errors are primarily linguistic, and which are textual or
pragmatic? (3) How often do students depart from
the source poem’s formal organization, and what are
the consequences of such departures? (4) Which
features distinguish the winning translation?

The material consists of 21 Ukrainian student
translations of Louise Gliick’s “Poem” submitted to a
2023 university translation contest. This source text is
well suited to error analysis: it packs several translation
challenges into a short free-verse lyric and gives a clear
point of comparison. The poem has 16 lines organized
into a 6-4-3-3 stanza structure, and in the present
corpus only 6 of the 21 translations preserve this formal
segmentation, while the remaining submissions reshape
the line-and-stanza layout to varying degrees. This
formal instability is analytically important because it
correlates with broader domestication moves, especially
when students impose rhyme or rhythmic regularity and
reorganize the text to fit familiar Ukrainian verse
norms.

Louise Glick (1943-2023) was an American poet
whose writing is characterized by emotional intensity
combined with formal restraint; her international
standing was consolidated by the 2020 Nobel Prize in
Literature awarded for a voice that renders individual
experience universal. The lyric “Poem” [3], published
in her early collection The House on the Marshland
(1975), stages a quiet dusk scene (a man at a writing
table, a woman with roses, a mirror surface, a gray
house) and then pivots toward the speaker’s self-
imposed obligation to “enter their lives,” framing
interpretation as a form of intrusion. Formally, the
poem is free verse with no governing rhyme or regular
meter; its compact lines and strong enjambment
foreground line breaks as meaning-bearing units.
The syntax remains largely plain and paratactic, yet it is
destabilized by deictic compression (“in the early
evening, a now”) and by the abrupt shift from a third-
person tableau to first-person self-positioning.
The lexicon is concrete and visual (mirror surface,
green “spokes,” a transparent page with “veins”), while
also metapoetic: writing appears as a “form of
suffering,” and the closing participle “filming” exploits
English polysemy to describe a pear tree covered in
pale, delicate blossom. These features create recurring
challenges for student translators: lexical-semantic
choices in image-bearing words, management of deixis
and voice, control of register, and formal discipline in
reproducing free-verse poetics without converting
the text into a rhymed or metrically regular Ukrainian
lyric.

Louise Glick

Poem

In the early evening, a now, as man is bending
over his writing table.

Slowly he lifts his head; a woman
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appears, carrying roses.
Her face floats to the surface of the mirror,
marked with the green spokes of rose stems.

Itis aform

of suffering: then always the transparent page
raised to the window until its veins emerge
as words finally filled with ink.

And | am meant to understand
what binds them together
or to the gray house held firmly in place by dusk

because | must enter their lives:
it is spring, the pear tree
filming with weak, white blossoms.

The prize-winning translation, produced by Inna
Omelchenko  (Taras  Shevchenko  National
University of Kyiv) and later selected for
publication [4], is reproduced below as a reference
point for the subsequent error analysis.

Jlyiza Lioik

Ioesis

PaHHBOr0 Be4Opa, HHHI, YOJOBIK CXUIIUBCS

HaJl CBOIM POOOYHM CTOJIOM.

BiH mijBOANT TOJIIOBY THXO, 3’ SIBISIETHCS

XKIHKa, TPUMAIOYH PYXK ITy4OK.

fi o6muuuss, cxoBaHe 3a 3ENEHHM IUIETHBOM
TiJIOK,

BUPHUHAE Y JI3EpKAIbHIN MOBEPXHI TPIOMO.

PisnoBuzx

CTpaKIaHb: i 3HOBY TIPO30PHUil JTUCTOK

MM HECEHNUH 1O MMOCBITA aX JOIOKHU

BiH HE CIIOBHHUTHCS YOPHUIOM BEH-TYMOK.

51 my1y 30aruyTH,
10 TPUMAE iX JOKYIIU
YH B CipoMy OyIHMHKY 3aHYPEHOMY Y MiBMOPOK.

41 >k Maro yBipBaTUCS y iXHE KUTTS:

yKe BecHa. | gepeBo rpymi
BKpUTE CBITJIINM, KBOJIUM KBITTSIM.

Inna Omelchenko’s winning version stands out
for how consistently it recreates Gliick’s cool,
observational free-verse voice while still sounding
like composed Ukrainian poetry. It preserves
the poem’s formal structure and its temporal “now”
(“Pannboro Bewopa, auni’), while keeping the scene
austere and cinematic, with clean syntax and
controlled pacing. Her handling of the central image
is especially effective: the woman’s face is visually
filtered (“cxoBaHe 3a 3€lE€HUM IDICTUBOM TUIOK... Y
J3epKATBHIH TIOBEpPXHi TproMo”), which
convincingly translates the optical overlay of stems
across the mirror. The middle movement condenses
Gliick’s “veins/ink/words” nexus into a conceptually
tight Ukrainian solution (“dopHuiomM BeH-IyMOK”),

sustaining the metaphor of writing as embodied
suffering. In the closing lines, the translator avoids a
literal calque of “filming” and opts for a natural, image-
led ending (“nmepeBo rpymii / BKpUTE CBITIUM, KBOJIUM
KBITTSIM”), keeping the poem’s quiet, springtime tone
intact.

Competition Context and Corpus Description.
The International Student Translation Contest
“Translation as a Key to Cultural and Linguistic
Worldviews” was launched in 2017 by the Department
of Applied Linguistics, Comparative Linguistics, and
Translation at the Faculty of Foreign Philology of
Mykhailo Drahomanov State University of Ukraine
(then headed by Nataliya Lemish). The contest has been
held annually as part of the linguocultural project
“Intercultural Communication and Translation Studies:
Points of Contact and Prospects for Development.”
The seventh competition was held on 23 March 2023 at
the Faculty of Foreign Philology, organized by
the same department, with the present author serving as
jury chair. The 2023 edition included four categories:
translation of an English poem into Ukrainian,
translation of a Ukrainian poem into English,
translation of a Ukrainian song into English, and
translation of an English-language song into Ukrainian.

In 2023, the contest involved 51 participants
(47 from Ukraine, three from the United Kingdom, and
one from Lithuania) and received 61 applications in
total. Participants represented 15 Ukrainian higher
education institutions, as well as University College
London and Kaunas University of Technology, and
came from eight Ukrainian regions and multiple cities.
Category 1 (translation of an English-language poem
into Ukrainian), which constitutes the corpus for
this article, received 21 applications. Category 1
participants represented ten tertiary education
institutions (nine in Ukraine and one in Lithuania).
The largest groups came from the National Transport
University (6) and Ternopil Volodymyr Hnatiuk
National Pedagogical University (4); the remaining
participants were distributed across eight other
institutions (1-2 each). The 2023 jury included five
university instructors. In each category, the jury
awarded one first prize, two to three second prizes, and
three to four third prizes.

The contest evaluation criteria for Category 1
covered the originality of creative ideas underlying
the translation, accuracy and faithfulness to the source
text, linguistic intuition, appropriateness of lexical and
grammatical resources, rendering of culture-specific
references, content equivalence, style, quality of rhyme
and rhythm, and aesthetic equivalence. These criteria
are important for the present analysis because they
make explicit the tension that students navigate in
poetry translation contests: semantic accuracy, stylistic
adequacy, and formal organization  operate
simultaneously as evaluation parameters, and they
shape the range of translation strategies visible in
the corpus.

Methodology. The analysis combines close reading
of the source poem and each student translation with
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systematic error annotation and simple prevalence
counting. Each translation is examined line by line
against the source, and clear deviations are coded
using a heuristic typology. For the quantitative
layer, | record category presence in a binary way: a
category is counted for a translation if that
translation contains at least one unambiguous
instance of the error type. This produces a profile of
category prevalence across the 21 texts.

Because student poetry translation frequently
involves formal domestication into familiar
Ukrainian verse norms, formal interventions are
treated as a separate layer and recorded
independently  from semantic errors. Three
indicators stand out in this corpus: changes in
lineation and layout (15 of 21 translations reshape
the poem’s lineation), introduction of rhyme and/or
regular rhythm (8 of 21 translations add rhyme or
rhythmic regularity), and omission or non-provision
of the title and/or the author’s name (12 of
21 translations do not translate the title or provide
the author’s name). These indicators correlate with
broader shifts in student translations: the imposition
of rhyme can trigger compression, addition of
evaluative metaphors, and syntactic rewrites
designed to satisfy sound patterning, moving
the target text toward a freer, adaptive mode.

The coding scheme defines key categories of
typical errors, each illustrated and quantified in
the Results section. The categories include lexical-
semantic errors (wrong word choice, collocation
problems, semantic drift); denotative errors; lexical—-
stylistic mismatch (register errors, inappropriate
folklorisms or colloquialisms); unjustified gendering
where the English source leaves gender
unmarked; shifts of person, voice, or narrative
perspective; graphic—punctuation interventions such
as unmotivated quotation marks; opposite-meaning
shifts; interpretive additions that introduce meanings
absent in the source; compression or omission of
textual material; and cross-linguistic interference in
the form of Russianisms and calques that violate
Ukrainian norms.

Results. Across the corpus, the most visible
vulnerabilities concentrate in lexical choice/collocational
control, interpretive overbuilding, and formal
domestication; the remaining categories occur as
recurring but less dominant deviations.

Formal Domestication. Formal decisions
function as a sensitive indicator of how students
position themselves between translation and free
adaptation. The source text is a short free-verse lyric
organized as a 16-line poem with a stable 6-4-3-3
stanzaic segmentation. Only six of the twenty-one
translations preserve this sequence; most reshape
lineation and/or stanza boundaries. Although
lineation conveys meaning, this pattern underscores
that it is commonly treated as open to change.

A second formal tendency is the introduction of
rhyme and/or regular rhythm. Even when students
do not explicitly declare an intention to “improve”

the poem, the turn toward rhyme or rhythmic regularity
signals a default domestication into familiar Ukrainian
verse norms. This move correlates with wider textual
consequences: compression, syntactic reshaping, and
the addition of evaluative or ornamental imagery to
satisfy sound patterning. In such cases, the translation
begins to function as an autonomous Ukrainian lyric
generated from the source as a prompt.

A third indicator concerns paratextual discipline.
A substantial proportion of submissions omit
the translated title and/or the author’s name (or leave
them in the source-language form). In contest
conditions, this omission is revealing: it suggests that
some students treat the translation as a self-standing
poetic artefact and deprioritize the conventions of
presenting a translated work as a bibliographically and
culturally located text.

Lexical-Semantic Errors. The most transparent
lexical-semantic problems arise where a single English
word activates competing senses and the translation
locks onto an inappropriate one. A clear case is
the participle “filming” in “the pear tree / filming
with weak, white blossoms,” which several students
interpret through the cinematic semantic field
(“rino/kanp/3iiomka”), producing variants such as
“3HIMAIOTBCS CAAOKUM OiMMM 1BITOM,” “Oili KBITOUKH
CYUBITTSI, / 3a(ibMOBaHI HUMH Haue y paro,” or “Toi
HDKHUHA UBIT Ipyii / pSXTUTh Hade B CLEHI 3 KiHO.”
The problem here is a disambiguation failure:
the relevant sense of film in this context concerns a thin
coating or veil-like layer, and the cinematic reading
relocates the image into an external interpretive frame
that the source text does not support.

A second lexical-semantic error type emerges from
misreading English noun-noun attribution. In “rose
stems,” rose functions as a noun modifier (“stems of
roses”), but one translation reads rose as the color
adjective “pokeBwmii,” producing “3eNeHUMH CHHISIMH
poxkeBux creden.” The error is instructive because it
introduces an internal semantic contradiction with
the explicit “green” in the source line: “3eneHumMu
crimisivu pokeBux creben” conflicts at the level of
basic feature assignment and signals a failure to resolve
the attributive construction as denoting material relation
rather than color.

A third cluster concerns the verb “marked” in
“marked with the green spokes of rose stems.” In
the source, “marked” describes an optical overlay in
the mirror: the stems’ green lines pattern the reflected
face. Several ftranslations shift this neutral visual
marking into a more violent or concrete image by
introducing “mmwmm/komouku’” and, in the most extreme
case, physical injury (“O0nHu9ds1, TOKOIOTE TPOSHAAMH,
BcMixaeThes”). Such renderings misrepresent the scene
logic (reflection rather than contact) and add a semantic
component absent from the original: pain, piercing, or
tactile aggression. Within the typology, this is best
treated as a lexical-semantic shift in the sense of
“marked,” frequently accompanied by intensification
that pushes the target line toward interpretive
overbuilding.
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Denotative Errors. Some errors are denotative
in a strict sense: the translation selects a different
object (or a different part of an object)
than the source text names. One example is
the substitution of “stem” with “cToBOyp,” yielding
phrases such as “croBOypu TposiHa.” In Ukrainian,
“cToBOYp” strongly evokes the trunk of a tree, and
its use with roses reclassifies the plant into an
implausible “tree-like” category, producing an
erroneous mental image and violating collocational
expectations.

Another denotative error is the replacement of
“pear tree” with “nepcukoBe aepero.” This is a
realia shift (a pear becomes a peach) that changes
the botanical referent and, by extension, the sensory
and cultural associations of the closing scene. Even
though the broader “spring tree in bloom” frame
remains, the lexical replacement constitutes a clear
departure from the source text.

Lexical-Stylistic Mismatch. A recurrent
category involves a stylistic register that conflicts
with the source poem’s restrained contemporary
lyric tone. One instructive instance is the translation
of “house” as “OymiBns” (“cipa Ta Oynisns™). While
referentially possible, “OynmiBns” tends to sound
technical or bureaucratically neutral in Ukrainian
and reduces the domestic, lived-space resonance that
“house” mnormally carries in lyric contexts.
The result is a depersonalized architectural object
where the source suggests a dwelling as existential
space, which also weakens the link to
the subsequent line about “entering their lives.”

More visibly, several translations introduce
folklorizing or strongly colloquial lexemes and
clichés that “Ukrainianize” the scene into a different
cultural and stylistic key. Variants such as “woman”
as “momomumipt” or “miua” import folk-poetic or
conversational coloring and, in the case of
“momomuns,” introduce a socially specific profile
(a young married woman) absent from the neutral
English woman. Similarly, “man” as “uonos’sira”
adds evaluative, colloquial characterization (“a big
burly guy”; “an uncouth guy”) that is not encoded in
the source. At the level of poetic voice, these
choices shift the tone from Glick’s cool,
observational style to a more overtly expressive
Ukrainian register.

Unjustified Gendering. A methodologically
“clean” pragmatic-grammatical error in the corpus is
the unjustified explicitation of the lyrical narrator’s
gender. In the English source, the key first-person
constructions (“I am meant to understand,” “because
I must enter their lives”) do not mark grammatical
gender, while Ukrainian offers fully natural non-
gendered equivalents (s mymry,” “a maro,” ‘“MeHi
Tpeba,” “Mmeni mpmsHaueHo’). Despite this, five
translations  introduce  explicitly ~ masculine
predication and self-identification — most visibly
through “moBuHen” and through the construction “s
TOH, XTO...,” as in “I s moBHHEH 3po3ymiTH,” “TOMy
110 S TIOBWHEH YBIUTH B IXHE XKUTTS,” “Sl & MOBHHEH

EERNT3

po3ibpaTrch,” “TIOBHHEH 5 YBIUTH IO IXHBOTO XKHUTTS,”
or “st Tol, XTO yBiliae B ix kurTa.” The core problem is
potential gender mismatch (if the narrator is read as
female in the contest interpretation) and, more
generally, an over-translation effect: the target text adds
information that the source does not encode, narrowing
the interpretive openness of the English “I.” In addition,
the “s ToO#A, XTO...” Variant goes beyond gender marking
and shifts the speaker’s stance toward explicit self-
definition, introducing a rhetorical frame that is absent
from Gliick’s restrained, observational first-person
positioning.

Shifts of Person/Voice. A related set of deviations
involves shifts of person, address, and narrative
perspective that reconfigure the poem’s deictic and
pragmatic structure. In some translations, the first-
person “I” is replaced by direct address or a collective
voice, producing formulations such as “Tu wmaemr...,”
“mo Tpumaemo...,” or “He moGaummi...”. Such moves
rewrite the communicative situation of the poem by
turning an inwardly registered obligation (“I must enter
their lives”) into instruction, admonition, or shared
experience. Even though the semantic content remains
loosely related, the pragmatic force shifts: the poem’s
self-positioning  becomes an externally oriented
directive or a generalizing statement. These deictic
reframings are pedagogically important because they
demonstrate how readily students treat lyric perspective
as interchangeable and how quickly local choices in
person and voice can transform a poem’s tone.

Graphic and Punctuation Interventions. A
smaller but analytically clear category concerns purely
graphic interventions that are not motivated by
the source text. In this corpus, the primary marker is
the introduction of quotation marks around ordinary
referential items, for example “3aiinia «BoHa»” or “ii
«Benm».” In Ukrainian poetic usage, quotation marks
commonly signal irony, distance, scepticism about
reference, or a “so-called” effect. As a result,
the intervention produces a pragmatic shift: “Bona”
becomes a labelled role, a questioned identity, or a
guoted mask.

Opposite-Meaning Shifts. A rare but instructive
phenomenon is the direct inversion of an attribute into
its opposite. The clearest instance in the corpus is
“transparent page” rendered as “3aTeMHEHy CTOpIHKY,”
which reverses transparency into darkening/obscuring.
Because the source metaphor relies on visibility
(the page held to the window until “its veins emerge”),
the antonymic shift undermines the internal logic of
the image and the poem’s writing-as-visibility motif.

Interpretive  Additions. One of the most
consequential ~ tendencies in  the corpus s
the introduction of meanings not supported by
the source text. These additions range from evaluative
exclamations and romanticization to the importation of
broader thematic frames such as war, morality, or
“fairy-tale” poetics. The translations introduce lines like
“Bysie y nymi BiiHa...,” “SIka pomanTHka!l,” or “6o s —
BecHal,” as well as elaborated paraphrases of “It is a
form of suffering” that add “mopoxneua,” “crina,” or
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explicit moralizing and psychologizing. The pattern
is best described as interpretive domestication:
the translator fills perceived “gaps” with culturally
legible scripts and emotive amplifiers, thereby
replacing Gliick’s restraint with a more declarative
and rhetorically heightened lyric.

Compression and Omission. Another recurring
strategy is significant compression. In these cases,
the target text tends to lose the poem’s internal
linkages — especially the chain that connects
the visual scene, the writing metaphor
(page/veins/ink), and the speaker’s obligation to
“enter their lives.” The corpus includes translations
where the poem is “folded” into a much shorter
utterance, and this shortening typically results in
the disappearance of minor images that, in Gliick’s
composition, function as structural hinges. From a
pedagogical perspective, the key point is that
compression here serves as a symptom of form-
driven rewriting (for example, to fit rhyme/rhythm)
or as an avoidance strategy for difficult language.

Cross-Linguistic Interference (Russianisms).
The final category captures lexical interference
shaped by Russian—Ukrainian contact, visible even
in high-motivation contest writing. In the corpus,
this includes direct Russianisms such as “BcrivBae
qune” (cf. Russian “BcmisiBaer”): while Ukrainian
“crmmBati” is idiomatic in meanings like “time
has elapsed” (“crumB wac”) or, figuratively,
“information/facts emerge/come to light” (“crumnum
¢daxtu”), the natural Ukrainian rendering for a
face/image coming into view is “BuUpuHae
(3’sBnsiethes)”. The corpus also includes calqued
collocations such as  ‘“muceMeHHHE  CTII”
(“writing  table”) under the influence of
Russian “nucemennsrii  croi,” where Ukrainian
“nucbMeHHMIT” exists but means “literate” and is
non-normative in this object-denoting phrase. Such
cases matter as evidence of unstable norms in the
students’ language repertoire: even when source-text
comprehension is  adequate,  cross-linguistic
interference can surface at the level of phraseology
and lexical selection.

Conclusion. This study treats twenty-one
independent Ukrainian student translations of
Louise Gliick’s free-verse lyric “Poem” (submitted
in 2023 for the contest and produced without CAT
tools) as a parallel corpus for identifying typical
translation challenges. Building on close reading
and systematic annotation, the article proposes a
heuristic typology of recurrent errors and uses
simple prevalence counts to map where the cohort’s
vulnerabilities cluster. The findings show persistent
problems in lexical choice and collocational control,
interpretive changes not supported by the source
text, and formal domestication through rhyme,
rhythm, and lineation. These tendencies suggest that
under contest conditions many students default to
culturally available expressive templates and to
meaning-expansion strategies that overwrite Gliick’s
restrained observational poetics.
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The answers to the research questions can be
summarized as follows:

1. Which types of errors recur most consistently
across the corpus, and how can they be organized
into a usable teaching typology? The most recurrent
problems are lexical choice/collocational control,
interpretive additions, and formal domestication. These
can be organized into a teaching typology including
formal deviations, lexical-semantic and denotative
errors, lexical-stylistic mismatch, unjustified gendering,
person/voice shifts, graphic-punctuation interventions,
opposite-meaning  shifts, interpretive  additions,
compression/omission, and cross-linguistic interference.

2. Which errors are primarily linguistic, and
which are textual or pragmatic? The primarily
linguistic  errors are lexical-semantic  errors,
collocational problems, denotative errors, and cross-
linguistic interference. The mainly textual/pragmatic
errors are lexical-stylistic mismatch, unjustified
gendering, shifts of person/voice, graphic and
punctuation interventions, interpretive additions, and
opposite meanings.

3. How often do students depart from the source
poem’s formal organization, and what are
the consequences of such departures? Departures
from the source poem’s formal organization are
frequent: 15 of 21 translations reshape lineation/layout,
8 add rhyme and/or regular rhythm, and 12 omit or fail
to translate the title and/or author’s name. These
departures commonly result in domestication, recasting
the poem into more familiar Ukrainian verse norms and
sometimes moving from translation toward adaptation.

4. Which features distinguish the winning
translation? The winning translation stands out
because it preserves the formal structure, sustains
Gliick’s cool observational voice, respects ambiguity,
handles the central images convincingly, avoids crude
calques, and keeps the ending natural and image-led in
idiomatic Ukrainian.

A central contribution of the analysis is to treat
form as a meaning-bearing layer. Formal reshaping
correlates  with  semantic  compression, added
ornamentation, and pragmatic reframing, moving
the target text away from translation toward adaptation.

The typology can serve as a pedagogical tool. For
contest preparation (and for poetry translation training
more broadly), the findings point to several priorities:
systematic contextual disambiguation of polysemous
lexemes; deliberate collocational checking of noun
phrases and modifiers; register awareness that prevents
bureaucratic neutralization on the one hand and pseudo-
folkloric or colloquial coloring on the other; and routine
self-checks against  cross-linguistic  interference.
Equally important is form sensitivity: students should
treat line breaks, stanza boundaries, and the lack of
regular meter as part of the poem’s semantics and
pragmatics, since sound-patterning changes often carry
hidden costs (forced paraphrase, additions, and
perspective drift). Finally, the analysis underscores
the value of preserving the source text’s interpretive
openness by avoiding unnecessary gender explicitation,
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person/voice shifts, and marked punctuation devices
that introduce irony or distance absent from
the original.

Future research can extend the typology across
multiple source poems and contest editions, test
the inter-rater reliability of the categories, and
explore more fine-grained quantitative modeling of

interactions  between  formal  deviations and
semantic/pragmatic shifts. A particularly useful next
step follows from the fact that the corpus dates from
2023: the submissions were produced before LLM-
assisted translation became routine, so later studies can
compare them with post-LLM contest translations and
track shifts in error profiles, formal discipline, and

error density and co-occurrence, including  the balance between meaning expansion and omission.
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Moeosznascmeo

TunoBi noMUNKM Yy CTYAEHTCbKMX YKpaiHCbKMX nepeknapax aHrnomoBHOi noesii (Ha MmaTepiani nepeknapiB Bipwa
Nyizn Inik «Poem»)

CTyneHTCbKi Nepeknafalbki KOHKYpCH CTanu BaxmnvBol (OPMOK HaBYaHHA W OLHIOBAHHA B YKPAiHCbKMX Mporpamax MiAroTOBKM Mepeknajadis: BOHU
MOEAHYIOT YiTKi NpaBuna, nybniyHe 06roBOPEHHS Ta NOTYXHMIA MOTUBALLIAHMIA KOMMOHEHT, @ TaKOX CTBOPIOKTb KOPMYC 3iCTaBHUX CTYAEH TChKUX Nepeknagis
Of}HOrO BUXI[HOTO TEKCTY. Y LibOMY CEHCi KOHKYPC MOETUYHOTO Nepeknafy MOXHa PO3rNsfaTh AK HaB4anbHuiA iHCTPYMEHT, L0 BUSBNISE NOBTOPIOBaHI MofeNi
nepeknapaLbkux pilleHb — K YCMilUHi, TaK i HeBRani — cepef CTyAeHTiB-nepeknaaaviB. Y cTaTTi npoaHanizoBaHo 21 aHmilicbko-yKpaiHCbkmil nepeknag,
BMKOHaHWit y 2023 powi ANA CTYMEHTCHKOro NepeKnanaubkoro KOHKYPCY Ha OCHOBI Cy4acHoro aHrmomoBHoro Bipwa [yian ik «Poem». [ocnimkeHHs
3aCTOCOBYE FKICHWIT @Hani3 nepeknagalbkux NOMWUMOK, MAKPIMNEHUA KiNbKICHUM NiApaxyHKOM 4acToTW Pi3HMX TUMiB MOMMAOK Y KOpMyCi. 3anponoHOBaHO
€BPUCTYHY TUNOAOrito, sika OXonmioe hOpManbHi BIAXUNEHHS, NEKCUKO-CEMAHTUYHI MOMUMKHW, XuBHWIt BUGIp pedepeHTa, CTUMICTUYHY HEBIBMOBIAHICTD,
HeobI'pyHTOBaHe YTOYHEHHS I'EHAEPY MOBLSA Ta NOB'A3aHi 3 HUM 3CyBW HApaTMBHOI MEPCMEKTUBM, MparMaTU4Hi BUKPUBMEHHS i 3MiHy ocobu, rpadiko-
NYHKTYaLiAiHi BTPyYaHHs, CTBOPEHHS MPOTUNEXHOrO 3HAYEHHS, iHTepnpeTaTWBHI AOAABAHHA, KOMMPECIK/BINYYEHHS, @ TaKoX MiIXMOBHY iHTepdepeHLilo
(pycuamm). AHanis nokasye, WO Hal4acTOTHLi Npobnemu 30CEPEAXYIOTHCS HABKONO NEKCUYHOrO BUOOPY Ta CMONMYYYBAHOCTI, iHTEPMIPETATUBHUX 3MiH, sKi
BBOAATH BiACYTHI B OPUriHani cMUCAK, Ta (hopManbHOro OfOMaLLHEHHS Yepe3 puMy, puTM i nikiaLiio, Lo 3MiHIE NOeTUKY BUXiaHOTO TekcTy. CchopMynboBaHo
NpaKTUYHI pekoMeHaaLlii Ana yKpaiHCLKUX CTYAEHTIB, AKi roTyITbCA A0 KOHKYPCIB MOETUYHOrO nepeknapy. MMinKpecnioeTsCa BaXuBICTb YBaru fjo KOHTEKCTY,
YyTAMBOCTI [0 CTWNMIO, YMIHHA BIATBOPIOBATM HEOJHO3HAYHICTb, YpaxyBaHHA CTPYKTYpWU BUXIGHOrO TEKCTYy Ta MOCMIJOBHOrO YHUKHEHHA MiXMOBHOI
iHTephepeHLii.

KnioyoBi cnoBa: moeTyHuit nepeknap, nepeknapaubkuil KOHKYPC, CTYAEHTCbKWUA Nepeknaj, aHanis MOMUNOK, OAOMAaLIHEeHHs, iHTepdepeHuis,
aHMiNcbKO-yKpaiHCbKMA nepeknag.
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