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FOREWORD

History is often misconceived: most people believe that
history is equal to chronology but chronology is only part of history,
and its larger and more important part is interpretation. The inter-
pretation of the cause-effect existence of translation principles,
the definition of terms and the assessment of a translation re-
searcher’s contribution are the core of the historical exploration
of translation studies. These are the interpretative skills that help
translation students develop their critical judgement of a myriad of
today’s translations theories, views and concepts. Meanwhile, the
analytical evaluation of the past can build the prognostic vision of
the future, which is to find its place in our over-informatized world.

Nationality is, too, misconceived as the constant stress on
geographical — and sometimes historical (temporal) — dimensions
overshadows the requested and promising search for the identity
of society. Academia are a community with fuzzy boundaries as we
are not always certain if our research constitutes world-scale but
integrated scholarship, or we are still limited to existence only in
the framework of national academic schools. Thus, the question is:
are we members of one universal research society, or do we be-
long to various and different societies?

Translation studies followed and stimulated the develop-
ment of humankind. Religious translation contributed to the
rearrangement of relations between humans and God; literary
translation help nations shape their identities and build their states;
machine translation learns how human brains works, but it also
teaches how we can be manipulated.
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The university course of the history of Ukrainian trans-
lation studies is designed for translation students: it has a triple
objective — providing a better knowledge of the Ukrainian history
of translation studies, boosting the critical evaluation of theoretical
texts and views as well as realising the genetic and typological
lines of science development in the world. The course consists of
16 topics discussing issues of history theory, bibliometrics, periods
and personalities in Ukrainian translation studies. Obviously, some
topics are well-studied, while others request much more research
in sources and interpretation: the Ukrainian Genocide of the 1930s
is neglected because of the scarcity of sources; translation studies
during the Nazi occupation of Ukraine was once a taboo topic,
but today’s access to sources can disclose a lot of interesting but
forgotten names and texts.

Each topic is accompanied with readings, questions for
discussion and texts for analysis. The task of the texts for analysis
is to boost students’ interest in considering and comparing the
development of translation studies in different academic traditions.
All these predispositions will help students elaborate the vision of
translation studies as a well-balanced system of views and inter-
pretations.

| want to express my gratitude to the reviewers — Dr Habil.,
Prof. Lada Kolomiyets (Taras Shevchenko National University of
Kyiv), PhD, Prof. Mark Shuttleworth (Hong Kong Baptist University;
University College London), Dr. Philipp Hofeneder (Charles Francis
University of Graz) — for their special contributions: diligence, open-
ness and willingness to share ideas.



PART1

AN OUTLINE OF THE HISTORY
OF UKRAINIAN TRANSLATION STUDIES
FROM THE 10T™ TO 215T CENTURIES
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Theoretical Prerequisites

Researching the history of Ukrainian translation studies
demands resolving three fundamental and terminological issues:
what are the definitions of ‘translation studies’, ‘Ukrainian trans-
lation studies’ and ‘the history of (Ukrainian) translation studies’?

Despite a great interest in translation and translation re-
search, which is witnessed by a large number of various publica-
tions on this topic, an exact definition of the basic term ‘translation’
does not exist. Every theoretical school elaborates its own methods
of analyzing lingual phenomena. Various approaches within the
field of translation studies, hence, define translation differently,
for example, as a linear text, a manifold realization of certain dis-
course, a means of intercultural communication, and so forth. The
metalingual character of translation studies seemingly makes the
task easier, as it enables the use of a rather simple, but voluminous
expression ‘a discipline dealing with translation’. However, it is not
to be supposed that this terminological expression is adequate as it
has not been sufficiently elaborated on the methodological level.

S. Dlozhevskyi was among the first researchers who studied
the fundamentals of translation studies as a language- and litera-
ture-oriented discipline — from the perspective of metalanguage,
but not the very translation phenomenon. In his 1929 paper, he
stated that the object of translation studies embodies the essence
of deviations in a translation from the original that are motivated
by differences in the language, culture or a translator’s subjective
perception [AnoxkeBcbkuit 1929:31]. M. Kalynovych and M. Zerov
were the first to design a classification of translation studies and in-
troduce ‘the history of translation studies’ as a separate discipline
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in Ukrainian translation studies. In their 1932/33 teaching course,
‘Translation Methodology’, delivered at the Ukrainian Institute of
Linguistic Education, they mapped out an exact delineation bet-
ween theoretical and practical translation studies. M. Kalynovych
and M. Zerov framed theoretical translation studies (containing
translation methodology, history of translation, and history of trans-
lation studies) and practical translation studies (consisting of gen-
eral methods of translating, partial methods of translating (from
the native language into a foreign language, and vice versa) and
the studying of officialese clichés) [KannHosuy 1932, 3epos MM].
In the 1960-70s, discussions about the linguistic or literary
basis for translation theory suggested an abstract definition of the
object in translation studies that, in V. Koptilov’s opinion, is the
studying of a structural unity of a translation which is carried out
on the basis of the dialectal contents—form interrelation [KonTinos
1971:56]. In Ukrainian translation studies, V. Koptilov authored
the second attempt at its scheming: translation theory (general
translation theory, partial and genre translation theories), trans-
lation criticism and history of translation [KonTtinos 1971:55].
An extended definition of translation studies is also provided by
R. Zorivchak in her description of the establishment of translation
studies as a separate discipline: “Translation Studies, meaning a
complete system which embraces history, theory, and criticism of
translation, was shaped into an independent complex philological
discipline on the crossroads of linguistics, aesthetics, poetics and
literary history in the 1920-30s”! [3opisuak 1983:4]. If didactics

L All English-language quotations of Ukrainian/Russian-language papers
are my translations.
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were included into issues of translation theory, as O. Finkel noted
in his 1952 paper [®iHkenb 1952:44], the essence and aims of trans-
lation studies could be considered to be determined completely.
A question still emerges: what subdivision do the ‘translator and
society’ issues belong to?

Within Western translation studies, researchers did not
pay enough attention to this discipline from the perspective of
science studies, either. As a result, there are a lot of definitions of
translation studies whose existence was called to life by the neces-
sity of compiling specialized terminological dictionaries. The Polish-
language “A Thesaurus of Translation Studies Terms” defines trans-
lation studies as an academic discipline dealing with theoretical
and methodological principles of intercultural communication
through a translator’s mediation [Tezaurus 1993/1998:376]. The
reference book “Translation Terminology” stressed the inter-
disciplinary character of translation studies — “a branch of the
humanities devoted to the systematic, multidisciplinary study of
the theoretical, descriptive, and applied aspects of translation
and interpreting or both” [Translation Terminology 1999:193]. It
is evident that this definition is all-embracing from the viewpoint
of the repertoire of issues in translation studies; however, it is
rather ambiguous and lacks an exact structure. That is why, the
understanding of translation studies applied in this book is authored
by R. Zorivchak: it outlines theory, history, criticism and didactics
of translation that were at first developing at the crossroads of
the fields of linguistics, literary studies, aesthetics and later at
those of informatics, psychology, cultural studies, anthropology
etc. [3opiBuak 1983:4].
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A key question in researching Ukrainian translation studies
is the definition of “Ukrainian translation researcher”, as nationality
is far less important in shaping scholarly ideas and concepts than
the existing scholarly tradition or school. While defining the notion
“Ukrainian press”, V. Ihnatiyenko accurately suggested “a territo-
rial and ethnographic principle in combination with the language
principle” [IrHaTieHko 1926:7]. Hence, attempts at applying a simi-
lar principle to studying Ukrainian translation studies discover the
object of the discipline: a) papers that are authored by Ukrainians
in Ukrainian or any other language and published on the territory
of contemporary Ukraine; b) papers that are authored by non-
Ukrainians in Ukrainian or any other language and published on
the territory of contemporary Ukraine but were influenced by the
Ukrainian scholarly tradition which were at first the outcomes of
this tradition and later its sources; c) papers that are authored by
Ukrainians in Ukrainian or any other language within that very
Ukrainian scholarly tradition, but published outside Ukraine.

The nationality issue is very dubious from the perspective
of researching activities. In 1877, for example, M. Dashkevych gave
his voice to commonness of research progress in the all-European
context: “The history of new European thought, undoubtedly,
cannot be regarded according to nationalities if the key point is in
elucidating its general development” [Jawkesuy 1877:743]. It is
self-evident that general prerequisites of translation theory (e.g.
shaping basic concepts or main researching principles) may de-
velop equally in various countries. The reason for this is not mutual
influences, but similarity of logical thinking. Conversely, the origi-
nality of a separate school of translation studies is based on the
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fact that it researches a range of its peculiar topics and elaborates
corresponding methods. Thus, an academic school may master one
set of problems and methods, while other problems and methods
remain underestimated and imperfect.

The study of the contribution of Ukrainian researchers in
Priashiv (PreSov in Slovak) has introduced researches from Priashiv
Region (Ukrainian ethnic territory in today’s Slovakia) into the sys-
tematic study in the context of the history of Ukrainian translation
studies as well as demonstrated that there researches do constitute
an organic and integral component of Ukrainian translation studies.
The major approach is based on establishing sources, reviewing
key editions and publications and clarifying the role of nationality
and academic institutions in the development of research areas.
Thus, the history of Priashiv Ukrainians’ translation studies tes-
tifies that the most important factors for identifying the affiliation
of individual papers to the national academic school are language
and ethnicity, while genetic links (references to sources) and typol-
ogy of methods are also important, but Ukrainian translation studies
— like most national schools of translation studies in the world —
did not create a specific national theory of translation. At the same
time, there is still a danger that the “Ukrainian translation studies”
of Priashiv Region will lose its continuity with the traditions of
translation studies in the Ukrainian State and exist only as part of
the “Slovak school of Ukrainian studies”. For supporting the
development of Priashiv academic school, which will be most
beneficial both for Ukraine and Slovakia, it is necessary to strengthen
and develop the Ukrainian researching and academic institutions
of Priashiv Region.
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History, along with its tasks, is hard to define, but I. Franko
suggested a very exact definition: “Determining history, we mean
the observing of inner connection between facts, i.e. such a group
of single, more or less important facts that should make a sense,
i.e. that should demonstrate certain basic natural laws, governing
and causing those facts” [®PpaHKo 1986:45:77].

The range of issues meant by the history of a discipline is
not limited to time parameters only. It proposes the grounding of
a discipline’s principles and aims as well as reliable criteria for their
checking. As G. Sampson notes, “it is impossible fully to appreciate
a scholar's ideas without some understanding of the intellectual
atmosphere within which, and in reaction to which, those ideas
were evolved; so that one needs to learn something about past
theories if only, in some cases, to see why they were wrong”
[Sampson 1980:9]. History studies the course of development and,
in this respect, can forecast possible future upshots. On the other
hand, history is never completely finished, objective and prophetic.
Rather some facts will always be inadequately or incompletely
studied or even forgotten. That was also voiced by I. Franko: “His-
tory neither can nor will ever be full, complete — that is to say: this
house is ready, and no brick is lacking. History will always be a big
fragment whose numerous shortcomings and gaps are to be reck-
oned by one’s own mind, logic and feeling of a historian” [®paHKko
1986:45:77]. Therefore, the topic of this research cannot be limited
up to one research project; oppositely, there is always enough
space for a new voice in one or another issue.

The theory of translation studies history is still an under-
studied domain in the Ukrainian historiography of science, though
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much can be learned from other language- and literature-oriented
disciplines. The history of Ukrainian literary criticism is a good
example: “The wide coverage of literary phenomena along with
the historical approach to their interpretation and evaluation only
enables the observation of characteristic tendencies and regularities
of the process, the definition of further prospects, the shaping of
theoretical principles of new trends, the formulation of general
concept of a national literature, its sources and traditions, peculi-
arities, prospects of its progress” [IY/IK 1988:6]. On the basis of
these principles, one can state the tasks of the history of Ukrainian
translation studies as such: to define sources and traditions, theo-
retical and methodological principles, tendencies, regularities,
prospects and a general concept of translation research. But,
contrary to a purely historic (another possible term — descriptive)
approach to analyzing data provided by the history of Ukrainian
criticism, the history of theoretical research is unquestionably
accompanied with hypothetical presumptions of lacking parts in
the conceptual unity. This logical approach is inductive: investi-
gating from the specific to the general, from separate articles to a
united concept. This is especially vital to studying the legacy of
the liquidated academic renaissances in the 1920s and 1960s. The
chronological principle is self-evident. The methodology of describ-
ing and researching translation concepts and views in the historic
perspective is based on the principles of studying the climate of
opinion, immanence and adequacy that make it entirely possible
to present a concept in contrast to the background of language
and literary studies development, to characterize its features and
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to establish possible connections with contemporary achievements
[Poluzhyn 2004:4].

The subject of the history of translation studies is to study
translation concepts, genres, methodology and methods of trans-
lation quality assessment and translators’ training. Objects of such
historical research are all written papers — books, articles, reviews,
published speeches on the problems of researching translation
and interpreting.

Historiography of Ukrainian translation studies

Translation theory was occasionally studied in the review-
ing papers from the field of the history of Ukrainian linguistic and
literary studies, but they were superficial and only contained
information of encyclopaedic and bibliographic character [e.g.,
BeB3eHKo 1991:122-125].

Two papers focus on the development of translation
theory in the Soviet times: by Yo. Bahmut [BarmyT 1957] and by
V. Ivanenko [IBaHeHKo 1982]. The former paper describes the
activities during 40 years; the latter one, more than 60 years. The
main drawback of Yo. Bahmut’s article is extreme political predi-
lection. Among the researchers of the 1920s, it is only O. Finkel
who is mentioned, but as an ‘obsolete’ researcher. Additionally,
the author indicated that the reason of lagging research in trans-
lation studies was ‘a new linguistic concept’ — marrism. He also
scrutinized research papers of the 1950s; yet, he did provide corre-
sponding bibliographical references. That is why this focus on the
1950s prevented a possibility of shaping any scheme of the history
of translation theory in Ukraine. V. Ilvanenko’s article describes
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the history of Ukrainian translation studies more fully. First of all,
V. Derzhavyn, H. Maifet, M. Zerov, |. Kulyk are mentioned among
the most prominent researchers in the 1920s. O. Finkel’s and
M. Rylskyi’s translation views were analyzed on a wider range of
sources. Secondly, two more decades (1960-70s) are added. Al-
though the researcher does not make any attempts to ground
and accomplish a scheme of periodization, he does document a
‘peak’ of research devoted to translation studies in the 1920s and
the theoretical discussions in the 1950s and at the beginning of
the 1970s. He also eliminates the blank period of the 1930-40s by
elucidating the publications by O. Finkel, M. Rylskyi and Ye. Sta-
rynkevych from that period. The conclusions of his investigation
are very interesting: a) the need for generalizing previous practical
and theoretical experience, which, in fact, means the history of
translation and translation studies; b) the necessity for determining
the aesthetic ideal in translation; c) the urgent need for ‘equaling’
the criteria and demands concerning all divisions of translation
studies [IBaHeHKo 1982:198]. Actually, translation history was
shaped as a subdiscipline within the 1920s (activities by M. Zerov
and papers by P. Tykhovskyi, L. Arasymovych a. o.).

Attempts at systematizing the history of translation studies
in Ukraine were successfully finalized in two books by T. Shmiher.
The 2009 monograph “A History of Ukrainian translation studies
in the 20 century” [LLUmirep 2009] covers a number of theoretical,
historical and critical aspects of translation studies and its history
in the 20"-century Ukraine. His 2013 bibliography “Ukrainian trans-
lation studies in the 20" century” [YMN XX cTopiyua 2013] records
about 5000 publications and summarizes the rise and growth of
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translation research in Ukrainian. A similar bibliography, selective
in sources and focusing on the most recent contributions, was
compiled by Yu. Poliakova [YMN. MXMN 2013]. L. Kolomiyets traced
the development of Ukrainian verse translation from the late 19"
century to the early 21 century by referring also to the theoretical
views of the translators as well as the then critics and theorists
[Konomieub 2011]. L. Chernovatyi and V. Karaban prepared a re-
presentative anthology of Ukrainian translation studies of the 1920s
and early 1930s [YKpaiHcbKa nepeKknafo3HaBya gymKa 2011].
Significant contributions are a number of doctoral dissertations,
exploring the theoretical views and background of Yu. Zhluktenko
(researched by O. Litviniak), V. Koptilov (by I. Odrekhivska), M. Ryd-
nytskyi (by A. Vasylyk), A. Onyshko (by O. Mazur).

The 100-year development is reflected in the diagram show-
ing how researchers’ interest in translation topics got tuned gradu-
ally into an academic field of research [YI XX cTtopiyus 2013:40]:

Dynamics of translation research in 20*'-century Ukraine
(correlation of publications per year)

150
118

100 89

50 30 24

m 1908 1918 m 1928 W 1938 W 1948
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Thus, the bibliography has proven that Ukrainian translation
studies as an academic discipline was already shaped in the 1920s
while Western translation studies got elaborated three decades
later —in the 1950s [e.g. Munday 2008:9].

Ukrainian translation studies and its periods

The most important issue of translation studies history is
its periodization. The development of inner regulations, influences
of scholarly paradigms of different academic traditions and other
disciplines, and social and political factors, namely dominant ide-
ologies, social and economic reasons, is the totality that directly
defines separate stages of a discipline, thus accumulating a sum
of data and deepening analytical tools one way or another. The
essence of periodization was described thoroughly by O. Biletskyi:
“Periodization is the segmentation of an entire literary process
into separate time slots that are sufficient, represent new quality,
relative inner unity. Moreover, this segmenting neither excludes
in every new period the probable presence of elements that belong
to a previous period by their nature, nor contradicts the permanent
development concept” [Bineubkuii 1965:50].

Period boundaries are not always easy to determine. For
instance, there is a truism in literary criticism history: “The initial
stage of literary criticism development observes the critical acqui-
sition and accumulation of empirical data. The later stages address
the tasks of classifying unconnected observations, establishing syn-
chronic and diachronic interconnections among separate literary
occurrences. Meanwhile, it raises necessity for conceiving a number
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of philosophical concepts: the singular, partial and general, a sample
and similarity grade, perfectness of an original and imperfection
of a copy, an initial reason and a subsequent result etc.” [IV/IK
1988:6]. This also refers to the history of translation studies; how-
ever, to define the exact border between an empirical accumulating
period and that of systematization, of launching a new discipline
with a precise scholarly subject is fuzzy. These borders are transi-
tory, that is why it is crucial to take into account other, generally
academic and cultural, factors, as well.

A well-organized periodization of the history of European
translation studies was suggested by G. Steiner [Steiner 1992:248—
251]. Applying this classification to Ukrainian translation studies
reveals a number of similarities with Western translation studies.
Its development makes it possible to locate the history of Ukrain-
ian translation studies within a global context. Thus, the first —
empirical — period started with the activities of SS Cyril and Metho-
dius as well as under the influence of the official acceptance of
Christianity in (Kyivan) Rus. The Old Ukrainian literature is charac-
terized by the following influences:

1) The First South Slavonic influence (11t to 13t centuries) is
marked with a huge amount of translations from Byzantine Greek-
language literature. Translated works included religious books,
hagiography, apocrypha, historical novels and treatises in natural
sciences. Methods used by translators at that time were situated
on opposite poles of modern comprehension of adequacy: on the
one hand, literalism was observed in translated religious writings
(a trace of Jewish and Old Slavonic comprehension of a word as
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sacrum); on the other hand, secular works were subjected to a
translator’s “co-authorship”.

2) The Second South Slavonic influence (15" to 16" centu-
ries) observed the revision of existing texts in comparison with
Greek and Latin originals and the introduction of necessary correc-
tions. The period is a fusion of different streams. Polemic writings
were a kind of reverberation of the European Reformation. Within
this trend, the ideas of Ivan Vyshenskyi, who wrote about the use
of the Holy Scripture in religious services, are prominent. In 1598,
he recommended reading the Bible in its ‘original’ language during
liturgies (as Church Slavonic was considered one of the sacred
languages of the Bible), and then interpreting it during sermons
[BuweHcbKnit 1988:314].

3) Latin and European influences (17" to 18" centuries) were
reflected in great achievements of translated literature as well as in
the introduction of European discussion on translation adequacy.
In the first place, it should be taken into consideration that not
everything was subject to translation, as a Ukrainian intellectual
could fluently read in Polish and Latin. If a translation was done
from Polish, the translation could be a simple substitution of Latin
characters into the Cyrillic alphabet. Omissions happened, yet in
comparison with analogical Russian translations, Ukrainian works
were more exact. We see similar practices among earlier trans-
lators, but they start studying discussion “non verbum de verbo,
sed sensum de sensu”, which is recorded in “Excerpta philologica”
by H. Skovoroda [CkoBopoga 1983:460].

The second — hermeneutic — period started with the activ-
ities of Mykola Hohol (Gogol) who, in his letters, raised the question
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of the translator’s role in a translated text, i.e. the question about
reflecting the translator’s thinking in a text. The idea of M. Hohol
was that this thinking should disappear in the target text: in other
words, the translator should become a ‘transparent glass’ [[oronb
1952:170]. This approach was the most successful in the literary
approach to translation theory as it gives a clear picture of one
pole of a translator’s involvement. Nowadays, we do not consider
this approach correct, despite the fact that it turned out to be the
most successful definition in the literature-based approach to trans-
lation theory where it precisely indicated one pole of interference
of a translator’s individuality. The language-based approach was
the main feature of O. Potebnia’s views, greatly influenced by
mainstream German approaches to linguistics and philosophy of
language. Applying conceptualization as a basis, he proved untrans-
latability [MoTebHa 1993:167] and defined the key role of trans-
lation in forming national self-consciousness [MoTebHA 1993:169].

To a great extent, I. Franko may be considered a represen-
tative of this period, as translation quality assessment elaborated
in his reviews and articles was of interpretational and stylistic char-
acter. Besides, I. Franko allotted a great deal of importance to trans-
lation in the general cultural system, in the national polysystem:
translation had become a nation-shaping, political factor. These
ideas go beyond hermeneutic searching in translation studies; they
accurately reflect the events of Ukrainian literary history during the
early 20" century: “Eliminating the limits of Ukrainian literature
was simultaneously a signal of its entering world literature. The
change favoured a deeper understanding of national peculiarities
in the native literature, its contribution to the treasury of world
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culture as well as that common thread that connected it through
ideas, contents and aesthetic relations with other literatures. From
the professional perspective, it simultaneously favoured elaborat-
ing high, stable criteria, methods of critical estimation, style and
etiquette, and a variety of critical publicism genres” [IY/IK 1988:6-7].
Literary critics added a great deal of fundamental observations that
served as the starting point for creating a systemic translation the-
ory as a scholarly discipline.

The establishment of translation studies as an academic
discipline correlates with the third period in G. Steiner’s periodiza-
tion, though it is founded on early 20™-century empirical remarks
and conclusions. As a result, there is a potential for discrepancy
here, but the reason for these complications can be traced from
historical conditions. The Ukrainian colloquial language was sub-
stituting the written form of the 11™-18"" centuries and construct-
ing a complete set of various genres and styles during the 19t
century. Ukraine’s divided lingual history required the discipline
to repeat an empirical period on a new-quality level. Data and
analytical apparatus were sufficiently accumulated in order to
immediately launch a new system of theoretical knowledge, be-
ing interdisciplinary from the beginning.

In the centre of translation studies there is the style prob-
lem, and the main question is ‘how should it be analyzed?’. That
was facilitated most by the development of linguostylistics and
semasiology; after the 1960s, a lot was inspired by contrastive
linguistics. After the decline of academic research in the 1930-40s
which was caused by the Stalinist repressions and WW2, the
1950-60s faced a great discussion between linguists and literary
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studies scholars: what is the main part of translation theory common
with — linguistics or literary studies?

The presence of those two, partially contradictory, ap-
proaches in translation studies towards defining translation as an
art or as a science became the reason for the fact that in the 1970s,
researchers began considering translation as a wide-range philo-
logical discipline, without differentiating language- and literature-
oriented nuances. In many of his articles, V. Koptilov elaborated an
integral knowledge system of translation studies. The researcher’s
work turned into a border delimiting G. Steiner’s third and fourth
periods in Ukrainian translation studies. The last decades of the
20™ century witnessed to the interdisciplinary nature of trans-
lation studies: translation has started being researched from the
perspective of pragmatics, discourse studies, cognitive linguistics,
psycholinguistics, sociolinguistics, ethnolinguistics etc.

Further studying the peculiarities of translation studies
development in Ukraine proves a certain drift from G. Steiner’s
periodization and grounds a more detailed periodization dividing
the 20" century into four periods.

The first period is critical and theoretical (the early 20 cen-
tury till WW1). The 100" anniversary of publishing three parts of
I. Kotliarevskyi’s epic poem “Eneyida” was a stimulus to the numer-
ous reflections over the achievements and the problems of the
19t"-century Ukrainian renaissance. The conclusion was rather
optimistic: despite the long period of stateless existence of the
Ukrainian people, local Ukrainian patriotism went far beyond
creating only local literary, academic, and ethnographic schools in
Russian, Polish, Hungarian contexts. The road to this goal, similarly
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as that of Ukrainian intellectuals to their nation, as that of the
Ukrainian people to their national renaissance, went through the
Ukrainian Word. M. Hrushevskyi remarked: “The reason of going
far beyond, of achieving far bigger results was in Ukrainian folk
word, this miserable and deprived, and yet so strong and original,
magical word in its unrefined beauty! When, instead of compiling
dictionaries and grammars, people started using it to write poetry
and to translate; instead of ethnographic studies, they tried to set a
Ukrainian peasant on a stage or in a book and make him speak for
himself, — that decided the entire matter” [[pywescbknin 1898:80].

A century ago the vital role of translation for Ukrainian
literature and nation was acknowledged. The general search for a
means for Ukrainian nation-building influenced I. Franko’s concept
of translation studies: translations are also to favour “producing,
out of the enormous ethnic mass of the Ukrainian people, Ukrain-
ian nation, an entire cultural organism, apt for independent cul-
tural and political life, resistant to the assimilative work of other
nations, regardless of its origin, in addition to that one able to ac-
quire, on the most universal level at the quickest rate, the cultural
benefits without which any nation and any government, regardless
of its strength, would not be able to exist” [®paHKko 1986:45:404].
The importance of translation for creating a cultural nation, estab-
lishing a common literary language for all Ukrainian territories
and demanding the reproduction of original formal and semantic
features in translation — were the main principles of translation
voiced by I. Franko.

I. Franko’s path to theoretical generalizations began within
critical genres: forewords and reviews. In fact, it is a regularity that,
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perhaps, covers all traditions of translation studies: theory follows
criticism, which is the source of empirical knowledge. I. Franko’s
activities accurately represent common tendencies of that epoch:
the orientation toward a translation repertoire and the faithfulness
of translations to their originals.

The first reaction to the 1905 canceling of the prohibition
of Ukrainian-language publications in the Russian Empire was a
considerable increase in popular science and translated literature.
In his review of the Ukrainian literature for the year 1908, M. Sha-
poval marked: “It has been known, the 1876 law did not permit
the publication of translations into the Ukrainian language; this is
why now we are to make up for this loss and produce the best sam-
ples of world literature in Ukrainian form” [lWWanosan 1909:19]. A
lot was done by Ukrainian journalism, and new pedagogical and
academic periodicals appeared soon. These factors stimulated
the search for translation quality criteria. Hence, literary imagina-
tion caused critics — and I. Franko among them — to begin settl-
ing theoretical generalizations concerning translation demands
and the principles of translation quality assessment.

The second period is the establishment of a theoretical
school of translation in Ukraine (after WW1 through WW2, its
main achievements taking place within the 1920s to early 1930s).
Significant social and political circumstances (renewing Ukraine’s
Independence in 1917-1920; communist Ukrainization and its
liquidation — the “Executed Renaissance” period; Stalinist repress-
sions; WW?2) and considerable academic events (founding the
Ukrainian Academy of Arts and Sciences; introducing Ukrainian
studies into university courses; and later eliminating all national
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academic institutions) undoubtedly influenced the advancement
of translation studies.

The “Executed Renaissance” of Ukrainian literature in the
1920s raised the following question: what from the previous epoch
may suit contemporary demands? This stimulated the development
of translation history that deepened the understanding of the
essence of the “national literature” and widened the limits of this
notion (works by M. Zerov). It is evident that in this way history
positively influenced the development of translation quality assess-
ment. Its various methods are contained in H. Maifet’s publications.
Gradually, the system of translation studies terms was becoming
established (incl. faithfulness, adequacy, literalism, translatability).

Great progress in translation theory is evident in the trans-
lation essence discussion involving the leading translation studies
researchers V. Derzhavyn, O. Finkel and H. Maifet. It concerned
whether a translation should be an analogy of the original or its
stylization. This discourse certified the high level of Ukrainian
translation theory. M. Zerov’s concept proved invaluable not only
in providing a framework for developing translation history as an
academic discipline, but also in guiding the practice of verse trans-
lation and the description of the translator’s personality. M. Zerov
shaped translation history as a distinct discipline, while O. Finkel
advanced the linguostylistic theory of translation. A very important
event for Ukrainian translation studies was the publishing of O. Fin-
kel’s book “Teoriya i praktyka perekladu” (“Theory and Practice of
Translation”, 1929) [®iHkenb 1929], which became the first sys-
tematic monograph in translation theory on the territory of the
USSR and which was written in Ukrainian.
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Among the most important achievements by West Ukrain-
ian scholars — E. Malaniuk, L. Lutsiv, B. Lepkyi, M. Rudnytskyi —
who physically stayed on Ukrainian territories under the governance
of other countries (Poland, Czechoslovakia, Romania) during this
period, were studies of translation history, Bible translation, verse
translation and ideology in translation. A great contribution was
made by the East Ukrainian émigré scholars I. Ohiyenko, V. Koroliv-
Staryi, P. Zaitsev, O. Burghardt. These research papers constitute
a rightful part of all-Ukrainian scholarship.

The third period covers approximately three decades — the
late 1940s through the early 1970s — and can be entitled “within
the context of the Soviet Union”, positing Ukrainian research as
part of the Soviet school of translation studies when scholarly dis-
course focused on literalism and general methodological prerequi-
sites. The late 1940s saw a revival of translation reviews, showing
an interest in many current issues of translation theory, placing
priority on Slavonic literary communication. Since the 1950s, the
range of topics had grown wider, and research into translation
history was stimulated by H. Kochur’s translation and research
activities as well as by literary magazines, esp. “Vsesvit”. It is also
manifested in the publication of numerous bibliographical guides
containing data about translations in and from Ukrainian literature
(compiled by M. Hresko, M. Moroz, M. Nazarevskyi and many
others). This period witnessed theoretical investigations into trans-
lation within the linguistic framework, (Ye. Starynkevych, O. Kun-
dzich, S. Kovhaniuk). The Russian-Ukrainian translationese was
severely criticized. Simultaneously, M. Rylskyi’s views of the 1950s
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may be regarded as the logical continuation of M. Zerov’s concept
from the 1920s.

The multinational nature of the Soviet Union contributed
much to the growing demand for translation research in that time.
The Soviet school of translation studies had ontologically stemmed
from different national schools of thought, and Ukrainian scholars
occupied a particular place in it. A breakthrough was made by
V. Koptilov who investigated key theoretical problems (basic terms
and concepts of translation studies, translation multiplicity, inter-
pretation, methods of translation quality assessment).

The last two decades of the 20" century (1980-90s) con-
stitute the fourth period of Ukrainian translation studies that is
approaching interdisciplinarity. The linguistic theory of translation
developed alongside general linguistics, contrastive linguistics,
sociolinguistics, text linguistics and other areas of linguistic studies.
The broad concept of macrolinguistics allowed for the extensive
use of linguistic methods to describe the formal, semantic and
cognitive aspects of translation. Most translation problems received
a new aspect of evaluation — through the unity of form, contents and
function [Paguyk 1979:42]. This solved the main controversial part
between linguistics and literary studies. Different accents mean
no different disciplines, but may be different aspects and branches
of wider scholarship into which translation research has evolved.

A lot of ideas from different disciplines could produce a
separate concept within translation studies. These disciplines are
psychology, cultural anthropology, philosophy, political sciences,
computer science etc. Psycholinguistic research in translation has
produced some congruent ideas with cognitive linguistics.



31

The years following Ukraine’s Reinstituted Independence
(1991) radically changed the nature of translation praxis and
research in general. The abolition of censorship has made some
research activities possible which had previously been regarded
as inadmissible on ideological grounds, like considerations of the
nation-shaping role of translation as well as some historical issues
and sci-tech translation. The 1990s methodological basis owes
much of its agenda to the assumptions and research of the previ-
ous decade, except lingual-social and cultural studies.

Ukraine’s preacademic translation studies

The history of translation theory starts in Antiquity, and the
ideas voiced by Horace, Cicero, Quintilian and St Jerome rever-
berated during the centuries of further development in the whole
of Europe. Manuscript culture during the medieval period expe-
rienced physical limitations in the dissemination and exchange of
ideas. For that reason, the lack of theoretical judgments on trans-
lation among scribes in the Kyivan State (Rus) can be justified by
the fact that manuscripts evaluating the quality of existing trans-
lations may not have survived since the earliest period. The more
known judgments are those by Balkan — mainly Bulgarian — writers
(St Cyril the Philosopher and St John the Exarch in the 10" century
as well as Constantine of Kostenets at the turn of the 15" century)
which were transferred into Ukrainian culture along with religious
literature as the result of two South Slavonic influences. Evidently,
it is impossible to unmistakably specify the criteria for semantic
analysis on the basis of very short texts and vague expressions, but
the fact is that there was already a term for designing the notion
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of equivalence [Wmirep 2018:31-32]. This fact also indicates the
existence of a clear-cut understanding that translation is a repro-
duction of the semantic content of a foreign-language lexeme,
taking into account its symbolically-marked interpretation in the
source culture. The Old Ukrainian lexical network of translation
activities is very rich, both from the etymological viewpoint, and
from the semantic one (nine lexemes designate translation activi-
ties) [Wmirep 2018:33]. This network testifies to the then active
political and social life of the Kyivan State. Meanwhile, the lexico-
graphic sources record too few Early Middle Ukrainian contexts
associated with translation (only two lexemes, which derive from
different stems), but the lexemes naming the subject of translation
and the very action enable us to think that the Old Ukrainian term
system of translation continued functioning in the 14" and 15"
centuries.

The 16™ century marks a transition from manuscript to book-
printing culture that had an impact on the creation and dissemi-
nation of translation views. Using such sources as the prefaces by
Frantsisk Skoryna, Mykhailo Vasyliyevych (in the Peresopnytsia
Gospel), Hryhoriy Khodkevych, Vasyl Tiapynskyi, Valentyn Neha-
levskyi, Leon Mamonych, as well as the prefaces to the Krekhiv
Apostolos and the Ostroh Bible, one can reconstruct the then term-
system which describes the perception of translation and the no-
tions of its components and strategies [LUmirep 2018:37-44]. Trans-
lation theory in 16™-century Ukraine can be considered self-suffi-
cient, as it possessed an appropriate number of terms, and it was
guided by two goals: the accurate reproduction of a text and the
satisfaction of the reader’s needs. In the general European socio-
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linguistic context, when the writers preferred the national vernac-
ular, we observe the desire to secure a high social status for the
Ukrainian language.

The reconstructed Ukrainian 17*"-century translation theory
and criticism reveal richness in the theoretical consideration of
translation, its process and strategies [LUmirep 2018:44-53]. Ukrain-
ian authors voiced their ideas about the necessity, demands and
strategies of translations in the prefaces, dedications, and after-
words of published books, mainly in the translations of religious
texts (homiliaria, gospels, prayer-books), but also in some grammars
and dictionaries. The theoretical system of perceiving and assess-
ing translation is reconstructed on the basis of synonymic terms.
The reconstruction makes it possible to state that 17™-century
Ukrainian authors had a richly elaborated system of writing about
and judging translations. However, their principles were not sum-
marized in a separate philological treatise. Text was interpreted
as a holistic phenomenon, whose target-language form was sub-
ject to change because of the practices of its usage (pronouncing
and singing). The main criteria for the successful rendering of the
original were linguistic norms and contextual contents, though the
translators also paid attention to the aesthetic features of texts.

The Enlightenment added the issues of the language system
and the reader’s perception to the debate over translation prob-
lems. The Word was no longer a Divine mystery, but it was mate-
rialized in specific features, which were critically penetrated by
translators. The contribution of Ukrainian translators (Teofan
Prokopovych, Havrylo Buzhynskyi, Symon (Petro) Kokhanovskyi,
Hryhoriy Polytyka, Petro Pidhoretskyi) to the framing of the Russian
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Empire instead of their homeland stimulated the discussion of trans-
lation as a way to define tasks and specific features of searching
for and fixing up Ukrainian national identity [LUmirep 2018:53-57].
Petro Lodiy’s main translation principle was to use all the registers
of his native language so as to express the contents of the original.
On the basis of Hryhoriy Skovoroda’s texts, it is not possible to
precisely determine the features of his translation term system
due to a lack of contexts, although he used five Latin terms desig-
nating translation. It’s not entirely clear if one should understand
them as the hypernym verto/converto and the hyponyms transfero
(translator)/exprimo and interpreto (interpres), or as a coherent
paradigm of transfero (translator)/exprimo—interpreto (interpres)—
verto, which can be subject to overlap the paradigm of John Dryden
(1680): metaphrase—paraphrase—imitation’.

Romanticism enriched translation discussions with the subject
of linguistic identity: the mentality of a nation is reflected in its
language, and the reader lives — feels, perceives, understands —
according to linguistic norms and by them only (Hryhoriy Kvitka-
Osnovyanenko, Petro Hulak-Artemovskyi, Yakiv Holovatskyi, and
later Oleksandr Potebnia and Panteleimon Kulish) [LLmirep 2018:
57-62]. Thus, untranslatability advanced to the forefront of trans-
lation theory. From the mid-19" century, translation criticism incor-
porated the practice of comparing texts and commenting on the
results of this operation, which boosted the search for the means
of interpretative justification. Back at this time Ukrainian scholars
(Orest Novytskyi, Mykhailo Maksymovych, Pavlo Hrabovskyi) began
applying the contextual and historical/etymological methods of
semantic analysis. The translators (Mykhailo Starytskyi, Borys
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Hrinchenko) were managing to develop the lexical meanings of
the Ukrainian language for its conceptual enrichment, and their
views served as criteria for defining a successful correspondence
in Ukrainian-language translations.

The founder of the language-oriented approach to translation
was Oleksandr Potebnia. In his article “Language and nation”, the
linguist discusses questions which was raised again 100 years later
by G. Lakoff, i.e. the question of subjectiveness and objectiveness
in language-thinking (moBomucneHHi — I. Kostetskyi’s term). Apply-
ing the ideas of German philosophy, O. Potebnia researched the
question of understanding and untranslatability: “When two persons
who speak one language understand each other, the content of
the given word is different with both speakers, but the concept is
so similar that it can be taken as identical without any harm. We
can assert that by means of the given word speakers of one lan-
guage concern different contents from one viewpoint, the same
viewpoint. While translating, the process is much more complicate
as both the content and the concept are different.” [[loTebHa 1993:
167]. Besides he stressed on the educational role of translation as a
factor of forming national self-consciousness [[MoTebHs 1993:169].

Ivan Franko as the forerunner of translation studies

in Ukraine

Ivan Franko viewed translation as an artifact of a cultural
system. Being a translator himself and editing other translations,
he considered that any literary work should be accompanied with
historical and literary comments. It is necessary to analyse all the
components of the existence of a given text for enriching a national
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polysystem. The very translation is regarded as “a unity of literary,
linguistic, linguostylistic, psychological and aesthetic issues” [3opiB-
yak 1976:128].

In Ukrainian translation studies I. Franko was the first to
conduct a comprehensive critical analysis of a translation. Among
his numerous articles and reviews, e.g. “Shevchenko in German”,
“Shakespeare among Ukrainians”, “Adam Mickiewicz in Ukrainian
literature”, there is his critique “Kameniari. Deshcho pro shtuku
perekladannia” (“Pioneers. Some ideas on the art of translation”),
where the Polish translation is viewed as an attempt to render the
unity of psychical phenomena and aesthetic facts [PpaHko 1983:
39:11]. The analysis is constructed on two levels — that of prosody
and of meaning.

The structure of the poem demands identical rhythm the
main task of which is both to create aesthetic effect (because rhyme
and rhythm border on music) and to present a semantic (psychic)
loading — impression (epaxceHHs), as defined by I. Franko. Another
group of questions refer to convergent and divergent feature of
languages in contact, esp. when even cognate languages (e.g.
Ukrainian and Polish) possess fundamental differences. For exam-
ple, the system of Polish stable accent (the second syllabus from
the end, rarely the third one) distorts the poet’s idea of Alexandri-
an verse, and the translation produces more tender effect [PpaHKko
1983:39:12].

More deeply the author studies semantic changes of the
system of ideas and images in the text. Contrasting the develop-
ment of linguistics at the beginning of the 20" century and of the
present, we can assert the beginnings of a discipline researching
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the meaning of the word at that time while I. Franko spoke about
lexical and grammatical semantics in the structure of an artistic
text. The translator’s special attention should come to various
functions of speech parts in the text: nouns, adjectives and verbs
introduce contents and action into the text, and pronouns, adverbs
of time and place and conjunctions form shades and shadows
[@PpaHko 1983:39:20]. This last observation is valuable because
now this problem stays in the centre of attention by cognitivists.

The quality of the translation depends upon the preserva-
tion of the text and spirit of the original that is described by the
notion of “style”. This allows us to declare that I. Franko was a
forerunner of the stylistic approach to translation in Ukraine, which
is found later in the works by M. Zerov and O. Finkel.

“NlitepaTypHO-HAyKOBUIA BiCTHUK”

“Literaturno-naukovyi vistnyk” (“The Newsletter of Liter-
ature and Scholarship”) marks a whole epoch for Ukrainian culture,
as it was a phenomenon of great importance for Ukraine’s belles-
lettres, journalism, academic study that covered a great range of
activities by and for Ukrainians.

“Vistnyk” united the Ukrainian elite which was aware of its
highest mission to shape Ukrainian nation as a European political
entity. However, the road to this target, similarly to that of Ukrain-
ian intelligentsia to its people, to that of Ukrainian people to the
national renaissance, went through the Word. The advance of the
Ukrainian language from I. Kotliarevskyi and H. Kvitka-Osnovyanenko
to P. Kulish and M. Starytskyi was vigorous and led the Ukrainian
nation in the 19 century and preserved Ukrainian consciousness



38

in the 20" century. During 31 years of the magazine’s existence
(1898-1932 with breaks), there came out 109 volumes that con-
tained circa 9500 publications, embracing all literary and journal-
istic genres, namely, original and translated belles-lettres, reviews,
popular and scholarly articles etc.

The historical conditions were such that “Vistnyk” ceased
its publishing thrice till it was shut down by the Polish authorities
in 1932 (though the editorial board launched another magazine
“Vistnyk literatury, mystetstva, nauky i hromadskoho zhyttia” (“The
Newsletter of literature, arts, scholarship and public life”) in 1933).
Under the Soviet regime, the whole decade of the existence of the
magazine — so-called “Dontsov’s Vistnyk” (1922-1932; it was nick-
named this way due to its editor-in-chief Dmytro Dontsov, an out-
standing Ukrainian writer, publisher, journalist and nationalist
political thinker) — was beyond any scholarly study. Thus, the com-
plex reconsideration of the functioning of “Vistnyk” began in the
1990s when the restricted book funds (“spetsfondy”) of the librar-
ies were reopened. The full bibliographical guide that covered all
issues of “Vistnyk” was compiled and published by B. Yasinskyi in
2000 [AciHcbkuia 2000].

The editors of “Vistnyk” paid great attention to translations,
so the magazine contains 1140 translations from 35 national litera-
tures, done by 260 translators (the data are compiled on the basis
of B. Yasinskyi’s bibliography [flciHcbkuii 2000:491-502]). Although
some figures may change after the complete deciphering of all
pseudonyms and cryptonyms, if possible, but they are witness to
one important fact: that is the comprehension of the translated
literature as an essential part of the original one.
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“Vistnyk” published about 40 papers and extended reviews,
dealing with translation studies. The extended translation reviews
played a key role for the development of Ukrainian translation
studies, because in the time of the establishment of translation
studies as an academic discipline (the 1°t third of the 20" century)
they substituted for translation studies articles: they discussed the
questions of translation quality assessment and had a lot of impor-
tant, theoretical observations and notices. The articles and notes
of “Vistnyk” mainly presented the issues of translation history and
criticism. The most part of those articles is devoted to the study of
translating T. Shevchenko’s poetry and the Bible.

The general practice of the section “Khronika i bibliogra-
fiya. I: Literaturni visty i uvahy” (“Events and books. I: Literary
news and notes”) was to inform not only about new books and
events, but also to publish a kind of reviews of interesting articles.
Among these mini-reviews there is a note “Hruzynski poety po-
ukrayinsky” (“Georgian poets in Ukrainian”) [KpyluenbHUUbKMiA
1900] about the article by the professor of Georgian literature,
A. Khakhanov, published both in Russian and Georgian. In the
mini-review “Pereklady ukrayinskykh tvoriv” (“Translations of
Ukrainian works”), V. Temnytskyi superficially analyzes a Czech
magazine publication of V. Stefanyk’s short story: he indicates on
misunderstandings and superfluous amplifications [TemHuUubKKi
1901]. In the note “Ukrayinskyi “Faust” (“Ukrainian “Faust”),
H. Kovalenko criticizes the performance “Faust”, ‘transmuted’ for
playing in the theatre, because it has a completely comic effect
while performed absolutely seriously. The author asserts that one
hundred years of new Ukrainian literature demands something
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different from the paraphrase in the manner of a standard Ukra-
inian village [KoBaneHko 1901].

The substantial reviews of the German-language transla-
tions of T. Shevchenko's poetry were written by |. Franko [®paHKko
1904, 1906; republished: ®paHko 1982:35: 189-196]. These re-
views are extremely important for two reasons. Firstly, I. Franko
used interpretational and stylistic methods, applied for translation
quality assessment. What we see is not the simple juxtaposing of
texts, appealing to readers’ feeling for language without any theo-
retical conclusions about rendering the artistic structure of the
original, but we face the integral view of rendering semantic de-
tails of the original concerning the author’s concept. Simultaneously,
the critic viewed the lingual manifestation of T. Shevchenko’s talent
from the stylistic perspective, though it is difficult to state definite-
ly whose works on stylistics I. Franko referred to. The foundation
for dealing with translation issues was the known principle about
the unity of the content and the form. Secondly, these reviews may
cast light on the “unity of Ukrainian translation studies”. The very
similar approach was used by H. Maifet to the English- and French-
language translations of T. Shevchenko’s poetry, but at the same
time he never referred to |. Franko. Samely, no reference to I. Fran-
ko’s articles is found in the works of other Kharkiv researchers of
the 1920s. Perhaps, the wartime had done its job and the main pa-
per by I. Franko in the field of translation studies, i.e. “Kameniari.
Deshcho pro shtuku perekladannia” (“Pioneers. Some ideas on the
art of translation”), failed to get to the Eastern part of Ukraine,
but there had been the annual collections of “Vistnyk” there that
contained I. Franko’s publications.
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The reviews by M. Yevshan [EBwaH 1911] and I. Lyzanivskyi
[Tnzaniscbkuin 1913] of German and Polish translations of T. Shev-
chenko’s poetry are of great value as they enclose important notes
concerning translating poetry by T. Shevchenko into European lan-
guages. Mykola Yevshan emphasized on the importance of selecting
poems, but, even taking into account the wish to present the entire
picture of the author’s activities through various poetic samples,
the selection cannot guarantee the full comprehension of the
poet’s psychology by foreigners — “what in Shevchenko’s poetry
impresses us may be far from what can impress them” [EBwaH
1911:183]. This directly refers to historical and patriotic poems, but
the very verse translation engenders difficulties of the lingual and
aesthetical level. M. Yevshan remarks: translation is never ‘faithful’
(it cannot produce the same text), it is always different (it produces
the ‘other’ text) [ibid.]. Nowadays we speak about the difference
in language-thinking and explain it by means of the lingual picture
of the world. Only a long tradition of translating a given author,
the target culture and language produces characteristic means to
render their peculiarities. Different Shevchenkos of the early and
late 20™ century exist, but the otherness of the translations along
with their “Ukrainian origin” stays anyway.

Ivan Lyzanivskyi continues the topic of the difference of a
translation from an original: “The author plus the translator should
give us a new unity” [/Inzaniscbknin 1913:187]. A successful trans-
lation is based on two demands: it is necessary to penetrate the
creativity of the original author, have a full understanding of their
poetry as well as adequately operate the target culture (,under-
stand the spirit of the nation”). T. Shevchenko’s poetry is marked
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by the Ukrainian folklore, thus, the translator should take into ac-
count the folklore of the target culture [J/lnsaHiscbkuint 1913:188].
Another interesting and rather equivocal question is raised
by I. Lyzanivskyi: “should a Ukrainian translate [a Ukrainian text]
into Polish?” [/lnsaHiscbkmin 1913:187]. The contemporary outlook
of the problem is as follows. On the one hand, a foreign speaker has
a better command of their native tongue, so their translation into
that language looks more beautiful from the aesthetical view, with-
out the abundant involvement of clichés. On the other hand, a trans-
lator into a foreign language has a better understanding of the
source language and less translation process problems, wasting no
time for choosing a proper variant among a wide range of lingual
possibilities, which come to the native speaker’s mind immediately.
I. Lyzanivskyi regarded this problem through the prism of
imperfect Polish translations by Ukrainian S. Tverdokhlib, which
demonstrate more “phoney decorations” than Shevchenko’s poet-
ry. Evidently, he was very dissatisfied with such translations. The
critic’s conclusion was distinct, though equally significant: “We
have to recognize that our neighbours, both the Poles and the
Russians, living with us on our land, having much in common with
us, are complete ignorers in our literature, culture and other mani-
festations of our life. Ignorers not because it is difficult for them to
know us, but because they do not want to know about us. If they
do not want, it is their will: not much depends on us, but why
should we squeeze, why beg them to be interested in us. This is
the psychology of a slave” [/lIuzaHiscbkuin 1913:190]. While there
may be a grain of the truth under specific historical conditions,
one cannot fully agree with it. A different language should not be
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treated as a different culture only, but as the way to more remote
cultures. And secondly, to change the psychology of our closest
neighbours is the task of immense importance for us.

Evhen Malaniuk discusses similar problems in his highly
theoretical article “Shevchenko i Rossiya. (Do problemy perekladu)”
(“Shevchenko and Russia. (Towards the problem of translation)”)
[ManaHtok 1927]. The basic principle of his concept of translation
is: “A translation must be an equivalent of a literary work” [Mana-
HIOK 1927:240]. But the “equivalency of a literary work” is a com-
plex notion, as it embraces both the problems of reexpressing an
artistic structure and the issues of the text’s functioning in a
certain polysystem, while at the same time the very polysystem
influences the choice of reexpressing means. That is why E. Mala-
niuk specifies two interrelated problems of translating T. Shev-
chenko’s poetry: the problem of translation in general and that of
the reception of T. Shevchenko’s creativity by Russia’s intellectuals.

The postulate “a lyric poem [in contrast to an epic] cannot
be translated” [ManaHtok 1927:241] is proven by the fact that the
essential of lyric poetry is “actually incomprehensible lyric pulsation,
say, invisible sensible electricity”, i.e. phenomena of the totally
emotional sphere. An epic poem eases translating, because it
possesses a plot, certain objectness, while lyric poetry is wholly
“contentless” and has “more melos than logos” [ibid.].

As lyric poetry is of the divine origin, the greatest blasphemy
Shevchenko’s lyric may encounter is profanation and “nationaliza-
tion” [ManaHniok 1927:242]. The most awful thing, to E. Malaniuk’s
mind, is to turn T. Shevchenko into a “Russian folk poet” that most
Russian translators do actively. The trouble is not the lack of proper
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lingual means, but deliberate transforming according to one’s own
wish. The reality is that translators copy only the outer verbal man-
ner that has a slight thing to do with the volcanic nature of T. Shev-
chenko [ManaHtok 1927:243]. Here one can fully agree that such
reception will directly reflect on the quality of translations.

The historical and bibliographical article by Luka Lutsiv
about A. Charambasi¢ [Nlyuis 1930] comprises data about trans-
lating T. Shevchenko’s poetry into Croatian. It consists convention-
ally of two parts: A. Charambasi¢’s biography and the analysis of
his translations. A. Charambasi¢ published a separate collection of
his translations of T. Shevchenko’s poems (among them there are
“Kateryna”, “The Haidamaks”, “The Neophytes” etc.) and tried to
demonstrate T. Shevchenko’s mastership in various topics and
genres. The translator almost managed to render the original
rhythm, and sometimes the translations are perfect. The purpose
of the article was to honour the Croatian author who did so much
to glorify the Ukrainian genius in Croatia.

Besides, “Vistnyk” published one sample of translation
studies bibliography of T. Shevchenko, that is the survey by Pavlo
Bohatskyi “Nove pro T. Shevchenka: (Informatyvnyi ohliad 1924-
1927)” (“New about T. Shevchenko: (Informational review for the
years 1924-1927)") [boraubkuii 1927]. The survey is another evi-
dence of the establishing of a new philological discipline — Shev-
chenko studies, including its translation aspect.

The Bible translation was the main topic of discourse when
the efforts to publish the Ukrainian Holy Scripture in the Russian
Empire were undertaken. These were mostly short informational
notes concerning the influence of the policy of Russifying on the
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Ukrainian-language book printing [Edpemos 1902] or Ivan Puliui’s
petition for this matter to the Academy of Arts and Sciences in
Petersburg and the Principal Printing Administration [B cnpasi 1904].
The substantial essay about bible studies in the early 20" century
was written by . Franko and entitled “Suchasni doslidy nad Sviatym
Pysmom” (“Contemporary Study of the Holy Scripture”) [®paHKo
1908]. Among a wide range of topics discussed, lvan Franko surveys
translations of the Bible in Europe, Asia and Africa with citing data
about main manuscripts and the history of their composing, but
from the historical and literary perspective only. The translations
of religious books into Church Slavonic constituted one of the num-
ber of topics that were the subject-matter of Arsen Richynskyi’s se-
ries of articles, entitled “Sviata Sofiya Kyivska” (“St. Sophia of Kyiv”)
[PiunHcbkuin 1931]. These scholarly and journalistic publications
reveal the importance of biblical translation to the public.

»,KHurapp”

The revolutionary events of 1917-1920 caused an explosion
of activities among Ukrainian intellectuals. They brought to life a
great amount of periodicals and discussions. The Kyiv-based biblio-
logical magazine “Knyhar” (“Bibliophile”; 1917-1920, 31 issues) was
one of the most prominent literary publications. It was published
by outstanding Ukrainian men of letters: V. Koroliv-Staryi and
M. Zerov. The magazine contains eight articles on problems of
translation. Their authors — P. Bohatskyi, S. Petliura, M. Saharda,
O. Khodzytskyi, B. Yakubskyi — focused their attention on the
peculiarities of literary and religious translation.
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Some ideas were the continuation of previous discussions.
For example, Pavlo Bohatskyi viewed a literary work in an insepa-
rable unity with the writer and his specific milieu, so the interpre-
tation of a text demanded the knowledge of circumstances of how
the very work was being created. P. Bohatskyi considered the proc-
ess of understanding the original to be one of the comprehensive
realizations of physical and psychic conditions implemented in the
literary work that reveal the author’s individuality [Boraubkuin 1918:
821]. Literary historians of that time often used the concept “soul”
(i.e. “author’s soul”, “the soul of the nation”) to signify an original,
distinctive artistic system. Although individuality still dominated a
system, literary scholars attempted to differentiate components
which an artistic entity can be divided into.

This type of analysis is important as it helps formulate a
notion for translation evaluation which P. Bohatskyi calls “faith-
fulness” (versus exactness, adequacy and equivalence). The com-
ponents of “faithfulness” are the rendering of the original’s style
and lexicon [Boraubkuii 1918:830—831], however no specific defi-
nition of the notion “style” and no differentiation between the
functions of the style and those of the lexicon are found. Con-
currently, the critic requested that publishing houses present
translations with a thorough preface [boraubkuin 1918:821, 823].

The national school of translation studies acquired its dis-
tinctiveness mostly due to specific historical conditions. For exam-
ple, Russian scholars paid more attention to textual reexpression
in the target language, while Ukrainian translation scholars in-
cluded the question of translation repertoire and analyzed specific
translation problems.
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Being an expert in military affairs and Commander-in-Chief
of the Army of the Ukrainian National Republic, Symon Petliura
wrote reviews of books connected with many topical matters of
that time. This made him knowledgeable in Ukraine’s then book
market that later he proposed a whole programme of publishing
that concerned socialist literature [Metnopa 1918:885, 888]. He
was also the first to discuss the matter of military translation.

The Renaissance of the 1920s

In the 1920s, due to a set of contradictory historical and
cultural factors, one does notice tremendously active spiritual life
in Ukraine (later called the “Executed Renaissance” or the “Red
Renaissance”). Surely, that was reflected in translation thinking as
well. The most prominent translation studies scholars of that time
were M. Zerov, H. Maifet, V. Derzhavyn, O. Finkel, I. Kulyk and
Yu. Savchenko.

Ivan Kulyk was a poet and literary studies scholar of the
1920-30s. In 1928, he published “An Anthology of American Poetry”,
comprising his own translations. The anthology was divided into
several parts which represented the history of American poetry:
1) Predecessors (W. Whitman, E. Markham, and H. L. Traubel);
2) Democratic Renaissance (E. L. Masters, R. Frost, V. Lindsay,
A. Lowell, J. Oppenheim, and L. Untermeyer); 3) Younger generation
(A. Kreimborg, M. Widdemer, V. Byner, H. Hall, R. L. Wolf, K. Peck
et al.); 4) Pioneers of proletarian poetry (C. Sandburg, R. Chaplin,
C. McKay, M. Gold, H. Beck et al.). The proletarian poetry was pre-
sented in a separate chapter what witnesses the political orienta-
tion of those times.
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In the Preface to the Anthology, he described his view of
principles of translation. The very technique of translation com-
prises three stages:

1) studying the original (this is mainly a logical procedure,
but the emotive element is present, too);

2) search for the relevant material in the target language;

3) creating a poem-translation by means of the selected ma-
terial (this is mainly an emotive situation which resembles much
creative activities of an actor, who plays a “strange” drama and
engenders their type and their interpretation). Thus, no absolute
exactness is possible [Kynnk 1928:33-34].

Of great importance are the issues of readership and the
class characteristics of a translator, i.e. the social circumstances of
the existence of texts. The poet agrees on making adjustments to
the text of a translation, as the same text will receive different
degree of comprehension in New York and Kharkiv as well as its
comprehension is historically dependent [Kynuk 1928:36—-37].

The period of 1925-1934 was the most fruitful time for
Hryhoriy Maifet. He published over 100 articles on the topics of
Ukrainian and foreign literatures as well as his 2-volume research
of short stories as a genre. H. Maifet is the author of a series of
articles, regarding the problems of Shevchenko studies, esp. trans-
lation of Shevchenko’s works into English, German and French. The
researcher’s focus in translation lies on the idea of architectonics.
In a way, his articles are very good samples of the “close reading”
technique. The analysis goes not vertically, on different grammatical
levels as we could expect from a scholar-linguist, but horizontally,
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lineally, one passage after another with interpreting each fragment
[e.g. MandeT 1928].

However, lingual analysis was not avoided by the critic. The
main domain of his interest was syntax. Besides, it was a thorny
problem (and may still be the one) for a translator to avoid Russian
mental and lingual patterns in utterances. Another dishonour-
able issue was the source language of the original. H. Maifet was
constantly illustrating what is the negative side of the retranslation,
done from another translation, as it was with Boccaccio’s “Il Deca-
merone” [Maiidet 1930].

Volodymyr Derzhavyn was a literary historian, critic, lin-
guist, expert in oriental and classical studies as well as an author
of numerous translation reviews. His main essay on the problem
of translation is entitled “Problema virshovanoho perekladu” (“The
problem of verse translation”) [Oep:kasiH 1927] and became one
of the most prominent research papers of this kind at that time.
Actually, V. Derzhavyn is a theoretician in full sense of the word.
When other translation scholars were trying to solve particular
problems of translation, it was V. Derzhavyn who launched an in-
tegral theory of translation-stylization. Only M. Zerov and O. Finkel
were theoreticians of this rank.

According to his view, language fulfils three functions:

1) communicative: a translator deals with a word-message.
Commonly, it is not a great problem to translate, as a translator
renders not the meaning of the word, but objective reality. This
reality is lingually independent. In this case, one translates not what
is said, but what it is said about. The communication-orientated
translation is never literal, but always exact.
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2) cognitive: this function deals with academic terminology.
In contrast to the word-message, whose meaning is formed by the
context, the word-term has constant, exact and specific meaning,
once and for ever connected with a given phrase. That is why it is
better not to translate a term, but to transcribe it. The nature of
terms is the same as that of proper names, requiring the same
translating strategy: a) they should be transcribed; b) it is possible
to use them, if they are in the original; c) they can always be sub-
stituted by the others alike (according to meter, rhythm etc.)

3) artistic: the artistic function of the word should be searched
within its outer and inner form as O. Potebnia did. The meaning is
found in the purely lingual domain, defined by the phonetic organi-
zation and grammatical structure. Sensuality performs a decisive
role. The artistic function of language is manifested in its phonetic
arrangement, morphology, syntax and lexis. The latter is to be
understood historically, in connection with etymology.

To reexpress the structure of a foreign language exactly is
impossible, but one can construct something similar, successfully
combining phonetic and grammatical material of the target lan-
guage. Although the language is partially artificial, it turns out to be
a sort of a must. A translator cannot translate the artistic side of
the foreign language without significantly violating his native lan-
guage, though he may demand the same efforts from a reader. An
“easy” translation is a fake, but not a literary work. A translator
should not keep to the patterned structure of the target language,
but look for such a combination of target-language elements that
could be more or less convergent with the structure of the source
language. This is called “translation-stylization”.
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The golden rule of translation, thus, can be formulated in
the following way: the more stylization the translator can insert
in the output text without complicating the understanding of the
text, the more adequate the translation is from the viewpoint of
its artistic value. The border between non-clearance and relevant
degree of complexity, however, remains an arbitrary question.

V. Derzhavyn also approached the reception of literary
translation, and he defined three tasks of translations:

1) to make the people acquainted with topics of a foreign
literature;

2) to develop and enrich the native literary language;

3) to transfer the very artistic (not psychological or ideological)
value of the original and the whole epoch.

Mykola Zerov

A hallmark of the 1920s was various discussions on current
issues of Ukrainian literature. They aided to generalize attitudes
to new phenomena in the literary process and to theorize new lit-
erary mainstreams of literature and literary studies. One of such
sessions — “The directions of the development of modern litera-
ture” — was held in Kyiv on May 24, 1925. In his speech, M. Zerov
grounded three fundamental positions of Ukrainian contemporary
literary state of affairs, i.e. the revision of the own literary heritage,
the acquirement of the European tradition and beneficial competi-
tion [3epos 2002:439-440]. The search and study of the forgotten
own treasure and the openness to Greek and Roman as well as New
European chefs-d’oeuvre were declared, explained and justified in
a lot of his research papers that brought him to understanding a
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literary process as a unity of the original and translated writings and
the influence of Ukraine’s cultural development on Ukrainian.

Heritage. The era of Ukrainization in the 1920s raised a
very interesting and simultaneously necessary question about the
revision of classics for their “classicalness” that stimulated the re-
view of literary history and the preparation of histories of Ukrainian
literature according to the aspects defined in advance. The pro-
visional analysis of textbooks in the history of Ukrainian literature
revealed that M. Zerov’s 1924 textbook “Nove ukrayinske pysmen-
stvo” (“New Ukrainian Literature”) [3epos 2002:5-105] was the
first to include translated literature as an equal component of a
national literature.

The stimulus that had an effect of involving translated lit-
erature as a phenomenon of Ukrainian literature may have been
the observation of A. Nikovskyi who remarked three stages of how
Ukrainian literature approached world cultural tradition: from
travesty (time of I. Kotliarevskyi and “kotliarevshchyna”) through
translations to original works based on world themes (starting in
the 1870-80s) [3epos 2002:13-14]. Analysing translated history,
however, it is not so easy to differentiate these three periods. Be-
sides, M. Zerov introduces into scholarly discussion the term ‘trans-
lation-travesty’ which is like a transition period between travesty
and translation proper. M. Zerov, thus, creates a different notion
of Ukrainian literary process of the 19*" century.

In New Ukrainian literature, namely in the development of
Ukrainian poetic style, M. Zerov tries to classify three periods:
1) travesty; 2) translation-travesty (transfusion); 3) translation
proper. Referring to “Eneyida” by |. Kotliarevskyi, the researcher
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defined the features of a travesty: a) the absence of specific (orig-
nal) national elements (the absence of “Roman soul”); b) oppo-
site tone and relevant poetic means; c) ethnographical realism of
Ukrainian every-day life [3epos 2002:28-35].

The best examples of the translation-travesty period are
P. Hulak-Artemovskyi and Ye. Hrebinka (activities of the 1840s) as
well as P. Nishchynskyi (Sophocles’ “Antigone”), S. Rudanskyi (Ho-
mer’s “lliad”). The main impediment of the time was that “... the
literary preferences were being formed under influence of Ukrainian
folklore milieu, and the talented translator [S. Rudanskyi] compre-
hended Homer only as Ukrainized...” [3epos 2002:571]. Neverthe-
less, these translations have fulfilled their missions. The translation
technique of M. Starytskyi and P. Kulish show how they had to
struggle with the folklore poetics in order to elaborate new Ukrain-
ian lingual poetics [3epos 1990:288].

The “period of translation proper” is illustrated with the
translations by V. Samiylenko who translated Béranger’s poetry per-
fectly. Ethnopsychologically, V. Samiylenko overcame “a layman’s
“Ukrainian mentality” of Kotliarevskyi’'s epigones” [3epos 2002:
467]. Ye. Hrebinka, S. Rudanskyi and others failed to rise above the
confines of the Ukrainian language, but V. Samiylenko succeeded
by means of the native tongue in reaching European masterpieces
so closely that he was able to render the contents and rhythm of
the original excellently. The question concerning the language of
the existing translations motivated a sad conclusion that the pre-
vious epoch had nothing to share with new ideals in the sphere of
translation and everything should be translated again while search-
ing new solutions of lingual, rhythmical and euphonic nature.
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Translator’s personality. On the basis of M. Zerov's articles
about P. Kulish [3epos 1990:247-293], M. Starytskyi [3epos 2002:
664-679], |. Belousov [3epos 2002:773-783], V. Briusov [3epos
2002:1028-1032], and about Russian translations of T. Shevchenko’s
“Kobzar” [3epos 2002:1000—-1028], we can deduct a general notion
of how M. Zerov regarded a translator within a literary process, i.e.:

1) general literary background, circumstances of the forma-
tion of a translator’s personality and their literary activities;

2) atranslator’s tasks, selection of poems for translation;

3) translation technique (rhythm, euphony, lexis); its influ-
ence on a language.
One should not think that absolutely all components of the “ideal
description of a personality” are present in similar works by M. Ze-
rov, but almost all of them are present. Here is one objective
reason: describing a translating author and a translated author of
different cultures poses different accents. For example, M. Sta-
rytskyi and P. Kulish are regarded at first as the creators of the
Ukrainian literature and language, and the Ukrainian reader is more
interested in the place of translation among their literary activi-
ties. While speaking about a foreign author, the Ukrainians may
prefer to know more about this author’s way to Ukrainian litera-
ture, his subjective circumstances of entering Ukrainian culture
than the development of his native-language writings.

Verse translation. M. Zerov rejects all kinds of discussions
concerning the full exactness of verse translation not from the per-
spective of theoretical incorrectness, but rather from the perspec-
tive of theoretical perfectness that is beyond the reach of a trans-
lation practitioner. Grounded on the idea of I. Annenskiy that the
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very translation is started with finding the “unity” of a poetic piece,
the Ukrainian researcher tends to consider a subjective stylistic
interpretation of the original [3epos 2002:615]. Accepting the under-
standing of the text (as well as the understanding of the historical
and literary genesis of a work and an author) as a main principle of
translating, he suggests five demands of verse translation [3epos
2002:618-623]: 1) lexical choices; 2) a very close attention of the
translator to tropes and figures; 3) metrical peculiarities; 4) the
euphony of the original; 5) the beauty of the native language.

General principles of translation studies. This is a great
difficulty to realize the place of M. Zerov on the horizon of theo-
retical translation studies without his orderly paper concerning
questions of translation. Evidently, M. Zerov thought about the
elaboration of his ideas in a separate book, but most of his ideas
were implemented in his course of lectures “Methodology and
methods of translation” (delivered at the Ukrainian institute of
linguistic education in Kyiv in the 1932/33 academic year) [3epos
MM]. Unfortunately, he had no lectures published, though his own
notes of those lectures disclose a lot of precious information.

M. Zerov differentiates a translation-as-process and a
translation-as-product. This question is rather known from the
viewpoint of polysemy in many languages, but many researchers
have not paid proper attention to it. He studies the influence of
translators on the language they are translating into. Lexicogra-
phers have only to observe this work and note down all the trans-
lation gains. In Ukraine, M. Zerov was the first to distinctively sepa-
rate the history of translation studies and the history of trans-
lation along with methodology of translation as constituents of
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theoretical translation studies. Practical translation studies include
general methods of translating, partial methods of translating
(from a foreign language into the native tongue and vice versa)
and study of business clichés.

Oleksandr Finkel

Oleksandr Finkel started his linguistic career when linguo-
stylistics just emerged as a separate discipline. It gave a profound
theoretical foundation to his theoretical views of various issues in
translation theory and history. His 1929 Ukrainian-language book
— “Teoriya i praktyka perekladu” (“Theory and practice of trans-
lation”) [®iHKenb 1929] — helped Ukrainian translation studies be-
come fully institutionalized as a separate linguistic discipline as well.

Theory of translation. O. Finkel postulates that “the art of
translation is not only to reproduce stylistic differences of the origi-
nal in one’s own language, but to reproduce them, keeping the
stated themes” [®iHkenb 1929:15-16]. The key positions from which
O. Finkel treated the issues of translation are the following:

1) Translation starts where a word ends. While rendering
the meaning of a word as well as the meaning of a sentence or
even a text (themes of a literary work) does not constitute a great
difficulty, translation is a stylistic problem, dealing with correlate-
ing stylistic means of languages in contact. A separate word, sen-
tence, and subject-matter in the text are extralingual factors (thus,
beyond a translator’s competence), the absence of words and
notions is occasional and does not influence the process of trans-
lating and does not present a translation problem per se [®iHKenb
1929:13, 15].
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2) Possible are different translations [@iHkenb 1929:12, duk-
Kenb 1939:75].

3) The textual recreation of an original into a translation is
viewed as solving problems between two poles: contents and form
[PiHkenb 1929:19, 26 ff].

4) Among specific tasks of translation, one can find a chain
of crucial prerequisites: what to translate, for whom to translate,
and for what to translate [®uHKenb 1939:60].

5) Exactness is a historical value: what was exact at one
epoch may not be such at another [®iHKkenb 1939:66].

Equivalence. “It is absolutely clear that every translator and
every translation have as a purpose to render the original with
maximum closeness and exactness in all its components, concern-
ing its contents, literary images, sentence constructions, lexis, etc.”,
O. Finkel wrote in 1952 [®iHKenb 1952b:46]. The main criterion of
quality of a translation is stylistic adequacy. O. Finkel stated: as far
as a language has two functions, i.e. constructive (communicative-
cognitive) and aesthetical (communicative phenomena which in a
peculiar way substitute for constructive one, leaving space bet-
ween a normal language system and that under view in the text)
[Pinkenb 1929:15]); stylistics, thus, is defined as “correlation bet-
ween constructive and aesthetical lingual phenomena in all their
variety” [ibid.].

The phrase for the description of equivalence in O. Finkel’s
views must contain the word “eclectic” [®uHKenb 1928:119] as a
symbol of covering all relative parts of a text being translated and
a balance of their expressing in a target language. Nevertheless,
he is not too idealist to equate convergence and adequacy in all —
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semantic and morphological — components of the translation with
the original [®PuHKenb 1939:82].

Text-type restricted translation theory. O. Finkel differen-
tiates three text types with a specific set of problems appearing in
the process of translation.

1) Sci-tech translation, whose language is exclusively con-
structive, i.e. aimed at fulfilling communicative and cognitive
functions, is chiefly based on two means of expression — a term
(concerning lexis) and a formula (concerning syntax) [®iHKenb
1929:46-47]. This type includes three subtypes: academic, admin-
istrative and publicist texts. The aesthetic side of these genres is
not so important for sci-tech translation (a publicist genre is an
exception) as it is not so evidently present. The necessary condition
is acquaintance with a branch of knowledge in which a text is pro-
duced, as that prevents a lot of mistakes, which could be caused
by a translator’s ignorance [®iHKkenb 1929:52].

2) Literary prosaic translation should start with the analysis
of an original and its translation, as its main attention focuses on
the stylistics and composition of a literary work. The very analysis
includes four components-problems: semantics, syntax, phonology
and composition [@iHKenb 1929:75]. Besides, the local genesis of
a word manifest itself in culture-specific words (‘couleur locale’).
Their usage in a target text has a binary aim: either a translator has
to deal with lingual and cultural realia, or s/he implements them
as exoticisms for creating a peculiar atmosphere [@iHkenb 1929:
86 ff]. This choice is motivated by cultural closeness/distance.
The techniques of translation for couleur locale are transcription,
calques and substitutes [®iHKkenb 1929:88].
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The word performs its literary function in two ways [®iH-
Kenb 1929:92]:

a) the change of a word without the change of meaning: the
usual manifestation of a notion is rejected, instead the author in-
troduces a stylistically marked lexeme. The difference between the
usage of this lexeme in the lingual system and its specific realization
in a text constitutes an aesthetical component of the word. In this
way, O. Finkel discusses a number of translation problems how to
render neologisms and archaisms, barbarisms and dialectical words,
vulgarisms and curses.

b) the change of meaning: the scholar regards the problem of
stylistic renomination when one sense is used instead of another,
and it is our task to decipher it. In practice, one has to do with all
stylistic devices and phraseology.

3) Verse translation is analogically viewed from the viewpoint of
three kinds of phenomena: phonological (euphony, rhyme, rhythm),
syntactic (stylistic means — enjambement, parallelism, etc. — and
theme-rheme division) and semantic (lexical choice vs. stylistic
correspondence). The transformation of an original poem into a
prosaic genre while translated is found beyond the limits of trans-
lation; it may be possible for academic purposes, but rests absolutely
unbearable for literariness [@iHkenb 1929:139]. These ideas voiced
for the first time in 1929 received slight modifications later on, but
the foundation remained almost unchanged [cf: ®iHKkenb 1967].

Translating and translator. O.Finkel regarded the process

of translating as a tripartite structure:
1) the work of a scholar-hermeneutist which has to do with the
verbal (lexical and grammatical semantics), historical (ideological
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loading of a text in a national literal process of a source / target
culture) and technical (the composition of a text) interpretation
of a textual organization;

2) higher hermeneutics, i.e. the perfect comprehension of a
literary work as a symbol, as a sign of general worldview (the
author—readership opposition);

3) a process of synthesis, creating an ultimate form of a lit-
erary work in a target language [PiHKenb 1929:41-42].

Translation and language teaching. Pedagogy and transla-
tion studies face each other in two situations: in training a trans-
lator and in teaching a foreign language. In his articles “Pereklad u
seredniy shkoli” (“Translation in the Secondary school”) [®iHKenb
1952b] and “Pro pidruchnyk rosiyskoyi movy dlia shkil z ukrayin-
skoyu movoyu navchannia” (“On a textbook of Russian for schools
with the Ukrainian language of instruction”) [®iHKenb 1952a],
O. Finkel elaborates a new area of translation studies. Translations
teach a pupil to consciously use a language [®iHkenb 1952a:48],
thus, they have a double effect: firstly, the language is mastered,
and even both languages as for these exercises, the adequate
level of fluency and knowledge of both languages is required;
secondly, a pupil learns to clearly formulate their thought, in this
case, translation moves from lingual exercising into intellectual.
Expressing a thought, we follow procedures of analysis and syn-
thesis of material in both — always! — languages. Both a source
language and a target language are better comprehended, as we
fulfill a complex process of adjusting lexis and grammatical con-
structions of the languages in a full variety of stylistic dimensions
[ibid.].
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In studying vocabulary difficulties, translation has three
purposes: 1) the quantitative increase of a learner’s vocabulary;
2) realizing the polysemy of words and skill in applying an appro-
priate word in an appropriate context; 3) normative word com-
binability. A pupil should treat a language’s lexis as an integral
synonymic dictionary, and their task is to pick up the most exact
synonym [@iHKkenb 1952b: 50]. For syntax, translation is the best
type of exercises, oriented at practical acquisition of grammatical
cases, prepositions, conjunctions etc. [@PiHkenb 1952b:53].

Dealing with the age division, O. Finkel debates that on the
basis of the secondary school, translation exercises must become
systematic in grades 5-7 (of the 10-grade school) [®iHkenb 1952b:
50], so later in grades 8-10, it is their complexity that increases de-
pending on genre peculiarities of publicist, sci-tech or literary texts.

Translation studies in the Ukrainian emigration

of the 1920s

After the downfall of the Ukrainian National Republic, some
of its territories were annexed by Poland, Romania and Czecho-
slovakia. Besides, a lot of Ukrainian intellectuals fled from the
Soviet terror. This is how important Ukrainian intellectual centres
appeared in Warsaw, Prague and Berlin, and they united efforts
of Ukrainian scholars in other cities.

Two articles by V. Koroliv-Staryi “Pereklady ta literaturni
konventsiyi” (“Translations and Literary Conventions”) [Koponis-
Crapuit 1921] and “Tekhnika perekladu” (“Translation Technique”)
[Koponis-Ctapuit 1922] contained a call for Ukrainian émigrés to
serve the Ukrainian nation via translations. As the émigrés had the
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opportunity to live in a foreign country, it was easier for them to
learn a language, and they could better understand the conditions
and features of a literature. Translations were extremely necessary
for the development of Ukrainian culture, even more than the origi-
nal literature. Literary translation might be strained by interna-
tional literary conventions aimed at copyright protection which
became a serious obstacle for national development. However, due
to the absence of the Ukrainian State, and therefore Ukrainian law,
the conventions did not apply to Ukrainian translators who were
not obliged to pay royalties to the author, but could only ask for a
permission as an act of courtesy. V. Koroliv-Staryi also published
his own views on the technique of literary translation that covered
almost all problematic issues in the process of prose translation.
17 translation problems include advice to read the original care-
fully, pay maximum attention to its internal and external construc-
tion, study the author's biography and conditions of writing, use
the dictionary very actively in order to preserve the lexical mean-
ings of original words and avoid interlingual homonym:s.

The need for translating religious literature influenced the
development of theoretical principles. In his paper “Metody pere-
kladu bohosluzhbovykh knyh na ukrayinsku movu” (“Methods of
translating liturgical books into Ukrainian”) [Orienko 1922], I. Ohi-
yenko covered a lot of issues dealing with biblical and liturgical
translation by disclosing the historical and cultural links between
the original and the translation (especially, in terms of nation-
shaping), the principles of reproducing stylistic functions and
adherence to certain translation strategies, namely: translating
from the original, but taking into account the tradition established



63

by the Church Slavonic biblical and liturgical literature; paying atten-
tion to features of the text, which is sung, announced or spoken
quietly; bearing in mind Hebraic and Hellenistic poetics; avoiding
exegetical amplification; unifying the liturgical language in various
biblical and liturgical translations; using the high style of the Ukrain-
ian language and deploying its melodiousness, purity and acces-
sibility for general readership; translating the Divine Liturgy into
Ukrainian means to commemorate Ukrainian saints, the Ukrainian
Church and the Ukrainian authorities. I. Ohiyenko also explored
the world and Ukrainian history of Bible translations, emphasizing
the great positive impact of these translations on the development
of national languages, and highlighted the main problems of Bible
translation related to misinterpretation.

Genocide and the Second World War

The 1920s brought an unprecedented development of
Ukrainian translation, which also affected Ukrainian translation
studies. Translation studies became a separate discipline with a
definite term system and characteristic methods of translation
analysis. An increase in the number of translation researches is
observed in the second half of the 1920s. This was directly facili-
tated by extensive publishing activities in the field of translated
literature, apparently as a result of successful economic stabili-
zation and Ukrainization. Translation history fully developed by
discussing what of the past heritage could be used at the new stage
of Ukrainian literary translation. Translation studies were not
limited to historical facts, but tried to design a broader scheme of
translations of one author/translator within the development of
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Ukrainian literature in order to understand the causes of the state
of arts and deduce theoretical conclusions.

In the 1930s, translation studies in Ukraine significantly
weakened, as Ukrainian science did in general. M. Zerov, |. Kulyk,
and P. Fylypovych were executed; H. Maifet and A. Nikovskyi were
imprisoned; the persecutions might have caused the silence of
V. Derzhavyn. However, M. Rylskyi came to translation theory.
Ukrainian translation studies in the Ukrainian Soviet State in the
late 1930s and the early 1940s were extremely poor. The intro-
duction of Marxism impacted on the reassessment of theoretical
foundations, the activities of journals, the positions of researchers,
and finally, that also minimized the number of theoretical papers.

The Second World War, the Resistance Movement in
Ukraine and other European countries affected the worldview of the
Ukrainians. The victory in WW2 contributed to the growth of na-
tional identity and pride. That is why the Soviet government again
introduced total ideological control over all spheres of cultural and
academic life. The authorities strived to eradicate the ‘remnants
of nationalist ideology’ in literature and preserve the ‘ideological
purity’ of Ukrainian ‘Soviet’ literature. In fact, because of innocent
manifestations of patriotism in their writings, M. Rylskyi, Ye. Sta-
rynkevych, O. Kundzich, M. Vozniak and M. Rudnytskyi were se-
verely criticized. Criticism for nationalism became an obstacle to
free academic work. Besides, Ukrainian translation studies found
itself in extremely difficult situation as a result of repressions, and
the first five years after WW2 were very similar to the critical and
theoretical period of the early 20th century, as most of the trans-
lation ideas were publicized in reviews [LLUmirep 2009:142-144].
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Maksym Rylskyi

Maksym Rylskyi’s translation activities and studies are
parallel to the saddest period of Ukrainian history, because from
the 1930s to the early 1960s he had to work in conditions of Stalin’s
repressions, WW2 and post-war ideological purges. Still, his con-
tribution to Ukrainian original and translated literature is immense;
so is his contribution to translation, folklore and art studies.

M. Rylskyi claims that translation is co-creation [Punbcbkuit
1987:16:227]. His two requirements for a translation testify to the
combined linguistic and literary vision of translation [Punbcbkuit
1987:16:218]: 1) finding the appropriate tone, key, register; 2) find-
ing the creative dominant of the author / text. Considering a text
as an aesthetic unit, the researcher and translator sought for its
centre or basis, which should represent the whole text.

The individuality of the translator is important, and M. Ryl-
skyi insisted on one’s own choice of texts for translation that would
correspond to the mood and character of the translator, but at the
same time the translator was required to “understand and feel
the original work, be able to ‘enter the world’ of the author chosen
for translation, therefore, to some extent to subdue their individu-
ality” [Punbcbkuii 1987:16:294). Only proper preparation can con-
tribute to the creation of a good translation, and it is not surprising
that M. Rylskyi strongly opposed interlinear translations [Punbcbkuii
1987:16:229].

Back in 1931, M. Rylskyi voiced his concept of verse trans-
lation by indicating three determining factors for this type of
translation [Punbcbkmin 1986:15:61]: 1) tradition of versification;
2) aesthetics which corresponds to the general tendencies of
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translation praxis; 3) form which is freer for further variations of
reexpression. These views were elaborated in his later articles.
Thus, the perplexing problem for a translator of poetry was the
difference between the generally accepted systems of versifica-
tion: [Punbcbknin 1987:16:322; cf. 1987:16:279]. M. Rylskyi also
focused on issues of equirhythmics and equilinearity.

Grammar has a lot of inconspicuous but dangerous pitfalls
as well. The grammatical gender of nouns often plays a central role
in the creation of an image [Punbcbkuin 1987:16:209; cf 1987:16:
219, 269-270], and the change of the feminine/masculine gender
can transform the image of love into the image of friendship.

The most pressing issue has always been the lexis of a
literary piece. It mirrors not only an author’s personality, but also
the development of a language. M. Rylskyi emphasizes the need
to remember that time, place and social relations make an imprint
on the language, which is sometimes extremely difficult to repro-
duce in another language [Punbcbknin 1987:16:210]. He suggests
three semantic solutions to translation difficulties [PunbcbKuit
1987:16:191-192]: 1) expanding the meaning of a word (“to spread
the meaning of a word, to give a new shade to a long-used word,
to transfer a purely concrete word into the sphere of abstract
categories etc.”), 2) searching for historical/etymological senses
of a word (“to restore a forgotten sense”), 3) coining new words.
Meanwhile, M. Rylskyi was very meticulous about interlingual
homonyms [Punbcbkuin 1987:16:227, 265, 271-272]. In cognate
languages, the development of common vocabulary has led to
the fact that a lot of words have retained their form, but changed
their meaning.
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In and out of the framework of the Soviet school

of translation studies

The period, which covers approximately three decades (the
late 1940s to the early 1970s), can be called “within the context
of the Soviet Union”, positing Ukrainian research as part of the
Soviet school of translation studies when scholarly discourse
focused on literalism and general methodological prerequisites.
Problems of translation history became topics of dissertations and
books that significantly increased the theoretical level of transla-
tion history as a discipline as well as deepened the understanding
of the development of the national literary process.

This period witnessed deep theoretical studies in trans-
lation within the linguistic framework, carried out by Yelyzaveta
Starynkevych and partially Maksym Rylskyi. Oleksiy Kundzich’s
and Stepan Kovhaniuk’s theory of poetic language in prose trans-
lation strove from the outset for semantic exactitude and displayed
a resistance to the Russification policy of the Soviet government.
As a result of the official policy of bringing the Ukrainian language
closer to Russian, which affected arbitrary editorial corrections in
the texts of translations, and as a result of general Russification,
Ukrainian translations were filled with lexical and syntactic tracings
from Russian. Due to absolute literalism, a special translation lan-
guage (Russian-Ukrainian translationese) was created, which was
opposed by Ukrainian philologists at a high theoretical level.

Translation research was facilitated most by the develop-
ment of linguostylistics and semasiology; since the 1960s, inspira-
tion has come from contrastive linguistics. The Ukrainian school of
contrastive linguistics was founded by Yuriy Zhluktenko. In 1960,



68

the scholar published a comparative grammar of English and Ukrain-
ian, where he presented criteria for comparing all grammatical
categories in these two languages. These criteria of contrastive
analysis can be used for translation analysis as well. Yu. Zhluktenko
also studied the issues of adequacy in translation, translation of
neologisms, some aspect of Ukrainian translation history [JliTBiHAK
2017]. He achieved that in the 1980s, translation theory as a lin-
guistic discipline was included in the list of specialties approved by
the Supreme Attestation Commission of the USSR for dissertations.

Continuing the academic traditions of M. Zerov, Hryhoriy
Kochur made a significant contribution to the history of Ukrainian
literary translation. The fact that H. Kochur was a follower of M. Ze-
rov is most clearly manifested in the schematization of the history
of Ukrainian translation borrowed from M. Zerov, where the devel-
opment of textual quality moves from travesties via transfusions
to translations proper. H. Kochur elaborated on the issues of indi-
viduality and translation plurality as well as explored the history
of Ukrainian literary translation in the 19th century and the first
half of the 20th century (in particular, the contribution of M. Zerov
and M. Rylskyi), the reception of writings by William Shakespeare
and Dante Alighieri in Ukraine, Ukrainian literature as translated
into foreign languages [Kouyp 2008]. H. Kochur’s literary theory
of translation covers 16 main problems, which can be divided into
four groups: translation process, the translator’s personality, trans-
lation strategies, stylistic problems of translation. Although his view
reflected the orientation at literary criticism, he voiced some judg-
ments which are closer to linguistic stylistics while discussing the re-
production of dialectal words, archaisms, realia, and proper names.
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In essence, his views are full of attention to the translator’s person-
ality, which is the centre of the theory itself. It is characteristic that
for Ukrainian translation studies, this centrism was a novelty, though
obvious, because it continued the general search for stylistic factors
and studies on the authorship of the translator as a phenomenon
that is natural in translation. This contributed to an in-depth study
of the stylistic features of texts in the theory of verse translation.

Viktor Koptilov

The presence of two, partially contradictory, approaches
in translation studies about whether to define translation as an
art or as a science became the reason for the fact that in the 1970s,
researchers began considering translation as a wide-range philo-
logical discipline without differentiating language- and literature-
oriented nuances. In many of his articles, Viktor Koptilov elabo-
rated an integral knowledge system of translation studies and
scrutinized fundamental theoretical problems (basic terms and
concepts of translation studies, translation multiplicity, interpre-
tation, methods of translation quality assessment).

V. Koptilov studied untranslatability as a phenomenon and
searches for the objective basis of translations. The perception of
a translation as well as any literary work is indeed subjective, but
each translation has rather objective genesis and function [KonTi-
noe 1967:50]. In his views, the perception of a translation as well
as any literary work is indeed subjective, but each translation has
an objective genesis and function, so a translator has to evaluate
a translation as an outcome of two epochs, two milieus and two
stylistic systems [Kontinos 1967:50-51]. This consideration opened
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new opportunities for elaborating methods of translation quality
assessment. Later Viktor Koptilov selected the following main prin-
ciples for translation evaluation: 1) accurate attention to artistic
(subjective) and scholarly (objective) aspects of a translation [Kon-
Tinos 1969:29]; 2) the obligatory contrasting of a translation to the
original [KonTinos 1969:30]; 3) the real subject of artistic transla-
tion is the imagery structure of the original (the author’s images are
intertwined according to their intention that creates the unique-
ness of a literary work) [ibid.]. Translation criticism is based on
establishing correspondences (‘vidpovidnosti’) between the orig-
inal and a translation on five lingual levels — phonetic, rhythmical,
lexical, morphological and syntactic [KonTinos 1969:34].

In his 1971 article “Perekladoznavstvo yak okrema haluz
filolohiy” (“Translation studies as a separate discipline of philology”),
V. Koptilov introduced the term ‘perekladoznavchyi analiz’ (literally:
translation studies analysis) into Ukrainian scholarship [KonTinos
1971:54-55]. The introduction of a new term did not mean the
discovery of a new phenomenon (given the linguistic and stylistic
tradition of translation analysis by I. Franko and O. Finkel), but it
marked the great progress of this discipline as compared to its previ-
ous periods. When linguostylistics reached a high theoretical level,
V. Koptilov began applying its principles to translation studies. How-
ever, translation analysis is a methodology rather than a specific
method of analysis. In its plane, componential, statistical, linguo-
stylistic, cognitive and other methods of semantic and textual
analysis are possible, which generate new, different results from
when applied in one language only. This was the foundation for
further large-scale translation research in the 1970s.
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The general principles of V. Koptilov’s theory of translation
studies are as follows: 1) the translatability of any literary piece from
any language into any other; 2) the possibility and need for the
translation of a literary piece in the unity of its content and form;
c) the preservation of the same relationship between the part and
the whole in the literary translation like it is in the original [KonTi-
nos 1972:6-7]. In the centre of translation theory there is the no-
tion of translatability, which is closely related to the relationship
between the objective and the subjective in translation.

V. Koptilov formulated the definition of translation, which
took into account both literary factors (every literary translation
is a literary piece; the preservation of ideas and images of the
original) and linguistic ones (translation is a semantic and stylistic
parallel of the original) [KonTtinos 1972:184]: translation of a liter-
ary text is a process in which a translated text preserves the ideo-
logical and imagery structure of the original (of a foreign-language
literary piece) and fucntions as its semantic and stylistic parallel
[KonTinos 1972:183].

The classification of translation studies and its tasks, de-
veloped by V. Koptilov, testifies to the new stage of Ukrainian
translation studies, namely to its transformation into a multi-
faceted system of scholarship [Kontinos 1972:202—-204]:

1) The general theory of literary translation studies the general
laws (psychology of translation creativity, stages of translation, jus-
tification of philosophical principles of translation translation qual-
ity assessment — irrespective of a specific language pair);

2) Partial theories of translation explore methods of reproduc-
ing originals of a specific source language in a target language;
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3) Type theories of translation generalize the experience of
translating a certain type of literature (prose, poetry and drama);

4) Criticism of literary translation analyzes specific transla-
tions by contrasting them and their originals. It consists of literary
criticism (the selection of works for translation, relations between
the creative personalities of the author and the translator, etc.)
and linguistic criticism (translation evaluation in terms of language
usage, its normativeness, etc.);

5) The history of literary translation is the history of approach-
ing the original and comprises the literary survey of translation
history (the study of the impact of translations on a national
literature and public life) and the linguistic study of translation
history (the history of developing linguistic means for rendering
the content and style of original works in comparison with the
development of a national literary language).

This classification illustrates the focus on the combination
of literary and linguistic approaches. However, translation didactics
is not taken into account, as well as sci-tech translation and inter-
preting are not mentioned (this may be explained by the absence
of a relevant research tradition). Still, the establishment of psycho-
logical and philosophical aspects produced the basis for further
interdisciplinary research.

Approaching interdisciplinarity and analytical tools

In the last quarter of the 20™ century, a lot of translation
problems received a new aspect of evaluation by applying opposi-
tional, componential, distributional, transformational and statisti-
cal analyses. This was when it became evident that translation
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assessment was no longer an independent single analytical tool
but had gained the features of a methodology within the frame of
which it was possible to develop analyses and analytical tools of a
smaller scale. Besides, a lot of ideas from different disciplines con-
tributed to shaping various tools of semantic analysis.

In the 1970-80s, the development of translation quality
assessment in Ukraine was under great impact of contrastive stud-
ies, semantic analysis and textology. All the three disciplines had
deep historical roots as well as faced a successful growth in the
1950-60s. The result of these influences was that translation quali-
ty assessment extended its analytical apparatus. It can be divided
into two approaches towards analyzing translations. The first one
is the interpretative and cultural approach which regards the func-
tioning of a translation in the context of a target literature or cul-
ture, a translator’s personality and the sociocultural relation bet-
ween an original and its translation. It suggests the interpretation
of a literary piece in the framework of an author’s whole creativity,
a literary trend or a national literature. The second approach is
linguostylistic implying the purely lingual interpretation of a spe-
cific text and style. This evidently includes the analysis of a trans-
lation-original contrasting along with the use of various methods
of linguistic analysis. These contemplations suggest that the inter-
pretative and cultural approach is mainly used translation history
and criticism, while the linguostylistic analysis may mostly be applied
in translation theory, criticism and didactics.

Among examples of this analysis one can name Roman
Lubkivskyi’s essay about the history of translating T. Shevchenko’s
“Testament” into Russian within 120 years [J/ly6kusckuir 1977].



74

The author studied the literary history of distribution and reception
of T. Shevchenko’s works. Ideological preferences and barriers mark-
ed Russian interpretation of the poem, and that made possible to
divide the history of its translations into three periods according
to the criterion of ideological and artistic unity: the late 19" and
the early 20™ centuries, separately translations by F. Sologub and
the so-called Soviet period [J/lyb6kusckmin 1977:240].

Mark Holberh employed interpretative and cultural analysis
for describing Ukrainian and Russian translations of C. Norwid’s
poetry [Fonbbepr 1977]. To the author’s mind, interpretation which
is based on the perception of a text as a closed, immanent struc-
ture is not successful, while the interpretation of a text through
the prism of its manifold relations with reality, literary history and
milieu discloses a deep reading and wide commenting of the text.
That is crucial for understanding C. Norwid’s poetry, being highly
reminiscent and allusive [Tonbbepr 1977:125-126].

An artistic piece considered as an interpretation of world-
view principles on the level of a personality is the topic of Bohdana
Krysa’s monograph “Svitohliadni aspekty khudozhnioho perekladu”
(“Worldview Aspects of Artistic Translation”) [Kpuca 1985]. Study-
ing the rendering of artistic and philosophical concept in P. Tychy-
na’s and M. Rylskyi’s lyric, the author tries to juxtapose originals
and translations on the level of a lyric protagonist’s psychological
character and on the level of the general psychological picture:
this allows to advance the axiological aspect of translation [Kpuca
1985:16]. Thus, interpretation is one of the stages in the “creative
translation process”, having place on all levels of understanding
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the original, i.e. linguistic understanding, stylistic perception and
axiological comprehension [Kpuca 1985:104].

The greatest contribution to the theory of interpretative
and cultural analysis was done by Maryna Novykova. The researcher
focused on a translator’s style and relevant issues. The theory of
translator’s style (or a translator’s stylistics) is based on the notion
of a translator’s interpretation comprising interpretational inten-
tion of a translator and the interpretative resources of a text [Ho-
BuKkoBa 1980:1, 4; 1986:84—-85, 136—139]. This notion comprises
all stages of translation as a process and all levels of a translated
text that enables to explain individual and stylistic translation quali-
ties [HosukoBa 1980:6]. The analysis of the interpretational ground
of translation multiplicity establishes that the unity of ideological
intention (the unity of a translator’s vision of the original) does not
exclude different demonstrations of this concept [HoBukosa 1971].

The introduction of a text into a target culture is not the
element-by-element transference of interlingual correspondences,
but the complex rendering of dialogic nature of a text and — wider
— context [HoBukosa 1990:46, 47]. Thus, a translated text is: firstly,
an informational and stylistic system; secondly, a system being
different from the author’s one; and thirdly, the location and
meaning of the components are not only different between an
original and a translation, but between two translations as well
[HoBukoBa 1990:47-48]. A translation context includes both the
modification of form (and, thus, content) and the synthesis of
objective interlingual correspondences and a translator’s indivi-
dual style, and the joining of translators’ styles with the generally
approved translation method [HosnkoBa 1980:4].
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M. Novykova elaborated a profound typology of translation
contexts that elucidated a multilevel connection between a trans-
lation and general, over-national (according to M. Novykova’s terms
‘all-union (comprising the whole Soviet Union)’) culture [HoBrKoBa
1980:4; 1986:169-210]: 1) the context of a translation cycle, reveal-
ing features of a translator’s style and being common for a group
of translations; 2) the context of a translator’s whole creativity;
3) the context of the stylistic tradition of a target language; 4) the
national cultural context (problems of translation norms, generated
by a culture or a cultural period); 5) the all-union context which
suggested a study within the cultural boundaries of the Soviet Union
but beyond the limits of one national culture. This typology con-
tributed to creating the cultural history of a national literature.

The development of linguostylistics directed the contrastive
analysis of an original and its translations at studying the style of
belles-letters generally as a functional style of a national language,
its invariant, i.e. the study of the choice and individual use of linguo-
stylistic means taken from a national language and applied as a
result of following the idea, topic, genre, image system of a literary
piece as well as an author’s intention [Ko3naHtok 1972:4]. The key
problem of linguostylistic approach was to study a verbal image as
the main artistic (poetic) category of the text. A positive impact was
produced by studies on the semantic structure of the word that
viewed imagery as an interaction of different (logical, emotional
and nominal) senses for creating aesthetic and emotional effects.

Among linguistic methods for examining translation issues,
it is reasonable to define four categories of methods: contextual
analysis, structural analysis (including such analytical procedures
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as oppositional, componential, transformational and distributional
analyses), semantico-syntactic analysis and quantitative analysis.

Contextual analysis defines speech conditions within which
the actual meaning of a lingual unit is realized. The analysis covers
all language levels that suggests a wide range of possibilities for
examining a stylistic context in the framework of translation quality
assessment: a stylistic context accounts for a condition that the
reader’ perception is based on all possible opposing and juxtapos-
ing of elements in the structure of a unity. From this point of view,
a context serves an efficient verification criterion of adequacy and
finds a closer definition of a specific sense.

Oppositional analysis is based on the contrasting of lin-
gual unit according to some differential features. The semantic
analysis of a translation and an original successfully uses equipol-
lent oppositions, especially for differentiating stylistic synonyms,
and gradual oppositions, which may influence the choice of a
semantic synonym. In translation research papers, there is no
necessity to indicate all differential features of a given pair. In the
framework of the author’s intention, the researcher attempts to
select a basic feature which influences the full equivalence of an
artistic unit. It may also approve if a culturally specific component
is present in the chosen synonym.

The essence of componential analysis consists in splitting
the meaning/sense of a word into semes, i.e. minimal meaningful
components that are not expressed formally. Thus, this analysis
can reveal all convergent and divergent components of meaning,
define the most important component being actualized in the
speech segment and, thus, influence the choice of a translation
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strategy and the establishment of general and contextual adequacy
[3opiBuak 1983:7, 39-40, 55 ff.], esp. while translating realia and
neologisms [3opiByak 1989:79, 105-106, 112—-113 ff]. R. Zorivchak
also proves the efficiency of componential analysis for studying the
connotative level of grammar. The denotative meaning of a gram-
mar unit is the very generalized, abstract meaning which overlaps
a specific lexical meaning of a word or word combination. To the
full extent, it is expressed in semes, as grammatical connotations
are constructed not on the denotative meaning in general, but on
separate semes, i.e. minimal components of grammatical meaning.
Distributional analysis is based on the division of lingual
units concerning one another in speech and on the study of the
surroundings of the analyzed unit. Distribution is the sum of all
possible — lexical, grammatical and phonetic — positions of a unit
concerning element of the same level, its combinability, and word
combinability contribute a lot to translation quality assessment.
Transformational analysis was a method of representing
a syntactic structure of a sentence which is based on constructing
complex syntactic structures out of simple ones by means of a little
set of transformation rules. In translation quality assessment, key
categories are surface and deep structures that estimate actual and
possible variants of rendering a deep structure and such closely
connected phenomena as compression and decompression. That
is important for exploring translation possibilities of syntactic cate-
gories which are not characteristic for a target language.
Semantico-syntactic analysis was generated by case gram-
mar and helps reveal full and partial equivalents of a source lan-
guage in a target language. The difference between transformational
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analysis and semantico-syntactic analysis is that transformational
analysis employs unchanged information, while semantico-syntactic
analysis admits semantic variations and, first of all, widens the
study of prepositional-nominal phrases. From this viewpoint, it is
important for Ukrainian-English translation. Moreover, it also clari-
fies different usage of identical syntactic structures in two languages.

A separate group of procedures constitute quantitative
methods the main task of which is to represent the collected data
evidently and statistically prove the popularity or importance of a
specific translation feature or method. Mainly, these are statistical
calculations presented in tables. The exception was the appliance
of Karl Pearson’s chi-squared test for the checking of rendering
the most characteristic peculiarities of I. Franko’s prose in English
translations [Ko3naHtok 1972:18-21].

Multiple semantic analysis widened linguostylistic research,
and the very stylistic devices and means became independent topics
for study. As stylistic devices and means create images on two
levels — semantic and formal, verbal images are divided into auto-
semantic images (having meaning in the autonomous or primary
nominal use, i.e. stylistic devices, tropes) and synsemantic ones
(based on compositional, euphonic, rhythmical and intonational
features of poetic speech, i.e. stylistic means, figures). These con-
templations stimulated the study of separate stylistic devices and
means in the context of the whole literary piece or of the author’s
creativity as translation problems: e.g., metaphoric system of Lesia
Ukrayinka, metaphor in the sci-tech text, rendering similes in the
literary translation, irony, epithet as well as issues of rhythmical
structure and many others.
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Roksolana Zorivchak

Beginning in the 1970s, translation theorists moved away
from linguistic approaches and developed wider practices that view-
ed translation from social and political perspectives. These develop-
ments coincided with the “cultural turn” associated with the rise
of interdisciplinary developments in the humanities and social
sciences. The focus was on revealing the laws of language and
thinking, the types of communicative strategies, where an important
role is played by the category of evaluation with its essential na-
tional and cultural component. In this direction, significant was the
contribution of Roksolana Zorivchak. She presented her Candidate
thesis (“The author’s phraseology as a translation problem: Taras
Shevchenko’s poetry in English-language translations”, 1976) and
her Doctoral thesis (“Linguostylistic features of a literary text and
translation: Ukrainian prose and its English-language translations”,
1987) at the Taras Shevchenko State University in Kyiv. Her life-long
research interests can be grouped in terms of three large projects.

Verbal image and idioms. According to R. Zorivchak’s defi-
nition, a verbal image is a semantic construction that appeared
due to using trope expressions which provide a different inter-
pretation and transform the stable meanings of the used words
with showing the things and phenomena under discussion from
an extraordinary perspective [3opiyak 1983:29]. Researching the
idiomatic level of translation, R. Zorivchak introduces the concept
of a sense structure in an idiom that consists of two content layers
and an image as a link. The first content layer is a combination of
lexemic meanings of a certain structural and grammatical arrange-
ment. Some elementary units of sense (semes) split from the first
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layer and form an image with a certain denotative sense. On the
basis of the denotative sense, the connotative sense is formed and
coincides with the referential and logical meaning of the whole
idiom. This is the second content layer (the idiomatic meaning of a
stable unit) [3opisuak 1983:22-23]. This approach enables to use
various linguistic methods for analysing verbal images from the
viewpoint of translation studies. For identifying whether an original
idiom is reproduced successfully or not in a translation, R. Zoriv-
chak designed five criteria of comparability: its denotative and
logical meaning, imagery, functional and stylistic connotation,
expressive and emotional connotation as well as structural and
grammatical construction [3opiuak 1983:48]. If all the features
of an idioms are reproduced, this is a congruent (being a very rare
phenomenon); if some of its criteria are compromised, but the
textual effect is reached, it is an equivalent.

Realia. Realia are mono- or polilexemic units whose lexical
meaning includes traditionally established complex of ethnocul-
tural information which is alien to the objective reality of the target
language and which is evident only within the limits of a binary
cultural opposition [3opisyak 1989:58]. They possess a complex
semantic structure, consisting of 1) denotative; 2) connotative; and
3) local, national, cultural semes. Sometimes, connotative semes
prevail in the semantic structure of realia, and, thus, they become
symbols, but not all symbols are realia. Hence, there are the follow-
ing ways of rendering realia [3opisyak 1989:93-141]:

1) transcription (the most exact rendering of the sounding of
a source-language word by means of target-language graphemes);
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2) hyperonimic renomination (a lexical transformation, gener-
alization which is rooted in the existence of interlingual universals:
rendering a source-language hyponym by means of a target-lan-
guage hyperonym);

3) descriptive paraphrase (creating a descriptive equivalent);

4) combined renomination (it is most often a transcription
combined with a descriptive paraphrase, more seldom with the
hyperonym);

5) loan translation (calque; the component-by-component
rendering the structural-semantic model of a source language);

6) transposition on the connotative level (applied when realia
lose their denotative meaning completely and perform their func-
tions only on the connotative level);

7) assimilation (rendering semantico-stylistic functions of
source-language realia by target-language realia);

8) contextual explanation of realia (connected with the integ-
rity of an artistic text);

9) situational correspondencies (an occasional correspondence
which has nothing to do with realia beyond the very context).

The nation-shaping role of translation. The English-lan-
guage Shevchenkiana (the entire body of translations and research
on Taras Shevchenko) constitutes R. Zorivchak’s enduring research
interest in the domain of translation history and reception studies.
She also penetrated British-Ukrainian, US-Ukrainian and Canadian-
Ukrainian literary contacts, emphasizing the importance of literary
writings by Ivan Franko and Lesia Ukrayinka. She created a ‘gallery
of portraits’ by writing about Ukrainian translators of foreign na-
tion literatures and about Anglophone translators of Ukrainian
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literature. All these historical papers are considered a major con-
tribution to the development of the theory, history and criticism
of Ukrainian translation.

Owing to R. Zorivchak’s initiative and under her scholarly
supervision, the biobibliographical guides of Ukrainian translators
Hryhoriy Kochur (1999; 2006) and Mykola Lukash (2003) as well
as the bibliographical guide “Foreign Literature in Western-Ukrain-
ian Periodicals (1914-1939)” (2003) were published. The leitmotif
of R. Zorivchak’s historical writings was how Ukrainian literary
translation was contributing to shaping a new political nation of
the Ukrainians and building the spiritually — and later politically —
independent Ukrainian State.

Prospects of the turn of the 21° century

The search for innovative theoretical schemes did not
completely overcome the linguostylistic apparatus, neither has it
reconsidered the approach to the analytical issues of stylistics for
translation aims. A lot of attempts incorporated methods and ideas
of current linguistic trends, but they are not fully crystallized to be
called a separate theory within current translation research. Not
often, in-depth research covered issues of pure translation theory:
onomastics in translation studied by A. Gudmanian, adaptation
theory designed by V. Demetska, and psycholinguistic nature of
translation scrutinized by S. Zasiekin. The Independence period,
meanwhile, stimulated research in sci-tech, especially in terminology
(T. Kyyak, V. Karaban). The Russian-Ukrainian war has overlapped
with a growing interest in military translation (V. Balabin). Religious
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translation has also regained recognition in the context of Ukraine’s
active religious life (O. Dzera, N. Puriayeva, T. Shmiher).

The strongest aspect of present Ukrainian translation
studies is translation history in connection with a range of theo-
retical views of a translator’s personality and idiolect (V. Savchyn,
H. Kosiv, O. Mazur). Large-scale projects of compiling a history of
Ukrainian literary translation have been accomplished by M. Mos-
kalenko, M. Strikha, and L. Kolomiyets. This gave way to under-
standing literary translation as a nation-shaping factor in Ukrainian
history (R. Zorivchak, O. Cherednychenko, M. Novykova, M. lvany-
tska). From the applied perspective, O. Dzera applied Polysystem
Theory to devise a typology of genres for poetic translation. Post-
colonial translation theory is referred to rather regularly. History
research also boosted the development of translation historio-
graphy (T. Shmiher, O. Kalnychenko).

The establishment of translation departments at Ukrain-
ian universities has additionally stimulated translation didactics. A
great number of various manuals for translation students sporadic-
ally accompany a theoretically-grounded case study (L. Cherno-
vatyi). Theoretically, the weakest point of contemporary transla-
tion research has been translation criticism, though a number of
profound monographs on the verge of literary history and inter-
pretation theory (by A. Sodomora and I. Shama) offer practical aid
to this field of studies. Too few substantial monographs discuss
the issues of translation quality assessment in poetry and prose
(L. Kolomiyets, T. Shmiher, V. Kykot).

Interpreting studies seemed absent in the Soviet Ukrainian
context, but has got a spur to grow under new conditions when
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Independent Ukraine required a staff of interpreters to satisfy its
needs for international and diplomatic communication. The first
attempts by O. Rebriy, N. Nesterenko, K. Lysenko started inter-
preting research in Ukraine. As much has not been done in this
domain, logically, the serious achievements (like an independent
academic school or tradition) cannot be expected so soon, but some
practical publication are used actively at university departments
for training future interpreters. Community interpreting is develop-
ing traditionally in two main directions: general legal translation
(O. Shabliy) and medical translation/interpreting (R. Povorozniuk).
Topics from audio-visual translation are also present in Ukrainian
translation scholarship.

Casting a hypothetical look into the future, we can expect
further research in text-type translation theory, translation history
and translation didactics (esp. training English-Ukrainian translators).
Translation theory will progress between the postulates of linguo-
stylistics-oriented structuralism and a locally modified version of
cognitivism (‘lingual conceptology’), covering various issues of gram-
mar and lexis and rarely penetrating discourse studies.
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GENERAL LIST OF READINGS

Obligatory reading
(referred to in the Assignments)
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Mpaboscbkuii M. A. Bubpari tBopu: y 2 7. T. 2 / ynopsaa,. i npum.
B. ®. CeatosuA. Kuis: AHinpo, 1985. 343 c.
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cepin; Ync. 21).
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JbBiB. yH-Ti, 1983. 176 c.
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Oxford, 1919. 22 p. (The English Association; 42).

Pym A. Humanizing Translation History // Hermes: journal of
language and communication studies. 2009. No. 42. P. 23-48.
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A world atlas of translation / ed. by Y. Gambier, U. Stecconi.
Amsterdam; Philadelphia: John Benjamins, 2019. vii, 493 p.
Adams A. Proteus — his lies, his truths. Discussion on literary
translation. New York: DH Northon, 2011. 172 p.
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Translators through history / ed. by J. Delisle, J. Woodsworth.
Amsterdam; Philadelphia: John Benjamins, 1995. 323 p.
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TOPICS AND ASSIGNMENTS
Topic 1:
METHODOLOGY OF RESEARCHING TRANSLATION STUDIES

1. Place of history studies in the taxonomy of translation studies.
2. Main terms of the history of translation studies.

3. Object of the history of translation studies

4. Periods and periodization.

5. Nationality in translation studies.

Reading:

1. Wmirep T. IcTOpia yKpaiHCbKOro nepeknano3HaBcTBa XX cTo-
pivya. C. 15-36.

2. Handbook of translation studies. Vol. 1. P. 397-405.

3. Pym A. Method in translation history. P. 1-19.

4. The Routledge handbook of translation studies. P. 131-143.

Questions for discussion:

1. Define the terms ‘history’, ‘historiography’ and ‘historiosophy’.
2. What are the main issues a TS historian analyze or discuss?

3. What are the dangers of ‘narratives’ in history-writing? Is ide-
ology acceptable in history-writing?

4. G. Radnitzky construed the succession line ‘predecessors—pre-
cursors—masters—disciples’. Can we apply it to the history of TS?

Texts for analysis

1. McElduff S. Roman theories of translation. P. 189-196.
2. Handbook of translation studies. Vol. 1. P. 94-104.

3. Pym A. Humanizing translation history.
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Topic 2:
BIBLIOGRAPHIES OF TRANSLATION STUDIES

1. Institutionalization of TS and the value of bibliographies.

2. Advantages and disadvantages of bibliometrics.

3. Bibliographical databases.

4. Correlation between bibliographical data and general historical
events for a better insight in the history of translation studies.

Reading:

1. YKpaiHCcbKe nepeknano3HascTBo XX cropivua. C. 19-45.
2. Handbook of translation studies. Vol. 2. P. 13-16.

3. Handbook of translation studies. Vol. 4. P. 20-24.

Questions for discussion:

1. What are the functions of TS bibliographies in today’s informa-
tion world?

2. How can bibliographies help study the ‘climate of ideas’?

3. Can bibliographies boost common readers’ historical awareness?
4. Present a TS bibliography of your own choice. Assess its values
and shortcomings.

5. Make a search in any TS bibliographical databases and charac-
terize the results you get.

Texts for analysis

1. Tpuropin Kouyp: 6io6ibniorp. mokaKku.: y 2 u.

2. PoKconaHa 3opiByak: 6iobibniorp. nokau. (3 u.).
3. Charting the future of translation history. P. 59-79.
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Topic 3:
HISTORIES OF TRANSLATION AND TRANSLATION STUDIES

1. Typology of histories.

2. Oxford projects.

3. History and mythology.

4. Ukrainian projects.

5. Anthologies of translation studies.

Reading:

1. Firdaus S. Evolution of translation theories & practice.

2. Handbook of translation studies. Vol. 4. P. 1-6, 77-83.

3. Jewish translation history: A bibliography of bibliographies and
studies. P. ix—=xxxvi.

Questions for discussion:

1. Define some main principles of compiling TS anthologies.

2. What factors were successful in the institutionalization of TS?
3. What are the selective criteria