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Presented in the paper is an in-depth vision ofil#tle correlation between artistry and
accuracy in the process of translation whichatainable by considering the minute
details of a literary work as well as the wealttitefvertical context.
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The theme of this conference is Kochur’'s work ie tontext of the Zicentury, so at first
glance it may seem strange that | have chosenrekspbout his version of a text more than
400 years old, with a Weltanschauung very diffeterthat of our time. As a leading 20
century Shakespearian scholar reminds us: “Heargiiges from a higher world belongs
mainly in the realm of abnormal psychology. Revemgay be common but is hardly
supportable. The idea of purifying violence belomggerrorist groups. Gertrude’s sexual
behaviour and remarriage do not seem out of thimang'[3].

This however is a superficial approach. At the sglicblevel, Hamlet clearly speaks to
the contemporary world — both at the personal (psigical) and the societal-political
levels. The Prince of Denmark is a potent symhwdtantly recognizable far beyond the
bounds of the literary elite. To cite but two exaaspfrom 2% century mass-culture: in
2001, when it seemed possible that the scheduledPdiiamentary election might be
postponed due to an epidemic of foot-and-mouthadisethe LondorfEvening Standard
cartoonist drew a black-clad Prime Minister Bldiolding a sheep’s skull, over the caption
“To run on May & or not to run on May'3[4],” while a detective novel that has reached
the mass-circulation paperback market has a subtexhich the first-person narrator tries
to reconcile his view of Hamlet's character witlatipropounded by Sigmund Freud [12].
Nor are such Z%century applications confined to the Anglophoneldicat this very time,
there is a fervent debate in the Polish print dadteonic media on the corporal punishment
of children — under the slogan ‘Btzy nie bt” (“to beat or nor to beat”) — a pun on the
Polish rendering of Hamlet's famous question (¢Bgzy nie by”) which Shakespeare
himself would surely have relished.

At times, indeed, the play can acquire strangelydeno overtones. Roman Za-
wistowski’'s Krakéw 1956 production can be viewedrétrospect as one of the precursor
shocks of the fall of the communist imperium. Wsitdan Kott: “Th[e] date has its
particular significance. It was three years aftee tleath of Stalin; the time of the 20
Congress in Moscow... the premiére was in Septentber same September that was
followed by the Polish October”.

The lines that everyone knew by heart, that werd now only literature, suddenly
sounded frightening. “Something is rotten in thetestof Denmark” was the first chord of
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the new meaning itdamlet,and then the words “Denmark’s a prison” thrice edpd.
Hamletbecame from the first scene to the last a politicama. Of all Shakespeare’s words
the most audible was “watch”. At Elsinore Castlemsone is hidden behind the every
arras; Guildenstern and Rosenkrantz, friends of [egrbehave like agents of the secret
police... Politics lie heavy over every sentimentl dhere is no escape from it. Hamlet's
“To be or not to be” may signify “To act or not &xt”. The Polish Hamlet of 1956 was
both an angry young man and a rebellious Commi@iist

In retrospect, this production can be viewed asafribe early “dominoes” in the row
whose eventual fall, three and a half decades, lateuld bring about the end of the
communist imperium, so that one of the minor sgis-from the Zawistowski production
could well be my own presence in Lviv today!

Hamlet, by the way, was first staged in this ciack in 1797 — a Polish version with
Wojciech Bogustawski as director and in the titiéer The first Ukrainian translation (by
Mykhailo Rudnyts’kyi) was staged here in 1943 —hbetents, one may note, under a re-
cently imposed foreign occupation. Kochur’'s versiorade in 1964 for the Shakespeare
guatercentenary was staged only in Lviv in 1996.

Staging it could, indeed, raise practical probleMs.less than three early versions of
the play claim to be the “true” version of Shakespés play — known from their format as
the First Quarto (Q1) published 1603, the Secondr@uQ2) published 1604 — 5 and the
First Folio (F1) — 1623. The precise relationshgiween these versions is a matter of on-
going scholarly controversyKochur’s version is effectively based on Q2 — whians to
an unwieldy 3798 lines, far too long for a norma¢dtre — andh fortiori for the public
theatres of Shakespeare’s ttmochur's version also includes text from F1 —aiby in
3.2 the “Denmark’s a prison” passage (30 proses)imad the “little eyasses” passage (25
prose lines) three lines at the end of Horatio’'ssS® of May” speech (F1 IV.i = Q2 IV.v.)
and fourteen lines of dialogue between Hamlet aothtib immediately before the entry of
Osric in V.ii. All this would add around anothentminutes to acting tinfe

Kochur, presumably, found these additions in thiteddEnglish text he took as his
original — circumstances have prevented me, soffam ascertaining which edition this
was. However, there is an additional complicatiathvhakespeare texts. For the early
printings all survive in more than one copy, anffiedént copies of the “same” text contain
variants. It seems that when in the course of rt-puin the 1% century printers discovered
a typographical error, they corrected it but did discard the uncorrected pages. So any
given page of an early edition may be “correcteddmne surviving copy but not in another.
There are also obscurities due to the lack of aeeaspelling convention in Shakespeare’s

! For a synopsis of the main arguments, see [1]

2 A rule of thumb for those planning poetry recitas English is that a pentameter takes
4 seconds to recite. The complete Q2 Hamlet — stingi largely of pentameter verse, would
therefore require some four to four-and-a-half soofr “speaking time” — plus perhaps another half-
hour to allow for ceremonial entrances and exhs, ®dumb show” in llLii. and the fight in V.ii.
According to a ruling issued by the Lord Chamberiai 1594, plays were to start at 2.00 pm and end
“between four and five p.m.”. Although in the coairsf time, plays did get longer, and if performed
in full must have over-run the 5.00 p. m. dead(see: [5]), in the open-air theatres of Shakespeare
day which depended on daylight, the full Q2 texulgdohave been effectively unstageable for almost
six months of the year. Consequently, some scholavs speculated that the Q2 text was published
as a play for reading, rather than performance,camtiained material which Shakespeare’s theatrical
company, the “Lord Chamberlain’s Men” had beengddito omit for reasons of time.

3 Kochur's version also adds — as indeed, do vistusl “edited” texts, the Q1 stage directions
for both Laertes and Hamlet to leap into Ophelgrave. In Q2 and F1, only Laertes leaps into the
grave — and then climbs out again to grapple widmtét. Hamlet's leap, with his challenging shout
“Itis I, Hamlet the Dane” is undoubtedly fine tiiea— but it does not significantly affect actirigé
whether the fight takes place in or beside thegrav
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day and/or the printers’ difficulty in decipheritgs handwriting. Scholars have emended
these in various ways; a good modern edition ndynmests at least the most significant
suggestions. Hence, whatever text Kochur usede tiveuld be passages offering a choice
of interpretation — and where even the scholarlyeets disagree, the translator has to rely
on his own insight and intuition.

Consider for example (l.i. 62-63), where Horatigssaf the deceased king:

So frowned he once, when in an angry parle
He smote thaleaded Pollaxon the ice.

(Here Q1, Q2 and F1 all read “Pollax”, F1 has “diedl’, instead of the “sleaded” of Q1
and Q2).

Most editors emend “Pollax” to “Polacks”, i.e. na&t$ of Poland — and “sleaded” to
“sledded” — i.e. using sleds or sledges. Thistfits context of the play: the word “Polack”
occurs three times later in the texsledges make sense of the reference to “ice”thed
allusion to Poland here would subconsciously prephae audience for the significance of
Fortinbras’s Polish campaign later in the play. $aditors however argue [4, p.271] that
the Danish King was ndtghting the Poles at that point but holding talks (“parl@iith
them — presumably out of doors — to avoid a batthel that, growing angry, he hit the ice
with his “pole-axe” — a hammer-like weapon, whichswleaded”, or perhaps “studded” to
increase its lethal qualities! To which supporishe “Polish” interpretation may respond
that “angry parle” (i. e. “angry conversation”) ienic litotes for a battfe Kochur's
rendering here is interesting:

Takuit noxMypwuii, Haue TOTo JHS,
Komm, ypBaBim MOBy, BiH y THiBi
3 caHel Ha JIiJ BiH MOJIAKIB IIOCKUIAB.

The Poles and the sledges are there — and so ‘ipaHe” in the sense of talks — but the
Danish king has broken those talks off, and in gnigeinched an attack. Kochur’s insight
thus provides a resolution of this notorious tektirax that is logical, comprehensible and
— in my opinion at least — elegant.

Similarly with the problematic adjective “mobled.{i. 533, 534) which in Q2 (and
also Q1), the First Player uses to describe HecQmmmentators usually explain this
as “muffled” or “veiled”, though as Thomson and Taaj4, p.271] observe “generations of
playgoers must have found it a vaguely impressigedwvithout knowing what it meant”.
Here, however, Kochur chooses the F1 reading “ediblwhich editors who favour it take
to mean either “ennobled” or “ignobled” — i. e. daeded. Taking the latter sense, Kochur
renders “mobled queen” asransbneny napumro” (“uapuuro” rather than koponesy” to
suit the elevated “theatrical” language of thisesps.

Such insight and sensitivity is particularly imgort in translating the text ddamlet.
For this is a text where word-play, puns and subcimus allusions are highly significant,
and a translator who renders merely word for wand auperficial sense for superficial
sense is achieving, at best, only a facile, surfaceuracy. One characteristic form
of Shakespearean word-play is repetition of a singbrd with, each time, related but
subtly varying meaning. How well such word-play caa translated depends to some
extent on the availability of a similarly supple ndoin the target language, though
the ingenuity of the translator also plays a sigaift role. In the dialogue between Ophelia
and Polonius (l.iii. 98-103), where “tender” is dsi&vice as a noun and twice as a verb,
Kochur evokes three of the repetitions (subjed¢h#accidence of the Ukrainian language)

*1Lii. 63, 75, IV.iv. 22, V.ii. 360.
® In support of this view, it may be noted that Séspleare twice uses the verb “to speak” in the
sense of “to engage the enemy in bati@jrjolanusl.iv. 4 andAntony and Cleopatrd.vi. 25).
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“oceimuyBaBce”, “ocBimuennsm”, “ocBigquum”, but the ambiguous “Tender yourself more
dearly” becomes
Tu cebe nopoxye
Hinyi.
Such word-play depending on etymologically relatedrds on occasion transfers
perfectly — or almost perfectly — to the targetgaage (1V.ii. 109-110)

POLONIUS: | did enact Julius Caesar. | was killgl Capitol. Brutus killed me.
HAMLET: It was a brute part of him to kill so caaita calf there.

In Kochur'’s version:

[IOJIOHIM: S rpas FOuis Liesaps. Mene B6uBamu Ha Kamirtonii. BpyT y6usas mene.
T'AMIJIET: To Benuka OpyTasibHICTh — YOUBATH TakKe KarliTajabHE TEJs.

Here the minor play on words (“part” = both “actioand “theatrical role”) has
vanished, but the major puns Capitol/capital anatig/brut(ality) are preserved.

Much more challenging to the translator are puwelinng “accidental” homonyms,
where there is no etymological connection, wheee tteaning of the words has diverged
considerably from their original common root, ores some colloquialism is involved. In
modern usage, such punning is considered soledysaairce of humour — and rather weak
humour at that! In Shakespeare’s day, howevenutdtbe used, and was appreciated as, a
tool of irony, that could underscore the mordantyhe author's messade-However, the
very fact that these homophoraee accidental makes the likelihood of them being madch
by a similar pair of homophones in the target laagguvery low — and one may expect,
therefore, that even the most brilliant translatdr have problems with such passages.

Thus, in Kochur's rendering Hamlet's dialogue wiiphelia before the performance of “The
Murder of Gonzago” (Ill.ii. 252-264) retains son@xgal innuendo, but the subliminal allusions to
the sex organs implicit icbunty matters” and “nthing’ have been lost.

And in the graveyard scene (Il.i), which is partely challenging in its word-play,
Kochur’s version reduces the Gravedigger’s triple pn Adam’s “arms” (weapons, heraldic
device, limbs) to a simple interpretation abpoi” to mean “tools” (the “pick-axe” and the
“spade” of the Grave-digger’s song) rather thandpens” — in effect, converting the pun into
a simple metaphor; while Hamlet's triple pun om#i (payment, splendid, consisting of
small particles) with its additional overtonedioflity has vanished entirely.

On the other hand, it is interesting that, in fhim-laden scene, Kochur appears to have
identified a kind of embryonic pun that probably ukd strike very few Anglophone
readers. A pun is, essentially, a play on two hdmmgs, or near homophones, that
(in English) are either distinguished by spellingwhich have identical orthography and
rely for their meaning on context. One exampleh# tatter is the word “spring” — as a
noun it can mean a season of the year, a wateceoanresilient coil of metal, or a leap, as
a verb, it means to leap or — of a plant — to sgmdts first shoots, and hence, metapho-
rically, to originate. But selecting from the seriardiversity of this word is so routine
a matter for the average Anglophone that a playhenvarious meanings would lack the
element of surprise that seems intrinsic to theesssful pun.

Kochur, however, seems to have perceived (whetbiesaiously or subconsciously) a
possible pun in Laertes’s speech over the deadl@aphe

... from her fair and unpolluted flesh
May violets spring.

® Perhaps the most famous non-humorous Shakespgareas Gratiano’s “Not on thy sole, but
on thy soul... Thou makest thy knife keeithé Merchant of Venicéy.i. 123-124).
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In Kochur’s version

Xaii Ha BecHI (iasku
I3 Tina gucroro i pocTyTh.

“Poctyts”’ renders Shakespeare’s “spring” (the verb), but ecui” (“in spring” — the
season) is Kochur’'s addition. Since Ukrainian woeds, in general, longer than their
English equivalents, the translator from Englishetpp into Ukrainian who wishes to
preserve the rhythm of the original, may on ocaadind it necessary to omit or condense
his source material — it is the translator from &kian to English who often must add a
word or two to fill out the rhythm. So any addititny a Ukrainian translator is likely to
have been made for reasons other than rhythm xgane, perhaps an allusion which
Ukrainian audience might otherwise find baffling.

This, however, is hardly the case here. Kochuraaeurely count on the vast majority
of his audience knowing that violets bloom in thirsg-time — and even if they did not,
their ignorance would hardly detract from the impa€ Laertes’ words. | cannot help
wondering therefore if, after the frustration ofvimg to abandon the multiplicity of
meanings of “arms” and “fine”, Kochur, consciouslysubconsciously, seized on “spring”
as a similarly multi-valent word, of which, in thisstance, he could render at least two of
the meanings.

Even more challenging are instances when the wiag-ip implied, not overt. In this
case, the translator must exercise his ingenuitsetmler if not the superficial sense, the
significant “subtext”. Such a case is Hamlet’s eefidl.ii. 297-300)

For thou dost know, O Damon dear.
This realm dismantled was

Of Jove himself, and now reigns here
A very, very pajock.

This becomes, in Kochur’s version:

Tyt uaprosag, [lamone Mii,
IOmitepiB open,

Tenep mapem B AepikaBi i
CripaBXXHICIHbKH. .. [TABHY.

Kochur here favours the interpretation of the obscipajock” as “peacock’ and his
replacement of Jupiter, king of the gods, by thd hiaditionally associated with him — the
eagle, might seem at first glance simply an eledmiance, the royal bird of Jupiter
contrasting with the showy but vain peacbo®ne may note here, in passing, Kochur’s
elegant use of the capacity of the Ukrainian laggu@ create diminutives; he renders the
“very, very” of the original by what one might terthe multidiminutive ¢npapxHicinb-

kuit”, with an additional derogatory-diminutive impliéh “nasuy”.

" Other proposed interpretations include “patchcamk™patchock”, (a word used uniquely by
Edmund Spenser with reference to the degeneratitrednglish in Ireland), which Jenkins (Op. cit.
— P. 509-510) defines as “a contemptuous diminutifvépatch” — a clown, “paddock” — a toad
(which is what Hamlet calls Claudius at Ill.iv. 92nd “puttock” — a kite (the bird, a lesser kiofd
hawk, also apparently used as a term of reproactienigration.” — Jenkins, loc. cit). But these
interpretations imply only the replacement of orexogjatory term for another, whereas the sense
seems to demand a substitution that is, at legstrBcially, a euphemism.

8 |t is interesting in this connection, that in terliest known collated edition éfamlet(1770)
produced under the patronage of the gentlemanact@harles Jennens, the (anonymous) editor
notes that Alexander Pope “conjectupesicockand that Shakespeare alludes to a fable of ths bir
chusing [sic] a king; instead of the eagle, a pekito
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However, there is a further subtlety. The inventeatd-order of line 2 suggests that —
like so many such inversions in English poetry hat been made for the sake of a coming
rhyme, and, indeed, Horatio’s reaction:

You might have rimed,

surely implies that “pajock” is an ironic euphemigon some more derogatory term that
would rhyme with “was”. And, as many critics haveted, there is one obvious word
which, in the pronunciation of Shakespeare’s fimeould have provided a perfect rhyme
for “was”, namely “ass”. And Kochur’sopen” likewise suggestsdcen”.

Less common, but occasionally significant, are gheblems generated by Ukrainian
grammatical gender. In the opening scene the ssrdrd Horatio, consistently speak of the
ghost as neuter “What, has this thing appearedagaight” (l.i. 21) “Tush, tush "twill not
appear” (l.i. 30), “Thou art a scholar, speak toHoratio” (l.i. 42) etc. Save for one
reference (l.i. 43) to the Ghost (by Barnardo ds(&adialectal variant of “he”), the ghost
remains an inhuman “it”, until Lii, 189-191, wheHratio declares:

My Lord, | think | saw him yesternight... the Kiygur father.

Horatio’'s change of pronoun at this point is sig@ift — the ghost is no longer an
unidentified visitant from another world thiabks “very like” the dead king — the initially
sceptical “scholar” is now prepared to identifiyn with the dead king.

In Act 1, scene 1, Kochur manages to keep the nattd. 20

Hy, 3HOB npuxoauio wiei Houi?™

but later in the scene (sincepheug” is masculine) the pronoun used is#”. This — to my
mind at least somewhat diminishes the impact ofatio's “him” at .ii. 188.

Grammatical gender also poses a problem at IV.ww22n the (now mad) Ophelia,
coming into the presence of the Queen, asks

Where is the beauteous majesty of Denmark?

This line is ambiguous in the original: is she agkfor the Queen — who is in fact
standing in front of her, for the current King, ttiead King (earlier alluded to by Horatio at
Lii. 47 as the “majesty of buried Denmat}’or for some abstract “majestic” quality which
had disappeared with the death of the former Kiray perhaps with the death of her own
father? The ambiguity is compounded by the fact ithiz not clear from the text how far
Ophelia in this scene recognizes the people arcued (at line 72 she addresses a
predominantly male gathering as “Sweet ladies”)nd different actresses and directors
have interpreted the scene in different ways. Thwbiguity of her opening remark, it
seems, will not survive translation: Kochur optstfte most obvious choice:

Jle Ta mpekpacHa KoposieBa JlaHchKa?

which implies that Ophelia’s awareness of her surdings is very slight indeed!

As noted above, one challenge for all translatér&rmlish poetry into Ukrainian is the
generally greater length of Ukrainian words. If tleslator believes (as Kochur clearly did) that i
is the translator’s duty to render form as welcastent of the verse, the discrepancy in word-

® The pronunciation of Shakespeare’s day is a largk complex subject. We may note here,
however, that the modification of vowels followifhig” had not yet taken place, and that “a” seems to
have been pronounced in a “flatter” manner thanmiodern “received standard” UK English,
similarly to modern US or Yorkshire/Lancashire @inot One may note, in particular, that Tie
Rape of Lucrecglines 393 and 1764) Shakespeare rhymes “was” fwhare he spells as “wass”)
with “grass” and “glass”.

10 Following Q1 and F1, Kochur gives this line to Melius; Q2 gives it to Horatio.

1 Kochur renders this asSpons noxiitamii” — again replacing the abstract by the personal.
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length often necessitates a slight condensatiautting of the original to preserve the prosody.
Thus in Marcellus’s “Bird of Dawning” speech (Lb8-164)

Some say that ever 'gainst that season comes
Wherein our Saviour’s birth is celebrated

This bird of dawning singeth all night long,

And then, they say, no spirit dare stir abroad,

The nights are wholesome, then no planet strikes,
No fairy takes, nor witch hath power to charm,

So hallowed and so gracious is the time.

“No fairy takes” has disappeared (and with it trergbelism with the “witch” — a
parallelism to which | shall return later), howevigre overall effect of the passage is, to my
mind, excellently conveyed:

T'oBOpuUTH N1eXTO, HIOW TIEpe]] CBATOM
PiznBa XpucToBoro, 1eii nTax CBiTaHKY
CuiBae, He BraBaro4u, BCIO HiY.

Toxi He cMi€ XKOICH AyX OIyKaTH,
inrori HOYi, IPUA3HI IUIAHETH,
[puxunpHi 30pi, BiIbMU HE YAKITYIOTh,
Takwuii e yac cBITHH Ta 0J1aroIaTHHM.

Dropping “no fairy takes”, incidentally, also elingtes an allusion that could prove
difficult for the Ukrainian reader. The readingKés” in Q2 and Q1 (F1 has “talkes”) is a
unique use by Shakespeare of this verb withoutxgnessed object; but appears to be a
reference to the legend of fairiesking a human child from its cradle, and leaving in its
place a fairy child — a changelitig

SinceHamletis, after all, a play, and Kochur presumably inezhdis version (at least in a
cut form) to be amenable to staging, the elimimatio glossing of such minor allusions to
specifically “English” phenomena as the “changélitepend may be considered justifiable
since, in the theatre, one cannot explain obsearliy footnotes! In a similar manner, those
most typical of 18-17"-century English wind instruments, the “recorde(#l.ii. 227)
becomes simply “fluted® “the crowner has sat on her’ (V.. 4) becomesstsizas
crigumit”, and “crowner’s quest law” (V.i. 23) —ftixunii 3axorn” . And in Gertrude’s account
of Ophelia’s death “mermaid-like” (IV.vii. 177) bemes iou Ty pycanxy”.

12| ike, for example, the Indian boy who becomesdaese of the quarrel between Oberon and
Titania inA Midsummer Night's Dream.

An alternative interpretation of “takes” is put\i@rd —and rejected — in [13], namely,‘affect
with evil’, as a disease might affecttake’. The Oxford English Dictionary, {2 Edition, 1989), vol. 17
m, p. 558, gives this meaning (definition B7) ftake” as used as a transitive verb referring tdisaase,

a pain, an injurious or dissimilar agency, nateratupernatural, magical etc”. However, it citefyan
single example of such use in the absolute seritbmutan object — namely, this passage ftéamlet

13 The recorder, the name of which derives from theotete verb “to record” meaning, “to
practice a song or tune...to sing of or about somgthi.. to sing or warble”, seehe Oxford English
Dictionary, Record(verb) definitions 2a, 2b, 3b, differs from thaerflute in that it is held for playing
in front of the player's mouth — whereas the triugefis held to the side. Moreover, the holes i th
recorder are closed directly with the fingers, aod by keys. However, other languages which do
have a specific term for this instrument treatsitaavariety of flute — it is Blockfléte in Germanda
“flute anglaise” in French.

14 The office of coroner (nowadays, the form “crownsurvives in active use only in certain
dialects, but remains familiar to all educated Amfiones precisely from its use in this scene of
Hamle) was established in 1194 as “custos placitorunomae” — “custodian of the pleas of the
crown”, with the duty of ensuring that the royalffeos received all money due to it. Since the
property of suicides was forfeit to the crown, anfine formurdrumwas imposed on a community
where the murder of an unknown person took pldeedtity of the coroner included the investigation
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However, omissions or contractions of the text riegtrical reasons can at times be
problematic. An instance of this occurs in Kochuesdering of the graveyard scene (V.i.
229-132)

LAERTES: Lay her i'th’earth,
And from her fair and unpolluted flesh
May violets spring. | tell thee, churlish priest,
A ministering angel shall my sister be
When thou liest howling.
HAMLET (aside to Horati¢: What, the fair Ophelia?

Kochur renders this as:

JIAEPT: Cuycrith TpyHy! Xaii Ha BecHi dianku
I3 Tina gucroro i pocTyTh.
3Hai, i 1ore, — aHresIoM y He0o
Bona 31eTuth, T0O1 X y NEKIIi BUTH.
TAMIIET: Ile mo? Hesxe Odenisn?

In the original, Hamlet's question is clearly oné shock and incredulity — he
presumably knows that Laertes had only one sispdrelia, and hence realizes who is dead
but does not want to believe it. Likewise, Kochuttdesxe Odeniss?” conveys the same
impression — but is the precedinBoka” sufficient for his shocked certainty? After all,
Laertes could be referring to some other woman deadrim — his betrothed, perhaps?
Psychologically, however, Kochur's version doesnsgastified — Hamlet instinctively
interprets Boua” as referring to the one woman close to Laeated dear to himself. And
certainly, in performance the passage would paskalienged.

Which is, perhaps, the most important consideratir, although as | have indicated,
the complete Q2 text seems too long for today’s ifisteeam” theatre — let alone a
conflated version of Q2 and ¥1Different directors will make different cuts, acding to
which aspects of the play they wish to focus ond Arom time to time, a specialist venue
and audience of devotees can be found willing did # tolerate a running time of close
on five hours. So, ultimately, the success or atise of the translation of a play has to be
how well it conveys not individual phrases or liresignificant as these may be — but the
overall impact of the characters and situations.

For Shakespeare’s theatre — open-air, with no sgengéhe modern sense and minimal
“properties”, language had to perform the tasks rdmme by the stage-designers and
electricians. Night-time could be conventionalldicated by characters carrying torches or
lanterns — but the gradual approach of dawn cowldiip be indicated by a sudden
extinguishing of those lights. Hence, we have dauhly passages as Horatio’s

But look, the morn in russet mantle clad

of suspicious deaths — which is now the main dditthe coroner in English law and those systems
based on it, including that of the USA. It is irtsting to note that in the dialect plEjtcka Illsxra,
traditionally attributed to the Belarusian Vinculufiin-Marcinkiev (1808-1884) but for which a
Ukrainian authorship has recently been postulasee:([10]) the characters consistently — and in-
correctly — refer to a legal — the Assessor as 6Kat — a term which in my translation of this play
([2]) | ventured to render as “Crowner”.

15 Such a conflated version has occasionally beeredta special contexts such as Shakespeare
festivals. In theatrical circles it is formally teed “the entirety”; actors who have taken part irefer
to it jestingly as “the eternity”.

Notable attempts at staging “the entirety” incltkdese of Frank Benson (Stratford, 1899), Peter
Hall (The OId Vic, London, 1975), and in film frolkenneth Branagh (1966).
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Walks o’er the dew of yon high eastward hill
(I.i. 165-166) beautifully rendered by Kochur as

Ta ot cBiTaHOK y TUIAIi OarpsHiM
. . .16
Ipsimye 3 rip 3i cxomy Mo poci.

Likewise, although the Elizabethan/Jacobean stajeat exclude violent action in the
manner of the ancient Greeks, some incidents weyertd their ingenuity to show on scene
— and, indeed, had to await the coming of film ®gresented to the audience in visible
form. Hence one of the most famous “set-piecesthef play: Gertrude’s account of the
death of Ophelia (IV.vii. 164-181):

There is a willow grows askant the brook

That shows his hoary leaves in the glassy stream,
Therewith fantastic garlands did she make

Of crowflowers, nettles, daisies and long purples
That liberal shepherds give a grosser name

But our cold maids do dead men'’s fingers call them.
There on the pendent bows her crownet weeds
Clambering to hang, an envious sliver broke,
When down her weedy trophies and herself

Fell in the weeping brook. Her clothes spread wide
And mermaid-like awhile they bore her up,

Which time she chanted snatches of old lauds

As one incapable of her own distress,

Or like a creature native and endued

Unto that element. But long it could not be

Till that her garments, heavy with their drink

Pulled the poor wretch from her melodious lay

To muddy death.

In Kochur’s translation:

Jle Hax piKO¥O XWIIUTHCS BepoOa,

B moTor1ti 4ncTiM CHBHIT JIUCT BiAOWBIIH,
Tynu npuiinuia BoHa, ycs B BiHKax,
3akBiT4aHa XUMEPHO y CTOKPOTKH,

B >xoBTeIB, Y KPONHUBY, B OarpsiHe 31U,
Ske Tak rpy0o0 macTyxu Ha3BaJH,

I manpussMu MepIIiB JiBYaTa 3BYTh.
Bona xotina Ha MoXwuiI BiTH

PosBimaru BiHKH, Ta 3a37puUil CyK
BrnomuBes, 1 B miiaky4y Teuito

Bona ymana, 6iqna. Crieprn yopaHss,

16 “Barpsmim” (“ Garpsanmit”) is an “artistic” rather than a literal transkati of “russet”, which
normally means a “reddish-brown” or “yellowish-bnowolour”. However, as Jenkins points out, op.
cit., p. 432, dawn'’s “russet mantle” was traditional iliz&bethan poetry. The suggestion of Dover
Wilson ([11]) that since the colour “russet” desviés name from a coarse homespun cloth, this
passage “pictures Dawn as a labourer mountingithi® tis work of the day, his mantle thrown over
his shoulder”, apart from the fact that persontfa of Dawn in English poetry is conventionally
feminine, seems out of key with the “elevated” stgf that Shakespeare generally adopts for such
chronographic scene-painting.
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[I{o po3MpPOCTEPIIOCH IIMPOKO HA XBHIISX,
Ii Tpumaro, HiIGH Ty pycaky.

Bona miceHs criBaia CTapOBUHHUX,
Hewmos He BiguyBatodu 0igu.

A 0Chb, HAMOKIIIH, OIAT OOBa)KHIB

I GimonamiHy Bif IiceHb 3aTsr

Y cMepTHY KalaMyTh.

Now, apart from announcing the fact of Ophelia’attfé (which will in effect trigger the
“catastrophe” of the drama), the tender beauthefdescription evokes in the audience a new
sympathy for Gertrude, whom hitherto they have e an essentially hostile light, so that her
own death, when it comes, will move them to attlsasne pity, rather than a simple callous
“serves her right”. Gertrude’s description, in tinginal, is loaded with adjectives, and goes ato
great detail about the flowers Ophelia gathersif-sk® is deferring the moment when she has to
describe the drowning itself, and by her “elevatadguage trying to gloss over the horror. (This
reluctance to face the unpleasant fits what we bdready seen of Gertrude; her shock in the
“closet scene” at Hamlet's words (lll.iv. 7)

A bloody deed — almost as bad — good mother,
As kill a king and marry with his brother

surely indicates that until that moment she hasagad to close her mind to any suspicion
about her first husband’s death. Likewise at IVliyher first reaction to news of Ophelia’s
madness is a reluctance to see her. Kochur's versfothe drowning contains less
adjectives than the original (as one might expset, above): the “cold maids” are simply
“nisyara”, the “melodious lay” is fiicens”, but enough remains to preserve the sense of a
lush and detailed picture. The “glassy stream” riemyanomatopoeic —s"noroui yucTim”,

the willow still has “hoary” — ¢usuii” — foliage, the “fantastic garlands” (with a chang
from adjective to adverb) are wovenuheprno”. The sliver (“ck”) which causes the
unfortunate girl to fall, remains “envious” sa8apuii”. The 16"-17"-century plant-names
(which to the modern Anglophone audience often sebsture) are beautifully rendered.
“Crowflowers”, according to Thomson and Taylor, dam either “buttercups” (which are
yellow) or “ragged robin” (which is pink); Kochumpts for the former, rendering them as
“xxoBreup”, While the problematic “long purples” becomedatpsue 3imas”, slight
archaisms: ¢rokpotkn”, “cyx” (rather than &y4yok”) and “o6saxuis” give a sense of the
“elevated” style of the original.

The linguistic “style” of the various charactersas considerable importance in this
play: the fussy pomposity of Polonius, the dematicthe gravediggers, the high-flown
rhetoric of the First Actor's “Pyrrhus” speech, theoken inconsequences of the mad
Ophelia, Hamlet's wild rant over the dead Opheliee formal rhyming couplets of “The
Murder of Gonzago”. Particularly significant is tf@@mal diction of Claudius. A number of
commentators have observed that, in moving thangetf the play from the “dark” ages of
the original story to the early Renaissance, Shpda@® creates a subtext of a changing
society, poised between old and new — the old Somboversus the new Wittenburg,

171t would be inappropriate in this paper to atterippsolve what Jenkins termed “one of the
unanswered questions provoked by the play: whodchale withessed Ophelia’s drowning without
attempting to save her” (Jenkins. Op. cit. — P.)1BBfact Gertrude never says that she herself has
witnessed the drowning, and if it were reportedi¢éo by peasants who had seen it, they could have
been reluctant to flout the superstition that resgirsomeone from drowning meant that the rescuer
would then “owe the water a death”. For film it idue possible to present the speech as a voice-
over superimposed on shots of an attempted reseitie, perhaps, Ophelia, lost in her madness,
totally ignoring the outstretched hands or throwpe of would-be rescuers). But on the stage, the
action of the play carries the audience forwarchwgitich pace that the question does not arise — at
least at the time.
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foreign relations conducted by battle (Old Haml&d Fortinbras) versus diplomacy
(Claudius). And one of the many ironies of thisypkathat our first view of the murdering,
usurping, incestuous Claudius (l.ii) is in the isgttof what appears to be a solemn and
official assembly of the court — possibly the fiedter his coronation, where Shakespeare
gives him the discourse of a competent “modernénutoncerned for the good of his
country and anxious to avoid unnecessary war. Schrthat one eminent scholar — George
Wilson Knight, goes so far as to perceive King @ias — at least in the early scenes — as a
“life-force” and Prince Hamlet as a “death-forcd’[7Jenkins, however, calls this
assessment “a critical aberratidh"and | would agree with this. In my opinion, Clausis
speeches in Lii are an example of what politieajpn now calls “spin” — the technique of
presenting the doubtful or even indefensible inldest damaging light. And he does this
by subtle use of a feature of Shakespeare’s larguag feature which has been termed
“doubling” — a rhetorical parallelism of either d¢oasting or near-synonymous words [6].
This is, of course, not confined kamlet (examples occur throughout the entire corpus of
Shakespeare’s work). Nor, indeed, is it a purelpkespearean trait — examples of such
“doubling” run through the whole history of Englisiteraturé®, and — via the splendid
rhetoric of Cranmer’s Book of Common Prayer andtaerconventional phrases — has
preserved into contemporary English a number otrsilse obscure or archaic words.
However,Hamletexhibits doubling and parallelism at a numberesels; thematically, it
contrasts action with inaction, being with seemitige ancient (and essentially non-
Christian) tradition of vengeance with the ethi€<aristianity. Throughout the play, there
is a constant questioning:

Be thou a spirit of health or goblin damned,
Bring with thee airs from heaven or blasts froni,hel
Be thy intents wicked or charitable,

Hamlet asks the Ghost (l.iv. 41-43) — a questideatifzely answered only by the guilty
reaction of Claudius to the staging of “The Murddr Gonzago™® The most famous
soliloquy of the play begins with the unanswered 3¢ or not to be?”, the very import of
which itself is ambiguous: is it a choice betweémdnd death, reality or seeming, action or
inaction?* So prevalent is this questioning that one schotarsidered the leit-motiv of
Hamletto be “that everyone analyses everything that tupisand stated that he had made
a list of no less than 170 analyses or criticakulsions in the play [8]. There is a
remarkable doubling of characters, from the indgishable pairs of minor characters —
the students Guildenstern and Rosenkrantz, andrtmssadors Voltemand and Cornelius
(who speak together) to such significant doublingsthe two night-time appearances of

18 Jenkins. Op. cit. — P. 146.

19 Although the double heritage of Middle and Mod&mglish — Anglo-Saxon and Norman-
French has provided the language with a huge sugfpbynonyms, rhetorical “doubling” was well-
established in pre-Conquest literature — in theings of King Alfred and the sermons of Zlfric for
example. And many of the formulaic expressiond stilcurrent use derive both elements from
Anglo-Saxon roots; e. g .“kith and kin”, “hearthdanome”.

20 Hamlet's remark to Horatio “Touching this visioark / It is an honest ghost” (I.v. 136-137),
suggests that he has resolved the question. Ifhiso,answer is only temporary — or perhaps
dissimulation. Certainty only comes with his deatan “I'll take the Ghost's words for a thousand
pounds” (llLii. 278-279). Thomson and Taylor (Qgt. — P. 222) suggest that “honest” at I.v. 137
may simply mean “genuine”.

2L The term “soliloquy” may be disputed, since Haniéenot at this point alone on the stage,
Ophelia is waiting to encounter him “as if by a@git’, and the King and Polonius are within earshot,
hiding behind the arrays. However, the speech isllys presented on stage as if Hamlet were
speaking to himself, as if alone (or in film verssp as a “voice-over”) and the two London
productions in which he addressed the speech WireztOphelia (Old Vic, 1977; Royal Court
Theatre, 1980) evoked considerable controversy frotics and reviewers.
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armoured Ghost on the battlements, two dead kiddd Hamlet and Old Fortinbras),
whose thrones have passed to their brothers antb itbé sons who bear their names, two
students (Hamlet and Laertes), both of whom innligh to return to university, who, in the
course of the play learn that their fathers hawenbmurdered, and even two presentations
of “The Murder of Gonzago™ first in dumb-show and then (albeit interruptedyliymed
verse — while this play-within-a-play itself “do@s!’ the plot ofHamlet itself. So the
linguistic doubling — which occurs in the discourdfevirtually all the characters forms an
appropriate and significant linguistic echo of eegsion of this thematic leit-motiv.

How did Kochur deal with this phenomenon? As hasaaly been noted, the generally
greater length of Ukrainian words can constrain ibese-translator to condense his text
slightly in order to preserve the prosody — so,tlast mentioned above, in the “Bird of
Dawning” speech, Kochur has sacrificed the paiatiebetween “No fairy takes” and “Nor
witch hath power to charm”. How many such sacrgida he feel obliged to make?

One must note, first of all, that, in fact, thegliristic doubling irHamletis of two kinds
— the doubling of contrast, including irony and thetorical figure of oxymoron, and the
doubling of likeness and parallelism, a single epiexpressed by two synonyms or near-
synonyms. Now a careful reading of the text revestmificant as both forms are
stylistically, their thematic importance is different. “Likenésoubling heightens its
artistic impact of the verse, or on occasion may tdthe character-drawiffg “contrast”
parallelism delivers or underscores its message.

The speeches of Claudius to his court (l.ii) usebding in a particularly telling manner.
Not only do they present to the audience two keysfaf the plot (he has succeeded his
dead brother as king, he has married his brotheid®w); it reveals his character as a
master of “spin”. It should be recalled that althbuthe marriage of Hamlet's uncle and
mother was a datum of the story dating back att lEashe Danorum regum heroumque
Historiae of Saxo Grammaticus (c. 1200 A.D), such a marritg&hakespeare’s audience,
was incestuodd — and the contrasts and oxymorons of his discounsgerline the
guestionable nature of the union. Beginning with praradox that the accession of a new
King will normally generate conflicting emotiongyrief at the death of the former monarch
and the formalities of court mourning contrastinijhwrejoicing in the coronation of the
new, Claudius moves smoothly on to the greatermradidtion of his marriage:

Though yet of Hamlet our dear brother’s death
The memory be green, and that it us befitted

To bear our hearts in grief, and our whole kingdom
To be contracted in one brow of woe,

Yet so far hath discretion fought with nature

That we with wisest sorrow think on him

Together with remembrance of ourselves.
Therefore our sometime sister, now our Queen,
Th'imperial jointress to this warlike state,

22 |n particular, the speeches of Polonius abounddnblings, repetitions and hendiadys —
which, as Kermode ([6, p. 106]) points out “foetmost part... are meant to represent pompous
tediousness”.

23 Although the date of the writing and first perfemee ofHamlet cannot be established
unequivocally, current scholarly opinion postulaaefirst performance not later than 1600-1601, i. e
during the last years of the reign of Elizabetlrdr(the evidence and arguments concerning dating,
see: Thompson and Turner. Op. cit. — P. 36-59¢€Sktlizabeth’s legitimacy and therefore her right
to the throne, depended on the validity of her patemarriage, political correctness demanded the
rejection of her father’s first union (with his lher's widow) as incestuous and hence invalid. To
query this publicly was tantamount to treason. $bpkare could therefore count on his
contemporary audience — or at least the vast nyjofrit — sharing Hamlet's disgust at such a union
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Have we, as 'twere with a defeated joy,

With an auspicious and a dropping eye,

With mirth in funeral and with dirge in marriage,
In equal scale weighing delight and dole,
Taken to wife. (Lii. 1-14).

In Kochur'’s version:

Xoua rmpo cMepTh yirobaeHoro opara

e noci cBiXka maM’ ATh. X04 HAJICKUTh
XKyputHch Ham 1 Bcst n€pxaBa Maiia O
HaxMypuTHCh OTHUM Y0JIOM CKOPOOTHUM,
Ta po3yM HaIl MOJ0IYE MPUPOTY, —

Mu 3 MyapuM CyMOM OpaTta CIIOMHUHAEM,
He 3a0yBarouwn i1 cebe camux.

Tox 3 pasicTio, 3aTbMapeHOI0 ropeMm,
VYpiBHOBaXXHBIIH KypOy 1 BTIiXY,

3i cMixoM B oI1i, 31 CITO3010 B IPYTiM,
BecitbHuii CI1iB 3’ €qHABIIN 3 TOXOPOHHUM,
Mu 6patoBy KOJHUILHIO, KOPOJIEBY,
3aKkOHHY CIAIKOEMHUIIIO JePIKaBH,
JpyKUHOIO CBOEIO HAPEKIIH.

The style is highly rhetorical, appropriate to ignity of a king, yet with the long
parenthesis (lines 11-13) between subject and gatlby which the passage builds to its
climax suggesting a certain lack of spontaneity planned enunciation of the new
“political line”.

The complexities of this passage must have posedhitonith a major challenge. His
version shows some slight changes. The past tédiserttion fought” becomes the present
tense posym nam mogonye” — but the change in the verb from “fight” to “ace®me”
justifies the change in tense. The oxymoron “defégby” loses a little of its compression,
becoming, literally “joy eclipsed by sorrow’p4nictio, 3atemapenoro ropem”, and “In
equal scale weighing delight and dole”, loses liiseeation as ‘YpisHoBaxxuBLn )KypOy i
BTixy,” as too does “With mirth in funeral and with dérgn marriage” “Becibhuii cmiB
3'eqnaBmim 3 moxoponnuMm”, but a compensating alliteration is introduced in
“3i cMmixoM B oi, 3i cipo3or0 B ApyriM.” And, although Kochur has slightly rearranged the
order of lines (so that the aforesaid parenthestizden subject and predicate is reduced to
a single line), the passage still builds up todlmax: “dpyxunoro ceoero Hapekau”. One
may note, moreover, that by using the precise UWiaai term Gpartosy” (instead of
translating literally Shakespeare’s vaguer “sigtéchur’s version not only pinpoints the
theme of incest, but also strengthens the paralide funeral of the brother set against
marriage to the brother’s wife.

It would be impractical within the scope of thigppato list all the doublings iHamlet
— much less to discuss in detail Kochur’'s renderiofgghem all. One may note, however,
that Kochur frequently condenses “likeness” douwdirinto single words or phrases. To
take but one example, asked by Claudius: “What d&tuhou have”, Laertes replies (l.ii.
51-57)

Dread my lord,
Your leave and favour to return to France,
From whence though willingly | came to Denmark
To show my duty in your coronation.
Yet now, | must confess, that duty done,
My thoughts and wishes bend against toward France
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And bow them to your gracious leave and pardon.

This becomes, in Kochur's version

I'pi3HMit Miit Biagapro,
51 mo3BOMy JTACKAaBOTO MIPOCHB OU
Bepuytucs no ®panuii. [Ipudys s
Ha Bamy xopoHariito, o6 num
OO0O0B’ 130K CBill BUKOHATH, a HUHI
3HOB UHY 5 10 OpaHIil TyMKaMu.
Ha ue s nacku Bamioi npomry.

Here what Kermode describes as “some very coudlybling” is largely lost: “leave
and favour” is rendered simply byndckasoro”, “thoughts and wishes” contract to
“mymkamu”, “gracious leave and pardon” becomescku”’. The only repetitions which
remain are ftackasoro/macku” and “mo ®pauuii” — though a repetition implicit, but not
expressed, in the original is introducedip§cus/npomy”, while the (quite fortuitous)
rhyme ‘©panuii/koponauiro” in the Ukrainian provides repetition of a diffataype.

Yet, to my ear, in spite of these losses, the pesswes preserve the atmosphere of
formality and “courtliness” of the original, helpederhaps, by the lofty style ohitui”
rather than the everydayréfiep”, and “muny nymxamu” — the latter phrase, far more
consciously “poetic” than Shakespeare’s “tend”vegy, again, to compensate in part for
the similarly “poetic” doublings.

How conscious Kochur was of the prevalence of dagbin Hamletis unclear. As
Kermode points out (in a paradox oddly akin to ¢hmsthe play itself); “[s]Jo numerous are
these doublings that it is easy to ignore them’ilevBhakespeare’s use of a particular form
of doubling — hendiadys — was not addressed bylachantil 1981 — as George T. Wright
himself observed with some surprise in his grourekking study of this figure [14]. And if
generations of scholars for whom Shakespeare’s texandHamletin particular — lay at
the focus of their life’'s work, one could hardlyabie Kochur if, indeed, he failed to take
note of a phenomenon that, at the time he waslatmgHamlet(the early 1960s), the said
scholars had either failed to notice or else deemesorthy of their attention.
Nevertheless, independently of the findings of fmtsp a sensitive translator may well
respond intuitively to the subtleties and nuancéghe text, even before the scholars
address them intellectually.

So it is not surprising that while Kochur was sesgty prepared to condense what
| have called “likeness” doublings into a singlgrsficant word, the “contrast” doublings
that underscore the paradoxes of the plot are tileely to be reproduced. Thus the old
King is (l.v. 74-79)

by a brother’s hand
Of life, of crown of queen at once dispatch’d,
Cut off even in the blossoms of my sin,
Unhousel'd, disappointed, unaneal'd,
No reckoning made, but sent to my account
With all my imperfections on my head

Bl OpaTHBOI pyKH
Kuttst mo30yBCh, KOPOHU i KOPOJIEBH.
Mese miATATo B PO3KBITI cCaMOMy
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I'pixiB MoiX, 6€3 croBifi i mpuvacTs,
PaxyHKIB IlIe HC BCUTIIH 3BECTH MYCHB
S 3 TATapeM BCiX BaJ CBOIX iTH
CxJiaiaTd 3BiT 3a BC1 CBOI aija.

Here Kochur preserves almost in its entirety thenglex pattern of repetitions and
“likeness” doublings (or rather triplings). One mlent of the “last sacraments”, the
anointing (“annealing”) has been replaced by caifes ciosiai” which is not explicit in
the original, but which may be taken as implicit‘tsappointed” (i. e. unprepared) — but
the over-all effect of the repetitions, hammerirarie, as it were, the full implications of
the murder is well replicated.

Likewise, in the bitter dialogue of the “Closetes® (lIl.iv. 9-12)

QUEEN: Hamlet, thou hast thy father much offended.
HAMLET: Mother, you have my father much offended.
QUEEN: Come, come, you answer with an idle tongue.
HAMLET: Go, go, you question with a wicked tongue.

although, for some reason, Kochur has replaced itlgcative by the rhetorical-
interrogative in the first exchange, the basiceratbf repetition is well caught:

KOPOJIEBA: Yomy tu I'amniere, 00Opa3us OaTpka?
T'AMIJIET: Yomy oOpa3uiu Bu 6aThKa, MaMo?
KOPOJIEBA: T"oBopHIII MAPHOCIII BHUM SI3UKOM.
T'AMIJIET: ITutaete rpiXOBHUM SI3UKOM,

although the exact parallelism of “question/answea$ become somewhat attenuated, and
the Queen’s significant switch from “thou” to “yotias been lost. This loss is, to my mind
— unfortunate. For although the vast majority ofdexm Anglophone audiences will not fail
to perceive its significance — a Ukrainian audiemerild surely have done so: Gertrude
first addresses Hamlet in the second person singuia Shakespeare’s time, the familiar
form appropriate for a mother addressing her’senand then, in response to his angry
accusation, distancing herself from him with thenfal “you”.

No translation — except perhaps of a scientifiteshnical text — can be perfect; in the
translation of a literary text is seems inevitatilat something must be sacrificed. And, on
occasion, literal translation may prove meaninglaghe target language; if it depends on
an allusion specific to the culture of the origirials the translator’s task to find an allusion
in the target language that will be similarly evidea This is a well-established principle;
more than 1100 years ago, one of the pioneersapsirtion — King Alfred — rendered into
the English of his day some of what he termed tibeks mo<f needful to know”, and
explained that he had rendered the original sonestinvord for word and sometimes
according to theondgiet— a word which embodies the concepts of both cinéad
context, according to how seemed to him most aptgp His words seem to me to
summarize the whole essence of translation theegrd-for-word accuracy, blended,
where necessary, with adaptation and paraphrasthasartistic and emotional effect is
replicated — with the translator’s skill shown moetmechanically establishing a word-for-
word correspondence (nowadays a computer can dwels — with often ludicrous results),

24 The perception of the second person singular ¢onlodern Anglophone has undergone a
major change. Outside the areas of northern Enghdrete it survives in dialect, it is encountered
mainly in the context of formal prayers, hymns, ahgb in poetry (especially love poetry), where its
use survived into the early years of th&26ntury. This ambience, however, caused a mispgocep
the use of the “Thou” forms to address the Almighégame interpreted not as a sign of the intimate
child-to-father relationship advocated by scripturat as a special “lofty” form; likewise, its sival
in love poetry was perceived as reflecting noniaity but adoration.

5 |n his preface to the translation of iiara Pastoralisof Pope Gregory .



226 ACCURACY AND ARTISTRY IN HRYHORIY KOCHUR'S...

but in recognizing and replicating the artisticeett that speak to the audience and reader at
a level far more profound and meaningful than tingesficial sense. And in this brief paper,

I have tried to give at least a general outlinénoivhat way, and with what success Kochur
tackled this dual task.
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TOYHICTH TA XYAOXKHICTb Y KOUYPOBOMY NEPEKJIAII 'AMJ/IETA
Bipa Piu
VY cTarTi moJaHo PO3AYMHU TPO TOHKE CIIBBITHOMIEHHS MiX XYJAO0XKHICTIO i TOUHICTIO Y
MpoIleci BIATBOPEHHS MEPIIOTBOPY, sKe mepeadavyae BpaxyBaHHS HaBITh HAWMCHIIIHMX
0COOJIMBOCTEH OpUTIHANY, & TAKOXK YCHOTO 0araTcTBa HOro BEPTUKAIBHOTO KOHTEKCTY.

Kniouosi crosa: cnammuna I'puropist Kouypa, TouHiCT, XyI0XKHIH nepexiiai.

TOYHOCTDB U XYJOXECTBEHHOCTbH
B INIEPEBOJE I'AMJIETA TPUT'OPUS KOYYPA

Bepa Puu
B cratbe npuBeAeHB! Pa3MBIIUICHUS O TOHKOM COOTHOIICHHH MEXIY XYI0KECTBEH-
HOCTBIO ¥ TOYHOCTBIO B MPOIIECCE BOCIIPOM3BEICHNS IIEPBOUCTOTHHKA, KOTOPOE ITPEIO-
JIaracT YYMUTHIBAHUE TEKCTa OPUTHHAJIA IO MEIbYaHIINX NOJPOOHOCTEH , a TAKXKE BCErO
0OraTcTBa €ro BepTUKAILHOTO KOHTEKCTA.

Kniouesvie cnosa: nacnenue I'puropus Kouypa, TOUHOCTb, XyA0KECTBEHHBII MEPEBO.

CraTTs HaAifIa 10 penKoerii CTaTTIO IPUIHHATO 10 APYKY
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