extended subject groups, and uncovers some limitations on its validity. The principle
is found to work in cases of the possibility to reduce the subject group length and to
be violated in cases of English extended indivisible subject groups. In this respect,
translations by human translators and the improved Google automatic translator
are compared to determine whether and to what extent the latter observes this usage
principle. Discussed also are implications of the study for training qualified
translators from the mother tongue.

Keywords: end-weight principle in English usage, English speech, translation
from Ukrainian into English, extended subject group transformations.
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A. B. Kapaban, xauz. ¢puion. HayK, IperlL.
KueBckuit HamoHanbHbIN yHUBepcuTeT uMeHH Tapaca lleBuenko (Ykpauna)

Y3ycHuii npuHIun ""60Jb1I€ro Beca BTOPOii MOJOBUHBI MpeIoKeHus "
B aHIJIMHCKOI peYl U yKPAHHCKO-aHIJIMIICKOM nepeBoje

Bepupuyupyemcs ecunomesa 06 y3ychom npunyune 60avuieco geca 6mopou no-
JI0BUHbL NPEONIOJNCEHUs. 8 AHSTULUCKOU peyu U YKPAUHCKO-AHSAULICKOM Nepesooe
OONBLUIUX 2PYNN NOOAEHCAWE20, d MAKIKHCEe ONpedesieHHble 0SPAHUYEHUs HA e20 Oelic-
meue. Tlokasvigaemcest, Ymo 5mom npuHYun cobaI00Aemcsl 8 CLyHAsIX 803MONCHOCHIU
VYMeHbueHUs. ONIUHbL NOOeNHCaAWe20 U UMeen OSPAHuYeHHoe Oelicmeue 6 ciyuae
OONbUWUX HePA30eNbHbIX 2PYNN nooaedcawux. B smom nnane cpasnusaromes maxoice
nepesoobl  NEPeGOOUUKOM-YENI0BEKOM U YCOBEPULCHCMBOBAHHBIM NEPEEOOUUKOM
Google Translate 0na evisAcHenus mo2o, HACKOILKO NOCIEOHUL NPUOEPIHCUBAEMCA
0anH020 y3YCcHO20 npunyuna. OOCYHcOaromes UMNAUKAYUY 3HAHUS €20 Oelicmeus
07151 HOO20MOBKU NPOPECCUOHATLHBIX NEPEGOOUUKOM C POOHO20 A3bIKA.

Knrouesvie cnosa: anenuiickas peusb, npunyun 60avuieco geca 6mopou noiosu-
Hbl NPEONOACEHUSL, NEPeBO0 C YKPAUHCKO2O SI3bIKA HA AHSIUUCKUL, Mpancgopmayuu
OONLULOL 2PYNNbL NOOIEANCAUYE2O.

VK 81255.4:821.111 (73)

T.P. Andrienko, PhD (Philology), Associate Professor
Taras Shevchenko National University of Kyiv (Ukraine)

HISTORICAL STYLIZATION OR ARCHAIZATION
IN TRANSLATION?

This article studies the strategies of rendering chronological time and
artistic time in translation based on the comparison of naturally aged and
strategically archaized multiple translations. Archaization is studied in a
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language (stylistic), cognitive and pragmatic aspects. The comparison exposes
differences between naturally aged and strategically archaized translations,
proving that archaization does not lie in mere imitation of the language features
at its earlier stages, but in selective overuse of stylistically marked elements
preserved in the modern language. Moderate archaization optimal for
translation of a classical work is realized predominantly at the lingvo-stylistic
level with inclusion of some historic concepts; however, basic cognitive and
pragmatic structures are those of the modern time.

Key words: literary-artistic translation, translation strategy, archaization,
stylization, artistic time.

Statement of the problem. The development of translation
theory and translation practice opens new research perspectives and
new problems to be studied. This article focuses on the problem of
translation and time: chronological and artistic. The problem faced
by the translators of historic texts involves the life of the text in
chronological time and the qualitatively different (from the time of
their creation) artistic time, specially created by the author, which
results in the necessity to work out a strategy of dealing with the
problem of rendering time and determines the relevance of studying
the strategies of rendering the time distance. Our aim is to study
translators' approaches to the artistic text depending on the temporal
distance between the creation of the original and translation.

Materials and methods. Translations done a short time after the
original may age over time, representing the natural state of language
at the time of their creation, and may be used as a reference point for
comparison with deliberately (strategically) archaized translations of
later periods. Therefore, the research material is a series of
translations of 4 Christmas Carol in Prose by Charles Dickens
(1843) into Russian by L. Mei (supposedly before 1866 (the year of
translator's death), published in 1898), by S. Dolgov (1891), S. Vrangel
(1909), N. Pusheshnikov (1912) and T. Ozerskaya (1959). Our
hypothesis is that differences between the texts of translations
almost contemporary to the original and those distant in time will
expose translation strategies, tactics and methods of recreating
chronological or artistic time in translation. The research employs the
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methods of linguo-stylistic, cognitive and pragmatic analyses,
intralingual and interlingual comparison, and quantitative analysis.

Discussion of results. The the main attention of the researchers
of historically distant text has so far been focused predominantly on
their language features: archaic language or deliberate stylization
[10; 24]. The solution of the problem of temporal distance is traced
predominantly through the language features of the translated text:
"... translations are deliberately, consciously archaic, full of such
peculiarities of language that they are difficult to read and often
obscure. No concessions are made to the reader, who is expected to
deal with the work on its own term, meeting head-on, through the
strangeness of the TL, the foreignness of the society that originally
produced the text" [3, 73].

In communicative aspect, solution of the problem of bridging the
time gap is seen in the choice between formal equivalence and
dynamic equivalence [15; 24, 30-31], where formal equivalence
means reproducing the style of the archaic text, while dynamic
equivalence is approximating the text to the target audience,
recreating it in a different culture, i.e. modernizing it, although
E. Nida believes that "Between the two poles of translating
(i.e. between strict formal equivalence and complete dynamic
equivalence) there are a number of intervening grades, representing
various acceptable standards of literary translation” [15, 130]. While
for many authors the choice between archaizing and modernizing the
text lies in the same plane as exoticizing (foreignizing) and
familiarizing (domesticating), U. Eco describes these as two differing
oppositions which may interact or complement one another and
analyses an example of the translator at once foreignizing the text
and making it archaic [6, p. 28].

We claim that the problem of archaizing and modernizing an
artistic text is much deeper than just rendering the style; the category
of time in belles-lettres in translation aspect may be analyzed as a
part of chronotope, or artistic time. M.M. Bakhtin sees literary-
artistic chronotope as a merging of space and time features in a
meaningful integrity, where time is condensed, becoming artistic and
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visible; and space is intensified, is drawn into the movement of time,
plot and history. The signs of the time are revealed in space, and the
space is interpreted and measured by time... <>. Chronotope also
determines to a considerable degree human images in literature;
these images are essentially chronotopic [21, 234].

The concept of time in artistic translation is to be considered in at
least two aspects: real time (the time of making the translation
related to the time of creation of the original) and artistic time (a
complex image of historic epoch created by the author in integrity
with the place of setting). These aspects have been studied so far in
connection with the problem of 'aging' of the language and deliberate
stylization [24], or dealing with archaisms in translation [10, 40-56].

Lingvo-stylistic dimension of archaization comprises the surface,
observable level of historical markedness of the texts. Through the
perspective of polysystems theory it is studied at lexical (historic and
archaic words and idioms), morphological and syntactic (archaic
word forms and structures, 'structural archaisms' [10]) levels. Not so
conspicuous but nonetheless important are cognitive and pragmatic
dimensions. These so far have not acquired enough scholarly
attention as a specific research topic, but even existing findings show
how important they are for translation.

Cognitive dimension includes mental representations: concepts,
frames, etc. which underlie the narration in historic texts and often
remain unnoticed or are improperly understood by contemporary
readers. In our interpretation of events, we almost inevitably rely on
our own system of ideas and values: "Striving to find the key to
understanding of the ethos of other nations, researchers often proceed
from their own mentality, i.e., describe it through the world view of
their own nation" [26, 133].

Cognitive scenarios represented in archaic texts may be also
misinterpreted against the background of contemporary cultures
which offer different values, different motivations, different
behavioral reactions. As R. Hoyle observes, "Sometimes we are
given clues to understand why characters act the way they do, but we
do not spot them. Instead, we infer our own reasons, from our own
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viewpoint" [7, 2]. K.A. McElhanon believes that construal based on
the wrong cognitive foundation may result in misinterpretation of the
meaning: "It is... an inappropriate hermeneutical practice for
contemporary interpreters to impose their Western inferential
patterns upon the biblical texts. The result is a skewing of the
meaning, not a discovery of a deeper meaning" [14, 42]. The studies
of evolution of concepts over time indicate difference in the
worldviews: not only the concept structures but even the ways of
conceptualizing the world differed [13; 2]. Ancient concepts are
imbedded in our contemporary view of the world as represented by
metaphors, images and other symbolic representations [ibid.], but we
do not always decode them as such.

The third aspect, in which translation through the time is studied,
is pragmatic — the rules of communication, the norms of speech
behaviour, politeness, methods of influencing the interlocutor that
undergo changes over time [27; 22; 20]. Due to the differences in
norms and rules of behaviour, politeness strategies, the freedom of
expressing emotions in remote periods, today's audience cannot be
expected to understand and respond in the same way: to experience
immediate impacts, feelings or emotions, the reader should be
‘placed in the familiar environment'. Although basic emotions are
universal [8], conventions regulating their manifestation may be
imposed by the society in a specific historic period, therefore, in
choosing the strategy of rendering aspects of speech behaviour in
translation, the determining factor will be either the focus on rules
and social conventions of the time, or exposing the reader to the
pragmatic effect, which is only possible on the basis of the reader's
own conventional behavioral experience. Thus, studying the
strategies of rendering emotions in the translations of the archaic
text, Aila Malkki concludes that 'we do not need to cross the bridge
to the past, because distance gives us an opportunity for deeper,
universal reading' [12, p. 10], while in most cases, direct translations
of dialogues in the texts of the past have familiarized us with the
style of communication in those days.

The review of translatologists' opinions on the problem of
translating historically distant texts proves that temporal distance,
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either objectively existing or artificially simulated by the author as a
part of the complex mega-concept of the original text, creates a
translation problem which may be solved by working out and
implementing a translation strategy. The strategy governing the
translation of the whole text is termed as a global translation strategy,
and strategies of translation of particular fragments comprising
translation problems are referred to as local strategies.

The strategy of rendering the style of historically distant texts in
translation has been described as a strategy of historical stylization in
a specialized study by E. Meshalkina [24]. Dealing with cognitive
and pragmatic temporal differences has not been specifically studied
yet, however comprising theoretical as well as practical interest. The
researches of translation of historically distant texts point out the
factor which is determinant in developing a translation strategy:
whether the text was created to be perceived as archaic or whether it
aged over time [9; 24]. It is the translator's choice to let the reader
communicate with the author as his/her contemporary or maintain a
temporal distance in the case of aging of archaic texts, but when
creating the effect of remoteness in time was the author's intention, it
is the translator's responsibility to render it faithfully. The alternative
strategies of translating the texts with temporal distance are
archaizing / archaisation and modernizing / modernisation [6; 24; 9].

Jones and Turner claim that the 'translator's communicative
context is not bipolar but diachronic' [9, 162], which implies a
spectrum of translation decisions termed by the authors after
R. Lefere [11] as 'hyperarchaisation', 'time-matched archaisation',
'updated archaisation', 'superficial archaisation', 'minimal moderni-
sation', 'violent modernisation' [9, 163]. In congruence with the real
or artistic time gap between the original and translation,
E. Meshalkina offers the following solutions: adequate modernizing
strategy for the archaic texts, adequate archaizing for modern
archaized texts and combining adequate modernizing and adequate
archaizing for archaized archaic texts [24, 129].

The material of actual translations of the same original made in
different periods may reveal different translation strategies chosen
with the account of the temporal distance between the author and the
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target audience. Charles Dickens' A Christmas Carol in Prose created
in 1843 has enjoyed numerous translations into Russian (which shows
its unceasing relevance for the target audience). While the original
reads natural and quite understandable for the modern English-
speaking audience (its language perceived not as 'old' but rather as
'classical'), the first Russian translation done by L. Mei supposedly
before 1866 (the year of translator's death), but published in 1898, and
translations by S. Dolgov published in 1891 and baroness S. Vrangel
in 1909 are perceived as markedly old, or even outdated.

The impression of obsolescence results from the use of functional
words, grammar structures and idiomatic expressions which are no
longer natural, as well as reference to the phenomena of the life of
contemporary Russia which do not exist or have changed today —
historic nominations: mempuueckas Kuuea, nPUYEMHUK, SUMUs, NO-
umu ocazamenvrulil 6030yx (Mei); npuuemnux, 3aKoHs 0 OrBOHLIXD
6b noiHoms xody (Jlonros) / ecre smu 3asedenin 6v x00y (Bpan-
TeNb); OYUEeNnpuKazyuks, npasouvie moou (JlonroB) / mynesoywi
(Bpanrens); eazonposoousia mpyovr (Meit)/ eazosvis mpyowr (Jon-
roB) / eazosvie nposoda (Bpaurens), yeoono / 6aaeoyeo0Ho 6wino
noonucamucs (Bpanrens, Meii) etc.

On the other hand, translation by N. Pusheshnikov includes some
words that mark the beginning of the 20" century: napoo, napodona-
cenenue. In contrast to archaic nominations, 19" century translations
include literalisms, which today will be perceived as undue
modernisms or anachronisms:

He carried his own low temperature always about with him; he iced
his office in the dog-days,; and didn't thaw it one degree at Christmas.

Bcezoa u noecrody enocunv ouv cb coboi0 cOOCMEERHYIO C80I0
memnepamypy — Hudce HyIs, 1e0eHUNb CE0I0 KOHMOpPY 0adce 6b
KAHUKYIbl U, paou CAMbIXb CEAMOKb, He 6036bIUANL CEPOeUHAZ0
mepmomempa Hu Ha 00uns zpadycsy. (Meii)

C6010 coOCmMEeHHYI0 HU3KYI0 MeMRepamypy oHv 6cio0y NPUHO-
CUND Cb COOOK: 3AMOPANCUBAND CBOIO0 KOHMOPY 8b NPAZOHUYHbLE, He
mpyoosvie OHU U Odadice 8b Pooicoecmeo He 0asanv el HazpromMbCsl
U Ha 00uHD 2padycs. ([lonros)
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OHb 6Cl00y BHOCUNDL Cb CODOIL CB0I0 HU3KYI0O MeEMREpamypy,
JIe0eHUTb 8030YXb CB0ell KOHMOPbL 6b aremuee epemsi u Hu na Iomy
He cozprpeans e2o 6b OHU POANCOECMBEHCKUXD C8smMOoKDb. (BpaHrens)

For comparison, later translations render this metaphor by a
conventional Russian metaphor:

OH 6Hocun ¢ coboil 5mom X0a00 nosciody; X01000M OblULANA €20
KOHmMopa — u maxou dce dvlia oHa u 8 poscoecmeenckue oHu (Ily-
MIETITHAKOB )

On 6cr00y sHocun ¢ coboi ymy aedenauwyro ammocgepy. llpu-
cymemesue CKpyodica 3aMOpadICU8ano e20 KOHMopy 8 JemHuil 3Hol,
U OH He N0360JIA71 ell OMMAAMb HU HA RONZPAOYCA_0adiCe HA BeCeblX
ceamrax. (O3epckas)

Some obsolescent expressions sound officialese, e.g.: 6v Kauecmern
aosoxama cesmoxv (Mel): He owcenaio coomiicmeosams paoocmu
mynesoyess (Bpanrens), which makes the text stylistically incongruent.

The translation by T. Ozerskaya, which has become classical in
modern Russian literature, appeared more than a hundred years later;
it reads natural and fluent today. However, the translation does not
produce an impression of a modern text.

Analyzing archaization of translation at the lingvo-stylistic level,
we focused on the translators' use of the words which do not name
historic facts or refer to culture specific concepts — pronouns,
conjunctions or prepositions etc., — to distinguish this level of
analysis from the cognitive level. Where the modern Russian
language offers oppositions of neutral (modern) and stylistically
marked (archaic) elements, e.g.: gecobma/ouens, ceii/smom,; noce-
my/nosmomy; cmoav/max etc., T. Ozerskaya often gives preference
to the marked element. It would be natural to expect such elements in
the earlier translations, but the quantitative analysis shows the
opposite tendency: in translation by T. Ozerskaya (1959) secoma is
used 7 times, while in translation by L. Mei (1866/1898) — it does not
occur, S. Dolgov (1891) uses it 2 times, S. Vrangel (1909) — 2 times,
N. Pusheshnikov (1912) — 3 times. The same tendency is observed
with other oppositions: cmons is not used in the oldest transaltion by
Mei, is used 6 times by Dolgov, 1 by Pusheshnikov and 17 times by
Ozerskaya; ceii instead of amom is used only in the oldest transaltion
by Mei and the newest by Ozerskaya; nocemy — by Pusheshnikov and
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by Ozerskaya, while older translations use nosmomy (nomomy) — the
words existing in the modern Russian without any specific stylistic
colouring. Older translations do not make use of a word with a
notable archaic connotations — da6bwi, using neutral ymo6wr, while
later translations give preference to the archaic word — Pusheshnikov
(once) and Ozerskaya (9 times).

Table 1
The use of stylistically marked words in translations

Translator, year | Mei Dolgov | Vrangel [Pusheshnikov| Ozerskaya
Archaic/modern | (1866) | (1891) (1909) (1912) (1959)
6ecbMa/oueHb 0/22 2/48 2/46 3/48 7/28
ceil / smom;
nocemy/ 1/188; [0/180;| 0/340 0/134; 1/235;
nosamomy 0/1/12 | 0/0/18 | 0/5/12 1/2/4 1/1/5
(nomomy)
cmoio /mak—\ o101 1 6/243 | 17/190 | 1/115 | 17/128
(maxotii)
0abwl / umobwi 0/32 0/39 0/84 1/49 9/41

This comparison of the use of pronouns and functional words
(which do not name concepts) shows a difference between archaic and
deliberately archaized translations. Translators of A Christmas Carol
working in the 19" — early 20" centuries did not perceive the original
text as archaic. They attempted to create a text contemporary to their
audience, sometimes modernizing it; their choices of functional words
show the tendencies of usual usage at the time. A 1912 translation by
Pusheshnikov and especially 1959 translation by Ozerskaya, so far
unsurpassed, make much wider use of obsolescent words with
connotations of solemnity creating a 'classical' style and atmosphere of
spirituality. The comparison proves that stylistic means of archaization
do not lie in imitating the language or style of the epoch, but rather in
overusing elements characteristic of some distant state of the target
language, which are perceived by the target audience as such because
in the modern language they have neutral counterparts.
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Cognitive level (as represented by some notional words referring
to historical concepts as well as frames, scenarios, metaphorical
mappings) also comprises certain differences in the compared
translations. Although all of them faithfully represent the valorative
(axiological) and evaluative layer of the text concept (its main moral
essence), their conceptual structures differ in associative and
sometimes even in denotative aspects. The earliest translations
sometimes misinterpret facts:

Ymo rkacaemcs coocmeenno Ckpyodica, emy U 8b 20108) He NpUxoou-
JIO BbIYEPKHYMb U3 CUEMHBIXD KHUZH UM C60e20 MOosapuuia no mop-
2087116 MHO20 oMb NOCI cmepmu Moprest, Ha0b 6X000Mb 68b UXb 00-
WUl Ma2a3uns Kpacosauacs ewe blsrocka cv Haonucwlo: "Ckpyoocs u
Mbaprei”. @upma mopeosazo doma ovina éce ma xnce: "Ckpyoocs u Map-
qet”. Cryyanoce uHo20a, 4mo HIBKOMOoOpbie 20Cn00d, NI0X0 3HAKO-
Mble Cb MOp2o8blMU 0DOPOMAMU, HA3LIBAAU IMOMDL OOMbB:
Ckpyoorcv — Ckpyoscw, a unozoa u npocmo: Mepneii;, o gupma
6cez0a 2omoea 0vl1A OMKIUKHYMBCA_OOUHAKOBO HA MO, UIU HA
opyeoe ums. (Uapnes3 Jukkenc "Ckpsra Ckpymk: CBATOYHAS MTECHS
B mpoze" Ilep. JI. Meii, 1898)

Qupma ezo doma OvlIa U3BBCMHA NOO0b O0BOUHLIMbL UMEHEMb.
Mapnu u Cxpyoorcw. Hrekomopbie dice 100U, HOBUUKU b MOP20EOMD
Oomre Hazvieanu ee unozoa "Ckpyorcwv u Ckpyoxcw', a unozoa u
npocmo "Mapau". Ho emy u mo u opyeoe umsi 6vL10 6€3pa3iuyHo u
onv oxomno omsvisancs Ha ooa. (Uapnws3 Jlukkenc "PoxmecTBeHc-
kast mbcHp BB npo3b" Ilep. C. Bpanrens, 1909)

Sometimes it results in incongruence, as in the second translation
(compare with the original: The firm was known as Scrooge and
Marley. Sometimes people new to the business called Scrooge
Scrooge, and sometimes Marley, but he answered to both names.
It was all the same to him.)

Considerable differences are observed in interpreting to astonish
his son's weak mind': okonuamenvHo paccmpoumo nospexicoeHHble
YMCMEEHHble CROCOOHOCU C60e20 803100NeHH020 cuina (Mei),
nepenyeams ceoe2o mpyciauazo covina (J1oaros), nopazume u 6e3v
mozo cnaodwvlil yms ceoezo cvina (Bpanrens), nopasums ceoezco caa-
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60ymno20 cvina (IlymemHuKoB), nopazums u 6e3 mozo paccmpoeH-
Hoe eoo0Opadicenue covina (O3epckas). As this fragment of the
original contains an allusion to Shakespeare's Hamlet, differences in
translations also refer to another cognitive entity — the image of
Hamlet in the Russian literature and culture.

In all translations we observe some facts of socio-political life of
Russia of the time: couensnux, cesmku, ¢upma mopeosozo ooma,
npuyemHuK, KOHMopwuxK / nucey, noaywxa, epous. Some metaphors
added by earlier translators are evidently domesticated: Cmapuxv
Mbsprei 6oums ovi1v 66 Mozuiy, Kaksv ocunoswtit kons (Meii) (Cf.,
the original: Old Marley was as dead as a door-nail); Takv ue-
J108I6KOIIO0UBBLIL HCEPHOBD 6CE euje Melems HA OCHO8AHIU 3aKO-
na? (Mei) (Cf., the original: Are they still in operation?). Once Mei
adds a vivid Biblicism not used in the original: He moe orno! ...
JoBnkeTs mHEBU 37100a €ro. A ¥ MeHs cOOCMBEeHHbIX Ol OobUlLe,
yrsmv Oneti (Meit). All these features make the text archaic at the
cognitive level, however, this archaization cannot be considered a
strategy chosen by the translator — it is a result of natural aging of
language and cognitive structures. A translation by T. Ozerskaya
which is strategically moderately archaized, represents cognitive
structures of the past through the use of historicisms — the names of
objects of the past historic epochs, such as: xoumopka, nepo, ocm-
poe, pabomuviii dom. At the same time, more complex and abstract
cognitive structures are quite in line with the modern worldview,
which makes them easy for the target audience to perceive.

On the other hand, English culture-specific concepts in earlier
translations are supplied with explanations in the text: pudding, holly
{Ilyounev — Heobxo0umoe podicoecmeenckoe 0O000 aHIIUYAHD,
KaKb OCMPOIUCIMHUKD — 0053amenbHoe YKpaulenie uxs KOMHAMb HA
C8AMOYHBIXL 8eyepaxy. ). (Jonrow); {Iladybw, ocmporucmuuxv (flex
aquifolium) obpsadosoe poscdecmeaenckoe depeso b Aneniu.} (Bpan-
renb). These explanations show the need to familiarize the target
audience with culture-specific phenomena at that time unknown to
them. In later translations no explanations are given, as the Russian
audience is already familiarized, through cultural contacts, with the
most common English Christmas traditions. This lets us conclude
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that the aging of translations results not only from language
evolution, but also from changes in competence and cognitive needs
of the target audience. Strategic archaization bases predominantly on
the modern cognitive structures, introducing only some historical
concepts to maintain the atmosphere of the past, natural for
communication with the author who lived more than a century ago.

Studying the pragmatic level of archaic and archaized translations,
we observe some differences in translators' approaches where norms
of communication differ in the source and target cultures, in space or
over time. Thus, the first translation by L. Mei tends to literalism thus
turning the original Christmas greeting into a blessing which in the
Russian culture was normally used after a farewell:

"4 merry Christmas, uncle! God save you!" cried a cheerful voice.

— Cv npazoHuUKomMs, 01010wKa, u 0a Xxpanummv éacv bozv! (Meii)

S. Dolgov and S. Vrangel substitute it with a wish normally accompa-
nying a greeting. These domesticated translations seem archaic today
because of the change of norms of communication in the Russian culture:

— C» npazonukomyv, osowuika! boev éamv na nomown! (J1o1roB)

— Bozv nomowp 050s! Cov npazonuxomsv! (Bpanrenn)

Later translations (Pusheshnikov 1912; Ozerskaya 1959) modernize
and domesticate it at the same time, using typical Christmas or New
Year wishes:

— C npasonukom, 0505, ¢ padocmuio! /laii éam boz eécex onaz
3emnupix! (IlymenrHukoB)

— C nacmynarowum npaszoHukom, osowwka! Kenarwo eam xopo-
uienbKo nogecenumsca Ha ceamkax! (O3epckast)

Another problem — representing an invective and euphemism in
translation — reveals a similar tendency in translator's approaches. 19"
century translations tend to euphemism and literalism or explication:

Scrooge said that he would see him — yes, indeed he did. He went
the whole length of the expression, and said that he would see him
in that extremity first.

Cxpyodrcy emy omersmuis, Ymoodvl onv nowiensv Ku... Ilpaso:
MaK?® U CKa3aas, 6ce C/1060 8bI2060PUND, — MAKL-MAKU U CKA3ATb:
nowens... (Yumamens, moxcemn, eciu 3abaazopazcyoums, 0020-
eopumb cn0oeo). (Meii)
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Tymv Ckpyoorcs, He CHIBCHAACH, NPEONONCUTL eMy Yyopamubcs
nooanvute. (Jlonros)

Ha smo munoe npuenawenie Cxkpyodcs nocnans niemMaHHUKA
Kb... IIpeocmasvme, onv Ormiicmeumensno nPOU3HeCy IMO NoHce-
JlaHie 6ce UrIUKOMD, HUMA0 He cmiscHAsAcy. (BpaHrens)

Later translations are modernized and appear to be more
dysphemistic, in line with less demanding rules of communication in
the modern time:

Ckpyoorc, 6 omeem Ha 3mo, nocaan ezo K uépmy. (I1lymenHukon)

Cxpyoac omeeuan, umo ckopee oH Hagedaemca K... /la, max u
cKazan, Oe3 6CAK0O20 CMeECHeHUA, U 6 3aKilouenue 000asun euje
HecKobKo Kpenkux cinogeuek. (O3epckast)

Thus, at the pragmatic level we observe a consistent tendency to
adaptation to the contemporary norms of speech behaviuor; with
only some confusing literalisms at the earlier stages of translation, all
translators appear to modernize the text. The explanation may be the
fact that the readers will understand implicatures, intentions and
motivations in the speech behaviour of the characters only on the
basis of their experience, their internalized communication principles
and rules. In interactional communication theory [1; 4; 5] the reader
is viewed as a co-creator, not a recipient of the message; thus, the
translation should be a sufficient basis for the reader to complete the
artistic image of the original.

The research leads to the following conclusions:

The problem of temporal distance in translation exists where a
translation is done a considerable time later than the original, or
where the artistic time of the original is past, and should be re-
created as an integral part of the chronotope. To solve this problem,
the translator develops a translation strategy, the most typical choice
being between archaizing and modernizing.

The texts may be archaized or modernized at the lingvo-stylistic,
cognitive and pragmatic levels. The strategic archaization is not a simple
imitation of the style, worldview or manners of the respective period in
the target culture, but rather a creation of a new artistic image which will
be perceived by a modern audience as the 'chronotopic past'.
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At the level of language style, strategic archaization is realized
through the use of lexical means (inter alia, functional words and
pronouns) and grammar structures, which are perceived as archaic
and have neutral counterparts in the modern language, more
frequently than in the translations of approximately the same time as
the original; keeping a common literary vocabulary with some
inclusion of historic nominations.

At the cognitive level archaized translations base mostly on the
worldview of the modern audience; only simple concepts comprising
historic phenomena and material objects are introduced to maintain the
historic atmosphere. Relying on the present-day worldview gives the
audience a key to understanding the characters and events appropriately.

At the pragmatic level translations represent the rules and norms
of communication in the target culture at its modern stage of
development. Comparison with earlier translations into the same
language show the tendency to simplification and dysphemization of
the Russian-language communication, which is also manifested in
translations into this language.

Archaization in translation aims at the truthful representation of
chronotope of the original work and maintaining an illusion of real
communication with the author who is not the reader's contemporary.
Thus archaization strategy may be described as a means of
optimizing communication across time and cultural borders.

The prospect for further research is unveiling differences in
strategic archaization vs. modernization in translation at the stylistic,
cognitive and pragmatic levels.
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Hapiiimna no peakoaerii 17.05.16

T. Il. Auapienko, kang. (oI, HAyK, AOIL.
[HCTUTYT MXKHAPOIHUX BITHOCHH
KuiBChbKOro HalliOHAIBHOTO YHIBEPCUTETY
imeni Tapaca IlleBuenka (Ykpaina)

IcTopuyHa cTuiizanis yu apxai3amisi B nepexJiai?

Hocrioxcyromvcs cmpamezii nepedaui XpoHoN02iuH020 i XyO0X CHb020 Yacy 8 ne-
PeKnaoi Ha OCHOBI 3ICMABIeHHS 3ACMAPIIUX | CMPAMe2ivHo apXai308aHux MHOICUHHUX
nepexasie. Apxaizayis eusuacmvcs 8 MOGHOMY (CIMUNICMUYHOMY), KOSHIMUBHOMY Ma
npazmamuynomy acnekmax. IlopieHanns eusagnac 6iOMiHHOCMI Midc 3acmapinumu i
cmpameiuHo apxaizoeanumMy nepeknadamu, 0o800AYY, WO apXxaizayis noasac He 8
iMimayii MogHux ocodnugocmetl 6iibUL PAHHLO20 NEPIOdy, a Y BUDIPKOBOMY BUKOPUC-
TMAHHT CIMUIICIMUYHO MAPKOBAHUX eleMeHmis, wo 30epeanucs 6 cyyacHii mogi. Onmu-
ManvHa 015 nepeknady KIACUYHO20 MEopy NOMIPHA apxaiszayis peanizyemvcsi nepe-
BAIICHO HA JIIHZ80-CIUIICIUYHOMY DI6HI 3 GKIIOYEHHAM OESKUX ICMOPUYHUX pPeanill;
npome OCHOBHI KO2HIMUSHI MA NPAZMAMUYHI CIMPYKMYPU € CYYACHUMU.

Knruogi cnosa: xyooocuiti nepexnad, cmpamezia nepeknady, apxaizayisa, cmu-
ni3ayis, Xy0oxcHill vac.
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T. Il. AHApHEHKO, KaH]l. QUITOI. HAYK, JOIIL.
MHCTUTYT MEXIyHApOAHBIX OTHOLLIEHHUH
Kuesckoro HarroHanbHOro yHuBepcutera umenu Tapaca [lleBuenko (Ykpauna)

I/ICTOPH‘{ecKaﬂ CTUIM3alUs WIK apxau3aluus B nepenoue?

Hccneodyromes cmpamezuu nepeoauu XpoHOI02UYECKO20 U XY OOHCECHBEHHO20
8peMeHl 8 Nepegode HA OCHOBe CONOCMABIEHUS YCMAPeswux U cmpamesudecKu
apxXau3upOBAHHBIX MHONCECHBEHHBIX Nepeso00s. Apxausayus usyyaemcs 8 s3blKo-
60M (CIIUTUCTNUYECKOM), KOHUMUBHOM U npazmamuyeckom acnekmax. Cpaguenue
BbIAGISACI PA3IUYUA MEAHCOY YCMAPEeSUIUMU U CIMPAMESUYeCKU apXau3uposaHHbIMu
nepesooami, OOKA3bIBAs, YMO apXau3ayus 3aKI04Aemcs He 8 UMUMAYUU A3bIKOBbIX
ocobennocmetl bonee pannezo nepuood, a 8 U3OUPAMenbHOM UCHONb308AHUU CMU-
JUCMUYECKU MAPKUPOBAHHBIX IJIEMEHMO8, COXPAHUBUIUXCS 8 COBPEMEHHOM A3bIKE.
OnmumanvHas 01a nepegooa KiacCuiecko2o npou3ee0eHus YMepeHHas apxau3ayus
Peanu3yemcs npeumMywecmeenHo Ha IUH280-CIMUIUCIMUYeCKOM YPOBHe C 6KIIOUeHU-
eM HeKOMOPbIX UCHOPUYECKUX pedautl, 0OHAKO OCHOBHble KOZHUMUGHbLE U NpaeMa-
muyeckue CmpyKmypul A6/1sI0Mcst CO8PEMEHHbLIMU.

Kniouesvie cnosa: xyoodcecmsennulii nepegood, cmpame2ust nepesood, apxausa-
Yusl, CIMUAU3AYUSL, XYO0UCECMBEHHOE BPEMS.

VJIK 81'25

M. C. Jlopodeena, xauz. ¢inoa. HayK, TOI.
IacruryT dinomorii

KuiBcbkuii HamioHATFHAN YHIBEPCUTET
imeni Tapaca llleBuenka (YkpaiHa)

MOPIBHSAJIBHO-NIEPEKJIAJAIIBKWI AHAJII3
Y CUHEPI'ETHUII HEPEKJIAY
(JOCBIA ITPAKTUYHOI'O 3ACTOCYBAHHAI)

IIpedcmasneno cunepeemuuno-iHopmayiiny Memoouxy GUKOHAHHS NOPIGH-
JIbHO-NEPeKNa0aybko2o ananizy cneyiarbHo2o mekcmy Ha 0a3i CuHepemuyHo-
iHghopmayitinoi modeni cucmemu cneyianvHozo nepexknady. Ha mamepiani ¢pae-
MEHMA HIMeYbKo20 HAYKOBO-MEXHIUHO20 MEKCHY, 1020 MHOJICUHHUX NepeKnadia
Mma nepeknaoy-emanona YKpaiHCbKOIO MOBOI0 NPOOEMOHCMPOBAHO MEXAHI3M
aHanizy ma 008e0eHO epeKmusHicms 0CmaHHbL020. Buseneno, wo nocnioosue
BUKOHAHMS eMANi8 CUHEPLeMUYHO20 AHANIZY CHPUAE 00'€EKMUBHOCII OYIHIOBAHHSA
pe3yibmamie nepexkiady ma MiHiMizayii 61ACHUX NeperiaoaybKux NOMUNOK.
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