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Theory of translation is often criticized for thésance of comprehensive models.
Although the linguistic approach to translatiomd popular at present, current research gets
more and more involved in the study of linguistagnitive aspects of translation. The literary
translator has always faced two main choices: etih@ecognize that the semantic value of
the source text is deeper than that of the tamgétdr that the target text, on the contrary, is
richer in semantic meaning than the source text wu¢he compensated cultural gaps.
Whatever the translator’s decision, translatioatsties are oriented to the whole text rather
than to its fragments. What is more, the translasoin touch with the epoch whose
embodiment the translated text is thanks to itecgbn on the key concepts of the time. Pre-
translation relies on interpretation of conceptatilictures, so that the translator would
identify the translation boundaries of conceptuwions in the target text. The conceptual
structure of the target text is based on corralgtimf meaning, which establishes
interconnectedness between the source and the taxgieHence, translation studies may gain
from linguistic theories of literary text with aew of focusing on the interpretive channels of
the source texts as their ideal readers. Kiralnthgpoints to an uncontrolled translation
problem area that needs to be comprehended inrtleegs of translation (Munday, 2009, p.
58). This facilitates the translator to identifyettkey drivers to translating the conceptual
sphere of the source text (Nord, 2005, p. 27).

| argue that the conceptual sphere of the sourdetanget text is shared by linguistic-
typological invariants that the translator borrofiem the epoch to which the source text
belongs. These invariants are found in the diseafriginal texts in assuming culture that
are close in time to the source text. These inutgidbecome core elements on which
conceptualizations are grounded in the target t€Re linguistic-typological approach to
translation is oriented towards careful involvemeinthe target text in the epoch of the source
text’s creation due to the choice of conceptuabzet that are common to one epoch in the
development of cultures and languages.

The present article explores the Russian and Ularaitranslations of James Joyce’s
Giacomo Joyce(Joyce, 1996) with a view of identifying the edmilum of conceptual
structures in the source and target text. Lingeutggpological modeling of a shared
conceptual space in both source and target tekis hder linguistic-typological invariants.

James Joyce is a difficult writer for translatiaag his idiostyle is the space of an
epiphanic model that cumulates meaning across akxtaundaries. His model may be
identified as a linguistic, conceptual, mental,ghgylogical inner space of a human being that
reflects on the values and philosophy of his ti@®#eill claims that Joyce’s translations into
many languages create a metatext, giving way t@restextual translation model (O’Neill,
2005, p. 6). As a result, the existing translatiafisloyce’s texts into various assuming
cultures and languages are compared in order trrdigte translation problem area across
them. By this, any comparison between re-trangiatiaf Joyce’s texts within one language,
as well as translations of his texts into differamguages, empowers the translation theorist
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with knowledge of the linguistic-typological invarits that are common to synchronous
source texts and the original texts created indnget culture and language. Joyce’s metatext
in translation became a reality with his first gskations into European languages. Joyce’s first
Russian translations appeared in 1925. Unfortupatal process was impeded by the arrests
of his prominent translators whose work came aefr lanonymously or was fatally lost. After
a long period of oblivion, years after his globetwognition, Joyce occupied his place in the
Russian polysystem. Luckily 8iacomo Joycet gained popularity among the Soviet readers
almost simultaneously with his global admirers. Reissian translator was a renowned
translator ofUlysseswho had been working for twenty five years to slate this book into
the Georgian language. Nico Kiasashvili's is sdliant and inspiring that no attempts have
been made to re-translate this text. His target teances conceptualizations that are
common to Western civilization and Russian cultwéh domesticated concepts of
melancholic fatalism that is close to the Russiaarhand experienced by Irish Giacomo in
his exile.

| will compare the Russian translation®facomowith its recent Ukrainian translation.
Giacomois a difficult text for translation because itiyfidiscrete fragments pulsate through
multiple, interwoven, barely transparent assoceatemantic fields, which are hard to retain
in translation without shifting either to foreigaizon or domestication. The text's
macrostructure may be divided into three distinotks that facilitate cognition: fragments 1-
14 with their key word “girls” refer to CHILDHOODfragments 15-28 with their key word
“virgin” refer to YOUTH; fragments 29-52 with thekey concept of “womanhood” refer to
MATURITY:; fragments 43-50 tie the blocks togethal. conceptualizations are put together
in Fragment 47:

Source textSliding — space — ages — foliage of stars — andimgaheaven — stillness —
and stillness deeper — stillness of annihilatioand her voice.

Russian translationCkonvorcenue — npocmpancmeo — eexa — aucmeeHHbvll 8000NA0
36e30 u yowigarowue Hebeca — Oesmonsue — Oe3HadedcHoe Oesmonsue — Oe3mosue
UCHE3HOBEHUS — 6 ee cojloce.

Ukrainian translationMunywe — npocmip — 6iku — momuwe 3ip — i 3HuKomi Hebeca —
be3pyx —i we enubwuil be3pyx — 6e3pyx 3HUKHeHHs. — i il 20710C.

This sequence is a text in itself that reveals marks with the rest of the text. These
are concepts through which the whole text can bd,rgo the translator has to establish, first,
the linguistic-cognitive structure that connecthedexeme with other lexemes in the
corresponding fragments, and, second, decide orchb&e of the concepts that are their
equivalents in assuming culture.

1. Sliding (direct repetition of the lexeme from fragment $llinked via [DESCENT]
with sink, droop, fall, movements, pass, streanmdmovingthat appear in other fragments of
Giacomo Both translators avoid the direct repetition wifragment 11, separating
tobogganing from sliding through ages. It is renabik that their translation choices are
different. The Russian translator focuses on theem®nt across space and ages, whereas the
Ukrainian translator conceptualizes “sliding inbe fpast”. At the same time, both concepts in
the combination with “space” and “ages” are uniflegdthe Slavonic concept WAY. Joyce
means the same by using hyphenation that sepagaigs concept in fragment 47. He
verbalizes the creative activity as “sliding” thgbu epiphanized creative consciousness.
Similarly writes Andrei Bely in hi®etersburg

2. Space [WORLD]: in the source text, these arature, sky, the cold stars
[INTERVAL]: gash [SPACE]: spread, darkness of history, midnight, far beyofrdm
beyond, the moorBoth translators conceptualize SPACE as the obrdk consciousness,
similar to Joyce.
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3. Ages[HERE AND NOW]J: Joyce ties this together by resugtiothe silent middle

age, here and nonf[ROTATION] whirl, turn, youth has an endoth translators select a
Slavonic concept that is in harmony with their atgs’ understanding of TIME. In Slavonic
consciousness, “ages” is finite in human life amtfinite as ETERNITY. These
conceptualizations are interpreted by both traosdabs a sequence of WAY (“sliding”) —
SPACE (“space”) — ETERNITY (“ages”).

4. Foliage of stars[VEGETABLE]: Joyce's associative field includefower,
peagreen cover, odorless flower, huddled roofs,dledi human forms, myriad veinand
vegetable glass of natur@he Russian translation brilliantly employs thetaphor of a
waterfall that connectdoliage with the plants scattered throughout Joyce’s tébtie
Ukrainian translator points to another meaning wel&surces are in Joyce’s lexenhesldled
andmyriad.

5. Waning heavefDETERIORATION]: Joyce’'sdroop, sink, shake, di¢FAILURE]:
fail, sink, go wrong [RECESSION]: recoil. Both translators select “heavens”. They
emphasize the movement into the inside of a huneamgb It is interesting to note that the
Russian translator puts together Joydelsage of starsand waning heavenHe avoids a
hyphen and presents them as an inseparable umtyected by “and”. This tying together
emphasizes the direction of the movement, throbghstars and away to seclusion of calm
and quietness.

6. Stillness[REST]: Joyce’scalm, peace, silence, halt, sleepif§ILENCE]: quiet,
mute, soft, lay, lie prostrate, lie about, pros&aAll this is opposed to the movement that is
the feature of [DESCENT], [HERE AND NOW], [DETERI@HRION]. The Ukrainian
translator selects REST, whereas the Russian &tangtanslates Joyce’s “stillness” through
the Christian concept SILENCE. The Russian lexeilse aeans the absence of voice,
calmness, not saying anything. The Russian traslkehhooses “silence” from available
synonyms by conceptualizing deepness of stillnessugh a Christian reflection on the
awareness of God’'s presence. SILENCE in the Russarslation has deep roots with
hesychia, the tradition of the Wilderness. The Rus$ranslator manages to retain Joyce’s
multiple content of “stillness”. His translation shaconceptualized Christian culture by
focusing on the typologies that unify both the seumand target text. The Ukrainian
translation blurs this Christian reflection.

7. Deeper stillnesgDEPTH]: Joyce’ssunk, buried, heart, hollow, soundlesBhe
Russian translator continues deepening the meariifigfillness” by pointing to the silence
that is in vain and dangerously still, whereas Wkeainian translator increases the condition
of not moving. The former focuses on the degre8IbENCE, whereas the latter accumulates
“stillness”. However, the fatalism that is felttime Russian translation may be missing in the
source text. Joyce anticipates the truth of epiphahich for him is something like “inner
silence/inner stillness”. In Russian, SILENCE mayrbodified as “inner silence”, “complete
silence”, and “absolute silence”. Russian cultsreensitive to the movements of the soul as
movements into consciousness marked by sacred aadhstillness. The Russian translator
echoes on the Russian original texts that descsbadar situations as the pulsations of the
soul.

8. Stillness of annihilatiofNON-EXISTENCE] [REST] [SILENCE]: Joyce uses such
lexemes aglissolve, die [DESTRUCTION]: sink The Russian translator's equivalent is
“silence of not being present” and the Ukrainiaansiator’'s equivalent is “lack of movement
caused by the absence”. This is hard to translatause annihilation may be rejection or
epiphanic anticipation of awakening and renewas likely that Joyce means both.

9. And her voicdSOUND]: Joyce'snoise, echo, resonant, rudevernacularlfoneless
Viennese ltalian, beat, tap, purr, voice of wisgloffihe Russian translation replaces the
nominative case in the source text by the prepositicase, which interferes with the state of
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silence because of something unexpected in “harelolhe Ukrainian translator retains the
original nominative case. The Russian translatiects on the echo, which in fact is the
voice of a human female: what she says is a shafdowshe has left Giacomo’s life, leaving
her poetic image in the epiphanic language thdtkndw, unlike her, eternity.

The first fragment oGGiacomois the driver to the whole translation. The problkema is
the object through which a young wealthy woman $akthe world and Giacomo. The word
combinationquizzing glassess translated as lorgnette. In Russian, this wmwohts to the
object with two lenses and to the object with oeeslon a handle. In Chekhov’s pl@ierry
Orcharda heroine uses the lorgnette that has one lence;iganslated directly as a popular
object, it should baopuetka, which is Chekhov’s word. But Giacomo points te thstorting
properties of glasses as a reflecting, mirrorindase. Joyce himself fails to use the lexeme
lorgnette. His Muse admires him through a mirrorsugface that distorts the real objects,
turning a poor teacher of English into Giacomo @asa. In the Russian translation the Muse
looks through the quizzing glasses, whereas itUttrainian translation she uses them to have
a better look at the object of her scrutiny. Henayes are covered from Giacomo because of
this object. The Russian translator focuses onatble that as scrutiny with condescensibie.
retains the metaphor that is present in the saieede The Ukrainian translator resorts to the
word-for-word translation being loyal to Joyce'pedéitions ofbrief. Unlike him, the Russian
translator selects an equivalent to a brief syflablat corresponds to “a sigh” that follows
monosyllabic “Yes”. The Russian translator graspsha monosyllabic structure of most
words in this sequence of sentences in the soaxteHe masterly retains Joyce’s rhythm and
nervous pulsation without repeating Joycefgef whose corresponding Russian lexeme has
not one but two syllables. Both translations preseiliteration:

The source textYes: abrief_syllable. Abrief laugh. Abrief beat of the eyelids. /

The Russian translatioffa: ez0ox. Cmex. Bzrem pecruy.

The Ukrainian translatiomdmoorc. F'osopums pByuko. Cuicmvcs pByUKo. [ max camo
PBYYKO cmpinye nogikamu.

In comparison with the Russian translation, thedifken one appears to be heavy.
Although the Ukrainian translator repeats the legedoyce’s original word is monosyllabic.
Moreover, Joyce’s sentences are elliptical, whetbBasUkrainian translator uses a subject-
predicate pair in the last sentence. Finally, h&odoyce’s colon by using a comma instead.
It may be argued how consistent Joyce is in hig@igd colons. But the fact that Giacomo
he uses 50 colons speaks louder than words : timstpation mark turns into a signature of
Giacomo, for each appearance of a colon needs intepretabomy view, the Russian
translation grasps at the code of the target tekebthan the Ukrainian one: everything is
perceived through a mirroring surface, the distbrteuth, the play of words, seeming
similarities, and seeming differences: exactlytas in the source text.

For example, fragment 3 draws a parallel betwegneland Hamlet

The source textl launch forth on an easy wave of tepid speech:déweorg, the
pseudo-Areopagite, Miguel de Molinos, loachim Abbas

The Russian translationfl ezo0simaroce na neekoti soane yuenou peuu. Ceedenbope,
ncesdo-Apeonacum, Mueenv de Moaunoc, Hoaxum Abbac.

The Ukrainian translationMene nionocumv na neckivi xeuni 6ezemoyitiHol MO8
Csedenbope, ncesdo-Apeonazim, Mizenv 0e Moninoc, Hoaxim A6bac.

| would like to focus more broadly on the lexemepit”, which is translated by the
Russian translator as “academic speech” and byUtltrainian translator as “emotionless
speech”. Definitely, these are two different megsinJoyce resorts to the intertextual links
with Hamlet It waves me forth agaifShakespeare 1977: 1078]. Like a serpent thaksstin
Hamlet's father, Giacomo’s speech “poisons” thengpupil by getting her interested in the
teacher that says something whose content iségfiril the text. JoyceGiacomobuilds his
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speech by keeping his emotions tight and hiddereuadist of nhames that is talking itself.
The lexemdepid is synonymous with [HEAT], close to “mild” and “gal” on the one hand
and “lukewarm” and “frozen” on the other. The sgeecintentionally academic. Swedenborg
iIs a mystic who could contact with the souls of tharits. This mystic experienced
epiphanies. The pseudo-Areopagite called for b&egd from the visual and the subject of
the visual in order to be cleansed from the insidas theologian mastered the mystery of
epiphanies, which is directly connected with “qumzgglasses” at the beginning Giacomo

De Molinos claimed that the human mind had no dikkomwledge of God. Abbas (1130-
1202) was a commentator of the apocalypse. SimdaAreopagite, he represented the
Orthodox Church and might have been admired byeldgc his opposition to the Catholic
Church. From this, it may be assumed that the myskperience of epiphanies, the
boundaries of these experiences, and knowledgéahieato the soul are connected in Joyce’s
consciousness with Hamlet's doubts and thoughte Russian translation retains the
conceptualizations that are implicitly present ayck’s list of names. This list, uncovered
without translators’ notes, is in itself “deep Iskdss” or “silence” of awe that turns the
interpretation to Christian reflections hidden Imehithe “quizzing glasses” of Joyce’s own
doubts and genuine human soul.

The use of colons is a linguistic-typological marké epiphanic writing that can be
found in Bely and Proust among others. This is@deanf a special link, a sign that is similar
to the gaps between the fragments that narrow denin the manuscript. Joyce’s colons
have multiple interpretations. They reveal the psscof creating a thought about thought,
like below:

The source textRounded and ripened: rounded by the lathe of indéerimge and
ripened in the forcing house of the seclusion ofraee.

The Russian translation:Beimouennas u evizpeswias. 6vimoueHHAs. Pe3yom
BHYMPUCEMENHBIX OPAKO8, BbI3PEGULAsL 8 OPAHICEPEUHOU YeOUHEHHOCMU C80e20 HaAPOOd.

The Ukrainian translation 3aoxpyerena 1w Oospina.  3aokpyenena — pisyem
BHYMPIUHLOPOOOBUX WNH00I8 | 003piNa 8 MenIudHil i301608AHOCMI CBOEL pacul.

Both translators have retained Joyce’s repetitibatore the colon. The Ukrainian
translator closely follows Joyce, leaving Joyce&ce whereas the Russian translator
domesticatesace as “people”. The Russian translator is in linehwtite translations of the
Old Testament in which “people” is used in a simdanse. Joyce describes the object of his
adoration before the colon; after it, he speaksutilbis own seclusion of an exile, which
connects him to the Muse and her people.

It is interesting to note that both translatordirgt the use of colons in Joyce’s source
text. The Ukrainian translator omits Joyce’s colgeseral times. The same strategy is used
by the Russian translator. It is remarkable thaytbhange punctuation in different places. |
will demonstrate how meaningful Joyce’s colons iaréhe fragment that has no changes in
punctuation in both translations.

The source texOn the stairs. A cold frail hand: shyness, silera&k languor-flooded
eyes: weariness.

The Russian translationZecmnuya. Xonoonas xpynkas pyka. pobocms, monuauue:
memmnbvie, noJHble UCNIOMbL 2/1a3A. MOCKA.

The Ukrainian translationHa cxoodax. Xonoona mendimua pyka. copom’ sizKicme,
MOBYAHHA. MEMHI, MIOCHO HANOBHEHI OUi. 6Mmomda.

Joyce’s colons are surrounded by such conceptshagéss” and “silence”. The third
colon introduces the conceptariness The Russian translator chooses the Russian concep
that has no close equivalent in English and catrdreslated as “melancholy/depression” or
“weariness/boredom”. In Russian culture, the cohoéfmelancholic boredom” absorbs both
possibilities by blurring any difference in a nataly specific concept. The Russian translator
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emphasizes an anxiety that us caused by emptiféss soul. Giacomo’s eyes are filled with
desire whose yearning needs satisfying in creaingng.

In the fragment that describes the church serviaaan the semicolon introduces the
Latin quotation from John’s Gospel.

The source text: .the steelblue wakingaters chill my heart. They creep and lap about
the island whereon men have lived since the stgee.a. Tawny gloom in the vast gargoyled
church. It is cold as on that morninguia frigus erat

The Russian translation:.cunesamo-cmanvuas sewnsis 600a nedenum cepoye moe.
Ona niewenicsa u aackaemcsia K ocmpoey, Ha KOnopom sicueym aI00U CO 6pPpEMER KAMEHHO20
6eka ... Pocasviii mpax 6 oepomnom xpame ¢ mepskoti nennunou. XoniooHo, Kak 6 mo ympo:.
quia frigus erat.

The Ukrainian translation: ..mizeku-no npobyooiceni cmaneso-cuni BOXM CmyOsime
Meni cepye. Bonu xnronouyme i npunadaromes 00 ocmposda, HA SAKOMY 00U HCUBYMb B0
Kam' siHo2o 6iKy ... TemHo-pyoyeamuti MOPOK y NPOCMOPOMY XPAMi 3 XUMEPHOIO JIINHABOIO.
Xonoono, six moeo pauky: quia frigus erat.

Joyce describewatersthat remind of ink in a fountain pen. The Rusgramslator uses
the concept of spring/vernal floods that carry egklsnow and ice with one difference: the
“floods” in the plural is replaced by “flood” in éhsingular. The Russian translation focuses
on awakening of water, its flowing condition. ThadRian translator emphasizes the meaning
of cleansing, purifying water. The link betweenisgrfloods and the middle age that Joyce
describes irGiacomois inferred from a Russian saying that years haenlrarried away as
spring floods. This association is intertextualrganev’s character fror8pring Floodsvent
to Paris where the fragment is located. The veftnatls are associated with Rachmaninov’s
romance (“spring” and “vernal” are synonyms in Rasy Similar to Joyce, the Russian
translator translates this yarning of renewal, Wwhgcdear to the Russian soul. The Ukrainian
translator deepens the presence of darkness bigsadomestication through the nationally
specific concept. His translation is emotionallyutnal in comparison with the Russian
translation. The unifying principles are not themsain the translations. The Ukrainian
translation avoids direct Christian reflections.

Joyce’s idiostyle is rich in repetitions. The Ukmnain translator carefully retains them.
The Russian translator chooses to leave themamibthem selectively. For example:

The source tex© youwould, would you? A lady of letters.

The Russian translatioioreuno, evi cnpocunu 6w1! Jama yuenast.

The Ukrainian translatior®, mu 6 cnumana 6, maxu cnumana? [lani edykosana.

In this fragment, the Russian translator not onlgids repetition but also turns an
interrogative sentence into an exclamatory one. Ukminian translator addresses the young
woman with “thee”, which intimacy is controlled kiye polite “you” in the Russian
translation.

One more example is given below.

The source textA flower given by her to my daughtérail gift, frail giver,frail blue-
veined child.

The Russian translatiohjsemox, umo ona nooapuna moeii douwepu. Xpynkuit nooapox,
Xpynkas oapumenbHuyda, XpynKuil npo3payHulil pedeHoK.

The Ukrainian translatiorksimxa, wo eona dana moiti douvyi. Bnazenvkuit 0apyHox,
onazenvka ()apyeaﬂbnuuﬂ, OnazenvKe CUHLOIICUIbHE OUMSL.

This time, both translators retain Joyce’s repeigi offrail. But in Celtic “blue” is the
color that symbolizes a poet. The Ukrainian traiosleeaves the color in translation, whereas
the Russian translator omits it by describing tihédts frailty. Through mentioning his
daughter Lucia, Joyce speaks about his poeticAybiding the color, the Russian translator
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repeats the root of the word meaning “gift” in #arlBussian derivatives. The Muse gives a
gift (a flower, most likely a rose) herself. Theseoquickly fades, similar to human life.

Joyce’s text is full of shifts, nuances, and shadésmeaning. These shifts are
expressed by a variety of deictic elements. Th&galiiWwho” may characterize any of many
personages, real and imaginary, that appear isdbece text. Giacomo'sheis both specific
and universal, a modern Muse, an object of desire.

The translation space is controlled by the intdipeekeys provided by the source text.
They are text constants that integrate concepttaiz into one epiphanic whole. The
translator’'s consciousness works as the ideal resadensciousness. In the act of translating
the given conceptual space of “who” that uses ‘“gjug glasses” is transformed into
epiphanic writing. The choice of translation stgigs needs to optimize the techniques of
such writings with their multiple interpretations.

The Russian translation @iacomois in itself a work of art that reconstructs the
system of images involved in the fluctuations & ource text. The Russian translator selects
those translation equivalents that are connectdd wompleted verbalized images. Some
elements of domestication are not alien to the cotext, since Giacomo values his soul
above all, and this is close to the Russian h&sacomo is an Italian under whose mask can
be found any exile, any artistic nature, and angtipomind. The Ukrainian translation is
technically closer to Joyce’s text: it retains Jogcrepetitions without search of translation
equivalents whose nature is interpretive. Bothdianrs achieve contextual correspondences
and are consistent in translation strategies.

Both translations have indicated that translatingversalizes the depth of semiotic
signs. The translator ties the language pictutb@fvorld to assuming culture by neutralizing
the gap between universalism as a translationeglyaand the unique character of the source
text. The translation space is unified by Joycslging”, one of the first concepts that appear
in a sequence of mere concepts that can be intedpne different ways in the source text
itself. Joyce’s text is highly symbolic becauseisitgrounded in nominalizations whose
meaning is inferred from the mosaics of each fragmethin the framework of the unified
whole.

Joyce’s source text and its translations live ishared space of his epoch’s literary
discourse, recognized in Russian literature thrahghworks of Bely and Chekhov, as well as
philosophical treatises of Russian thinkers. Thibsee texts ofGiacomoare united by a
linguistic-typological invariant that is MOVEMENTf@HOUGHT. The language pulsates,
enjoys its own rhythm, and expresses the blendddyand imagination.

Literary translation is involved in linguistic-tyfmgical modeling of the fictional
discourse of the epoch through interpenetratingulistic-typological variants that are found
in other texts of assuming culture and are builtl@epiphanic model of Joyce’s kind. Both
Russian and Ukrainian translations have shownJbgte is not lost in translation. Yet, his
epiphanic modeling needs careful pre-translatioalyasis in which all associations become
transparent and make up a conceptual sphere thatriprehensive to assuming culture. The
Russian translation is deeper in comparison with Wkrainian one because it reflects on
Joyce’s other texts and views them together with Russian works of art that share with
Giacomotheir own epiphanies. Joyce’s pain and glory, tituting love and awareness of his
great writing talent — all this is with awe and pare kept in the Russian translation. The
Ukrainian translation, in this sense, is neutral bss reflective on Joyce’s doubts that are so
many in the source text.
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AHHOTaNuA

B cratee paccmarpuBaercs MEPEBOJHOM TEKCT KaK PE3ysIbTaT MHTEPIPETALMOHHBIX YCUIIUN
NEPEBOJYNKA, COXPAHAOIINX KOHUENTYaJIbHOE PABHOBECHE MEXKIY OpPHUTMHAIBHBIM U
NEPEeBOIHBIM TEKCTOM. JIMHTBOTHIIOIIOTHYECKOE MOJCIMPOBAHME OOIIEro KOHIENTYalbHOTO
IIPOCTPAHCTBA OPUTMHAIBHOIO M IIEPEBOJHOIO TEKCTa YCTAHABIMBACTCS BBIBEICHUEM
JIMHTBOTUIIOJIOTHYECKUX HHBAPUAHTOB.
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