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Abstract. The article considers the English-Ukrainian language-pair specific contrastive research on rendering the indefinite-
personal actant subjects, focusing on lexically unexpressed or pronominal types with the ‘one’ component. It discusses the influence
which the semantic sentence structure produces on subject transformations application in the English-Ukrainian language-pair trans-
lation, reviewing reasons and principles of their application. The study also discusses the ways of rendering the category of definite-
ness/indefiniteness concerning non-related language pairs on the basis of fiction prose, and illustrates how structural and semantic

properties are tackled for achieving translation ecology.
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The issues of translation adequacy, correlation between
the source and target text meaning as well as linguistic
means of its expression remain key issues in the descrip-
tive translation studies. Within this topicality, the ways of
transferring grammatical, particularly, syntactic meanings
of the source text have become relevant lately. A number
of eminent scholars (L. Barkhudarov, O. Jespersen,
V. Gak, N. Grabovskyi, V. Karaban, Th. Krzeszowski)
studied the peculiarities of a subject transformation during
translation activity for reaching functional equivalence.
L. Ternier contributed considerably to the contrastive
research on the sentence structure transformation at the
intra- and interlingual levels [11]. Recently, the syntacti-
cally related issues in the descriptive translation studies
were addressed in the contrastive explorations by
I. Korunets [8], whereas a semantic aspect of translation
is covered in V. Gak’s works [4].

The present stage of descriptive translation studies is
characterised by lack of a thorough systematic analysis on
syntactic transformations in non-related languages. Spe-
cifically, the research discusses ways of communicating
logical category of ‘definiteness/indefiniteness’ which
involves lexically unexpressed (zero) and pronominal
subjects with the ‘one’ component, which results in the
ambiguity of the subject transformations status, the ways
of their classification and their application procedures are
still being elaborated. With regard to English-Ukrainian
translation pair, the interrelation and coordination of syn-
tactic units with lexically unexpressed (zero) subjects by
the source and target languages as well as the reasons for
sentence rearrangement during translation need to be
clearly motivated.

Relevance of the suggested research can be explained
by insufficient study in which the sentence semantic
structure on the subject transformations application.
Hence, there appears a need for identifying the ways of
overcoming obstacles that arise during rendering lexically
unexpressed (zero) and pronominal subjects with the
‘one’ component, which may cause the need for an ade-
quate conveying a deep sentence structure under surface
sentence structure disparities. The article aims at discuss-
ing semantic and grammatical ways of communicating the
category of ‘indefiniteness’ in English-Ukrainian lan-
guage-pair translation. The specific objectives are three-
fold: first, to identify indefinite-personal and generaliz-
ing-personal subject syntaxemes in the selected fiction
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texts; second, to describe means of rendering English in-
definite-personal and generalizing-personal sentences into
Ukrainian, specifically those which constitute personal
pronouns ‘you’, ‘we’, ‘they’ and indefinite pronoun ‘one’;
third, to justify the applicability of transformation meth-
ods for rendering indefinite actant subjects from English
into Ukrainian.

The research is based on the information from selected
linguistic corpora from original fiction texts and their
translated variants performed by a number of interpreters.
The source base consists of indefinite-personal sentences
with impersonal subjects in English and Ukrainian, which
aims to analyze the correlation between presentation of
formal-syntactic and semantic-syntactic properties of im-
personal sentence structures in pair languages.

The suggested study also considers N. Chomsky’s ap-
proach to transformation generative grammar [1] in which
the linguist treats translation as hypothesizing certain
mental procedures inherent to translation processes.
Hence, while rendering, one faces the necessity to trans-
form formal-syntactic (so called surface) sentence struc-
ture: subject into the predicate (or a predicative), object
etc. Although externally occurring in the surface sentence
structure, the changes might be basically conditioned by
the necessity to introduce changes to the actant (deep)
sentence structure, which frequently emerges during a
translation process.

Furthermore, in the view of syntax, the research looks
into an issue of the ‘definiteness/indefiniteness’ category
representation in non-related languages that has been a
focus in numerous linguistic investigations which number
elaborations on the definite, indefinite-personal and gen-
eralizing-personal sentence types. The key point of an
indefinite-personal sentence’s semantics lies in expressing
an action, while the subject is semantically unmarked.
Necessity of syntactic subject transformations in render-
ing texts might also be conditioned by the specifics of the
actant sentence structure in the source and target lan-
guages. At the level of logics, a subject of an action can
be correlated with one person, a group of persons, and,
finally, with all agents, which are potentially character-
ized by a corresponding action.

The imaginary actant is formed on the basis of a lin-
guistic form, when in the result of nominalisation instead
of a verb, which constitutes the utterance core, a verb-
operator is used for denoting an action, thus taking over
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the function of the syntactic subject. Rather, rendering
indefinite-personal functionally corresponding, but for-
mally divergent actant subjects in the Ukrainian language,
i.e. indefinite-personal and generalizing-personal or im-
personal sentence types generally accounts for isomorphic
and allomorphic features [5, p. 37]. The availability of the
mentioned sentence types in many languages can serve an
evidence of a common way of thinking for these nations
as well as specific language forms of expressing an idea
based on its inner regulations. Interestingly, unlike
Ukrainian, English indefinite-personal and generalizing-
personal sentences are usually two-componential.

Semantic monocentrism is traced in indefinite-personal
sentences which are used for generalizing, hence being
verbally centered [3, p.49] as being fully grammatised
language means, indefinite-personal “one” allows to focus
mainly on the action unlike the pronoun-subject ‘you’ that
can’t be characterized by the utterance nonpersonalisation
[5, p. 12]. Due to this fact, impersonal sentences are usu-
ally applied by practitioners who deal with translating
English indefinite-personal sentences with indefinite-
personal pronoun‘one” as a subject. Impersonal sentences
are treated as functional corresponding units, which can
be explained by the tendency of Ukrainian impersonal
sentences to highlight action or its result without haming
an agent. In impersonal constructions, the emphasis is put
on an action, being perceived by someone indefinite.
Thus, the agent is left out from the text, sometimes re-
maining unknown [2, p. 139], compare: One doesn’t push
a woman [19, p. 146] — JKinox ne wmoexaroms [12,
p. 122]; No one has any leave in this war. [20, p. 259] —
B yiii iiini ¢ionycmox ne oaroms nikomy [17, p. 325]. As
observed in the suggested cases, when impersonal sen-
tences convey predicted and arranged actions that refer to
present or future tenses, and used for communicating the
action irrespective an agent, thus seeming alike with the
content of impersonal sentences like “it is possible to...”.
However, the Ukrainian variant is characterized by apply-
ing a syntactic transformation alongside with impersonal
sentences as translation correlations : the law is so com-
plicated, one must take precautions [19, p. 80] — 3akonu
Maxi CKIaoHi, wo 00epexcHicmb HIKOIU He 3a6a0umb
[12, p. 68]. Among indefinite-personal sentences with a
“one” subject one can single out the types, in which ac-
tions refer directly to the protagonist. In these cases, a
indefinite-personal pronoun ‘one’ acts as an implication
means of a certain personality, a protagonist seeks to
avoid a direct reference to the interlocutor, an agent.
While translating English sentences of this type into
Ukrainian, an interpreter usually prefers generalizing-
personal constructions, compare : But that’s a thing one
learns with time [19, p. 113] — Aze maxi peui nouunacwu
po3ymimu minvku 3 wacom [13, p. 90].

On the whole, in the Ukrainian translation, such actant
structures are frequently characterized by the Il singular
present tense form : But if one writes about war, self-
respect demands that occasionally one share the risk [19,
p. 157] — Ta xonu edice nuwiewt npo 6iimny, nouwymms éia-
CHOI' 2iOHoCcmi sumazae, wob mu uyac 6i0 4acy nooinae
nebesnexy 3 inwumu [13, p. 131]. Using the mentioned
generalization form in the Ukrainian translation variant,
actions and experiences affect everyone, including a read-
er, thus vitalizing narration and providing the sentence

with a categoricity tone [2, p. 140]. In case of indefinite-
ness, the source context is accompanied by more distinc-
tive semantic components, translation of English indefi-
nite-personal sentences a functional replacement — an
allomorphic syntactic structure in which the subject is
determined by any generalizing significant word — can be
applied [5, p. 37; 10, p. 39], by means of separate words
‘a person’, ‘an individual® (see an example 1 below) or its
hyponym (see an example 2 below), or a pronoun ‘mu/
we’ being used for generalizing sense in cases when a
protagonist pertains to a certain class (see an example 3
below). Let us consider the following examples : (1) One
must be humane [23, p. 10] — JIroouna nosunna oymu
moosanoro 14, p. 4];; (2) Yet one has a feeling within one
that blinds a man while he loves you [20, p. 129] — 4 mum
yacom i 8 nomeopu 6yea€ wocov make, uo 3A4CAINAI0E Y0~
nosixa, koau ein xoxae [17, p. 225]; (3) He decided to let
Baby speak for him, as one often lets woman raise their
voices over issues that are not in their hand [18, p. 222] —
Bin eupiwue: nexati bebi nocogopums 3a Hb020, MU dac-
MO HAOAEMO IICIHKAM CIIOBO 6 MUX GUHCIOKQX, KoJlu 60HU
Hiv020 supiuumu ne modxcyms [16, p. 324].

Unlike the indefinite-personal ‘one’, English personal
pronouns ‘you’, ‘we’, ‘they’ functioning as a subject of
indefinite-personal and generalizing-personal sentence
types retain the shades of the core lexical meaning: a pro-
noun ‘you’ refers to a protagonist, ‘we’ means “others and
I”, including a protagonist; ‘they’ introduces people unin-
volved into the conversation. Together with personal
pronouns and indefinite-personal ‘one’ for expressing a
“general person” notion with nouns like ‘a man’, ‘a fel-
low’, ‘people’. In fact, the latter nouns acquire indefinite-
personal shade of meaning only within a certain context,
creating a possibility for using indefinite-personal sen-
tences in the Ukrainian translation.

Application of indefinite-personal and generalizing-
personal utterances with ‘you’ subject are observed when
a protagonist informs about the facts directly referring to
it, treating it as mundane, thus approaching its description
to a potential interlocutor. Despite a content difference
between pronouns “you” Ta “one”, Ukrainian translation
devices in indefinite-personal and generalizing-personal
sentence structures turn out akin. Indeed, Ukrainian trans-
lation variants of English indefinite actant subjects are
characterized by applying actant structures with the 1l
singular present tense forms : You could not send them to
a surprise attack against an enemy that was waiting for it
[20, p. 458] — He moscna nocunamu moodeii y nacmyn,
wo mae Oymu Hecnooi8aHuM, AKUO B0PO2 HEKAE YbO2O
nacmyny [17, p.473]; generalizing-personal sentence
types :You can’t stop a teacher when they want to do
something [23, p. 37] — Buumeie ne cnunuw, Ko 601U
wocwb nadymatoms [15, p. 12]; serve as functional transla-
tion correlations alongside with the syntactic structures:
You couldn’t even hear any cars any more [23, p. 69] —
Hi mawuna nide ne npoioe, niwo [15, p. 43].

Application of ‘they’ in indefinite-personal meaning
doesn’t favour an utterance generalization, only highlight-
ing the person’s indefiniteness. In the mentioned sense,
this pronoun is combined with a limited range of verbs,
specifically, with the verbs of saying (‘to say’, ‘to tell’,
‘to call’). The usage of verbs in the 3™ person plural —
‘kaxkyts’ [3, p. 180] can be observed in the cases when
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the pronoun ‘they’ is substituted with ‘one’ : One writes
of scars healed, a loose parallel to the pathology of the
skin, but there is no such thing in the life of an individual
[18, p. 287] — Kascyme, oywesni panu 3apyoybo8yions-
ci, — ye eeilbmu Heeoane nOpieH}ZHH}l 3 ymKO@cheHH}ZMM
Qisuunumu, 60 6 acummi max ne 6ysac [16, p. 352 ].

Specific difficulties constitute the cases when the
source text features stylistic and content differences be-
tween pronouns-subjects of indefinite-personal sentences
with ‘you’ and ‘one’. The definite-personal and generaliz-
ing-personal sentences with a subject-pronoun ‘we’ are
less commonly used. Unlike the above-mentioned utter-
ance types, construction with ‘we’ refers only to a certain
number of persons with whom an interlocutor identifies
himself and on behalf of whom he expresses his thoughts.
Taking into consideration this specificity, the pronoun
‘we’ is preserved in the Ukrainian translation: As we
know — STk mu snaemo | Ax sidomo.

The results of the survey show that a considerable
number of impersonal actant subjects were rendered in a
way that deviated from the original, being in a complete
conformity with the source and target language regula-

tions. Thus, the translation variant of English indefinite-
personal sentences with the pronominal subject ‘one’ is
determined by the meaning shade an utterance acquires in
the Ukrainian language, which can be explained by the
English sentence property to be used for transmitting gen-
eral truths and producing sentences similar to definite
personal ones.

To sum up, the following key points should be men-
tioned. Firstly, semantic and formal-syntactic aspects of
subject transformations are closely interconnected in ren-
dering impersonal sentences from English into Ukrainian.
The results show that in most cases the majority of them
undergo changes in the utterance actant structure, which
fosters changes at the formal-syntactic level. The reasons
seem to be found in the more flexibility of Ukrainian syn-
tax in comparison with the English, as well as in dispari-
ties between English and Ukrainian grammar structures.
Secondly, the selected corpus data enabled to analyse the
ways of rendering impersonal sentences which assisted in
identification common and divergent features in the Eng-
lish-Ukrainian language-pair translation. The latter has an
obvious impact on translation ecology.
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! QaHIJI0-YKPaHHCKOe HANpaBJieHHe NepeBoaa

AHHOTaHl/Ifl. B crathe paccMOTpEHA CONMOCTABUTECIbHAA XapaKTEPUCTUKA NEPEBOAA HEONPEACIICHHO-JIMYHBIX AaKTaAHTHBIX MOJICKa-
MUX B aHIJIO-YKPAWHCKOM HaIIpaBJICHUU MIEPEBOAA, 4 TAKXKE BIUSIHUE CEeMaHTUYECKOM CTPYKTYPBI NIPEAJIOKEHU Ha UCIIOJIb30BAHUE

cyOBekTHBIX TpaHchopmauuii. [Ipoananu3npoBaHbl IPUYMHBI U

NPUHOUIBI UX HUCIOJBb3BAaHUA B AHIJIO-YKPAWHCKOM IIEPEBOJEC. B

CTaTbC NPEAJIOKCHBI CIIOCOOBI nepeaadn KaTeropruy HEONPEACICHHOCTU B HECPOACTBEHHBIX A3bIKaX Ha MaT€pualie Xy}lO)K@CTBCHHOﬁ
IIPO3bI, a TAKIKE PaCCMOTPEHO B3aeMOJICHCTBHE CTPYTYPHBIX U CEMAaHTUYECKUX XAPAKTCPUCTUK IJId JOCTHIKECHHS TOYHOCTHU IIEPEBOAA.
Knroueewvie cnosa: Kamezopus onpedeﬂeﬁnocmu/HeonpedezzeHHocmu, Kadvecmeo nepeeodu, HeonpedeﬂeHHo-ﬂutmoe AKMaHmHuoe

noz)ﬂeofcamee, CUHmMAKcu4decKkue mpchd)opMauuu.
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