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CTaTTa npuceBAYeHa po3rnaay cTpaTerin nepeknagy aHrnincbKnx KBaHTUgiKaTopis ABOIHK both, ei-
ther, neither ykpaiHCbKOIO MOBOIO y Cy4aCHOMY XYA0XHbOMY AMCKypci. Memoro poboTu € BUABNEHHA NO-
KanbHWX i r106anbHMX CTPaTeriii Ta NPUIAOMIB Nepeknaay KBaHTMOIKaTopiB Ha eTani y3araJbHEeHHSA pe3y/ib-
TaTiB NepeksagaLbKkoro AocBiay. 3aBAaHHA BK/IOYAOTb BCTAHOB/IEHHA TUMIB NepeknagaLbKux TpaHchop-
MaLili, NPUMOMIB i CTpaTerili, 3aCTOCOBAHUX AN1A AOCATHEHHA €KBiBAa/IEHTHOCTI 1 aleKBATHOCTI YKPaiHCbKO-
ro nepeknaay. EKBiBaNeHTHICTb PO3YMIETLCA AK CMIBBIAHOWEHHA MiXX TEKCTaMW OPUTiHANY Ta Nepeknasy
3i 36epeeHHsAM ceMaHTUYHOT (pedepeHLiiHOT, KOHOTAaTUBHOI), CTUNICTUYHOT Ta NPAarmaTUYHOI (dyHKLio-
Ha/bHO-KOMYHiKaT1BHOI) iHdopMaLyii npu nepeaadi 3micTy opuriHany. ALEKBaTHICTb TPAKTYETLCA AK AKICTb
nepekaagy, Wo A03BOJIAE BBAXKATU MOro 3araibHO NPUNHATHUM abo 3a40BiNbHMM i Nepeabayae BiATBO-
PEHHSA 3MiCTy OpuriHany 3 ypaxyBaHHAM NparmaTMYHOi meTn Ta 6e3 NopyLIeHHA MOBHUX HOPM.

JocniaxeHHA BUKOHAHO Ha MaTepiani pomaHy K. PoyniHr «lFappi MoTTep i B’A3eHb A3kabaHy» Ta
Oro aBTOPM30BaHOrO Nepekaagy, 3aiicHeHoro B. Mopo30BuMM, i3 AKMX METOA,0M CYLLiNbHOI BUBipKM Byno
BifibpaHo 96 KBaHTUIKaTOPIB ABOIHK. Memoou i npoueaypy AOCNIAXKEHHS HacTynHi: 1) noBHa BUBIpKa;
2) AHani3 0 AHOMOBHMX i 4BOMOBHWNX CNOBHUKOBMX cTaTeit; 3) AHani3 6e3nocepeHiX CKNaaoBuX; 4) KOHTeEK-
CTyanbHUI aHanis; 5) TpaHcdopMaLiiHMIA aHani3 nepeknagy; 6) CUHTAKCMYHMIA aHaNi3 NPono3unLii i npo-
Lenypu KiNbKiCHOro po3paxyHKy.

Y pe3ynbTaTi aHanisy CNOBHUKOBUX AediHiLili BUABAEHO PyHKLIOHAaNbHO-CEMAHTMYHI BAACTMBOCTI Ta Nps-
Mi NnepeknagHi ekBiBaNeHTN AaHMX OAMHMLb. 33 JONOMOrOL0 aHani3y 3a 6esnocepeHIMM CKNAZHWKAMM Ta KOH-
TEKCTYaNIbHOTO aHanisy ifaeHTMoIKoBaHO 17 ceMaHTUYHMX ponel pedepeHTiB AaHUX IEKCEM Y TEKCTi OpuriHa-
Ny, HAMYACTOTHIWMMM 3 AKKX € areHc (36,4%), nokatus (14,6%), ekcnepieHTvB (11,4%). BuasneHo 19 kombi-
HaLii CEMaHTUYHWX POSIEN | CUHTAKCUYHWUX QYHKLiM KBAaHTUGIKATOPIB Yy TEKCTI OpuriHany, cepes, sKMX Hanyac-
TilULMM € areHTMBHMI nigmert (37,5%); 4acToTa peLuTH cTaHOBUTL NpubIM3HO No 10%. AHanis nepeknaaaLbKnx
TpaHchopMaLLii A,O3BONNB YCTAHOBUTU OCHOBHI NPUAOMU Nepeknagy KBaHTUGIKATOpiB YKPaiHCbKOK MOBOID,
LLLO BKNOYaAIOTb ONyLLEeHHA (62,5%), ByKBasbHUI NepeKaz 3a LONOMOrol eKBiBaseHTiB eKBiBaneHTH (21,9%)
Ta IeKCMYHI 3amiHm (15,6%). [loBeaeHo, L0 OCHOBHUMM CTPATErAMM NepeKnaay, BKAYaoUuM Nno Asi «Ha opu-
riHany i «Ha YMTaya», NoKaSIbHUMM CTPATEriAMU NPU BiATBOPEHHI AaHUX OAMHULB YKPAiHCbKO MOBOHO € 1) Ko-
MYHIKaTUBHUIA Nepeknazg (TepmiH M. H'tomapka) (68,8%) 3a LONOMOroo onyLeHH:A (KoMNpecii) 3i SMeHLeHHAM
ONyLLEHHA, KOMNpPeCii, 3MeHLWweHHA emdasm, napadpasm i3 CUHTAKCUYHUMM 3MiIHAMM T 3MEHLLEHHAM eKcni-
LIMTHOCTI, @ TaKOXK 32 JONOMOTO0 EKBIBA/NIEHTIB i3 CUHTAKCUYHMMM 3MiHAMM, BK/THOUAIOYM 0AaBAHHA, Ta 3MiHO
emdasy; 2) bykBanbHWI nepeknag (15,6%) i3 BUKOPUCTaHHAM NpAMUX (YMCTUX) (4,2%) | HenpaMUX (3MiLLAHKX)
eksiBaneHTis (11,4%) 3i 3miHOO emdasm Ta/abo CUHTAKCUYHMMM 3MIHAMK; NPAMMUX | HEMPSAMUX EKBIBa/IEHTIB,
3) cemaHTUYHMI nepeknag, (15,6%), BKAOYAHOUM CUHOHIMIYHI 3amiHK, 3MiHK emdasn, napadpasy CUHTAKCUY-
Hi 3MiHW, MOAYNALIO, YCi 3 AKMX 3aCTOCOBAHO CMiibHO 3 4) rnobanbHOM cTpaTerieto «ogoMallHeHHA» (100%),
LLL0 3abe3MnevytoTb eKBiBaI@HTHICTb Ta a4,EKBATHICTb aHMN0-YKPAIHCbKOTo Nepeknaay AaHUX KBaHTU®IKaTopiB.

Kntovosi cnosa: cmpameeis nepexnady, npuliom nepeknady, KeaHMU@IKamop, CemMaHmMu4yHa pos,
eKeieasneHm, onyuweHHs, 3amMiHa, 6yKeabHUli nepeknad, ceMaHmMuYHUll nepexaad, KOMyHIKamueHuUl nepexnao.
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Translation is a complex process that involves combinations of global and local strategies

applied at every stage to attain equivalence and adequacy of the target text. Local strat-
egies (translation procedures) “relate specifically to the translation of particular language struc-
tures and lexical items [Kearns, 2009. p. 283], to “individual expressions in the source text, such
as words, grammar constructions, idioms, etc.” [Romaniuk; Zapotichna, 2020, p. 127]. Global
strategies (or translation methods) “operate at a more general level and pertain to broad ques-
tions of textual style and the choice between suppressing or emphasizing specific aspects of the
source text [Kearns, 2009. p. 283]; being “applied to a text as a whole” and aimed at “reproduc-
tion of the whole conceptual image of the source text,” and “the global translation strategies in-
volve the local ones” [Romaniuk; Zapotichna, 2020, p. 127].

Equivalence is “a central concept in translation theory, but also a controversial one,” com-
monly defined as “a relationship between a source text (ST) and a target text (TT)...or parts of STs
and TTs... that allows the TT to be considered a translation of the ST” based on their referential
or denotative, connotative, text-normative, formal, pragmatic aspects etc. [Kenny, 2009, p. 96].
P. Newmark (1988) claims that the overriding purpose, and a desirable result, of any translation,
should be “to achieve ‘equivalent effect,’ i.e. to produce the same effect (or one as close as possi-
ble) on the readership of the translation as has been obtained on the readership of the original,”
called the ‘equivalent response’ principle” [Newmark, 1988, p. 48], also referred to by E. Nida as
“dynamic equivalence” based on “the ST and TT words having the same effect on their respective
readers” [Nida, Taber, 1969]. Adequacy of translation is viewed as its quality of being satisfacto-
ry or acceptable. According to Bakker et al., “adequate translation is a reconstruction of source
text textemes and consists of an explicitation of the textual relations and functions of the source
text [Bakker, Koster, Van Leuven-Zwart, 2009, p. 272].

Translation strategies are classified differently in modern translation studies; for instance,
Catford (1965) proposes the term ‘translation shifts’ (level shifts & category shifts, structural &
class shifts, unit shifts & intra-system shifts), defining translation as “the replacement of textu-
al material in one language (SL) by equivalent textual material in another language (TL),” the
term ‘equivalent’ being used as ‘a key term,” [Catford, 1965, pp. 20—21] and, based on the ex-
tent, levels and ranks of translation, he distinguishes such types as full, partial, total, restricted,
rank-bound and unbounded translation etc. A. Chesterman (1997) differentiates ‘comprehen-
sion strategies’ relating to the cognitive analysis of the ST and ‘production strategies’ relating to
the production of the TT, dividing the latter into (mainly local) ten syntactic/grammatical, nine
semantic and five pragmatic strategies, with subcategories in each group and no obvious dis-
tinction between them [Chesterman, 1997, pp. 92—-112], describing strategies as ‘ways in which
translators seek to conform to norms . . . not to achieve equivalence, but simply to arrive at the
best version they can think of’ [Kearns, 2009, p. 285]. According to Chesterman (1997), transla-
tion strategies are text-manipulating, process-oriented, goal-oriented, problem-centered, con-
sciously applied and inter-subjective. In regard to global translation strategies, L. Venuti (2001)
distinguishes between ‘foreignization’ and ‘domestication’ strategies based on the translator’s
‘moving the reader towards the author or the author towards the reader’ [Venuti, 2001]. These
strategies involve translation methods, ‘determined by cultural, economic, and political factors,’
serving as the means of coping with translation problems [Venuti, 2008, p. 240]. P. Newmark
(1988) equates global strategies to translation methods, which refer to the whole text, and lo-
cal strategies to procedures regarded as a translator’s options applied for sentences and small-
er units, thus differentiating eight translation types based on the source text (language) focus
and the target text (language) focus, the first including ‘word-for-word, literal, faithful and se-
mantic translation,” the second being ‘adaptation, free, idiomatic and communicative transla-
tion’ [Newmark, 1988]. L. Kyrychuk (2018) differentiates between “two basic, directly opposite
in character, translation strategies, namely: the strategy of imitative, direct, ST-oriented trans-
lation and oblique, indirect, target receptor-oriented or functional translation” [Kyrychuk, 2018,
p. 74]. E. Davies (2003) distinguishes seven strategies, namely: localization, globalization, addi-
tion, omission, preservation, transformation and creation (which, in particular, were used by
W. Dukmak (2012) to describe the translation of culture-specific references in the Harry Potter
books into Arabic). M. Baker (1992) proposes the eight most frequent strategies employed by

I ntroduction

326



ISSN 2523-4463 (print) ALFRED NOBEL UNIVERSITY JOURNAL OF PHILOLOGY
ISSN 2523-4749 (online) 2024. Ne 1 (27)

professional translators in dealing with translation problems, namely, translation by: a) a more
general word, b) a more neutral / less expressive word, c) cultural substitution, d) a loan word or
loan word plus explanation, e) paraphrase using a related word, f) paraphrase using unrelated
words, g) omission, h) illustration [Baker, 1992, pp. 26—42].

Generally, translation strategies are regarded as a long-term set of rules, approaches and
actions, methods and procedures aimed at adequate rendering of an original text into a foreign
language in accordance with “the communication goal, cognitive needs and interests of the tar-
get audience” [Romaniuk, Zapotichna, 2020, p. 127], with cultural, linguistic and extra-linguistic
factors taken into account. Moreover, they are the means of overcoming translation problems
that arise from the inappropriateness of literal translation. According to Z. Owiji (2013), provided
that literal translation is acceptable, “the strategies may not be needed” [Owji, 2013].

Besides, every stage of the translation process involves translation tactics, which are dif-
ferent from local strategies, since, according to Romaniuk and Zapotichna (2020), they are ‘di-
rected to different objects,’ i.e. local strategies are intended to ‘reproduce conceptual meaning
or the function of a certain piece of text,” while tactics are aimed at determining ‘which seman-
tic or formal characteristics of the language units of the original text are subject to reproduc-
tion in translation to achieve the specified strategy’ [Romaniuk, Zapotichna, 2020, p. 127]. Local
strategies are based on ‘logically interrelated translation tactics’ regarded as ‘specific speech ac-
tions aimed at implementing a strategy and achieving the goal of translation at each stage’ [ibid,
p. 127]. The impossibility of adhering to one translation strategy solely leads to combinations of
global and local strategies, including related methods — all depending on the type and genre of
the text being translated.

To summarize various theories, translation strategy is herein defined as a long-term sys-
tematic plan of explicit mental and behavioural actions to render the semantic, pragmatic and
cultural aspects of the original text semantic, pragmatic and cultural aspects of the original text
or text segment (translation unit, i.e. a sentence, clause, phrase or word as a lower unit) by
foreign language means, preserve its style, genre characteristics and imagery to ensure there-
fore equivalence and adequacy of the translated text or unit. According to P. Newmark (1988),
translation units are divided into higher units (paragraphs and texts) and lower units (sentenc-
es, groups, clauses and words). “The largest quantity of translation in a text is done at the level
of the word, the lexical unit, the collocation, the group, the clause and the sentence [Newmark,
1988, p. 54].

The subject of this study is translation strategies employed in rendering the English dual-
number quantifiers (DNQs) both, either & neither into Ukrainian in modern fiction discourse. The
aim is to analyze and identify the strategies and methods of adequate English-Ukrainian transla-
tion of the DNQs at the post-translation stage, as well as the post-translation strategy of gener-
alizing the translator’s experience. The objectives are: 1) to compile a register of English DNQs
based on the novel by J.K. Rowling “Harry Potter and the Prisoner of Azkaban;” 2) to determine
their functional-semantic characteristics and direct translation equivalents; 3) to identify their
semantic roles and syntactic functions in the source text; 4) to specify the types of grammatical
shifts translation shifts and methods of their rendering into Ukrainian; 5) to identify and analyze
the respective translation strategies applied. The research methods and procedures are: 1) en-
tire sampling; 2) monolingual and bilingual dictionary entries’ analysis; 3) immediate constitu-
ents’ analysis; 4) contextual analysis; 5) translation transformational analysis; 6) sentence pars-
ing and quantity calculations procedures.

In recent years, English quantifiers were investigated within translation studies in various
aspects, including, to name a few, contrastive studies of non-numerical quantificational NPs pro-
duced by English speakers and Mandarin & Korean learners of English [Crosthwaite, Choy, Bae,
2016], distributive quantifier scope in English-speaking learners of Japanese on “the syntax-se-
mantics interface” [Marsden, 2009]; corpus-based cross-linguistic analysis of English and Lithu-
anian non-numerical quantifiers for practical applications in translation, lexicography and lan-
guage teaching [Ruzaité, 2009]; corpus study of determiners in English quantificational expres-
sions used by Korean learners of English and native English-speakers [Yoo, Shin, 2019]; English
lexical equivalents of Thai quantifiers based on English-Thai parallel corpora [Wijitsopon, 2021];
linguistic attributes of English numerals and denumerals [Kobyakova, Shvachko, 2019]; quanti-

327



ISSN 2523-4463 (print) ALFRED NOBEL UNIVERSITY JOURNAL OF PHILOLOGY
ISSN 2523-4749 (online) 2024. Ne 1 (27)

fication in human languages “to build Natural Language Generation algorithms that mimic hu-
mans’ use of quantified expressions” [Chen, Deemter, Pagliaro, Smalbil, Lin, 2019]; semantic,
cognitive and pragmatic meanings of quantifiers [Knowlton, Trueswell, Papafragou, 2023] etc.
Concerning translation difficulties, S. Finn and O. Bueno claim that quantifier variance in natu-
ral languages “faces a number of difficulties and... is not compatible with charitable translation”
[Finn, Bueno, 2018]. At the same time, little attention has been given recently to analyses of
translation strategies and methods employed in rendering the DNQs both, either & neither in
contemporary fantasy fiction.

Applicable to this investigation are the following global and local strategies elaborated by
different researchers: 1) domestication [Venuti, 2004] — an ethnocentric approach wherein the
emphasis is laid on the linguistic and cultural values of the target language, and “the author ap-
proaches the reader;” 2) communicative translation [Newmark, 1998] — a target text-oriented
strategy aimed at reproducing the exact message of the source text content into the target lan-
guage with emphasis on naturalness and comprehensiveness of the target text readership; 3) se-
mantic translation [Newmark, 1998] — a source text-oriented strategy aimed at preserving the
meaning of the original text with emphasis on naturalness; 4) literal translation [Newmark, 1998;
Chesterman, 1997], i.e. converting the original-text individual words and grammatical structures
into the nearest equivalents in the target text, which according to Chesterman [1997], is a “de-
fault” strategy.

Besides, relevant to this research are the following direct (literal) and oblique translation
strategies proposed by Chesterman [1997]: to local strategies, semantic strategies: 1) synonymy
— selecting the closest synonym, which is not the first literal translation of the source text word
or phrase; 2) antonymy — selecting a word with the opposite meaning, mostly combined with a
negation; 3) emphasis change — increasing, decreasing or changing the emphasis of the trans-
lated text items in comparison to the original; 4) paraphrase paraphrase — creating a liberal ap-
proximate translation wherein some lexical items may be ignored, which corresponds to Davies’
and Baker’s omission, as well as related or unrelated-word paraphrase [Baker, 1992]; syntactic
strategies: 1) literal translation — following the source text form as closely as possible without
following the source language structure, which, according to Venuti [2004], is an oblique meth-
od of rendering a source language text into the appropriate idiomatic or grammatical equiva-
lent in the target language; 2) transposition — changing one part of speech into another, which
corresponds to Venuti’s modulation, i.e. changing in viewpoint (e.g. changing a part of speech);
3) phrase paraphrase structure change — changing the internal structure of the noun phrase or
verb phrase, although the source language phrase itself maybe translated by a corresponding
phrase in the target language, which correlates with transformation [Davies, 2003, p. 86] — to-
tally changing the text in a way that could be considered distorting to the original, i.e. substitu-
tion (replacement) of a reference with another one; 4) clause and sentence structure change —
changing the organization of the constituent phrases, clauses or sentences; pragmatic strate-
gies: 1) cultural filtering — concrete realization, at the level of language, of the global strategy of
domestication universal strategy [Venuti, 2004] or target culture-oriented translation; 2) explic-
itness change —adding or deleting some information to make the text more or less explicit, which
also corresponds to Davies’ addition — preserving the original reference but supplemented with
additional information judged necessary by the translator and omission — deleting an item “so
that no trace of it is found” [Davies, 2003, pp. 77, 79]. The above strategies correlate with such
translation methods as direct or oblique literal translation (i.e. by equivalent), equivalent trans-
lation, lexical substitution and omission or compression.

Results

By entire sampling at the first stage of the investigation, a total of 96 lexemes (100%)
were selected from the source text, namely: both — 62 (64.6%), either — 31 (32.3%), neither — 3
(3.1%). According to monolingual dictionary entries, the following lexico-semantic variants of the
lexemes under study exist:

Both: 1) predeterminer, determiner, pronoun, quantifier: used to refer to two people or
things, regarded, identified and considered together; 2) conjunction: used in the structure both...
and..., wherein both precedes words, phrases, or clauses joined by the coordinating conjunction
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and, to refer to two facts or alternatives and emphasize that each of them is true or possible,
to indicate that not just one, but also the other of the joined elements is included and that the
statement being made applies to each of the alternatives. The phrase to have it both ways means
“to benefit from two incompatible ways of thinking or behaving”.

Either: 1) conjunction: used before the first of two (occasionally more) given alternatives,
the other being introduced by ‘or’ in the structure: either...or...; 2) adverb (with negative):
a) used to indicate a similarity or link with a statement just made; b) “for that matter; moreover”,
used to add an extra piece of information, and to emphasize that both are equally important;
3) determiner, pronoun, quantifier: a) “one or the other of two people or things”; b) “each of
two” or “both”; c) used with a broad negative to refer to each of two things, people, or situations
to indicate that the negative statement includes both of them. The phrase either way means
“whichever of two given alternatives is the case”.

Neither: 1) determiner, pronoun, quantifier: “not the one nor the other of two people
or things; not either”; 2) conjunction: used before the first of two (or occasionally more)
alternatives, the others being introduced by ‘nor’ in the structure: neither...nor...; to indicate that
they are each untrue or each does not happen: 3) adverb: used to introduce a further negative
statement and/or to emphasize another negative statement. Syn: nor. The phrase neither here
nor there means “of no importance or relevance”.

The source text contains DNQs that pertain to such functional-semantic classes as: the
quantifier proper, determiner, predeterminer, pronoun, emphasizing (emphatic) emphasizing
pronoun, pronominal adverb and conjunction. Immediate constituents’ analysis revealed the
most frequent types, which are the emphatic pronoun and determiner (more than 20% each),
less frequent are the conjunction, adverb and quantifier proper (12-19%), the least frequent be-
ing the pronoun and predeterminer (less than 10%). These functional-semantic types influence
the choice of local translation strategies with the corresponding translation methods and deter-
mine the types of grammatical shifts.

In this paper, the DNQs are analyzed in terms of semantic roles (SR), which are defined as
“the underlying relationships that a participant has with the main verb in a clause”, i.e. the actu-
al roles a participant plays in some real or imaginary situation, apart from the linguistic encod-
ing of those situations, also known as case frames [Fillmore, 1968] and thematic roles [Dowty,
1991]. In this paper, SRs are assigned not only to arguments in predicate-argument structures
but also to adjuncts.

As a result of contextual analysis, the following semantic roles of the DNQs are identified:
1) agent (Ag), 2) experiencer (Ex), 3) patient (Pt), 4) recipient (Rc), 5) instrument (In), 6) loca-
tive (Lc), 7) event (Ev), 8) quality (Ql), 9) state (St), 10) source (Sc), 11) time (Tm), 12) goal (Gl),
13) manner (Mn), 14) theme (Th), 15) quantity (Qn), 16) similarity (Sm), 17) addition (Ad). The
most frequent are Ag (35-36.4%), Lc (14-14.6%) and Ex (11-11.4%) in the source text, while all
the other roles are found in less than 10% of cases each. Ag and Ex jointly constitute almost 48%
of cases as they refer to human beings who are the characters and active participants of the plot.
These semantic roles also have a significant impact on the choice of translation strategies and
methods in their rendering into another language.

Grammatical shifts in rendering the DNQs are, for the most part, conditioned by their syn-
tactic functions in the source text. As a result of the sentence parsing procedure, the DNQs are
found in five surface syntactic functions (SF) in the source text: 1) subject (48-50%), 2) object
(11-11.5%), 3) predicate predicative (6-6.25%), 4) attribute (2—2.1%); 5) adverbial modifier (29—
30.2%). Generally, the most numerous are the subject and adverbial modifier (50% and 31.3%,
respectively); while the object is much less frequent (11.5%), the predicate, predicative and at-
tribute being the least frequent functions (less than 7% each). The procedure of detailed pars-
ing revealed three deep SFs of the DNQs, namely: 1) determiner (22-22.9%), 2) subject & ob-
ject complement compound (21-21.9%), 3) connector (19-19.8%). Distributed almost equally,
the deep SFs are registered in 62 cases (64.6%), whereas in 34 cases (35.4%), the DNQs perform
solely surface SFs.

Besides, 19 combinations of the DNQs’ semantic roles and surface syntactic functions are
registered in the source text, among which the most frequent is Ag subject (more than 35%);
while Ex subject and AM of place and similarity are less frequent (more than 10% each), the oth-
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er 16 combinations being considerably less frequent (less than 10% each). These combinations
of semantic roles and syntactic functions determine the types of grammatical shifts in render-
ing the DNQs, as well as the translation methods incorporated in the local and global translation
strategies.

Translation methods of English DNQs into Ukrainian include equivalent translation, lexical
substitution and omission. According to bilingual dictionary entries, the following direct (pure)
translation equivalents of the DNQs are available:

Both: 1) predeterminer, determiner, pronoun, quantifier: a) o6udea (masculine and neu-
ter gender), obudei (feminine gender) — Ukrainian collective numerals that denote “each of the
two mentioned or known persons, things, objects, phenomena etc.”, syn. 060€; b) moii i dpyauii;
i moli, i Opyauli — pronominal phrases comprised of the indicative pronoun modi [that] and the or-
dinal numeral dpyauli [second], which corresponds to the cardinal numeral one, linked by the co-
ordinate conjunction i [and]; 2) adverb: mex, makoxc — Ukrainian adverbs [also, too, likewise,
as well]; 3) conjunction both... and...: AK... mak i...; i... i...; [and... and...], He minbKu... a (ane) ...
[not only but also] — compound coordinate conjunctions that link homogeneous members of a
sentence.

Either: 1) determiner, pronoun, quantifier: a) moii wu moii — indicative pronouns linked
by the disjunctive conjunction [that or that]; oduH 3 déox — numerals [one of two]; KoxHul —
attributive pronoun [every, each; any]; b) o6udea — collective numeral [both]; on either side —
3 06ox 60kis, 06a6iu; c) 6ydb-akuii (3 asox) — indefinite pronoun [some, any; whichever, (of
two)]; either will do — nepwuti-ninwul niditide; 2) adverb: makoxc, mexc — adverbs that mean
also, too, likewise used with negative; 3) conjunction: abo — disjunctive conjunction [or]; either
...or...—abo ... ab6o ... [or...or...].

Neither: 1) determiner: Hi moii, Hi iHwuli; (iterative negative particle with the indicative
pronoun moli [that] and attributive pronoun iHwuli [other, another, different] — [not that, not
other]; #odeH — negative pronoun used with the subject or object in negative sentences to ex-
press absolute negation; Hi 00uH, Hiakuli [no one, not any, none, nobody]; 2) pronoun, quantifi-
er: Hixmo — a negative pronoun to express absolute absence of the animate subject or object of
action [nobody, no one, none]; #odeH [no one, not any, none, nobody]. 3) adverb: makox He —
adverb [also, too, likewise] with the negative particle He [not]; 4) conjunction: neither ... nor — Hi
.. Hi ... (negative emphatic coordinating conjunction comprised of the negative particle Hi [no,
not, not any] preceding each alternative); neither here nor there — Hi 0o nady, Hi 0o npuKnady;
He 00 peuyi.

In this research, these equivalents are classified as pure equivalents that in translation
practice can be blended, or mixed, with other elements, thus leading to modulation, emphasis
change, grammatical shifts, etc.

Translation transformational analysis revealed the following local strategies applied in ren-
dering the DNQs: 1) literal translation, which, borrowing Chesterman’s idea, is regarded as a de-
fault strategy, 2) source text-oriented strategy of semantic translation, 3) target text-oriented
strategy of communicative translation — each implemented alongside the target text-oriented
strategy of domestication. Correlating with the above strategies are the following main transla-
tion methods: 1) equivalent translation, 2) lexical substitution and 3) omission.

Rendering ‘both’ into Ukrainian involves such methods as equivalent translation (10 of 62
cases (16.1%)), lexical substitution (3—4.8%) and omission (49—79%), which correlate with Ches-
terman’s syntactic, semantic and pragmatic local strategies incorporated in literal, semantic and
communicative translation strategies..

In particular, literal (equivalent) translation direct literal translation strategy of both is reg-
istered in 10 cases of 62 (16.1%), with both being a quantifier proper (1-1.6%), pronominal quan-
tifier (i.e. pronoun) (5—8%), including a pro-form (1-1.6%), and a determiner quantifier (i.e. de-
terminer) (4-6.4%).

As a quantifier and a pronoun, both is rendered into Ukrainian by means of the dual-num-
ber collective numerals o6udsa, ob6oe [both, the two] in the following phrases: both of them,
sitting — eoHu 060€ cudinu (quantifier); both very bright — o6udea po3ymHi (pronoun); they both
turned away to hide their laughter — s8idsepHysuwuce, 060€ nupcHyaAu cmixom; they both grinned
obudea ycmixHynucsa (emphasizing pronoun). As a determiner both is rendered by the dual-num-

330



ISSN 2523-4463 (print) ALFRED NOBEL UNIVERSITY JOURNAL OF PHILOLOGY
ISSN 2523-4749 (online) 2024. Ne 1 (27)

ber collective numeral 06udsa / 06udsi in the attributive function in the following word combi-
nations: both teams — o6udei komaHOu; both Bludgers — o6udea saxcki 6s1a0xcepu; both hands
—06udsi pyKku; from both wands — 3 060x YapieHUX MAAUYOK.

The following fragment illustrates a direct literal translation strategy involving equivalent
translation of the determiner both in the syntactic function of a recipient (malfactive) object:

(E) Madam Hooch awarded both teams penalties.

(U) Madam lyy nokapana obudei KomaHOU WMpagHUMU yoapamu.

The following case is equivalent translation of both as a pronoun in the syntactic function of
experiencer subject in an elliptical sentence by the dual-number collective numeral o6udesa asso-
ciated with literal translation strategy:

(E) Both very bright, of course — exceptionally bright, in fact.

(U) O6udea po3ymHi... bauckyyuli posym...

Equivalent translation of both as a source object determiner is as follows:

(E) A flash of blue-white light erupted from both wands.

(U) 3 06ox yapisHux nanuyok sucmpinuso cainyye 6aakumto-6ine caimso.

In this case, equivalent translation of both is affiliated with the local syntactic strategy of
sentence structure change, resulting in word order change by shifting the prepositional object to
the initial position followed by the predicate, with the subject in the final position, which is norm
in Ukrainian whereby the theme of an utterance precedes the rheme in actual division. This syn-
tactic strategy, in its turn, suggests the application of the target reader-oriented communicative
translation strategy.

Below is equivalent translation of both as Ag subject by means of the dual-number collec-
tive numeral 060€ in the syntactic function of a postpositive attribute:

(E) They were there, both of them, sitting outside Florean Fortescue’s Ice Cream Parlor.

(U) BoHu 060€ cudinu 6insa «Kagpe-moposusa ®aopeaHa ®opmecK’to».

This case illustrates the application of the communicative translation strategy incorporat-
ing the syntactic strategy of sentence structure change by compression of the phrase “they were
there, both of them, sitting...” reducing it to (literally) *they were both sitting, which results in
explicitness change on the pragmatic level and a slight decrease in emphasis. This, in turn, im-
plies the application of the pragmatic strategy of explicitness change and the semantic strategy
of emphasis change.

Equivalent translation of both as an emphatic quantifier in the function of Ag subject by the
collective dual-number numeral 060k is as follows:

(E) [...] they both turned away to hide their laughter [...]

(V) [...] sBidsepHysuwiLicb, 06OE MUPCHYAU CMIXOM.

In this fragment, the syntactic strategy of clause structure change is applied involving, first-
ly, the predicate’s shift to the initial position (before the subject) and its converting into a non-
finite form (adverbial participle) and, secondly, deleting the first part of the subject they both,
i.e. rendering the emphatic pronoun both by its neutral, emphasis-free equivalent, which leads
to emphasis decrease, thus resulting in literally *turning/having turned away, both burst out
laughing. These transformations suggest implementing the target reader-oriented communica-
tive translation strategy.

The following fragment illustrates equivalent translation of both as a pro-form in two simul-
taneous syntactic functions, namely Ev object and Ev predicate connector, in an elliptical nomi-
native sentence:

(E) Did you check the lunar chart and realize that | was always ill at the full moon? Or did you
realize that the Boggart changed into the moon when it saw me?” “Both,” Hermione said quietly.

(U) Tu nepesipuna mica4Hi ¢paszu i 3po3ymina, Wo A 3a810uU X80pito 1id 4ac NoO8HO20 MicauA?
Yu, moxce, momMimua, Wo X084UK, KOau MeHe 6a4ume, 308M40U MepemaeoproEMbCA HA MiCAUb? —
I me, i me, | me, i me, — muxo sidkazana lepmioHa.

In the above case, the pronoun both is rendered by the iterative coordinating conjunction
i [and] comprising the structure i..., i..., whose pure (direct) equivalents is both... and..., with the
addition of the iterative demonstrative pronoun me forming the phrase i me, i me [*and that,
and that] with reference to the options expressed in the previous two interrogative sentences.
In the function of Ev object, the reconstructed two-member sentence is */ did both, which sug-
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gests applying the syntactic strategy of phrase structure change in communicative translation. In
the further reconstruction of this pro-form’s referent, its function can also be defined as Ev pred-
icate connector in the sentence */ both checked... and realized..., which makes it possible to clas-
sify this case as a blended equivalent (with addition) employed in literal translation.

There is one case of equivalent translation of both as a conjunctive adverb in the structure
both... and in a mixed locative-temporative semantic role and the syntactic function of adverbial
modifier of place and time, whereby literal translation strategy is realized, e.g.:

(E) “I knew your father very well, both at Hogwarts and later, Harry”, he said gently.

(U) “A dyxce 0obpe 3Has meozo bamvsKa — i 8 [oreopmci, i ni3Hiwe”, — M’aK0 8UMOBUSB BiH.

Thus, in the target text, the Ukrainian pure equivalents of both include the dual-number
collective numerals o6udea, 060€ [both, the two], the iterative coordinating conjunction i..., i...
[and..., and...], and the compound conjunctive phrase i me, i me [*and that, and that], which is
herein regarded as a blended equivalent. As a result of the analysis, the following strategies have
been identified: the syntactic strategy of sentence/clause structure change, which includes, in
particular, word order change, addition and compression, the semantic strategy of emphasis de-
crease and the pragmatic strategy of explicitness change. Besides, they are found incorporated
into communicative translation strategy (5-50%) and literal translation strategy (4-40%), with
10% of cases displaying ambiguous, mixed characteristics, which is evidence of certain overlap
as to their differentiation.

Lexical substitution of both is found in three cases, wherein it is substituted for the adverbs
of time dsiui [twice] and sodHo4ac [simultaneously; at the same time], and the numeral dsa
[two]. In these contexts, both explicitly manifests its genuine dual-number nature, which makes
it logical to render them by numerals. Such cases illustrate the oblique semantic strategy of mod-
ulation and the semantic strategy of synonymic translation.

The sentence below shows lexical substitution of the quantifier both as an experiencer sub-
ject by the numeral two:

(E) “You’re nutters, both of you”, said Ron shakily.

(U) “Bu skice... 08a ncuxu”, — mpemms4yum 20710COM 03808CSH POH.

The syntactic strategy of phrase structure change can be observed in the following case of
lexico-grammatical substitution of the conjunctive adverb both in the structure both... and... in
the St predicative function for the adverb of time sodHouac in the function of adverbial modifi-
er of time:

(E) Harry turned around to see Professor Lupin, who looked both shaken and pleased.

(U) Fappi o3upHyecs (i nobayue npoghecopa /onuHa, ujo 30a8a6CA 8PAXCEHUM i WACAUBUM
8o0HoYac.

Below is lexico-grammatical substitution wherein the Ev subject determiner both is substi-
tuted for the temporal adverb dsiui [twice] in the function of adverbial modifier of time, which is
reiterated in the target sentence to produce the stylistic effect of emphasis in accordance with
the semantic strategy of emphasis change and paraphrase combined with the syntactic strategy
of phrase structure change:

(E) The fact remained, however, that it had now appeared twice, and both appearances had
been followed by near-fatal accidents.

(U) Ta xou 6u mam sk 6yno, a [pum 3’aenaasca yxce 0sidi, i 08ivi Mappi nedob He 3a2uHYs.

In the above case, semantic and syntactic changes are incorporated into the target read-
er-oriented communicative translation strategy, whereby the translation is to a great extent dis-
torting to the original.

Thus, the target text contains one lexical substitution of both for the cardinal numeral dsa
[two] (33.3% of 3 cases) and two lexico-grammatical substitutions of both as a determiner and
a conjunctive adverb for the adverbs of time dsiui [twice] and sodHouac [simultaneously; at
the same time] (66.7%). These cases exemplify the semantic strategy of modulation synonymic
translation incorporated in semantic and communicative translation strategies.

Omission of both is registered in 49 of 62 cases (79%): as a quantifier proper (6-9.7%), em-
phatic quantifier (18-29%), determiner (5—-8%), predeterminer (1-1.6%), pronoun (5-8%), con-
junction (14-22.6%). The use of this translation method is evident in applying the communica-
tive translation strategy combined with the syntactic strategy of clause and sentence structure
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changes, semantic strategies of paraphrase and emphasis change, and the pragmatic strategy of
explicitness change.

Omission of both as a quantifier proper occurs in such contexts as teachers, both of whom
had lasted only one year; both of them had their eyes open; both of them looked up at the ceil-
ing; Ron edged away from both of them; confounded, both of them,; both of you. Below is omis-
sion of both as an Ag subject:

(E) Both of them had their eyes open too, reflecting the starry ceiling.

(U) BoHu nexcanu 3 po3naouweHUMU 04umMa i po32a10aau 30psaHY cmesito.

In this case, the phrase structure change and paraphrase lead to explicitness change on
the pragmatic level, which conveys the overall message in communicative translation. Howev-
er, such changes distort the source sentence, altering it to (literally) *they were lying with open
eyes / their eyes open...

The following case is omission of Ex subject in an elliptical verbless sentence:

(E) Confounded, both of them...

(U) Ix yinkom 36unu 3 naHmenuky.

In the above fragment, the phrase structure change causes explicitness change by deleting
the reference to dual number, accompanied by word order change and paraphrasing by adding
the adverbial modifier of degree yinkom [entirely, absolutely, completely, totally], which, none-
theless, suffices to efficiently express the message in communicative translation, albeit in viola-
tion of the original, translated back literally as *they are entirely confounded.

Omission of locative object is as follows:

(E) Ron edged away from both of them, dragging his leg.

(U) PoH, npumpumyrodu Hoay, noyas 8id HUX 8i0rnos3amul.

This is a similar case of explicitness change on the pragmatic level, resulting from deleting
the reference to a dual number, combined with word order change and substitution of the par-
ticiple dragging for the adverbial participle that literally means *holding back (unrelated-word
paraphrase) to provide communicative translation with a certain disregard for accuracy of the in-
formation contained in the original.

Omission of both as an emphatic quantifier is registered in such contexts as: he and Hed-
wig were both asleep; he poked them both awake; they were both abroad; they were both wide
and muscley; | want to see you both; they both opened their books; they both had to stifle their
laughs; Harry and Ron, who both staggered away; Ron and Hermione had both placed hands on
the top of Harry’s head; they were both staring at him; Harry and Ron both made furious moves;
they both glared at Hermione; you’re both mental; Black and Lupin were both out of their minds;
Black and Lupin both looked staggered; Black and Lupin both gone; they both burst into speech;
they both took a fourth piece of chocolate. Such cases suggest applying the semantic strategy of
emphasis decrease in communicative translation. For instance, omission of the emphatic quanti-
fier both as an Ag subject is as follows:

(E) “Right,” said Ron as they both opened their books at pages five and six.

(U) “Tak”, — ckazae PoH, KOsU BOHU PO320PHYAU KHUMXCKU HA n’amili i wocmili cmopiHKax.

This fragment illustrates the decrease in the semantic strategy of emphasis and the change
in the pragmatic strategy of explicitness by deleting the reference to dual numbers in providing
communicative translation.

The next case is omission of both as an experiencer subject:

(E) Black and Lupin both looked staggered.

(V) Bnek i /lronuH 6yau npu2oaoMmuleHi.

This exemplifies the application of the semantic strategy of emphasis decrease and the
pragmatic strategy of explicitness change in combination with unrelated-word paraphrase by
substituting the link verb look in the compound nominal predicate for the verb of being, which is
a more general word, literally translated back as *Black and Lupin were staggered.

The following two are similar cases of emphasis decrease and explicitness change in com-
municative translation, e.g. omission of both as a patient object:

(E) Harry sighed, then poked them both awake.

(U) Fappi 3imxHys, a modi nowmypxas ix, w06 po3byoumu.

Below is omission of both being a goal object complement:
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(E) I want to see you both!

(U) Bu meHi nompi6Hi!

Despite the fact that the latter case presents a scarce opportunity for valid word-for-word
translation, the target sentence is transformed into (literally) */ need you by means of word or-
der change and paraphrasing with omission of the verb to see.

Omission of both as a determiner occurs in the following word combinations: both hands,
both arms, both sets of front claws, and as a predeterminer in one case both its rotting hands.
The fragment below contains omission of both as an agentive instrument object determiner:

(E) Harry threw himself forward, took both hands off his broom.

(U) Fappi memHyscs eneped i sunycmue 3 pyk mimsy.

This illustrates explicitness change by shifting the reference to dual number into implica-
tion, with the noun hands used in the plural implicitly indicating “a pair” in the target sentence.

Similarly, the dual number is implied in the following two fragments where the strategy of
explicitness change is observed, e.g. omission of both as an agentive instrument subject deter-
miner:

(E) Crookshanks had joined the fray; both sets of front claws had sunk themselves deep into
Harry’s arm.

(U) Y 6umey scmpsz Kpusonanuk — lio2zo nasypi en’aaucs e FappiHy pyky.

Omission of both as a predeterminer in an agentive instrument object group is shown in the
following sentence:

(E) Then it raised both its rotting hands — and lowered its hood.

(V) Todi nioHsae ceoi 302HUnI pyKU... | BIOKUHY8 Kanmyp.

Omission of both as a pronoun is found in the following contexts: both waving frantically
at him, both very pale, both smirking in a satisfied sort of way, both holding the Firebolt, both
raised their wands.

For example, omission of both as an agentive subject is as follows:

(E) He and Hermione paused, gasping for breath, edging forward. Both raised their wands
to see what lay beyond.

(U). BoHu 3 lepmioHoro [...] BoHU 3 [epmioHoro, 8iocanyoyucs, Ha X8UsbKY 3YMNUHUUCS,
niOHAAU YapieHi NaaAuYKuU U 3a3UpHYAU 8cepeoduHy.

This case illustrates explicitness change in combination with sentence structure change in-
volving deletion of the phrase edging forward as well as the DNQ both in communicative trans-
lation, which is to some extent a distortion of the source text.

Below is omission of both as an experiencer subject in a verbless clause:

(E) Ginny and Neville looked back at him, both very pale.

(U) CnonomHini Axcini 3 Heginom dusuaucs Ha Hb020.

This communicative translation fragment contains clause structure change resulting from
omission of the DNQ and the adverb of degree very, with word order change, which leads to
changes in emphasis and explicitness.

The conjunctive adverb both in the structure both... and occurs in the following phrases:
both Harry and Ron; both Harry and Hermione; both Lavender and Parvati; both Ron and Herm-
ione; both excited and apprehensive; both boring and useless; both inside and outside; both
stunned and impressed; both the Ravenclaw and Hufflepuff tables; both Black and Lupin. In such
phrases omission of both causes emphasis decrease, e.g. the case below illustrates omission of
both integrated into the agent subject that consists of two homogeneous members of the sen-
tence expressed by proper names:

(E) Both Ron and Hermione had tried to disarm Snape at exactly the same moment.

(U) OdHouacHo 3 HUmM CHelina 06e336poinu PoH i lepmioHa.

Similarly, omission of both being part of an experiencer subject is as follows:

(E) Both Ron and Hermione seemed to be much more frightened of Black than he was.

(U) BoHu 3nsKanucs bneka 3HaYHO binblue, Hix 8iH.

In this case, omission of both results in a decrease in emphasis and is combined with re-
placement of the proper names by the personal pronoun soHu [they], thus reducing the target
sentence subject to they, which manifests a concise way of presenting information with disre-
gard for details in communicative translation.
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Below is omission of both incorporated in an adverbial modifier of place:

(E) There was a stunned silence, both inside and outside the common room.

(V) 3anana npueonomuwinusea muwa.

(E) The whole common room listened with bated breath. “Sir Cadogan, did you just let a
man enter Gryffindor Tower?” “Certainly, good lady!” cried Sir Cadogan. There was a stunned si-
lence, both inside and outside the common room. “You — you did?” said Professor McGonagall.

(U) Yca simaneHa 3amamysana siddux. — Cep KadoraH, yu enyckaau 8u wolHo y
rpUPiHOOPCLKY 8excy AKO20Cb Y008iKA? — ABHEN, MUoCcmMuea naHi! — suzykHys cep KadoraH.
3anana npueosomwnuea muwa. — Bu... su ye 3pobunu?

In this fragment, the entire adverbial modifier of place is omitted, resulting in sentence
structure change and explicitness change, which is presumably caused by an effort to focus more
on the dynamism of the events being described, as well as on the characters’ feelings and behav-
ior, rather than on the details of the external surroundings in accordance with the global strate-
gy of domestication, which directly correlates with the pragmatic strategy of cultural filtering in
providing a target reader-oriented communicative translation.

The following is omission of both in a compound nominal predicate expressed by two ho-
mogeneous participles participial adjectives that denote emotional state:

(E) “Hermione!” Ron said again, sounding both stunned and impressed.

(U) «FepmioHo!..» — He 3Haxodus cnig NnpuaoasomuieHo-3axorsneHuli PoH.

The above fragment displays the semantic strategy of emphasis decrease and the syntactic
strategies of phrase structure change and modulation, as it contains a ‘predicative‘predicate—>a
ttribute’ grammatical shift wherein the separate participles stunned and impressed are replaced
by a synthetic form, namely the equivalent compound adjective npuzosnomweHo-3axonneHuti
used in the attributive function in the agentive subject group.

Omission of the conjunction both incorporated in homogeneous patient objects is observed
in the fragment below:

(E) He grabbed both Harry and Ron and pulled them into a bone-breaking hug.

(V) Bin npumynue 0o cebe appi li PoHa i mak ix cmucHys, Wo ax <« 3ampiujaau Kocmi.

The overall message in the communicative translation above is not affected by a slight de-
crease in emphasis caused by omission of both in the object group.

Thus, the most frequent method of rendering both into Ukrainian in the target text is omis-
sion (49-79 %), which in some cases is not entirely justified with respect to the accuracy of trans-
lation but is widely employed in the implementation of the target reader-oriented communica-
tive translation strategy that correlates with the semantic strategies of paraphrase and empha-
sis change, the syntactic strategies of phrase, clause & sentence structure change and modula-
tion, as well as with the pragmatic strategy of explicitness decrease. The vast majority of cas-
es contain omission of both as a conjunctive adverb in the structure both... and... (14 of 16 cas-
es (87.5%)) and an emphatic pronoun (18 of 21 cases (85.7%)). Omission of both as a quantifier
proper is registered in 6 of 8 cases (75%), as a pronoun in 5 of 7 cases (71.4%), and as a determin-
er and predeterminer in 6 of 10 cases (60%). Equivalent translation of both is found in 10 cases
of 62 (16.1%), namely: as a pronoun — 5 (50% of 10), including a pro-form (1-10%), determiner —
4 (40%) and conjunction — 1 (10%), which suggests implementing the “default” literal translation
strategy. Substitution of both as a determiner, quantifier and conjunction occurs in three cases
(4.8% of 62), among which lexical substitution —one case (1.6%) and lexico-grammatical substitu-
tion —two cases (3.2%), which is evident in the application of synonymic translation strategy the
syntactic strategy of modulation combined with phrase structure change and emphasis change
in rendering both into Ukrainian in line with semantic translation.

Rendering ‘either’ into Ukrainian includes such methods as equivalent translation (9-29%)
of 31 cases, lexical substitution (12—-38.7%), and omission (10—32.3%) in accordance with literal,
semantic, and communicative translation strategies.

Literal translation strategy is observed in the cases of equivalent translation of either, in
particular with either as a pronominal adverb in negative sentences by means of the Ukrainian
adverbial phrases makoxc He [neither; not either], mex¢ Hiyoz2o / Hikozo [literally: *also nothing
/ nobody] [also nothing / nobody], mex¢ Hikonu [literally: *also never] [also never] in the syntac-
tic function of adverbial modifier of similarity and addition; adverbial modifier of manner that
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expresses similarity or addition. In this function, although the lexeme either cannot be classified
as a DNQ proper, it nonetheless retains its dual-number nature as, according to monolingual-dic-
tionary entries [John Sinclair, John M. Sinclair, 2008], it is used as an adverb at the end of the sec-
ond negative statement to indicate “a similarity or link with a statement just made”, to add “an
extra piece of information and to emphasize that both are equally important”. For this reason,
such cases are also analyzed in this research.

For instance, below is equivalent translation of either as an adverb in the function of adver-
bial modifier of manner that expresses similarity in a negative sentence by the adverb makox,
which shifts to the position before the verb:

(E) Harry’s other best friend from Hogwarts, Hermione Granger, hadn’t been in touch either.

(U) LLje o0Ha dobpa MappiHa npusmenska 3 forsopmcy MepmioHa [peliHO3ep, makox ¢ He
o3ueasnacs.

The next case is equivalent translation of either in the function of adverbial modifier of
addition, adverbial modifier of manner whose semantic role is the addition of another fact ex-
pressed in the negative statement: another object of the action performed by the agent:

(E) “Your father didn’t set much store by rules either”,

(U) “I npasuna meiti 6ambko makoxc He 3Hesaxcas”

(E) “My dad didn’t strut,” said Harry, before he could stop himself. “And neither do I”. —
“Your father didn’t set much store by rules either,” Snape went on, pressing his advantage, his
thin face full of malice.

(V) “Miti mamo He 3a0upas Hoca!” — He cmpumascs lappi. — “I A makoxc”. “I npasuna meili
b6ambKo makoxc He 3Hesaxcas”, — He 8zasaes CHelin, a (io2o xyde 0bauUYYs CromMeopros8asa 3s106a.

The following fragment illustrates equivalent translation of either by the adverb meic, whose
function is adverbial modifier of manner expressing similarity is adverbial modifier of similarity:

(E) “Harry! | forgot you weren’t going to Hogsmeade either!”

(U) “Tappi! A i 3a06ys, wio mu mexc He idew y lorcmio!”

As an adverb in negative sentences either also occurs in the following contexts: Hermione
Granger, hadn’t been in touch either — lrepmioHa [peliHdxep, makox¢ He o3usanacs; Ron, who
wasn’t eating either — PoH, sakuli mex HiYo20 He i8; nothing there either — mam mexc Hikoeo;
she’s never missed one of them either — soHa mex Hikosu He NponycKae; you weren’t going to
Hogsmeade either — mu mexc He idew y Forcmio; | haven’t done it either — s mexc liozo we He
Hanucas.

Equivalent translation of the determiner either by the collective numeral o6udsa is found
one time (3.2%) of 31 in the following case:

(E) They seated themselves on either side of Harry and didn’t talk to each other for the
whole class.

(U) repmioHa 3 PoHom cinu no obudea 60Ku 8id appi i He po3mM0o8AauU 00 KiHUA YPOKY.

Equivalent translation of either as a conjunction in the structure either... or... is registered
one time (3.2%) by means of the iterative conjunction a6o...a6o..., e.g.:

(E) “It was either a very big cat or quite a small tiger”, said Harry.

(U) “A6o senuyvesHuli kim, abo maneHbKuli muzp, — gionosie Mappi”.

The above case illustrates literal translation combined with sentence structure change by
compression, i.e. deleting the subject it and the linking verb was, resulting in an elliptical sen-
tence, which can be regarded as oblique literal translation.

Thus, equivalent translation of either includes 9 cases of 31 (29%), with either being a
pronominal adverb, determiner and conjunction, of which one case is direct literal translation
(3.2%), and 8 cases (25.8%) contain pure equivalents accompanied by clause / sentence struc-
ture changes (mainly word order changes) that occur due to structural differences between the
two languages. One blended equivalent (with substitution). It should be noted that no cases of
equivalent translation of either as a quantifier proper have been found in the analyzed text.

The semantic strategies of synonymic translation, phrase structure change, emphasis
change and modulation are observed in the cases of lexical substitution of either registered 12
times (38.7%) out of 31, with either being a determiner (6—19.3%) and an adverb (6—19.3%). It
should be noted that the above strategies are implemented in line with the global strategy of do-
mestication and the local target text-oriented strategy of semantic translation.
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Lexical substitution of either as a determiner occurs in the locative phrase on either side,
where it is rendered into Ukrainian by the adverbs of place (locative adverbs) nopyu [near, close
by, side by side, beside], noobipy4 [on both sides], 06a6iu [on both sides; on each side], the ad-
verb of manner 06ipy4 [with both hands]; and in the adverbial phrase either way -- mak yu
iHaKwe [in either case, anyhow, somehow or other, by some means or other, right or wrong].

(which, in fact, are equivalents blended with substitution).

These cases are evidence of implementing the semantic strategy of related and unrelated-
word paraphrase. For example, lexical substitution of the locative phrase on either side with the
adverb of place nopyu is illustrated below:

(E) They went to sit down on either side of her. Harry prodded her awake.

(V) BoHu nocidanu nopyH i Fappi nezeHbKo if wimypxHys.

The following is contextual lexical substitution of the phrase on either side for the adverb of
place noobipyu [on both sides, on all sides]:

(E) Without warning, twelve-foot wings flapped open on either side of Harry.

(V) 3HeHaybKka noobipyy 8id appi po32opHynaucsa decamumemposi Kpusa.

Lexical substitution of either as a determiner of a locative noun in the function of adverbial
modifier of place for the Ukrainian locative adverb 06a6iy is as follows:

(E) As the carriage trundled toward a pair of magnificent wrought iron gates, flanked with
stone columns topped with winged boars, Harry saw two more towering, hooded Dementors,
standing guard on either side.

(V) Konu dunixcaHc niokomusca 00 po3KiWHUX KOBAHUX 3as1i3HUX 8opim, 06a6iy sKux cmo-
AU KAM’AHI KO/IOHU 3 Kpusaamumu gernpamu yeopi, Fappi noba4yue we 08ox 0eMeHmMopis y Kar-
mypax, wo sucoyinu 6ina eopim Ha sapmi.

The context gripping on either side of his neck — 06ipyy miyHo obxonus wuro, where 06ipyy
is an adverb of manner that means that translates ‘with both hands’ (unrelated-word paraphrase
strategy). These substitutions are caused by the differences in the grammatical structures of
English and Ukrainian; in particular, analytical forms in English correspond to synthetic forms in
Ukrainian. On the other hand, such cases could also be classified as omissions with compensa-
tion by unrelated-word paraphrase (gripping on either side — 06ipy4 ob6xonus [gripping with both
hands]) and compensation by synonymy (related-word paraphrase), e.g. the metonymic lexico-
grammatical substitution of the locative phrase on either side with the adverb of manner o06ipyy
[with both hands] is as follows:

(E) “Get on — there’s not much time,” said Harry, gripping Buckbeak firmly on either side of
his sleek neck to hold him steadly.

(V) “LUeudeHsbKo... mano yacy!” — ckazas Fappi. BiH 06ipy4 miyHo obxonue AUCKyvy WU
Bakbuka, ympumyroyu (o2o Ha Micui.

In the above case, the local strategy of semantic translation involves unrelated-word para-
phrase strategy with noun structure change.

Lexico-grammatical substitution of either as a determiner of the action noun way in the
function of adverbial modifier of manner is in the following sentence:

(E) “It all depends on the points -- a margin of a hundred either way.”

(U) “Bce 3anexcamume 8i0 040K — MaK 4u iHaKwWe yce supiluume AKacs COMHAa"

This case contains a substitution of the noun phrase either way for two adverbs of manner linked
by an alternative conjunction to form a phrase that literally means [*so/like this (that) or otherwise].

As an adverb either occurs in the syntactic functions of adverbial modifier of manner whose
semantic roles are addition and similarity. In the former case, either is rendered into Ukrainian by
means of the adverbial phrases do moezo xc [besides; moreover; in addition], a wse [more, in addi-
tion, as well, too] and coordinating connective conjunctions ii [and], i [and]. In the latter case ei-
ther is rendered by the emphasizing interrogative particle um [is that so?, really?] and the nega-
tive compound coordinating conjunction Hi... Hi... [neither... nor...].

Below is lexical substitution of either as an adverb in the function of adverbial modifier of
addition for the adverbial phrase 0o mozo x« [literally *to that], whose pure equivalents are be-
sides; moreover; in addition:

(E) Harry was still an underage wizard, and he was forbidden by wizard law to do magic out-
side school. His record wasn’t exactly clean either.
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(U) Fappi i 0oci bys HernosHoniMHIM YapieHUKOM, AKOMY 3a YAKAYHCbKUMU 30KOHOMU 30-
bopoHsanocs edasamuca 00 mazii no3a wkosot. o moao 3 MuHyn020 aima Fappi exce ompu-
mas ogiyiliHe nonepeodmceHHs.

This fragment illustrates unrelated-word paraphrase with sentence structure change,
which is a distortion of the original presumably resorted to in implementing the communicative
translation strategy.

Lexical substitution of either in the function of adverbial modifier of addition for the adverb
we [more, in addition, as well, too] with the coordinating connective conjunction a [and] in the
phrase a we [literally *and more] is as follows:

(E) [...] they were both abroad, and with Hedwig gone, he had no means of contacting them.
He didn’t have any Muggle money, either.

(U) [...] 8BoHU 6ynu 3a KopdoHom, a be3 [edsiru 8iH Ha8IMb He Mi2 3 HUMU 38’a3amucs. A we
8iH 308CiM He Mae marnisceKux 2powel.

In this case, the local semantic synonymic translation strategy is combined with the para-
phrase strategy, which is realized through the addition of a connective conjunction a [and] at the
beginning of the sentence.

The following case illustrates lexical substitution of the synonymic translation strategy com-
bined with emphasis change and sentence structure change, e.g. contextual lexical substitution
of either as an adverb in the function of adverbial modifier of addition for the coordinating con-
nective conjunction i [and], which is close in meaning to the particles mex;, makox [also, too,
likewise, as well]:

(E) But Hermione didn’t turn up all lesson... Hermione wasn’t at lunch either.

(V) Ane lepmioHa mak i He 3’agunaca Ha ypoui... FepmioHa He npuliwna U Ha 06io.

Lexical substitution of either in the function of adverbial modifier of addition in a negative
sentence for the coordinating connective conjunction i [and] is below:

(E) It wasn’t a horse. It wasn’t a unicorn, either. It was a stag.

(U) To 6ys He KiHb. | He oOHopie. To bys os1€eHsb.

Lexical substitution Antonymic translation strategy with paraphrase and sentence structure
change can be observed in the following case of either being an adverb in the function of adver-
bial modifier of similarity in a negative sentence for the negative compound coordinating con-
junction Hi... Hi... [neither... nor...]J:

(E) The Dursleys didn’t sign my permission form, and Fudge wouldn’t either.

(U) Hi Aypcni, Hi ®adx He nidonucanu meHi 003801Y.

The next case illustrates unrelated-word paraphrase strategy combined with emphasis
change via lexical substitution of either as an adverb in the syntactic function of adverbial modi-
fier of similarity in a negative sentence for the emphatic interrogative particle uu, which is used
for emphasis at the beginning of rhetorical questions with the meaning is that so?, really? to ex-
press confidence or certainty about a contrary answer:

(E) “Don’ listen properly, do they? Don’ look properly either”.

(V) “A xi6a soHu 83azani wjoce yyrome? Yu 6avame ?”

On the whole, the target text contains cases of lexical substitution of either as a pronom-
inal adverb or as a determiner, with no cases of either as a quantifier proper, pronoun, or con-
junction.

Omission of either is found in 10 cases (32.3%), where either is a quantifier (3-9.7%), deter-
miner (5-16.1%), adverb (1-3.2%) and conjunction (1-3.2%). The main translation strategies in
these cases are domestication and communicative translation with clause / sentence structure
changes. In these cases, the meaning conveyed by either is not necessary in adequate compre-
hension of the target text and in many a case the translation is, to a great extent, target read-
er oriented.

Omission of the quantifier either as Ex subject is shown in the following fragment, wherein
the subject you employed alone suffices in the target sentence:

(E) “Have either of you ever seen anything in a crystal ball?”

(U) “A su 6a4unu xou wjo-HebyOb y mili kpuwmanesit Kyni?”

The following case illustrates omission of the quantifier either as Ag subject accompanied
by clause structure change:
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(E) Before either of them could say another word, something ginger streaked past Harry;
Crookshanks leapt onto Black’s chest and settled himself there, right over Black’s heart.

(V) Tiei mumi woce pyoe memHynocsa noes Fappi — Kpusosnanuk cmpubHys baekosi Ha epy-
ou, mosbu 3axuwaroyu tiomy cepye.

In this case the temporal clause before either of them could say another word is rendered
into Ukrainian by means of the temporal phrase miei mumi [at that moment; in an instant, in a
flash], whereby the translator resorts to compression, replacing the entire adverbial clause with
an adverbial temporal phrase, presumably focusing on providing only essential details relating
to the duration of the events being described in the dynamically unwinding situation, with disre-
gard for other details in communicative translation.

Omission of either as a determiner is registered in the locative phrases on either side of him
/ her /them from either side. on either side of the window frame in the syntactic function of ad-
verbial modifier of place, e.g.

(E) Black placed a hand on either side of the window frame.

(V) Bnek yxonuecs 3a 8iKOHHY pamy.

(E) Black placed a hand on either side of the window frame and heaved his head and
shoulders out of it.

(U) Bnek yxonuecs 3a 8iKOHHY pamy i UcyHys8 Haod8ip 20108y U naedi.

The above target sentence contains predicate paraphrase with compression of the locative
object group, resulting in *Black gripped / seized the window frame.

Omission of either as an adverb in the function of adverbial modifier of manner expressing
similarity in a negative sentence is as follows:

(E) “Neville, I believe you live with your grandmother?”<...> “But — | don’t want the Boggart
to turn into her either”.

(V) “Hesine, 30aemobca, mu wusew 3 babycero?” <...> “Ane... A He xo4y, uj0b X084YUK nepe-
meopuscsa Ha 6abycro”.

In the above target sentence, the adverb makox / mexc is omitted without affecting the
overall message in communicative translation.

There is one case of omission of either as a conjunction within a compound verbal double
predicate compound nominal predicate of state in a negative sentence:

(E) To his great surprise, Hermione did not appear either excited or intrigued by the news.
On the contrary, her face fell, and she bit her lip.

(V) Ha tiozo npesenukuli nodus, MepmioHa cnoxmypHina U 3akycuna ayby.

In this case, the original fragment “did not appear either excited or intrigued by the news.
On the contrary” is deleted from the target text, which implies an unjustified blending of partial
translation with communicative translation.

Generally, omission is predominantly observed in the cases of either being a quantifier
proper and a determiner in the locative phrase ‘either side’, whereas in the cases of either as an
adverb and a conjunction omission is much less frequent.

Thus, the analysis has shown that literal translation, lexical substitution and omission
are almost equally employed in rendering either into Ukrainian — around 33% respectively.
The most frequent method is lexical substitution, found in 12 out of 31 cases (38.7%); slight-
ly less frequent are translation by equivalent and omission, registered in 9 (29%) and 10 cas-
es (32.3%), respectively. It should be noted that in some cases omission does not appear
completely justified. is omission These translation methods correlate with the local strate-
gies of semantic, literal and communicative translation. The most recurrent semantic trans-
lation strategy (38.7%) incorporates synonymic translation, phrase structure change, em-
phasis change and clause /sentence structure changes. Less recurrent are literal translation
via pure and/or blended equivalents (29%) and communicative translation (32.3%) that in-
volves related- and unrelated-word paraphrase, emphasis change, clause / sentence struc-
ture change and explicitness change — all of these being an inseparable part of the global
strategy of domestication.

Rendering ‘neither’ into Ukrainian involves the methods of equivalent translation (2—
66.7%) and omission (1-33.3%), which primarily correlate with literal and communicative trans-
lation strategies.
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Direct equivalent translation of neither is shown in the following fragment, wherein nei-
ther is a conjunctive adverb in the negative structure neither... nor with reference to two homo-
geneous experiencer subjects:

(E) Neither Ron nor Hermione felt like going, however...

(U) Ane Hi PoH, Hi FepmioHa He nananu 6axcaHHAM myou ixamu...

The following case illustrates the application of the local literal translation strategy using
direct equivalent translation method combined with omission of the negative particle He, i.e. a
blended equivalent. In this case, neither is an adverb in the syntactic function of adverbial modi-
fier of manner in a negative sentence used in the character’s informal speech:

(E) “My dad didn’t strut,” said Harry, before he could stop himself “And neither do I”.

(U) “Miii mamo He 3adupas Hoca!” — He cmpumasca Fappi. — “I A makoxc”.

The fragment above involves the syntactical strategy of sentence structure change, name-
ly: word order change and the grammatical shift: (SL) “two-member sentence with inversion and
negation” = (TL) “one-member (nominative elliptical) sentence with no negation, i.e. omission
of the negative particle He,” which is caused by differences in the grammatical structures of the
source and target languages.

Omission is observed in the following case with neither as the first component of a com-
pound experiencer subject whose meaning is not necessary to reproduce in accordance with the
target-reader oriented strategy of communicative translation:

(E) The day was fine and breezy, and neither of them felt like staying indoors, so they walked
past the Three Broomsticks and climbed a slope...

(V) deHob byes AcHul, nosisas nezeHbKuli Bimepeyb, Momy 80HU NPOMUHYAu ‘Tpu mimau» i
supiwuAU Npoayaamuca we.

In the above fragment, the rendering of the phrase neither of them is reduced to the us-
age of the personal pronoun soHu [they] in the syntactic function of the subject in the target sen-
tence. In this case, omission can possibly be explained by the universal tendency towards mini-
mizing the use of language means to avoid redundant wordiness in the target text.

In the above fragment, the clause neither of them felt like staying indoors is omitted, which
is distorting to the original. Such clause structure change can be clarified by the translator’s fo-
cus only on essential information, which is a rather subjective approach, in an effort to concise-
ly convey the overall message in the target text to comply with communicative translation and
domestication strategies.

Thus, the dominant translation strategy (66.7%) in rendering neither into Ukrainian has
been proved to be a literal translation, involving the method of equivalent translation by di-
rect (pure) equivalent (33.3%) and blended equivalent, i.e. with sentence structure change
(33.3%). In particular, these equivalents include the pure equivalent Hi... Hi... (as a conjunc-
tion in the structure neither... nor...) and the blended equivalent makox with omission of
the negative particle He (as an adverb) in an elliptical sentence, which is typical of Ukraini-
an colloquial speech. The second local strategy has been found to be communicative trans-
lation (33.3%) by omission, with neither being the first component of the pronominal of-
phrase neither of them, whose meaning is not expressed in the target text, which results in
explicitness decrease on the pragmatic level. In addition, these strategies are implemented
alongside the global strategy of domestication, which is herein regarded as an integral part
of the local strategies.

As a result of the investigation, three principal local strategies in rendering the English
DNQs both, either & neither into Ukrainian have been identified, namely: the source text-ori-
ented strategies of literal and semantic translation as well as the target text-oriented strategy
of communicative translation — all integrated into the global strategy of domestication regarded
herein as an integral part of the local strategies. The latter include three subtypes, in particular,
1) semantic strategies (synonymic translation, emphasis change and paraphrase), 2) syntactic
strategies (phrase / clause / sentence structure change and modulation), 3) pragmatic strategy
(explicitness change). Besides, all of the above strategies are closely linked with the main trans-
lation methods, such as equivalent (literal) translation, substitution and omission. The results are
summarized in Tables 1, 2 and 3 below, which show the translation methods and strategies ap-
plied in rendering the English DNQs into Ukrainian.
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Table 1
Translation methods in rendering English dual-number quantifiers
Translation method
Ne DNQ AF
equivalent substitution omission
AF RF AF RF AF RF

1 both 62 10 16.1% 3 4.8% 49 79%
2 either 31 9 29% 12 38.7% 10 32.3%
3 neither 3 2 66.7% - - 1 33.3%

Total AF & RF 96 21 21.9% 15 15.6% 60 62.5%

Hence, the main translation methods employed in rendering the English DNQs into
Ukrainian are equivalent translation, lexical substitution and omission. The most recurrent
is omission, which occurs in 60 out of 96 cases (62.5%) due to the application of the
communicative translation strategy aimed at concise presentation of the target reader-
oriented message, notwithstanding a certain degree of imprecision compared to the
source text. Equivalent translation is found in 21 cases (21.9%) and lexical substitution in
15 cases (15.6%). The combinations of translation methods and strategies are shown in
Table 2:

Table 2
Translation strategies & methods in rendering English dual-number quantifiers

Translation method

# Strategy
equivalent substitution omission

1 semantic emphasis change synonymy; emphasis change;

emphasis change paraphrase
2 syntactic clause / sentence phrase structure change: | clause / sentence structure

structure change; modulation; change
addition clause / sentence structure
change
3 pragmatic - - explicitness change
4 ST-oriented literal semantic -
5 TT-oriented communicative - communicative
domestication domestication domestication

The semantic strategy of emphasis change was used with all three methods, i.e.
translation by equivalent, lexical substitution and omission. Synonymic translation was
found combined with substitution, and paraphrase with omission. The syntacticstrategies of
phrase structure change and modulation were applied in translation by lexical substitution,
whereas clause / sentence structure change was used in translation by all three methods.
The pragmatic strategy of explicitness change was implemented with omission. Besides,
it is to be noted that equivalent translation by pure or blended equivalent was found in
two types of strategies: literal and communicative. In contrast, substitution and omission
were found in semantic and communicative strategies, respectively. Generally, the most
frequent strategies have been proved to be syntactic (88-91.7%), less frequent being
semantic (62—64.6%) and pragmatic (60-62.5%) ones. The data obtained are summarized
in Table 3.
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Table 3
Translation strategies in rendering English dual-number quantifiers into Ukrainian
# Strategy both (62) either (31) neither (3) Total
1 Semantic: 62-64.6%
1. Synonymy - 1 - 1-1%
2. Emphasis change 40 4 - 44— 45.8%
3. Paraphrase 8 9 - 17-17.7%
2 Syntactic: 88-91.7%
1. Phrase structure change 25 6 - 31-32.3%
2. Clause / sentence change 29 23 2 54-56.3%
3. Modulation 3 - - 3-3.1%
3 Pragmatic: 60-62.5% 60—
1. Explicitness change 49 10 1 62.5%
4 ST-oriented: 30-31.2%
1. Literal: 4 9 2 15-15.6%
1.1) direct 2 1 1 4-4.2%
1.2) oblique 2 8 1 11-11.4%
2. Semantic 3 12 - 15-15.6%
5 TT-oriented: 66-68.8%
1. Communicative 55 10 1 66-68.8%
2. Domestication 62 31 3 96-100%

As a result, the most frequent syntactic strategy has been found to be clause and sentence
structure change (56.3%), the less frequent is phrase structure change (32.3%), and the least
frequent one is modulation (3.1%). Within the semantic strategies, the most recurrent is
emphasis change (45.8%), the least recurrent one is synonymic translation (1%), with paraphrase
being in the middle (17.7%). The pragmatic strategy of explicitness change has been registered
in 62.5% of cases.

Thus, the source text-oriented strategies of literal and semantic translation of English
DNQs into Ukrainian have been identified in 15 cases (15.6%) each, whilst the target reader-
oriented strategy of communicative translation has been found in 66 cases (68.8%), thus being
the most frequent strategy applied. Direct literal translation has been registered in 4 cases
(4.2%), while oblique translation, i.e. by equivalent with emphasis change and clause / sentence
structure change, mainly word order change and/or addition, has been found in 11 cases
(11.4%). The global strategy of domestication is observed in 100% of cases. These strategies are
combined with translation methods local strategies, such as 1) equivalent translation, i.e. via
pure equivalent or blended equivalent (with emphasis change and clause / sentence structure
change and/or addition) in both literal and communicative translations; 2) lexical substitution in
semantic translation by synonymy, phrase structure change, emphasis change, modulation and
clause & sentence structure change; 3) omission in communicative translation involving, related
and unrelated-word paraphrase, emphasis decrease, clause & sentence structure change and
explicitness decrease.

Conclusion

In conclusion, the analysis has revealed the following global and local translation strategies
thatinclude two ST-oriented and two TT-oriented ones in rendering the English DNQs both, either
& neither into Ukrainian, which jointly ensure equivalence, adequacy and naturalness of the
target text: 1) literal translation (ST), 2) semantic translation (ST), 3) communicative translation
(TT), applied alongside the global strategy of domestication (TT) 1) domestication in correlation
with three main translation methods, namely: equivalent translation, lexical substitution and
omission.

The obtained results can be explained by several factors. First, recurrent application of
communicative translation strategy in combination with the global strategy of domestication,
whichinvolves omission in rendering the DNQs into Ukrainian, is caused by a) the intrinsic features
of the Ukrainian language structure, b) the translator’s efforts to convey the message concisely
by creating a target reader-friendly text with focus on the most essential details contained in
the original notwithstanding the violation of the source text; b) the universal tendency towards
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minimizing excessive use of language means to avoid unjustified wordiness; c) stylistic peculiarities
of the target text typical of the genre of imaginative fiction. Second, the literal translation strategy,
employing pure and blended equivalents, isimplemented as a default strategy using corresponding
target language means that adequately convey the meanings of source language units. Third,
semantic translation strategy that involves lexical substitution through synonymy, emphasis
change, phrase structure change, as well as clause and sentence structure changes. It is applied
as the second (after literal translation) most suitable ST-oriented strategy alongside the global
strategy of domestication to attain due adequacy and naturalness of the target text.

The research prospects include investigation into translation strategies implemented
in rendering English paucal quantifiers into the Ukrainian language for the purpose of further
applying the obtained data in academic practice.
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The article deals with translation strategies implemented in English-Ukrainian rendering of dual-
number quantifiers ‘both,” ‘either,” ‘neither’ that occur in modern fantasy fiction. The study aims to iden-
tify local and global translation strategies and methods of their adequate rendering at the post-transla-
tion stage of generalizing the translator’s experience. The research objectives are: 1) to compile a com-
plete register of the lexemes under investigation based on J.K. Rowling’s “Harry Potter and the Prisoner of
Azkaban” and its authorized Ukrainian translation produced by V. Morozov.; 2) to determine their seman-
tic and functional characteristics and direct translation equivalents; 3) to identify their semantic roles and
syntactic functions in the source text; 4) to specify the types of grammatical shifts and methods of their
rendering into Ukrainian; 5) to identify and analyze the translation strategies applied by the translator to
reach equivalence and adequacy of translation. The research material comprises 96 dual-number quanti-
fiers used in the original text and their translations in the corresponding Ukrainian text fragments. In the
course of the study, the following methods were employed: 1) entire sampling to compile a register of
the lexemes and accomplish the source and target text levelling; 2) dictionary entries’ analysis to estab-
lish the lexical-semantic and functional properties of the quantifiers and their direct Ukrainian translation
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equivalents; 3) contextual analysis and immediate constituents’ analysis to identify their semantic roles
and syntactic functions in the source text; 4) comparative-contrastive translation transformational analy-
sis to specify the translation methods and types of grammatical shifts applied in their rendering; 5) to iden-
tify and analyze the translation strategies implemented by the translator; 6) quantity calculations to de-
termine the frequencies of the analyzed phenomena. As a result, based on dictionary entries’ analysis, the
main functional-semantic classes of the quantifiers have been found to be the determiner, pronoun, con-
junction and pronominal adverb. By means of immediate constituents’ and contextual analysis, 17 pure
and blended semantic roles of the lexemes’ referents in ‘state of affairs’ situations have been identified,
the most frequent being the agent (36.4%), locative (14.6%) and experiencer (11.4%). By way of sentence
parsing, 19 combinations of the semantic roles and syntactic functions have been established, the most
frequent one being the agent subject (37.5%), the others showing frequencies around 10%. With the aid of
translation transformational analysis, the most common methods of rendering the dual-number quantifi-
ers into Ukrainian have been found to be omission (62.5%), equivalent (literal) translation (21.9%) and lex-
ical substitution (15.6%). Correspondingly, the main translation strategies, including ST-oriented and TT-
oriented ones, have been proved to be 1) communicative translation (68.8%) by omission with emphasis
decrease, related and unrelated-word paraphrase, clause/sentence structure change and explicitness de-
crease, and by equivalent with emphasis change and clause/sentence structure change and/or addition;
2) literal translation (15.6%) including direct translation (4.2%) by pure equivalent and oblique translation
(11.4%) by blended equivalent. i.e. with emphasis change and/or clause/sentence change; 3) semantic
translation (15.6%) involving synonymy, emphasis change, phrase structure change, modulation, clause/
sentence structure change and explicitness decrease, 4) domestication (100%) incorporated in the above
three strategies, all applied to ensure equivalence and adequacy of the translation.
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