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SEMANTIC INTERPRETATION OF AUTHORIAL MODALITY
AS A COGNITIVE-DISCURSIVE CATEGORY
(Case Study of Shakespeare’s Plays and Their Ukrainian
Retranslations)

Y cTaTTi 30cepearKeHO yBary Ha MUTAHHI aBTOPCbKOI MOZANbHOCTI AK KOrHITUBHO-AMCKYPCUBHOI
KaTeropii, akTyani3oBaHOi y CEMaHTULLi NEKCUYHUX OAMHWL, 30KPEMA KOHOTAaTUBHO HaBaHTAXKEHUX, L0
peanisytoTbca B TekcTax n'ec LWekcnipa, Ta ix pi3HOYAcOBMX yKpaTHCbKUX peTpaHcasuiax XIX—XXI cT. Me-
Mmoo [OCNIAXKEHHA € CEMAHTUYHA iHTepnpeTaLia aBTOPCbKOI MOAANbHOCTI IK KOTHITMBHO-ANCKYPCUBHOI
KaTeropii, WO 3A4iACHIOETbCA LWAAXOM BUABNEHHA CEMaHTMYHOTO HAMOBHEHHA Ta BWM3HAyYeHHA obca-
ry iHpopmauyii eHTPOoNiMHMX KOHOTAaTUBHO HABAHTAXKEHWUX JIEKCUYHUX OAMHULb, LLO BTi/IOIOTb aBTOPCbKY
moganbHicTb y n'ecax LLekcnipa, BiaaaneHux y yaci, Ta pisHo4acoBMX YKPaiHCbKMX peTpaHcasauiax XIX—XXI
CT. 3aBAAHHAMM AOCAIAMKEHHA €: ONMCATU aBTOPCbKY MOAAJbHICTb Y TEPMiHaxX NiHIBICTUYHOI Teopii 3Ha-
YeHHA Ta iHbopMaLiMHOi eHTpoNii; NpoaHani3yBaTn Ta NOPIBHATM €HTPOMIHI KOHOTAaTUBHO HAaBaHTaXeHi
NIeKCUYHIi ognHuLi, BuaineHi 3 n’ec Lekcnipa sk 3pa3Kku BigAaneHmnx y 4aci OpuriHaIbHUX Xy AOMKHIX TEKCTIB Ta
X Pi3HOYACOBMX YKPAIHCbKUX PETPAHCAALIN; OBIPYHTYBATM YMHHUKM, LLO 3YMOB/IOKOTL Pi3HULLIO B 06cArax
iHbopMmaL,ii, 3ymoBAEHY aBTOPCbKOI MOAA/IbHICTIO OPUriHANbHUX TEKCTIB Ta iX YKPATHCbKUX peTpaHCAALIN Yy
pe3ynbTaTi Pi3HOro TIYMayYeHHs yKpaiHCbKMMU NepeknagadaMm CEMaHTUYHOTO HAaNOBHEHHA eHTPOMINHUX
KOHOTaTUBHO HaBaHTaXXEHUX JIEKCUYHUX OANHULb.

[epenom maTepiany AOCNiAKeHHA nocTatoTb ABi Tpareaii B. Wekcnipa — «Pomeo i JKynbetta»
(1594) i «Koponb Mip» (1608), siKi € 3paskamm paHHbOI Cy4aCHOT aHINiCbKOi MOBUM Ha pybesxi XVI-XVII cT.,
Ta iX XPOHONOTIYHO BiaganeHi yKkpaiHCbKi peTpaHcnauii XIX—=XXI cT.

Memodosozia [oCNiAXKEHHSA BKIIOYAE K eMMipUYHI MeTOAM — aHani3 i cuHTe3 (4N o6rpyHTYBaHHA
TeopeTUYHOi 6asn AoCnigKeHHA), TaKk i cneujianbHi NiHIBICTUYHI MeToaM — AECKPUNTUBHUMIA, CEMAHTUY-
HUIM | CTUNICTMYHKUIA aHani3 (ansa BuABMEHHA obcary iHbopMmaLiil, AKy nepenaloTb MOBHI OAMHULI AK B
OPUTiHANbHUX TEKCTaX, TaK i B X YKPAIHCbKMUX PETPAHCAALIAX), @ TAKOX MeTOAM NOPIBHANBLHOIO NepeKkna-
[,03HaBCTBA Ta TpaHCchOpPMaLLMHOro aHanisy (g5 NOPIBHAHHA MOBHUX O4MHMULb B OPUTiHa/IbHUX TEKCTaX 3
IXHIMW BiZANOBIAHNKAMM B PETPAHCAALIAX, LLLO 4ONOMAra€e BUABUTM 3MiHK B 06¢A3i iHpopmauiii, cnpuymHeHi
peanisauiero aBTOPCbKOI MOAA/IbHOCTI Pi3HMX NepeK1afadis, AKi BiAPISHAKOTb Pi3Hi YKPAiHCbKI peTpaHcaau,i,
CTBOPEHI B Pi3Hi XpoHONOriYHi nepioam).

Y CTaTtTi CTBEPAMKYETLCA, WO AOCAIAMKEHHS MOLANbHOCTI AK OAHIEl 3 KOTHITUBHWMX 3aibHOCTEN
0COBUCTOCTi B JHIBICTUYHMX TEOPiAX CeMAHTUYHOI iHTepnpeTauii 6a3yeTbcA Ha CKAAZHIM MNCUXiYHO-
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MOBJ/IEHHEBI CYTHOCTI KaTeropii MoAafbHOCTI, AKa BUABAAETbCA Yy CNiBBIAHOLWEHHI 06’eKTMBHOI Ta
cy6’eKTUBHOI peanbHOCTI, BifobpakeHoi B 1t0ACbKOMY pO3yMi pa3om i3 pisHMMM 3acobamm Ti BUPaKeHHS.
ABTOpPCbKa MOAaNbHICTb PO3rNAAAETHCA AK KOTHITUBHO-ANCKYPCUMBHA KaTeropis, OCKiNbKM BOHa Bifobpaxkae
Cy6’eKTMBHE CNPUIAHATTA aBTOPOM AiNCHOCTI, BTiZIEHOI B liTepaTypHOMY TBOPI, Nif BMNIMBOM MOro / il MOBHUX,
KYZIbTYPHUX | HALiOHANbHUX LiiHHOCTEM, 0COBUCTUX MOBIEHHEBUX XapPaKTEPUCTUK, IHAUBIAYAbHUX NCUXO-
Ioro-ecTeTMYHMX ynogo6baHb. Cyb’eKTUBHICTb aBTOPCbKOT MoAanbHOCTI B N’ecax LLieKcnipa Ta ix yKpaiHCbKMx
peTpaHcaALifAX BNAMBAE Ha Te, AK LLekcnip nepeaae cBoe noBigomneHHs (iHpopmau,ito) y cemaHTULi KOHO-
TAaTUBHO HAaBAHTAXKEHWUX IEKCUYHUX OAMHULb, IKIi € BUCOKO EHTPOMIMHUMMU, Ta Ha Te, K YKPATHCbKi aBTOpM iX
iHTepnpeTytoTb. TBOPYi 0COOUCTOCTI Nepeknasayis BigirpatoTb KAOYOBY POJb Y NOAONAAHHI iHPopMaLiHOT
eHTpOonNii KOHOTAaTUBHO HABaHTA)KEHWX NIEKCUYHUX OAMHMLbL Npu poboTi 3 BiagsaneHMmu y yaci n’ecamm
LLlekcnipa. ABTOpcbKa moganbHicTb n'ec LLekcnipa Ta ix pisHoYacoBMX yKpaiHCbKMX peTpaHcasuinn XIX=XXI
CTO/ITb BUABNAETLCA B PisHOMY 06cA3i iHpopMaL,ii, nogaHoi LLiekcnipom Ta yKpaiHCbKMMUK Nepeknagadyamu.
KorkeH nepeknagay ycBigomMI0E BNACHY aBTOPCbKY MOAA/bHICTb AK BifLobpaXkeHHA mogeni gicHocTi Ta i
cy6’EKTUBHY OLLiHKY Mig, BN/IMBOM BUCOKO €HTPOMiMHUX KOHOTAaTUBHO HAaBAHTAXKEHMUX IEKCUYHUX OOUHULb.

Knto4oei cnoea: neKcu4Ha ceMaHmuKa, ceMaHmuyHul 3micm, cy6’ekmusHa MoOasabHICMb, KOHOMA-
mueHO HasaHMax3ceHi nekcuyHi 0OUHuUYi, iHpopmayiliHa eHmponis, obcsAe iHpopmayii.

For citation: Boiko, Ya., Nikonova, V. (2025). Semantic Interpretation of Authorial Modality as a Cog-
nitive-Discursive Category (Case Study of Shakespeare’s Plays and Their Ukrainian Retranslations). Alfred
Nobel University Journal of Philology, vol. 1, issue 29, pp. 349-361, DOI: https://doi.org/10.32342/3041-
217X-2025-1-29-20

social activity. Language is used by the speaker to exchange information or services

among people, or to establish and maintain social relationships. On a deeper level, as
G.Thompson claims, “the interactions will influence the behaviour and judgments of other people
and reveal the speaker’s attitudes in a certain case or purpose of certain action” [Thompson,
2008, p. 46], and the speaker is represented as a participant who has potential meaning in the
communication. The speaker is using the semantic factor to express his attitude or judgment and
affect the views and actions of readers [Yu, 2017, p. 222].

One of the means of expressing subjective attitudes towards the depicted reality is modal-
ity. In a general sense, modality refers to an expressed relationship to objective reality reflect-
ing the unique characteristics of an individual’s internal mental processes and their communica-
tive intentions. The term “modality” is employed to encompass a broad spectrum of phenome-
na that vary in terms of semantic contents, grammatical properties, and the degree of elabora-
tion across different levels of linguistic structure [Goloyukh, 2015, p. 62].

The origins of the study of modality can be traced back about a thousand years to the
time of Aristotle who initially explored the relationship between necessity and possibility. [Rui,
Jingxia, 2018, p. 111]. The concept of modality originally arose in the field of logical research
to describe logical relationships between statements based on different types of modal utter-
ances. In the twentieth century, it found its interpretation in various fields of science, includ-
ing linguistics [Goloyukh, 2015, p. 62] where it was studied from different angles [Declerck,
2011; Goloyukh, 2015; Halliday, 2011; Saeed, 2003; Thompson, 2008; Yu, 2017; CynpyH, 2008].

Despite the large volume of linguistic research on modality, many aspects of this problem re-
main unexplored in modern linguistics. Syntactic nature of modality in sentences has been careful-
ly studied. Other aspects such as the modality in the text, authorial modality as an author’s cognitive
faculty, and subjective assessment of modality still require further study. The issue of the authorial
modality as a cognitive-discursive category, realized in the time-remote original text and its chron-
ologically distant Ukrainian retranslations considered in the light of information entropy is new for
modern linguistics and contributes to the study of the processing and acquisition of natural language.

The objective of the research is the study and semantic interpretation of authorial modality as
a cognitive-discursive category, which is carried out by identifying the semantic contents and deter-
mining the scope of information of the entropic connotatively loaded lexical units that embody au-
thorial modality in time-remote Shakespeare’s plays and chronologically distant Ukrainian retransla-
tions of the 19%—21% centuries.

The language, according to M.A.K. Halliday [Halliday, 2011, p. 187], is a product of
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Achieving the set goal requires solving the following interrelated tasks: 1) to describe au-
thorial modality in terms of the linguistic theory of meaning and information entropy; 2) to ana-
lyse and compare entropic connotatively loaded lexical units selected from Shakespeare’s plays
as samples of time-remote original literary texts and their chronologically distant Ukrainian re-
translations; 3) to justify the factors that determine the difference in the scopes of information
caused by authorial modality of the original texts and their Ukrainian retranslations due to the
different interpretation by Ukrainian translators of semantic contents of entropic connotative-
ly loaded lexical units.

The research material is taken from two tragedies by William Shakespeare, namely, “Ro-
meo and Juliet” (1594), and “King Lear” (1608), which serve as samples of Early Modern Eng-
lish at the turn of the 16™and 17" centuries, and their chronologically distant Ukrainian retrans-
lations of the 19%—21 centuries. The units of analysis are connotatively loaded lexical units in
Shakespeare’s plays and their counterparts in Ukrainian retranslations.

The research methodology incorporates empirical methods, such as analysis and synthe-
sis to establish the theoretical framework, and also specialized linguistic methods, such as de-
scriptive, semantic, and stylistic analysis, is used to identify the scope of information conveyed
by the connotatively loaded lexical units in both the source texts and their Ukrainian retransla-
tions. Finally, to compare lexical units in the source texts and retranslations, methods of compar-
ative translation and transformational analysis are used, which allows identifying changes in the
scope of information due to the authorial modality of different authors, which distinguishes var-
ious Ukrainian retranslations at different chronological periods.

The grammatical definition of modality reduces modality to the use of modal verbs and rep-
resents only partial knowledge of the concept. However, even grammatical modality is an elusive
concept, which can be illustrated by listing the possible meanings that “modal auxiliaries” can
have [Declerck, 2011, p. 21]. Modality was further described as “a term for the means by which
speakers express varying degrees of commitment to, or belief in, a proposition” [Saeed, 2003,
p. 135] and important semantic category that operates at the sentence level.

In traditional linguistic studies of modality, the essence of modality is often characterized

7w

by terms such as “modality is the speaker’s attitude to reality”, “modality expresses the speak-
er’s assessment of states-of-affairs”, “modality is the speaker’s cognitive, emotional or volitional
qualification of the state-of-affairs”, etc. [Kiefer, 2017, p. 73]. In this respect, modality is closely
related to pragmatics, the field that studies how linguistic signs function in speech. This connec-
tion becomes apparent when we delve deeper into the various aspects of communication. It cov-
ers the intention behind the utterance (for example, questions, requests, and apology), speech
strategies, and types of speech, as well as the speaker’s communicative purposes (including in-
direct expression, allusions, and allegories). It is also the speaker’s attitude to what is said (struc-
turing of the discourse around dominant themes and concepts), assessment of information, in-
terpretation of the text, etc. [Goloyukh, 2015, p. 63].

The appeal to the category of modality in the linguistic theory of meaning is due to the com-
plex mental-speech essence of the category of modality, which is manifested in the ratio of ob-
jective and subjective reality reflected in the mind of a person, and various means of its repre-
sentation [lTonybeHko, 2022, p. 74]. In particular, from the point of view of semantics, J. Lyons
[Lyons, 1977, p. 53] defined modality as the opinion or attitude of the speaker regarding the
statement or the situation described by the statement. He emphasized the important role of
subjectivity in language learning. Thus, modal expressions are considered to indicate a certain at-
titude of the speaker to the proposition being expressed or the situation being described (usually
in a statement) [Cruse, 2004, p. 298]. In other words, modality is a speaker’s attitude to the con-
tent of a speech event or utterance [Winiharti, 2012, p. 533], which can be expressed not only by
grammatical means (for example, modal verbs, modal words and expressions) but also by lexical
units, namely the lexical meaning of a word, which is defined as a form of generalized reflection
of reality in the consciousness of native speakers.

In different theories of semantics including truth-conditional semantics, semantic compe-
tence, referential theory of meaning, non-referential theory of meaning, generative theory of
meaning, etc. that exactly capture meaning [Ramadan, Ababneh, 2013; Haverkamp, Hoeltje,
2021], scholars are unanimous in understanding word meaning as the most complex intangible
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phenomenon which is difficult to understand. Considering word meaning as a complex unity of
atomic elements, or semantic components [Evans, 2009, p. 5], among which denotative and con-
notative components are distinguished, we claim that the productive means of expressing mo-
dality as the speaker’s attitude to the content of a speech event are connotatively loaded lexical
units which in their lexical meanings realise any component of connotation (imagery, emotivity,
evaluation, expressiveness or stylistic colouring).

In recent decades, there has been a growing interest in modality as a means of establishing
a connection between the content of an utterance and the external context of the real world. In
this regard, modality is interpreted as one of the cognitive faculties of an individual, with the help
of which his / her life experience, subjective values and attitudes, knowledge and ideas about the
surrounding reality are reflected [FonybeHkKo, 2022, p. 74]. This increased interest is reflected in
the significant amount of research being conducted in the field of grammar and linguistic stylis-
tics. In linguistic stylistics and text linguistics, modality is interpreted as a category that emphasiz-
es the subjective perspective and psychological self-disclosure of the author, which is influenced
by the increased impact of emotional involvement on the recipient [Goloyukh, 2015, p. 61]. For
example, researchers [CynpyH, 2008] use a modal structure to analyse a literary text. This struc-
ture involves studying how the authors’ worldview, their attitude to the presented information,
explicit or implicit forms of expression, as well as their methods of interaction with the reader
are realized in the text [Goloyukh, 2015, p. 62].

In translation studies, the authorial modality of the source text and its reproduction in
translation becomes a matter of great concern, especially when it comes to chronologically dis-
tant retranslations, which means several translations of the same time-remote original text. The
author of the original work always reveals his own way of constructing an image of specific situ-
ations and events described in his text. In other words, the author and translators have certain
features of the individual process of reflecting the reality, in particular, subjective nature of as-
sessments, knowledge that is used and activated in this process, as well as individual experience
of the textual activity itself [3acekiH, 2020, p. 234]. The personal features of the authors are man-
ifested in the authorial modality implemented in the message at the verbal level, that is, meta-
cognition actively affects the structuring of verbal information, which is due to involuntary (un-
conscious) operations. Accordingly, the authorial modality of the messages in the English time-
remote literary texts, such as Shakespeare’s plays, and their Ukrainian chronologically distant re-
translations may be preserved only partially (if not completely changed) due to differences in the
personalities of the author and translators. This substantiates the status of authorial modality as
a cognitive-discursive category in translation studies.

Authorial modality varies in different retranslations of the same source text due to its in-
formation entropy. As T. Hermans argues, by creating multiple translations, we “repress the
more uncontrollable aspects of texts, their loose ends, their gaps, their unintended or unattrib-
utable features, their plurality and heterogeneity. Translation further aggravates and intensi-
fies this steady growth. Translations temporarily fix interpretations that, as verbal constructions,
are themselves open to interpretation” [Hermans, 2006, p. 9]. So, according to F. Farahzad [Far-
ahzad, 2024, p. 2], the presence of multiple translations of a source text into a target language
is evidence that translation, among other attributes, has the property of indeterminacy, at least
in certain aspects.

In this context, information entropy refers to the uncertainty for the translator regarding
the choice of target language units compared to source language units. Translation implies that
the translator has several potential methods of translating a given source element, and the more
options available, the more complex the decision-making process becomes [Vanroy, De Clercq,
Macken, 2019, p. 924]. Therefore, information entropy in translation is defined as “a measure
of uncertainty of information about the object of translation (the translator’s information defi-
cit) which causes erroneous translation decisions at any level of the system of self-organization
of special translation” [JopodeeBa, AHapyLieHKo, 2019, p. 98]. Such uncertainty can manifest
itself in different ways: 1) at the objective level of translation units in the source text, involving
linguistic features of the translated units; 2) at the objective level of the communicative situa-
tion, which arises as a result of a lack of information regarding the factors in the communicative
context presented in the source text; 3) at the objective level of the discourse, which arises due
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to noticeable differences between the norms governing the source and target specialized dis-
courses; 4) at the subjective level, under the influence of the translator’s competence, which in-
cludes language proficiency, translation skills, discourse comprehension, and professional exper-
tise [JopodeeBa, AHApyLLEeHKO, 2019, p. 98]. It is the subjective factors of the information entro-
py of the entire text and, in particular, the authorial modality of the author of the source text and
its translators that constitute the problem of the diachronic plurality in translation.

In the case of information entropy, the main purpose of translation is to convey the au-
thor’s message, which covers all significant components of information for effective communi-
cation. Therefore, the source text is considered not simply as an object for interlingual transfor-
mation, but rather as a vessel containing various forms of information. The translation process,
therefore, is not only about making linguistic changes, but revolves around the study and trans-
fer of information, including the attitude towards the information presented, that is, the autho-
rial modality [Jlopodeesa, 2016, p. 10]. The authorial modality here acts as a means of display-
ing the author’s subjective perception of reality, since it involves examining reality through the
prism of linguistic, cultural, and national values, as well as through a unique linguistic interpreta-
tion of the world, guided by individual and psychological characteristics and aesthetic features.
The authorial modality in translation is based on the translator’s intelligence, aesthetic prefer-
ences, and personal speech; it reflects aspects of a cultural, historical, national, and social char-
acter [Goloyukh, 2015, p. 65].

Information entropy can manifest itself at various stages of the process of translating a lit-
erary text as a communicative act, and at all linguistic levels. The concept of entropy, represent-
ing a measure of uncertainty, implies a certain parallelism between the source text and its trans-
lation. In particular, when it comes to original works from ancient times, such as Shakespeare’s
plays, the translators’ perception of the source texts is strongly influenced by their personal
worldview, which is formed in various social-historical and cultural-aesthetic contexts [Boiko,
2022a). Thus, modern research claims that the decisive factor in overcoming information en-
tropy when translating time-remote source texts is the creative personality of the translator
[Pebpilt, 2012; Boiko, 2022] who in one way or another formulates the message created by the
author of the source text, while preserving a certain authorial modality in translation.

Authorial modality as a cognitive-discursive category structures the author’s model of
reality reflected in the text and subjective assessment as determinants of modality. All words in
the text, all the sentences, and the text as a whole actualize a certain authorial modality; they
act as specific subjects and markers of a real presentation of facts and situations, and the basis
of the description of the authorial modality is rhythmic, compositional, and verbal-speech means
[Goloyukh, 2015, pp. 65-66], the latter of which are designated in this study as connotatively
loaded lexical units, which are highly entropic.

The reflection of the authorial modality in Shakespeare’s tragedies demonstrates the writ-
er’s positioning of the worldview he created. To illustrate the above, let’s consider a fragment
from Shakespeare’s play “Romeo and Juliet” (Act I, Scene 5), and its chronologically distant
Ukrainian retranslations performed by P. Kulish (1901; edited by M. Voronyi in 1998), V. Mysyk
(1932), A. Hozenpud (1937), I. Steshenko (1952) and Yu. Andrukhovych (2016):

(1) W. Shakespeare: If | profane with my unworthiest hand this holy shrine, the gentle sin is this: my
lips, two blushing pilgrims, ready stand to smooth that rough touch with a tender kiss [Shakeaspeare, 2004,
p. 49].

(2) P. Kulish: Koau mos pyka mopkHynace HedocmoliHo 0o AusHOI Kpacu, 00 Cb8AMOLWi8 #UBUX, MOI
ycma, npovaHe 084, npucmoliHO HiXCHUM YinyHKom Hal cnokymytome celi epix [Wekcnip, 1901, p. 31].

[When my hand unworthily touched the strange beauty, the sanctities of the living, my lips, forgiven
two, with a decently gentle kiss atone for this sin]

(3) P. Kulish & M. Voronyi: Koau mos pyka mopkHysnace HedocmoliHo 0o OueHOI Kpacu, 0o ceamouyie
Husux, Moi ycma, mMoe 080 MPOYAHUHA, MPUCMOUHO HiI¥HUM YinyHKOM xal cnokymyome yel 2pix
[Wekcnip, 1998, p. 29].

[When my hand unworthily touched the strange beauty, the sanctity of the living, let my mouth, like
two pilgrims, atone for this sin with a decent, tender kiss]
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(4) V. Mysyk: Konu 32aHbbue Hez2iOHOH0 pyKoo meoto Kpacy HebecHy — ocb neHs; sycmamu epybuli
00MoOpK 30CMOKO0 — YUMU npoYyaHamu nankumu — A [LWekcnip, 20253, p. 40].

[When | dishonored your heavenly beauty with an unworthy hand — here is a stump; with my lips a
rough touch of comfort — with these fervent prayers — 1]

(5) A. Hozenpud: Kosu menep mos pyka He2ioHa, MopKHYAace HEO0CMOUHO pyK ceamux, Moi eycma
— 080 ninizpumu 6iOHi — crrokymyome UinyHKOM HixcHum epix [LWekcnip, 1937, p. 44].

[When now my unworthy hand touched the hands of the saints unworthily, my lips — two poor pil-
grims — atone for the sin with a tender kiss]

(6) 1. Steshenko: Kosu mopkHyscb pykoto HedocmolHo i ockeepHuU8 A ueli onmap ceamudl, ycma —
0sa ninigpumu — xali npUcMOUHO YinyHKOM HiXcHUM 3mutoms 2pix maxckuli [LWekcnip, 1985, p. 335].

[When | unworthily touched this holy altar with my hand and defiled it, the mouths are two pilgrims,
let them decently wash away the grave sin with a gentle kiss]

(7) Yu. Andrukhovych: fAkwo pykamu, HaOmo wkapybrumu, A WKOOU 3a80ar0 ceaMuHi uil, moi
sycma, 0sa cnpaaai ninigpumu, 2omosi 3yinysamu domuk mili [WWekcnip, 2016, p. 55].

[If with hands that are too rough, | harm this shrine, my lips, two thirsty pilgrims, are ready to kiss
my touch]

In the fragment of the source text (1), there is a connotatively loaded lexical unit of analy-
sis blushing pilgrims, the metaphoric meaning of which is ‘red lips’. According to Merriam-Web-
ster’s Dictionary Online [Mish, 2025], blushing: adj. 1. ‘marked by blushes’; 2. often used conven-
tionally to suggest (sometimes ironically) an appearance of youthful; pilgrim: n. 1. ‘one who jour-
neys in foreign lands: wayfarer’; 2. ‘one who travels to a shrine or holy place as a devotee’. Thus,
in this example, Romeo is talking about his own lips, also emphasizing his youth and beauty, as
well as his devotion to Juliet as a saint. In (1), the lips are thus associated with youth, red col-
our, warmth, travelling, holy places / people, representing the image of a person kissing a loved
one — passion and worship, demonstrating Shakespeare’s authorial modality in picturing youth-
ful love and passion.

Information entropy of these units of analysis causes translators’ different interpretations
in chronologically distant Ukrainian retranslations.

In P. Kulish’s translation (2), (3), blushing pilgrims is represented as npo4aHe (2) or npo4aHuH
(3) (mpoyaHuH: arch. ‘pilgrim’ [Binogia, 2025]). Thus, the informational component related to
worship and travel is preserved while the linguistic unit blushing does not find its representation
in translation. The difference between these two versions of the translation also lies in the style —
both are archaic but npouyare also represents an archaic way of forming the plural form of a noun
in Ukrainian. In this case, information entropy associated with the creative personality of P. Kul-
ish as the representative of Ukrainian romanticism shifts the modality of the message from pas-
sion to the idea of perceiving the loved as a saint.

Neoclassicists V. Mysyk (4) and I. Steshenko (6) have two different approaches to the repre-
sentation of Shakespeare’s authorial modality in translation. In particular, I. Steshenko (6) uses the
bookish word ninizpum (ninizpum: 1. ‘pilgrim’; 2. transf., arch. ‘traveler’ [binogja, 2025]) emphasiz-
ing turn focus on holiness, not passion. As a theatre actress, I. Sheshenko sacrifices a part of the im-
age for the sake of “readability and stage performance of the work” [AueHko, 1997, p. 27].

In the translation style of V. Mysyk (4), it is important to preserve brightness of the im-
age and the structural clarity of the original work [[puuis, 2017, p. 14], therefore, the autho-
rial modality and the scope of information embodied in the source text are preserved. In par-
ticular, blushing pilgrims in (1) is represented as npoyaHamu naaxkumu in V. Mysyk’s (4) version
(mpouaHuH: see meaning above; naaxud: 1. ‘which burns well, quickly’; 2. ‘which has a very high
temperature and emits a lot of heat; hot, burning’; 3. transf. ‘who has an extremely hot temper;
full of energy, passion’; 4. transf. ‘which is very easily excited; too fiery’ [inogia, 2025]).

The neo-baroque translator A. Hozenpud (5) strives to create a distorted meaning of the
original message crossing out the author’s intention and causing the reader to wonder. In partic-
ular, the metaphor of passion blushing pilgrims in (1) is replaced in (5) by the metaphor of suf-
fering ninizpumu 6idHi (niniepum: see meaning above; 6idHul: 1. ‘who lives in need, deprivation;
scant’; in contrast to rich ‘6aezamuli’; 2. ‘such as a poor man has; poor; inexpensive, unpreten-
tious’; 3. ‘which evokes sympathy; unhappy, poor’ [Binogia, 2025]).
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In the 21% century translation by Yu. Andrukhovych (7), the initial Shakespearean passion
rises again — blushing pilgrims in (1) is conveyed as cnpaeni ninizpumu (cnpazauli: 1. ‘who real-
ly wants to drink, feels thirsty’; 2. transf. ‘who expresses passion, strong feeling; hot’; 3. transf.
‘who craves something, greedy for something, for something’; 4. transf. ‘who longs for some-
thing’ [Binoaian, 2025]; ninizpum: see meaning above).

Comparing the linguistic units blushing pilgrims and their Ukrainian counterparts that met-
aphorically convey the image of the young man’s red lips in the original text with those in the
Ukrainian retranslations of the 19*"-21° centuries, we can notice the difference in the authori-
al modality of presenting the image of a passionate kiss, which is manifested in variations in the
scope of information about it in the corresponding passages, as shown in Table 1.

Table 1
The authorial modality in relation to the image of blushing pilgrims in W. Shakespeare’s “Romeo and
Juliet” and its Ukrainian counterparts in chronologically distant retranslations

Author / Translators Means of verbalizing The scope of information
W. Shakespeare blushing pilgrims youth, passion, worshipping, devotion, religion
P. Kulish npoyaHe worshipping, devotion, religion
P. Kulish _— . ..
(M. Voronyi) MPOYAHUHA worshipping, devotion, religion
V. Mysyk npoYaHAMU NaaKUMU youth, passion, worshipping, devotion, religion
A. Hosenpud niniepumu 6ioHi suffering, worshipping, devotion, religion
I. Steshenko niniepumu worshipping, devotion, religion
Yu. Andrukhovych cnpaeani ninizpumu passion, thirst, worshipping, devotion, religion

So, as it can be seen from the table, the semantic contents of the connotatively loaded lex-
ical units that embody authorial modality in the source text and Ukrainian retranslations differs
in the scope of information presented by Shakespeare and the Ukrainian translators. In partic-
ular, with regard to the image of the red lips of the young man conveyed by blushing pilgrims
in W. Shakespeare’s “Romeo and Juliet”, the authorial modality is equally represented only in
V. Mysyk’s translation, while the authorial modality in other retranslations reflects the peculiar-
ities of the creative personalities of the translators: P. Kulish and I. Steshenko narrowed it down
to worship and piety, A. Hozenpud lost the information components “youth” and “passion” while
adding “suffering”, and Yu. Andrukhovych lost only the “youth” component focusing on passion
by adding the “thirst” information component.

Let us dwell on the following fragment from Shakespeare’s tragedy “King Lear” (Act I, Scene 1)
depicting a daughter’s love for her father and its chronologically distant Ukrainian retranslations per-
formed by P. Kulish (1880), P. Myrnyi (1897), M. Rylskyi (1941), V. Barka (1969) and O. Hriaznov (2008):

(8) W. Shakespeare: Good my lord, you have begot me, bred me, loved me: | return those duties back
as are right fit, obey you, love you, and most honour you [Shakespeare, 2024].

(9) P. Kulish: Miii dobpuii noeenumento! meHe su 3podusnu, suxosanu i nobuau. Bepmaro eam yci
doesau, AK AU4UMb, KOprocb 8am i ntobaro Ui waHyro eeabmu [LLekcnip, 1902, p. 7].

[My good lord! you gave birth to me, raised me and loved me. | repay you all debts, as | see fit, | obey
you and | love and respect you very much]

(10) P. Myrnyi: Miii nto6uii mamouky! A ecim nosuHHaA 8aM: ¥ummsa MeHi 0au, 3pocmusu i Hag4u-
AU, AK mpeba 8 caimi #ume, M080OUMUCH i3 M00bMU. 38U4aliHOIO 3d ce naa4y A 8aM YiHOI: KOPIOCA eam,
mobnro i nosaxcaro [LLekcnip, 1970, p. 516].

[My dear dad! | owe you all: you gave me life, | grew up and | was taught how to live in the world and
treat people. | pay you the usual price for this: | obey, love and respect you]

(11) M. Rylskyi: Baadapro miii, meHi 0anu ¥cumms eu, meHe 3pocmusu Ui 8Ux08asu 8u, NaAAYy 3d ye
HanexcHo YiHow: waHoboro, ntoboe’to ma cayxHaHcmeom [LUekcnip, 1986, p. 240].

[My lord, you gave me life, you raised me and raised me, | pay the due price for it: respect, love and
obedience]
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(12) V. Barka: Miii 006puii naHe, meHe podusu, suKkopmMuau i ntobunu. A — 0608’a3Ku 3eepmato, AK
200umsocs, nbato i cayxarocs, Halibinbw waHyto [LLekcnip, 1969, p. 20-21].

[My good lord, | was born, fed and loved. | fulfill my duties as | see fit, | love and obey, | respect the
most]

(13) O. Hriaznov: MeHixcumms Oanu eu, 00bpuli 6ambKy, pocmuau i aAwobuau. Bam naavy s
e80saYHicmio, noKipHicmio, nro6oe’ro [LLekcnip, 2025].

[You, good father, gave me life, raised me and loved me. | cry to you with gratitude, humility, and
love].

In (8), the authorial modality of Shakespeare is revealed by the key words chosen by the
playwright to show his attitude to the concept of a traditional family: good 1. virtuous, right,
commendable; 2. kind, benevolent; 3. loyal, close; lord 1. one having power and authority over
others; 2. a man of rank or high position; 3. the male head of a household; duty 1. conduct due
to parents and superiors; 2. obligatory tasks, conduct, service, or functions that arise from one’s
position; 3. a moral or legal obligation; to obey 1. to follow the commands or guidance of; 2. to
conform to or comply with; to love 1. to feel strong affection for another arising out of kinship or
personal ties; 2. warm attachment, enthusiasm, or devotion; to honour to regard or treat (some-
one) with admiration and respect [Mish, 2025].

As a representative of romanticism, P. Kulish (9) transmits all the components of the tra-
ditional attitude to father including both love and duty which is expressed in such key words:
0obpuli: 1. ‘who is benevolent, friendly, empathetic towards people’; 2. ‘who expresses kind-
ness, sincerity’; mogesumens: 1. ‘the one who commands by right of his power (about monarchs,
rulers, etc.)’; 2. ‘a person who has power over someone; head’; 3. convers. ‘husband towards his
wife’; 0oseu (6opau): ‘that which is borrowed’; kopumucs: ‘to obey someone, to be subject to
someone, for something’; nrobumu: 1. ‘to feel deep devotion, attachment to someone, some-
thing’; 2. ‘to feel heart affection for family members (children, mother, etc.)’; wanysamu: 1. ‘to
feel or show deep respect, reverence for someone, something’; 2. ‘to show or take care of some-
one’ [binopaia, 2025].

In the line with realism, P. Myrnyi (10) describes the character’s feelings for her father with
such key lexical units, making love a more down-to-earth phenomenon: ar6ud: 1. ‘that caus-
es self-love; dear and close to the heart’; 2. ‘same as beloved’; 3. ‘the one who is loved, loved’;
mamoyko (diminutive mamo): convers. same as 6amsKo ‘a man in relation to his children’; uina:
1. ‘the price of the product expressed in monetary units’; 2. transf. ‘the value, meaning of some-
thing’; kopumucsa, ntobumu: see meaning above; nosaxcamu: ‘to feel respect, reverence for
someone, something’ [binoaja, 2025].

In (11), the neoclassicist M. Rulskyi uses high-flownlanguage to describe a daughter’s love
for her father, for example, sn1adap (80s100ap): ceremonial ‘one who has power over some-
one, something, freely disposes of someone or something; master’; yiHa: see meaning above;
waHoba: ‘feeling of respect, based on the recognition of great virtues, social importance or pos-
itive qualities of someone, something; respect’; sn060s: 1. ‘feeling of deep affection for a per-
son of the opposite sex; love’; 2. ‘feeling of deep heartfelt attachment to someone, something’;
cnyxHaHcmeo(occasionalism of cayxHsaHicme): property of being cayxHaHuli ‘who obeys some-
one, who always obeys, contradicts no one; obedient’ [Binogiza, 2025].

The modernist V. Barka chooses the translation option that is closest to the source text, us-
ingin (12) such words as dob6puli: see meaning above; naHx: ‘one who has power over others; own-
er’; 0608’a3ku: ‘that which must be unconditionally followed, which must be carried out without
fail in accordance with the demands of society or based on one’s own conscience’; mr0bumu: see
meaning above; cayxamucs: 1. ‘to follow someone’s advice, requests, instructions’; 2. ‘to obey
someone, something, obey someone’s orders, instructions, etc.” [binogia, 2025]; waHysamu:
see meaning above.

In accordance with the tendencies of postmodernism, O. Hriaznov in (13) uses a simple
clear laconic construction with key words such as dobpuli: see meaning above; 6ameoko: ‘father,
a man in relation to his children’; daunicme: ‘feeling of gratitude, willingness to thank for ser-
vice, help’; nokipHicme: property of being nokipHuli ‘who always obeys, does not contradict, con-
cedes in everything; obedient’ [Binoaian, 2025]; n106086: see meaning above.
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By comparing the description of a daughter’s feelings for her father in the source text and in
Ukrainian retranslations of the 19t—215 centuries, we can notice some differences in the seman-
tic contents of the compared lexical units which depict a daughter’s love for her father. These
variations in the scope of information expressed by the connotatively loaded lexical units cause
different levels of detail in conveying this concept, as shown in Table 2.

Table 2
The authorial modality in relation to the image ofa daughter’s feelings for her father in
W. Shakespeare’s “King Lear” and its Ukrainian counterparts in chronologically distant retranslations

Author / Translators | Means of verbalizing The scope of information

good my lord, ... return those 1) father: good, authority, head of a

; household;
W. Shakespeare duties back ..., obey you, love you, - ’ . .
and most honour you fgsaptg;c:de. debt, obedience, love, high

mili dobpuli nosenumento! ...
P. Kulish sepmaro 8am yci 0oszu, ... KOPHCb
eam i nobsto U WaHyo

1) father: good, authority;
2) attitude: debt, obedience, love, respect

mili mobuli mamouky! ... 3a ce 1) father: good, family member, loved one;
P. Myrnyi naayy 5 8aM UiHo: Koprocs eam, | 2) attitude: childish, debt, obedience, love,
0610 i NosaX<aro respect

enadapto mil, ... 1aa4y 3a ye ... 1) father: authority;

M. Rylskyi uiHoto: waHoboro, N1b0o8’tb Mma . . . .
cryXHAHCMEOM 2) attitude: paying, respect, love, obedience
mili dobpuli naxe, ... 0608°A3KU 1) father: good, authority;

V. Barka 3eepmatro, ..., Mob0 i cayxaroce, | 2) attitude: obligation, love, obedience, high
Halbinbw WaHyo respect
006puli 6amoky, ... am rnaa4y .

. ; s 2 1) father: good, family member;
O. Hriaznov ;ggg;%cmfo, MokIpHicmto, 2) attitude: paying, gratitude, obedience, love

The fragments given above vividly show that the authorial modality both in the source
text and in retranslations is revealed in the scope of information transmitted by the author of
the source text and the authors of the retranslations through the use of connotatively loaded
lexical units. Considering the depiction of the daughter’s feelings for her father in the fragment
from Shakespeare’s “King Lear” and its chronologically distant Ukrainian retranslations,
Shakespeare’s authorial modality was changed in all the retranslations. In particular, M. Rylskyi
and O. Hriaznov speak about payment, and V. Barka - about obligation, not about debt; and in
P. Myrnyi’s retranslation, the heroine shows a more childish attitude towards her father. As
a result, Shakespeare’s authorial modality changes in Ukrainian retranslations, which indicates
different attitudes of translators to family relations in Ukrainian societies of different historical
periods of the 19215 centuries.

Conclusions. The proposed study explores the concept of modality in linguistic and
translation studies, emphasizing the complexity and various dimensions of this phenomenon.
Modality is a multifaceted concept related to linguistic, cultural, and personal factors. An
interaction between modality and pragmatics was observed demonstrating that modality plays
a significant role in communication, by influencing authors’ intentions, speech strategies, and
attitudes toward the content they present. In addition, there is a growing interest in modality in
the context of linguistics and text linguistics from the perspective of the author’s subjective point
of view and the emotional impact on the reader.

The study of modality in linguistic theory of meaning is based on the complex mental-speech
essence of the category of modality, which is manifested in the ratio of objective and subjective
reality reflected in the human mind, together with various means of its expression. In modern
translation studies, the principle of retranslations means that the translation of a literary work by
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translators of different historical periods preserves the authorial modality of the original message
to varying degrees. This is achieved by considering the differences in the creative personalities
of the author and the translator. In this regard, authorial modality is interpreted as one of the
cognitive faculties of an individual, with the help of which his / her life experience, subjective
values and attitudes, knowledge and ideas about the surrounding reality are reflected.

The study examines the concept of information entropy in translation, which introduces
uncertainty and challenges into the decision-making process for translators. Subjective aspects
of translation entropy, particularly authorial modality, contribute to the diachronic plurality
in translation. It is very important to effectively transmit the author’s message in translation,
considering the authorial modality as a way of reflecting the author’s unique view of reality. The
authorial modality in this case is considered as a reflection of the author’s subjective perception
of reality under the influence of linguistic, cultural, and national values, personal language
usage, and individual psychological and aesthetic preferences. Viewed as a cognitive-discursive
category, subjective authorial modality affects the way the author and translators transmit
information and how they relate to it.

The study shows that the translator’s creative personality plays a key role in overcoming
information entropy when dealing with chronologically distant source texts, helping to transmit
the author’s message and the authorial modality in translation. The authorial modality is
discussed as a reflection of the author’s model of reality and its subjective evaluation, under the
influence of various linguistic stylistic elements in the text, in particular, connotatively loaded
lexical units, which are highly entropic.

The authorial modality in the source text and in Ukrainian retranslations depends on the
scope of information provided by the author of the source text and the translators, and each
translator presents his / her own authorial modality in the retranslation.

Identifying the influence of translation interpretations of cases of information entropy on
the ways of direct expression of the translators’ authorial modality through the choice of means
of its expression in translation and, as a consequence, on the choice of certain translation means
by the translator within the framework of the transformational approach to translation, seems
promising for further research.
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The article focuses on the issue of authorial modality as a cognitive-discursive category as addressed
in semantics of lexical units, in particular, connotatively loaded ones, which are realised in the texts of time-
remote Shakespeare’s plays and their chronologically distant Ukrainian retranslations of the 19*—21* cen-
turies. The objective of the research is the study and semantic interpretation of authorial modality as a cog-
nitive-discursive category, which is carried out by identifying the semantic contents and determining the
scope of information of the entropic connotatively loaded lexical units that embody authorial modality in
time-remote Shakespeare’s plays and chronologically distant Ukrainian retranslations of the 19%-215 cen-
turies.

The research material is taken from two tragedies by William Shakespeare, namely, “Romeo and Ju-
liet” (1594), and “King Lear” (1608), which serve as samples of Early Modern English at the turn of the 16™
and 17t centuries, and their chronologically distant Ukrainian retranslations of the 19*"—21* centuries. The
units of analysis are connotatively loaded lexical units in Shakespeare’s plays and their counterparts in
Ukrainian retranslations.

The research methodology incorporates empirical methods, such as analysis and synthesis to estab-
lish the theoretical framework, and also specialized linguistic methods, such as descriptive, semantic, and
stylistic analysis, is used to identify the scope of information conveyed by the connotatively loaded lex-
ical units in both the source texts and their Ukrainian retranslations. Finally, to compare lexical units in
the source texts and retranslations, methods of comparative translation and transformational analysis are
used, which allows identifying changes in the scope of information due to the authorial modality of differ-
ent authors, which distinguishes various Ukrainian retranslations at different chronological periods.

The article argues that the study of modality as one of an individual’s cognitive faculties in linguistic
theories of semantic interpretation is based on the complex mental-speech essence of the category of mo-
dality, which is manifested in the ratio of objective and subjective reality reflected in the human mind, to-
gether with various means of its expression. The authorial modality is considered a cognitive-discursive cat-
egory since it reflects the author’s subjective perception of reality embodied in a literary work under the in-
fluence of his / her linguistic, cultural, and national values, personal language usage, and individual psycho-
logical and aesthetic preferences. The subjectivity of authorial modality in Shakespeare’s plays and their
Ukrainian retranslations affects the way Shakespeare conveys his message (information) in the semantics
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of connotatively loaded lexical units, which are highly entropic, and the way Ukrainian authors interpret
them. The creative personalities of translators play a key role in overcoming the information entropy of
connotatively loaded lexical units when working with time-remote Shakespeare’s plays. The authorial mo-
dality of Shakespeare’s plays and their chronologically distant Ukrainian retranslations of the 19*"—-215 cen-
turies is manifested in different scope of information presented by Shakespeare and Ukrainian translators.
Each translator realises his / her own authorial modality as a reflection of the model of reality and its sub-
jective evaluation under the influence of highly entropic connotatively loaded lexical units.
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