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Translating the poetic masterpieces of each literature into other languages has been and remains
an important task, as it allows every nation to discover the richness of different cultures and expand
its horizons. Due to numerous talented translations, I. Franko has secured his place in the history of
world literature in Georgia. The article examines the transformation of Ivan Franko’s poetic forms
in the Georgian context by Raul Chilachava. The Georgian poet and translator has dedicated his
life to translating and popularizing Ukrainian literature in Georgia. R. Chilachava is considered
a bridge builder between two cultural worlds, enabling deeper mutual understanding through his
work. The author draws attention to the peculiarities of the translation process and the ways of
adapting poetic forms in a new linguistic environment, providing the reader with the opportunity to
gain an in-depth understanding of the unique features of Ivan Franko’s work through the prism of
Georgian translation. The researcher investigates why the Georgian poet chose this particular au-
thor and the collection Withered Leaves. Special attention is given to the rhymes, themes, stylistics,
and metaphors of the Ukrainian writer’s poems in their Georgian translations. The article addresses
the issue of bilingualism because Raul Chilachava is known to be proficient in both Ukrainian
and Georgian languages, particularly focusing on the influence of bilingualism on the translation
process and the faithful reproduction of the internal and external matrices of the original. The re-
searcher analyzes how Raul Chilachava conveys the Ukrainian flavor, language features and depth
of Ivan Franko’s thought through the prism of Georgian culture and language.

Keywords: Ivan Franko; Raul Chilachava; Withered Leaves; translation; original; stanza; son-
net; rhyme; quatrain; lexeme

Introduction

With the introduction of Franko’s works into Georgian literature, a new stage began in
the history of translation practice between Georgia and Ukraine — an interesting stage
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rich in many facts. It is known that I. Franko was the first Ukrainian prose writer to have
his works translated into Georgian at the beginning of the 20" century. A thorough and
informative study of the translations of short stories and poetic works by the author was
conducted by O. N. Mushkudiani and published in his book The Georgian Upper Room
of Ivan Franko. In his study, he noted that most translators based their translations not on
the original works but on Russian translations, as a result they
couldn’t avoid new deviations largely due to differences between Russian and Georgian
languages. Among the scientific research, it is notable that translators endeavored to pre-
serve the Ukrainian flavor as much as possible. They appeared to “guess” certain passages
overlooked by Russian translators O. Ruvimova and R. Olgin, and guided by intuition (es-
pecially I. Yevdoshvili), made “appropriate” adjustments to the translation [Mushkudiani
2006, 60].

Famous translators of I. Franko’s prose works are I. Yevdoshvili, K. Japaridze and
N. Kipiani. As for the translation of poetic works, they appeared a little later, predomi-
nantly there were poems from the collection From the Peaks and Lowlands, including
“You Develop, High Oak” (translated by M. Topchishvili (Kharkheli)), excerpts from the
poem “Moses” translated by R. Gvetadze and K. Lordkipanidze, and in 1940, several
other poems translated by Yasamani (M. Kintsurashvili) such as “Berkut” and “Boat”,
“To Friends”, and “Sistine Madonna”; as well as poems “A. P.” and “To Olha”, translated
by G. Abashidze, R. Gvetadze, K. Lordkipanidze, N. Lordkipanidze, I. Agladze, and
others. Translation of “Moses” was done by R. Gvetadze and K. Lordkipanidze. Raul
Chilachava joins the ranks of these translators.

Raul Chilachava (born on May 15, 1948 in the village of Chitatskari, Georgia) is a
Georgian poet and translator, literary scholar, doctor of philological sciences, diplomat,
laureate of the Maksym Rylsky prize, statesman, and one of the bright representatives of
bilingualism. He not only thoroughly knows Ukrainian culture, literature, and history, but
also has a perfect command of the Ukrainian language, — according to Viktor Koptilov, —
“as a flexible tool for expressing deep feelings and thoughts, becoming a famous Ukrai-
nian poet. Moreover, he became a Ukrainian, without denying his Georgianness, his
native language and culture, becoming a famous Georgian poet” [Chilachava 2002, 53].
The first mention of R. Chilachava appears in 1968 on pages of O. Novitsky’s (compl.)
book Rainbow bridges, where V. Koptilov in the article “Lifelong friendship — to
strengthen” notes: “R. Chilachava is a young poet — will translate contemporary Ukrai-
nian poets into Georgian” [Novytskyi 1968, 76]. This is how Ukrainian readers began to
get to know Chilachava’s work. In the same year, Ukrainian translations of Chilachava’s
poems were published with brief information about the author.

Considering the translation of fiction literature as a source of ideological-thematic,
genre-stylistic enrichment and the impulse to create new values on native soil, R. Chilacha-
va realizes his intention to renew both Georgian and Ukrainian literature. He is a poet, and
a translator, who consciously works to represent every culture in the field of the “Other”. As
a result, collections were published: in the Georgian language — a small anthology of young
Ukrainian poetry “Flowers of Good”, a collection of poems by Ukrainian poets about “Ibe-
rian Traction”, Kharkiv'’s Fairy Tales by H. Skovoroda, “fo@gro gobonbummo” (1970) by
V. Sosiura, “db0sbo ymobbgEo” (1979) and “sbggom, obxoo..” by P. Tychyna, “godébm
Rgdber...” (1987) (selected) by T. Shevchenko, “d3360b0 nmonmgdo” (1988) by 1. Franko,
“Jg0000 Lodo” (1991) by Lesia Ukrainka, The Ways of Georgia by M. Bazhan, The Lesson
(Iyrics and the poem of the same name) by B. Oliynyk, / Give My Heart to Children by
V. Sukhomlynskyi, The Word of Loss by V. Boyko, “sg30b@c. 55 wybroobgrro  3mg@o”
(2001), “oo Ladgumero™ (2005), “psboldobgdom gommoror domTo. 100 w3érsobgero
390’ (2014). And collections in the Ukrainian language: Georgian Proverbs and Sayings
(1975), Two Capitals (2002), Georgian Tales, Sayings and Proverbs (2005), Georgian
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Folk Tales, Akakii Tsereteli. Lyrics (2000, 2017), poetic and prose works by G. Tabidze,
K. Gamsakhurdia, G. Pandzhikidze, G. Chichinadze, G.Khukhashvili, E. Magradze,
R. Mishveladze, D. Guramishvili, K. Gamsakhurdia, I. Abashidze, H. Abashidze, K. Ka-
ladze, N. Dumbadze, T. Chiladze, R. Inanishvili. Among the collections in the Geor-
gian language, one should pay special attention to “sgzol@m. 55 wyboobgro 3mg@o”
and “poboldobrgdom gogmoor domTo. 100 wyéboobgrmo 3mgdo”, since the main trans-
lation of R. Chilachava’s work is presented here. The works of 100 Ukrainian poets have
been translated into Georgian, from Hryhoriy Skovoroda to Marianna Kiyanovska.

This article deals with new horizons for understanding intercultural connections and
transformations of literary texts in the context of translation. It will consider the appro-
priation of cultural elements, the impact on reception, and a comparative analysis of the
original and translation.

The History of the Translation of Withered Leaves by Raul Chilachava

Chilachava chose lyrical poems that had not been translated before him. Translation
“d34b0b0 gerogrgdo” (Withered Leaves) is a self-translation. It was published in 1988 in
two languages (Ukrainian and Georgian) (Tbilisi — Lviv) [Franko 1988]. Later, in 2001,
the translator placed some of the poems in the book August. In 2005, another book titled
“eo0oo  Lodgumero” (The Great Trinity) was published, which included the entire collec-
tion “d34botro  Bmaorgdo” (Withered Leaves) by 1. Franko along with translations of
works by T. Shevchenko and Lesya Ukrainka.

According to R. Chilachava, the desire to translate this masterpiece of Ukrainian lite-
rature arose in 1972, when his friend, the poet Roman Lubkivskyi, showed him the
writer’s estate and house and told the impressive story of Withered Leaves creation. The
choice to translate this work is not accidental, as R. Chilachava is primarily a lyricist.
Therefore, it is the lyrics that attract him most of all to the reproduction of the lyrical ele-
ment in the works of the authors translated by him.

R. Chilachava was well aware that the works of the great Ukrainian poet had already
been translated into Georgian by such outstanding poets as G. Abashidze, 1. Abashidze,
R. Gvetadze, K. Lordkipanidze, Sh. Nishniadze, Yasamani and many others. As the study
demonstrates, R. Chilachava is acquainted not only with the complete works of Ivan
Franko and the literature of his own country but also with its historical and everyday rea-
lities — in short, the very milieu referenced in the poems of the great writer. In this regard,
R. Chilachava is a typical representative of the school of realistic translation.

The objective of this scientific investigation is to examine the transformation of Ivan
Franko’s poetic forms in the Georgian context by Raul Chilachava.

The collection Withered Leaves is a masterpiece of intimate lyrics by I. Franko. It re-
ceived well-known rave reviews from P. Tychyna and M. Rylskyi. According to D. Pav-
lychko, Withered Leaves is a book

of pain, longing, and struggle, characterized by the same trembling soreness and fever
as the Song of Songs of Solomon, old Arab love lyrics, poems by Sappho, sonnets of Pe-
trarch, Camoens, Shakespeare, Ronsard, and endowed with the same beautiful incurable
passion as The Book of Songs by Heine, the gazelles of Hafiz and Rudaki, and the intimate
poetic messages of Pushkin and Mickiewicz. It is this collection of Franko’s that also en-
ters our Ukrainian literature in the world’s most heartfelt songs of a loving soul for all peo-
ples and generations [quoted from: Chilachava 2005, 740].

And another great Ukrainian writer, M. Kotsyubinskyi, wrote the following about this
collection: “These are such light, tender poems, with such a wide range of feelings and
understanding of the human soul, that when reading them, you don’t know who to give
preference to: either the poet of struggle or the lyric poet, the singer of love and wari-
ness” [quoted from: Franko 1988, 755]. The translation of I. Franko’s collection Withered
Leaves presented R. Chilachava with a difficult creative task: to convey an impressive
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lyric-dramatic story rich in symbols, images, and philosophical reflections. Understan-
ding the complexity of the task, as he admitted himself, it was extremely interesting and
attractive for the translator to “reflect in translation not only the feelings and emotions of
the original works, to convey not only their poetic essence but also to recreate the artistic
form” [Chilachava 2005, /41]. It was this translation that became, as he notes further, “a
farewell to his own youth” because through it he “experienced and endured the great
pain, sadness, and suffering woven into the lines”. It is no secret that translation is only
possible when there is a strong ideological and aesthetic unity between the original au-
thor and the translator. In other words, a highly artistic translation is possible only when a
“common language” emerges between these two individuals. Without a certain common
platform and certain mutually acceptable principles, it is impossible to reach an agree-
ment in a dispute. And translation is always a dispute. A dispute between modern ideas
and new ones that have not yet been learned. But they need to be learned. R. Chilachava’s
dispute, as always, arises with the text and during the selection of the most suitable word
in this case. At the same time, obviously, preference is given to a word that is undergoing
or has already undergone a new filtering process in the collection of related words. Only
then does this word fit into the context of other words, creating or completing a line of
poetry with a natural, relaxed Georgian sound. Raul Shalvovich is well aware that the
language of art has always been and will always remain a somewhat generalized lan-
guage, though not entirely universal. When the complexities of specific cultural values
are compounded by the challenges of the national language and art in perception, the psy-
chology of their reception becomes more intricate.

Regarding the general assessment of the translation of this collection, O. N. Mushku-
diani notes: “This publication should certainly be considered one of the brilliant pages in
the centuries-old history of Georgian-Ukrainian literary and artistic relations” [Mushku-
diani 2006, 89]. Let’s turn to the translation itself.

Withered Leaves, according to Franko’s own definition, is a lyrical drama. It should
appear the same way, of course, in translation. The translator, we note here, successfully
reproduced it. R. Chilachava translated all 61 poems. “d34bob0  grgdo” both in the
original and in translation consists of three bundles: 3obggmo jmbos (the first bundle),
comprising 21 poems; dgmég yobo (the second bundle), which includes 20 poems, and
dgbedg gmbe (third tuft), also containing 20 poems. At the same time, the translator selects
the equivalent term and title “Withered Leaves” as accurately as possible — “d33bob0 g3en-
o0rgdo”.

R. Chilachava encountered significant challenges in creating an adequate reflection of
the original work. First, it concerns reproducing the original metric. We emphasize this
because, as it is known, Ukrainian verse is syllabic-accentual and relies on both an equal
number of syllables and a specific arrangement of stressed syllables. However, the Geor-
gian poem is syllabic and based on a uniform arrangement of syllables. Therefore, the
foot in the Georgian poem is not formed in the same way as in the Ukrainian one. The
Franko’s qualitative poem is reproduced in Georgian by Chilachava aiming for a charac-
ter closest to Ukrainian verse, rather than through direct, mechanical imitation of the met-
ric scheme. The Withered Leaves presents various forms of poetry known in European
literature, including, as noted by D. Pavlychko, “poems structured according to exquisite
schemes of accents such as Horace, sonnet and tercet forms, typical iambic, trochaic,
dactylic stanzas with diverse rhyme systems and line syllable counts, blank intonational
verse, and virtuoso imitations of folk songs” [quoted from: Franko 1988, /617]. Reproduc-
tion of these qualities is possible only after a long painstaking work, since a properly se-
lected meter “can give the translator a ‘stylistic key’ to translation” [Gachechiladze 1980,
220] and thus indicate the path to interpretation. In our opinion, R. Chilachava arrived at
the correct conclusion that the ten-syllable Georgian verse most closely corresponds to
Franko’s verse. Using it, R. Chilachava endeavors to convey to the Georgian reader not
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only the ideas but also all the poetic features of the original works. Reflecting on his
emotional experiences and work on the translation, the young translator later wrote:

I will never forget those unique evenings in Gagra, when the entire beau monde of the

House of Creativity spread out in restaurants and bars, while I, in my cozy room, struggled
with the lines of the Ukrainian genius, saturated with boundless passions. Along with him,
I experienced and endured the great pain, sadness, and suffering woven into them, and at
the same time, I felt an incomparable relief when I took the last sheet out of the typewriter.
This translation became for me a farewell to my own youth, the end of an important stage
of my long-term translation activity [Chilachava 2005, /41].

The centuries-old practice of the Georgian translation school, through hundreds and
thousands of examples, convinces R. Chilachava that the creative personality of the bril-
liant Ukrainian poet can be successfully and fully reproduced in Georgian. And indeed,
what would happen if we concluded that it was impossible to transfer poetic intonation to
another language, in this case, Georgian? Then, in order to appreciate the richness of the
poetry of T. Shevchenko, I. Franko, Lesya Ukrainka, and many others, so beautifully
translated by R. Chilachava into Georgian, we would have to learn the melodious Ukrai-
nian language, the native tongue of the great Ukrainian classical poets. Then the horizons
of numerous Georgian readers-connoisseurs of Ukrainian poetry, who derive great aes-
thetic pleasure while reading Chilachava’s translations and are nurtured by them, would
be limited, and at the same time, it would become more difficult in terms of mutual un-
derstanding and enrichment between the Georgian and Ukrainian peoples.

Reproduction of the Outer Inner Matrix of Withered Leaves

The first bundle of Withered Leaves presents three sonnets, “the widespread introduc-
tion of which, according to P. Volynskyi, in Ukrainian poetry is associated with the name
of I. Franko” [Volynskyi 1956, /41]. These are sonnets such as “Why, beauty, I love you
so much...” (“dbgombobogm, bop doyzebbolr odg3obow Dgbs..”), “Yes, you are my only
true love...” (“pook, gbomo bobr, ammdsbroorrm Bgdm Ebaosrmm..”), and “More than
once in a dream appears to me...” (“dndgobergds Lob3dobr3o bFobog..”). Let’s note right
away that R. Chilachava adheres to all the nuances of the sonnet.

80680)‘2]60503("1, (’)O@ 80330(’)50(’) 08680")09 faggo,

6o dmbyogl d3ghedsgd gawe Rgdo, gogee Jooaroe,

bmze odoyo 3396l Psdogmo 30b-T9)39umeo?

(’70@ @08868(\’00 l){]BQOL\O QO voagaob 0)88609

0d 39396900Langol, bolo;z go3ob 396 o@ygol gbo,

0d bomaoizobogol, 96l mzommgd o ora HFgumero

oEdogrgdoon bed Rubhumgol: “godmdfyzgmero

odos bmyero Lyyrogbro, o8 goffbm Lgboyb?”

bmgggé dgmbos, Bgmoegl, mbébogh ol Luyemogho

l)‘ﬂ@o QO 80%06 ‘2]686‘2](’)0@ Q)(’)ao 86‘850(’)8600’)

dm0dbgdo, I93933gde Lobol ogébo.

dg 3o 306 Lo Igdmafober o w3gd Liybgorl

8030(’)%)8@86, 8%86’)00) F){]al) QOOOGSO[} QQU%&O{’){]BO

> 14adcaae 38bdzergde Bogoron Laeo.

This sonnet is translated into Georgian in a sonnet form and sounds as melodious as in
Ukrainian. At the same time, the translation does not reproduce the iambic meter, which
is not inherent in the Georgian verse. In this case, the Georgian lines are structured in a
fourteen-syllable verse, divided into feet (5+4+5). The fourteen-syllable verse also trans-
lates the sonnet “posk, gboo bobr, gummdoboormm hgdm Ebgosrrm..” (“Yes, you are
my only true love...” — 5+4+5). But the sonnet “dmdgobergds  Lob3doérBo  bBobrog...”
(“More than once in a dream appears to me...””) was translated into a completely different
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meter. Here, a ten-syllable Georgian verse is used. However, the stanza “regulation” here
is more of a formal aspect; the main focus is on the content. “As the sonnet consists of
the maximum number of rules (concerning rhymes, strophics, metre, sometimes even
themes), there are a maximum number of possibilities to alter,” said R. Lotman [Lotman
2013, 327]. Regarding the content in the sonnet and the poetry, J. Bekher wrote: “In the
sonnet, content is the law of the movement of life (and it manifests itself in different
ways due to the content), which consists of a position, anti-position, and denouement in
the conclusion, or of a thesis, antithesis, and synthesis” [Bekher 1965, 438]. The transla-
tion fully reproduces the content. Thus, the thesis, the main position, is revealed in the
first quatrain, where “young love” matures, and the “awakened libido”, as V. Korniichuk
rightly notes, causes surprise to the lyrical hero, embarrassment by the incomprehensible,
unconscious power of erotic feeling [Korniichuk 2004, 225]: “Sun-like, Why do I love
you so much, — we read in translation — / Why does my heart rebel in my chest, so cra-
zy // When you proudly pass me by? / Why am I allowed to suffer torment, sadness?”
The second quatrain serves as the antithesis: “For the beauty that the human tongue will
not speak about // For something secret that sways like a flame in your eyes // and whis-
pers secretly: ‘I am captured / Here I live in a small cell’?”” And finally, the denouement,
or synthesis, is presented in two tercets, where the lyrical hero seeks to “merge” into the
object and fill it with a probable sense of the world. His feelings are sacrificial, as the
hero seeks to give his soul for his beloved: “Sometimes, it seems that this living // Soul is
raging, moaning, and then suddenly with deep sadness // Envelops, changes the expres-
sion of his face. / I am ready to sacrifice my soul for you, and suddenly the desire // with
the worthless vision, you mock // And my soul is turned back, I am rubbed with pain”.

Each poem has its own compositional structure, which is subject to more general laws.
R. Chilachava consistently strives to comprehend these patterns and, once understood, to
faithfully recreate in Georgian the originality of each of Franko’s poetic compositions.
However, every poet-translator prioritizes the faithful recreation of the original work over
self-reflection and diligently strives toward this goal. For R. Chilachava, this is both the
foremost and most significant task he sets for himself. R. Chilachava should serve as an
exemplar or a “model” of a poet-translator of such an objective type, in which his creative
focus is directed toward the reproduction of the original work rather than self-expression.

In his sonnets, R. Chilachava preserves the rhyming system intact: for instance, in the
sonnet “Why, beauty, I love you so much...” (“d%gormbobogm, o dogzetbob s3azebo
9g965..”), the two quatrains employ ring rhyming (abba®), while the tercets follow the
scheme (cdc/ede). In the sonnet “dmdgobemgds Lobdobr 3o bBobo...” (“More than once in
a dream appears to me...””) we observe the following rhyming scheme: two quatrains have
cross-rhyming (abab), and tercets according to the scheme (cdc/ded). However, in the
sonnet “pook, gbhmo bobr, aumdsbroormm hgdm Ebgosrrm..” (“Yes, you are my only
true love...”) we observe the following: the first quatrain remains constant and is imple-
mented by cross-rhyming (abab), tercets have the following scheme (ccd/eed), but in the
second quatrain the translator replaces ring rhyming with cross-rhyming:

Twu Tol Halikpanuii CriB, 1110 B Yac BITXHEHHS CHUTHCS,

Ta 111e HIKOJIH CIIIB [JIs ceOe He 3HAMIIOB;

Tu ciraBHMI TTOABUT TOM, 110 1 O Ha HHOTO MIIIOB,

Ko0 Bipa cunbHast i MOryyasi A€CHHIIS.

Translation

{886 OLJ 30660 l‘)ot’v, bonba&)o@ 6’)(‘”18 Oé’) 88[.}0(5@05860,

o 396 9dmz:mdaed, boTdo bogob Gmd 3uEbosrm;

Logdobrmedobdmd, sbgmos8gbo mgolgds,

doabrod dobrgggbs 39mbhgds, gl Lo@oogrm.

ST o e

Ty T

The content itself is preserved, but the general system of rhyming the entire sonnet is
destroyed. However, such a replacement should not be considered too erroneous, because
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the translation does not suffer many losses — “the sonnet must reinvent its metre every
time it enters a new language” [Lotman 2013, 328].

R. Chilachava accurately selects and conveys the semantic components of the lexeme
“love”, accentuated by the rhythmic structure: both in the original work and in the trans-
lation, love is —gboo bobr —one, godobronsgo —fair, bedgmon ©od3dmdsi obsbempgl
o dgmobligds — pleasure I'm never meant to be satisfied with. “The reader — according
to O. N. Mushkudiani — is constantly struck by the careful attitude of the translator to
each word” [Mushkudiani 2006, 8§9].

R. Chilachava excels in situations that demand precise word choice, which helps create
vivid images — he retrieves a specific word whatever it is, he performs them from layers of
archaic, literary, and everyday language, and sometimes even from contradictions, and he
can even often invent it himself based on existing linguistic models. R. Chilachava,
through his translations, including the works of I. Franko, pushes the boundaries of the
Georgian language used for translating poetry by incorporating rare Georgian words that
translators typically avoid, as well as newly created words adjacent to such archaisms.

Non-compliance with the rhyming system in the first bundle is also observed in the
poem “bg@o, olgoo o gbobg F96Do..” (“I don’t know what attracts me to you...”),
which is reproduced using a ten-syllable Georgian poem. Here, the translator uses cross-
rhyming in two stanzas (I and VI) instead of ring rhyme:

Ukrainian text:

He 3Hato, mo MeHe 10 Te0e TArHe,

Uum BUapyBasia T MEHE, 1110 BCE,

Konu nornsiny Ha TBOE nu1ie,

Yoroch MOB 1IacTs i BOJI ceplie mparue

Translation:

b9®o3, obgmo b 3bobg I96To,

obo gl bodo Loowméios,

0ol F93eargd @ Jamowsb 9o,

3l d9bogbo daghs Lfymbos.

In the fifth instead of cross-rhyming we see adjacent:

Ukrainian text:

Sx6u TH CIIOBO MPOpPEKIIa MEH,

51 6 OyB 1IaciIMBUM, Haue LAp MOTYYHIH,

Ta B cepii mock MopBagochk OW Ha JTHI,

3 ouelt OM €113 MOTIK MOJUISIBCS pBYUYUI

Translation:

(336 85*)0)0 bo@)ago brnd 6800330 mt{jBQoO, a

3086dbmdpo dgnub Fggdel oobag, a

300 g 3zbows FgIdedzor bomeedl, b

03obo  alidbrogbgb (3¢93moms Bosmgabl. b

Similar substitutions occur in some other poems: “owd(3 obrobeagl dmobbod yzogoeml..”
(“Although you won’t bloom like a flower...” XVIII; II), “qb ooéropo 3ofos..”” (“This is a
small tool...” XX; III). Sometimes, the translator manages to reproduce not only the
rhyming system but also the internal rhyme scheme within Franko’s poems:

Ukrainian text:

Ta BiTep 1M08is6 1 OMIN PO36IAS...

I cepue Haii pBembcs, Ta BUIBHO Hall JUIEMbCA.

Translation:

Jobodo gogobBo o 9m30bqod)s...

When analyzing the translation of the second stanza, we notice the appearance of a
new image bwbeo — shackles. Such examples of stylistic individualization are not often

=i ] ST o

o e

T T
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found in R. Chilachava’s translations; however, they are a manifestation of the transla-
tor’s idiolect. Here is another example. In the original poem we read:

[Tonynne.

[Hupokee none 6e31ro0qHe,

JloBKkomna a1t oka i A Byxa

Hi nyxy!

Translation:

o0y gboco

130360 GOooro 39w

dogodzuos Ldgbo o dbgbe

doodml 3gérobl!

The word “i3bgero” appeared in the poem. The translator aims to intensify the sensa-
tion of midday heat, thereby prompting the reader to experience profound silence, so he
falls back on stylistic reinforcement.

The second bundle, as known, is an unsurpassed example of the masterful assimilation
of rthythmic and melodic motifs from folk lyrics. Interesting examples here include the
couplets “Oh, you girl, from the nut grain...” and “Oh, you curly oak...” Reproducing the
rhythm of these poems, on the one hand, should not pose any difficulties, as Ukrainian
folk song lyrics are characterized by quantum versification. The first of them, according
to O. Dei, is close “to kolomyiki, and the second is an abbreviated carol tune” [Dei 1955,
300]. On the other hand, these poems are similar to the eastern genre of poetry — Beit.
Beit is known to be able to form ghazals, qasidas and rubais. In them, R. Chilachava
showed himself as a real virtuoso (the collection “bgrmgdol y3oo” (Traces of hands,
1999) was published in Georgian), 100 rubais were published in Ukrainian in the book
Two capitals, 2002) [Chilachava 2002].

The poem “Oh, you, girl, from the nut grain...” (“3mo, oborol gwmogoon 3063 y-
sbobm gemgmbog...”) in Georgian sounded as a fourteen-syllable couplet, and “Oh, you,
curly oak...” (“3mo 9gb budmds dugbog..”) is an eight-line poem that is considered folk.

UKkrainian text:

2

Oii Ti, 1iBUMHO, 3 TOpiXa 3epHH, (5+5)°
YoM TBOE CepJIeHBKO — KOJF0UE TepHs? (6+5)
Translation:

3e0, oborol gomogom 3063 yobobom gmgmbog  (4+3+4+3)

39 3o bodmd gobomos bolbgol Foogmgmbs? (4+3+4+3)

It should be noted here that, in addition to preserving the poetic meter, Chilachava
also maintains the rhetorical appeal, often reinforced by an interrogative sentence, which
is among the most distinctive features of Franko’s poetic language. Through his use of
appeals to objects and phenomena of the surrounding world, he “imbues his poetry with
life, infusing inorganic nature with feelings and personifying natural forces and pheno-
mena” [Shakhovskyi 1956, 115].

The translator endeavors to retain the poetic devices that amplify the emotional back-
ground of the original works. The comparisons sound identical both in the original and in
the translation:

Ukrainian text: Translation:

YCTOHBKH — TUXA MOJINTBA dogg (33900 dmbubhemg bs oo

CIIOBO OCTpE, sIK OpUTBa Lodobrorgrgdemol Lootro

cepie OCHTEeXKUTS, K Oyps mota  guyerlb Gd dogmbo 0dgol, mgméb dmggo
30850

OH TH, JIIBYMHO, ICHAS 30pE 3mo, 3mgeg, amambog (30bgéol dobommdgrem

Folklore epithets hold a significant place here. “The epithet gives a special expressive-
ness. (...) a well-chosen epithet is one of the means of poetic art that creates a plastic image
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that transports the reader to the poet’s imagination” [Slavutych 1964, 24]. Although this
trope is considered very simple, it is during its translation that the danger of distorting the
author’s style most often lies in wait. The fact is that these definitions are always very pre-
cisely attached to the language styles that are characteristic of the national language.

We also find interesting examples in the poems: “serobggéren dobggrrm,  degemmbyg
bopdobomd?” (“Red viburnum, why are you bending in the meadow?”), “d(/306g Robotro,
33069 Robobro..” (“Green maple, green maple”), which are also filled with comparisons
and epithets coming from the people, because they contain a vividly depicted image.
Knowing the Ukrainian and Georgian languages well, R. Chilachava easily finds equiva-
lents in folk vocabulary:

Ukrainian text: Translation:
0y60uKy Kyuepaeuil bmFmds dvBog
aycmi 103u dgf6gd0 b3obo
YopHi oui Fogogogms

gimep 3umMHUll bodobrol Jobo
JIUCMOYKU 316 's7i Beorngrgdo 3336060
20710CHI 0360HU 69396 bobrgdo

As you can see, in some cases it is difficult for the translator to find matches. This is
mainly due to language differences. However, R. Chilachava tries to replace them or
choose those that are understandable for the Georgian reader. For example: eternal par-
ting passed by two synonymous nouns gsyérs, 30b6denérgds, which means just — parting.

Golden stars in translation — sbogdueo goblygmoege 3égds, which means — inflamed
vision cluster. This difference suggests that Chilachava is not a supporter of literal trans-
lation, but of creative translation.

Deeply, with all his inner life, R. Chilachava serves poetry and creates it himself, he
soulfully feels the first glimpse, the first pause, the first skin of the original work. In his
translations, we are once again convinced of the high talent of the poet-translator R. Chi-
lachava. That is why his translations are always close to the grandeur and beauty of the
original. R. Chilachava believes that each nation and generation interprets Ivan Franko’s
works uniquely, drawing from his rich and generous legacy what resonates most with
contemporary people amidst the ancient shade of history.

The research has shown that another means of poetic syntax is common for Franko,
such as frequent use of verbs to establish gradation. Verbs are known to

expand concepts that become the focus of the speaker’s attention. Therefore, the verb
gives the text dynamics and emotional expressiveness. The study of various writers’ styles
has proven that works where emotionality and affect prevail are characterized by a particu-
larly high frequency of verb use [Laslo-Kutsiuk 1983, 397].

The Georgian language is also characterized by frequent use of the verb, which con-
veys all the power of poetics. Therefore, Chilachava skillfully selects equivalents:

UKkrainian text: Translation:

Ynycmus s Toiy60uKy, 3oxégboems hgdo by

Ta BXKE He CRillMaro. of 396 ogodgbm
Ckyuepsasunu TyCTi JI03H, dgbgoo dgffbgdo bBoro
ITiomunu xopinb Api6GHI c1bO3U door (369900 adogdgl dobo

Exploring the translation of the poem “serobgggéren dobggrrm, dpgreby bopdobomd?”
(“Red viburnum, why are you bending in the meadow?”), it should also be mentioned
that R. Chilachava reproduces the visual structure of the poem, the lines are placed in the
same way as in the original. A similar example is the poem “J394600 obrobrol 0dgeo
dbhgds” (“I don’t expect anything...”)

We should also highlight another of Franko’s favorite poetic forms — tercets. Two poems
are written in this meter: “Three times appeared Love to me...” and “My dear mother...”
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First of all, it should be emphasized that Raul Chilachava preserves the rhyming scheme
of the poem “bodggb g 3003bM3bgdedo dg Loygebrvyero...” (“Three times appeared Love
to me”). Tercets in the original and in the translation have the following rhyming scheme:
aba/bcb/cdcd. Here the translator coped with the task successfully.

It is known that in Withered Leaves, Franko creates a generalized and abstract female
image. In this verse, we see his three Loves. The strength of Franko’s skill lies in the fact
that he cares about integrity, about the only monumental portrait of his beloved, to which,
according to D. Pavlychko, — his tragic “I”” is constantly addressed. Chilachava preserves
this image, he tries to reflect three silhouettes of the same figure, selects the appropriate
epithets and comparisons.

So first Love :

Ukrainian text: Translation:

sK ninest Oina 30bngobo, bmgmb39bnTobo

MO8 Memenux 3003939

HeBUHHA, AK OUMUHA mdobymbgdoo dogmbgd o do@obrs 0go
naxyua, sIKk pO3LBUIHI CBIXKO rait Lgbobgmoo — obro o y30390ue

Jogdl o Lgégdl
Second Love:

UKkrainian text: Translation:

20p0as KHASUHA 53040 dmogbrol Jogro
onioa, Mog micayv, muxa ma cymHa ob, bmgmbi dogeby,
oyer d3boarro o Imfygborro

TaeMHa i HEJOCTYITHA, MOB CBATHHS ©000doro, 3003005900
Gbb g0 mrbodoo

Third Love:

Ukrainian text: Translation:
’KEHIIMHA YU 3BIp Joroo oy boobo
Mapa bogrgo

cghinxc brongmbry bogobJuo

The proximity of the translation to the original work is extreme here, but there is no
sense of literal copying: the lines of the translation sound natural in Georgian. It is known
that Franko attaches great importance to epithets because they contain a vividly depicted
image. In the dialectical unity of varied, not always readily defined morals and traits both
in translation and in the original, a captivating, dignified, and yet pristine image of a
woman from Withered Leaves lives and emerges.

The other verse “pgpombgdm, Lumbg mE3d9Lm!” (“My dear mother...”) is written in
free verse. R. Chilachava translates it in free verse. At the same time, he endeavors to re-
tain Franko’s use of anaphoras, which thread together adjacent lines.

Ukrainian text: Translation:

Marinko mMos pigHeceHbKa! geombgdm, Lyymbg @ sdqben!
He myoicu 1 3a MHOIO, He niay B caMoTi.. by Fgdohbgd byy o@obrogdo.
He knenu cBoe 6inne, 6e3cune auts! by a999¢)90s Lofgobren Izoren!

As it is known, Franko’s poetry is also rich in refrains. We see vivid examples in the
poem “serobgygérms dobggemm, dpgrmty bopdsbomd?” (“Red viburnum, why are you
bending in the meadow?”’) and “0dgo buy a0d3L” (“Don’t hope for anything™). The trans-
lator managed to accurately capture this poetic technique as well:

Ukrainian text: Translation:

YepBoHa KaluHO, srrobgygbrm dobggeren,
4020 6 y3i eneuicA? dgermby Gopdobomd?
Yoeo 6 ny3i enewics? dgrrmbg bopdebomd?
Yu cBiTia He aro6HmI, by Fdo ob goyzedls,
00 COHYs NHeuLcs dbgl ob gem@zo gobom?
Mo conys nnewcs dbgl ob ger@zo gobom?
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In Franko’s texts, lexical repetitions are also quite common, which are accurately re-
flected in translations:

Now in vain you ask, you catch...

(Tertep nadapmo MPOCHIIL, JIOBHIILL...)

sbgrosdomp dgbunzo, dzgbo...

In vain you beckon everyone to yourself...

(Haoapmo Bcix MaHUII TH K €00i...)

0800)@ gbam& 0%0@08 383@0[)

Certainly, alliteration is known to imbue a poem with emotional coloring. However, it
depends on the vocabulary of the language and therefore is an integral element of the na-
tional form of a literary work. For the translator, as well as for the original creator, it is
natural to use euphonic means.

An interesting example of alliteration in Franko’s poetry can be seen in the poem
“Why do you appear to me in a dream?” The sonorous consonant -n- (-H-) contributes to
the emergence of the so-called Germanic-style alliteration. There is no point in searching
for adequate Ukrainian sound combinations in Georgian: Ukrainian and Georgian do not
belong to the same group of languages. The difference between Georgian and Ukrainian
phonemes is too great. Therefore, the reproduction of the phonic side seems impossible.
However, the translator achieves this by relying on phonemes of the Georgian language:
he alternates sounds t, T.

Ukrainian text: Translation:

Yoro siBnsenics MeHi bo@Bmd ymggrogol Lobdeb 3o abgog,
VY cHi? b9®og?

Yoro 3Bepraent T4 10 MEHE bro dmgodybos hgdigh ogogdo,
UymoBi odi Ti sicHI, Loglg bodoo o sogmom bg@oeb
CymHi, OO,

HewmoB kpuHwuili 1Ho ctynene? 0ob 30[) (Bbd{](o%om 0@{380@350?
Yomy ycrta TBOT HiMi? b offyg dpwmdobr doggmo 3369¢)?
Sxkuii 10Kip, AKe CTpayKIaHHs, ba7bo bendgemo, @obrgs berdgero,
SIlke HecrioBHEHE OaKaHHsI bmdgero bodbo donfzomdgero,
Ha Hux, MOB 3apeBO UepBOHE, door ghgarrgds (39Gbrrol ogda,
3aiiMaeThCs 1 3HOBY TOHE 09390dgol, 3gég dogdogrgdo

VY 1teMmi? mgoo?

R. Chilachava closely follows Franko, considering it essential and important. The me-
ter of R. Chilachava’s translation is flexibly favorable to the shades of the author’s mood
and content. The rhythmic correctness of the Chilachava’s translation seems to us indis-
putable.

Rhythm, as a phonetic phenomenon, is governed by a higher law that also regulates syn-
tax. This is the law of artistic arrangement of verbal material, its compositional construction,
which is equally obeyed by both phonetics and syntax. The composition of the form of lyri-
cal poetry is determined by the conceptual use of this law [Zhirmuns’kiy 1921, 95].

R. Chilachava has drawn upon all the positive aspects of both Georgian and Ukrainian
translation traditions. On the one hand, he meticulously recreates all semantic compo-
nents of poetry, on the other hand, he avoids any disruptions to the natural poetic flow of
the Georgian language believing that a translation should be considered successful when
it transforms existing text material into an artistic creation within the literature of the tar-
get language. It is important to note that R. Chilachava views translation not only as a
creative work in Georgian poetry but also as a means to preserve quite full information
about foreign literature.

The question of equilinearity is also intriguing. Upon observing the translations in this
regard, we have concluded that the number of lines always coincides with that of the
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original. The translator himself confirmed it by the statement that “nowhere did he vio-
late the principle of equilinearity” [Chilachava 2005, /41].

Conclusion

The study of the transformations of Ivan Franko’s poetic forms in his work Withered
Leaves through the prism of the Georgian translation of Raul Chilachava allowed us to
reveal the multifaceted and complex nature of the translation process, which takes into
account both linguistic and cultural aspects.

The translation not only preserves the emotional charge of the original but also adapts
it to the Georgian cultural tradition, which testifies to the author’s deep understanding of
both Ukrainian and Georgian poetry. The analysis showed that Raul Chilachava success-
fully introduced Georgian literary elements while preserving the main themes and motifs
of Franko’s poems. This marks him as a master translator, capable of creating a bridge
between two cultures. Established intercultural ties emphasize the importance of intercul-
tural exchange and representation of Ukrainian literature in the world, opening up new
spaces for research and interaction. Thus, this article not only reinforces the importance
of Ivan Franko’s work in the context of world literature but also points to the role of the
translator as an active participant in the process of cultural dialogue. The translation of
Withered Leaves becomes evidence that literature can serve as an important means of mu-
tual understanding and community between peoples, providing new perspectives for fur-
ther research in the field of literary translation.

' The author’s contribution includes the study of the significance and impact of I. Franko’s col-
lection Withered Leaves on Ukrainian literature and culture, as well as the analysis of publications
on this research topic.

2 Here and further we give examples of schemes for the arrangement of thymes in a poem.

3 Here and further we determine the rhythm of the poem by alternating stressed and unstressed
elements.
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O. B. Acaouux, O. B. [{une
Tpanchopmanist noernunux ¢opm 36ipku IBana ®dpanka “3iB’ss1e aucrsa”
y nepexiaanax Payas Uinauasu

[Toetnunwmii nepexaa MeAeBpiB KOXKHOI JITEpaTypy Ha iHIII MOBHU OyB 1 3aJIMINAETHCS BaXKITH-
BHM 3aBIAHHIM, OCKINBbKH 1€ A€ MOKJIMBICTH KOKHOMY HapOIy BiJKpHBaTH 0ararcTBO iHIIOT
KyJABTYpU Ta PO3IINPIOBATH CBilf Kpyrosip. 3aBASKM YHCICHHUM TaJaHOBHTHM IIE€peKiIazam
I. ®panxo mocis y I'py3ii HanexkHe oMy B icTOpii CBITOBOI JiTepaTypH Micie. Y cTarTi AOCHi-
JOKy€eThCs TpaHcopMallist moeTndyHux (opMm [Bana ®paHka y Tpy3UHCBKOMY KOHTEKCTi Paymem
UYinagaBoro. I py3uHCHKHUIA IOET, EepeKIafad MPUCBSITUB CBOE KUTTS MEepeKIIary Ta HOMyspu3arii
yKpaincekoi siteparypu B [ py3ii. P. UinauaBa BBaskaeTbcss MOCTOOYIIBHUKOM MiK ABOMa KYJBTYp-
HUMH CBiTaMH, SKHU 3aBISIKM CBOIH Tpalli Ja€ 3MOry DIHOIIE Mi3HATH OAHE OTHOTO. Y CTarTi
3BEpPHECHO yBary Ha 0COOIMBOCTI MEPEKIIAIAIIEKOTO IPOLIECY Ta NULIXH aIaNTallii HOSTHIHUX GopM
Y HOBOMY MOBHOMY CEpEIOBHIII, 1[0 JAIOTh YATAYEBI 3MOTY MONTHOICHO O3HAHOMHUTHCS 3 YHi-
KaJbHUMH OCOOJHMBOCTAMH TBOpPUOCTiI [Bama ®paHka Kpi3hb MPU3MY TPY3HHCBHKOTO TMEPEKIAy.
3B’s30K IepeKiIazgaya 3 OpUTiHATFHIM TEKCTOM BH3HAYAETHCS IEBHUMH Cy0’€KTHBHUMH MOMEH-
TaMH, SK-OT IHANBIAyaJIbHUNA CMaK, THI TEPEKIaIAI[bKOTO0 MUCICHHS TOIIO, a TAKOK YMHHUKAMU
00’ €KTHBHOTO XapakTepy (3iTKHEHHS IBOX YaCTO BIIMIHHUX ITOCTHK i MOB). 3’ICOBaHO, YOMY TPY-
3MHCBKHI TI0eT 00paB caMe IIbOro aBTopa i came 30ipKy “3iB’suie nuctsa”. OcobnuBa yBara npu-
JUISETBCS pUMaM, TeMaM, CTHIICTUII Ta MeTa(opaM Moe3ilf yKpailHCHKOTO NHUCHMEHHHKA Yy
IPY3UHCBKOMY BiITBOPEHHI. Y CTaTTi HOPYIIY€ThCSl MUTAHHS ABOMOBHOCTI, aJKe BIOMO, IO
Paynp UinauaBa BOIOAi€ JOCKOHAIO SIK YKPATHCBKOIO, TAK 1 TPY3UHCHKOI0 MOBOK. AKIIEHTYETHCS
BILIMB OUTIHI'BI3MY Ha MpoLEC MepeKiIaay Ta BIITBOPEHHS BHYTPIIIHBOI Ta 30BHILIHBOI MAaTPHII
neprrotrBopy. [IpoanarnizoBano, sik Paynp UinauaBa mepemae ykpaiHCHKUI KOJOPUT, MOBHI 0C00-
JUBOCTI Ta MIHOMHY TyMKH [Bana dpaHka Kpi3b NpU3My Ipy3HHCHKOI KYJIBTYPH Ta MOBH.

Kurouosi ciioBa: [Ban ®panko; Payne Uinauara; “3iB’sute ucTs”; epeKIIa]; OPUriHA, CTPO-
(a; coHeT; puMa; YOTHUPHUBIPII; JIEKCeMa
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