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THE DIFFERENCES IN M. DAULETBAEV’S TRANSLATION
OF W. SHAKESPEARE’S TRAGEDY “HAMLET”

Abstract. Mazhit Dauletbaev’s translation is the very first translation of the work of the English playwright
and poet William Shakespeare into Kazakh. Kazakh poet and playwright M. Dauletbaev translated the play
“Hamlet” from the Russian language. In this regard, three versions of the tragedy “Hamlet” will be presented
in this article, namely the original version in English, the Russian version translated by Nikolai Polevoy, and
the Kazakh version by M. Dauletbaev. The purpose of this research is to identify the differences between the
tragedy “Hamlet” in the translation of M. Dauletbaev. The article is aimed at the observation, analysis, and
consideration of three versions of the play “Hamlet”. The idea of this scientific paper is to compare the three
versions of the play and identify their differences. The scientific significance of this work is the insufficient
research of the translation of the tragedy “Hamlet” by M. Dauletbaev. The practical significance of the study
lies in the fact that the results of the study can be used in educational institutions as an auxiliary material.
In addition, the data presented can be useful for the research work of students, undergraduates and doctoral
students. During the study, methods of analysis and synthesis were applied, as well as descriptive, sorting, and
comparative methods. They led to the conclusion that there are various differences between the original version
of the tragedy “Hamlet” by W. Shakespeare and its version in Kazakh translated by M. Dauletbaev, which are
described in detail in the article. This paper can contribute to further analyzes of translated works, which, in
turn, will be able to ensure high-quality assimilation of both original and translated versions of literary works.

Key words: play interpretation, characters’ words, addressing of the characters, allusions translation.
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M. IOVIIETBAEBTIH AYJAPMACBIHJIAT'BI Y. HIEKCITUPAIH
«TAMJIET» TPAT'E/IUACBIHBIH EPEKIIEJIKTEPI

Anoamna. Maxut JoynerdaeBThIH ayJapMachl — aFbUILIBIH JpaMarypri jkoHe akplHbl Yunbsam [llexcrup
LIBIFAPMAChIHBIH €H aJIFAlIKbI Ka3aK TiTiHe aynapMackl 0oibin keneri. Kasak akpiabl, qpamarypr M. Jloyner6aes
«["amuteT» TbecachH OpbIC TiNTiHEeH aynaprad. OcblFaH OaiTaHbBICTHI Oy Makantaga «l'aMmimer» TpareansChIHBIH
YII HYCKAchl, aTal aWTKaHAa aFbUINIBIH TiMiHAEri TymHyckachl, Hukomaii IloneBoit aymapran opsiciia
HycKachl )xoHe M. J]oyner0aeBThIH Ka3aKila HYCKackl YChIHBUIABL. Byt 3eprreynin Makcatsl — M. Jlayner6aeB
ayapMachiHIars! «["aMieT» TpareusChIHBIH albIpMaIIbUIBIKTapbIH aHbIKTay. Makaina «["amMieT» ImbecachIHbIH
YII HYCKAachlH 3epTTeyre, TajjayFa, KapacThlpyra OarbITTasiFaH. bepuireH FhUIBIMH JKYMBICTBIH HJIESCHI —
IbECAHbIH YII HYCKACBIH CaJIbICTBIPY KOHE OJIap/ibIH aﬁblpMaLHbleIKTapblH AHBbIKTay. ¥ ChIHBLIFAH MaKaJIaHbIH
FBUIBIMH MaHbI31bUIbIFbI M. Jloyner6aeBTbiH «['amiieT» Tpareansichl ayflapMachiHbIH KETKIIIKCI3 3epTTelyiMeH
OaiimanbICThI. JKYpri3iireH Taaaay sy NPaKTHKAIBIK MaHbI3ABUIBIFbI 3€PTTEY HOTIIKEIEPiH OKY OpBIHAAPbIHAA
KOMEKIIII MaTepuall peTiHAe Maiifananyra OonaTelHbIHAA KepiHeni. COHbBIMEH KaTap, YCHIHBUIFAH IEPEKTep
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CTYJICHTTEP/IiH, MaruCTPaHTTap MEH JOKTOPAHTTAPABIH FHUIBIMU-3€PTTEY JKYMBICTAPbIHA MaliaaJibl OOIybI
MYMKiH. 3epTTey OapbIChIHAA Tallldy JKOHE CHHTE3 9/liCTepi, COHBIMEH KaTap CUIIATTay, CYpBINTAY, CaIbICThIPY
omictepi Konganeubl. Oap MaKanaaa erkei-rerkeiini casaaanran Y.l lexkcnupain «[amMieT» TpareAnsChIHBIH
TynHYcKacel MeH M. JoymneTOaeB aymapraH Ka3ak TUTIH/IET] HYCKAChIHBIH apachIHa OPTY Pl albIpMaIIbUTBIKTAp
0ap JereH KOPBITBIHIBIFA OKeIIi. by 3eprTey aymapMa mibIFapMaiapibl OllaH opi TaljlayFa CEMTIriH TUTi3yl
MYMKIH, JXoHE OJ1ap 03 Ke3eTiH/e KOpKeM IIbIFapMaIap/blH TYITHYCKACHIH /1, aylapMa HYCKaJIapbIH Jla carabl
MEHIepy/li KAaMTaMachI3 €TETiH 00Ia bl

Kinm ce3dep: nbeca aynapmacsl, Keifinkeprep cesnepi, KeHinkepiaepaAiH KapaTna cesziepi, ajuno3usiap
ayzlapMachl.
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OTJIMYUA TPATEAUN Y. LIEKCIIUPA «'TAMJIET»
B IEPEBOJIE M.IAYJIETBAEBA

Annomayusa. llepeBony Maxura Jlayner6aeBa sBISETCS CaMbIM IEPBBIM IEPEBOAOM INPOU3BEACHUS
aHIJIMHCKOrO JIpamarypra u mosra YuibsMa lllekcnmupa Ha ka3zaxckuil s3plk. Kasaxckuii most, apamatypr
M. [laynerGaeB nepeBoaui nbecy “I'amier” ¢ pycckoro si3bika. B cBs3M ¢ 9TMM B JaHHOI craTtbe OymyT
IIPE/ICTABIICHBI TPU Bepcuu Tpareanu “['amier”, a IMCHHO OpUTHHAJIbHAs BEPCHS Ha aHIJIMICKOM, pyccKas B
nepeBoae Hukomnas [ToneBoro, n ka3axckas Bepcus M. Jlayner6aesa. Llenpro JaHHOTO MCCIeI0BaHHS SBISCTCS
BbIIBIICHHE OoTianuuid Tpareauu “Tammer” B mepeBoge M. laynerGaeBa. CtaTbs HampaBiieHa Ha H3y4YeHHE,
aHamu3, ¥ PAacCMOTPEHHE TpeX BapuaHTOB Ibechl “‘[ammer”. Maeelt maHHOrO HAy4HOTO MCCIIEIOBAHUS
ABJISIETCS] COIOCTABJIEHUE TPEX BapUAHTOB NbECHl U BBIABICHUE UX OomINYui. Hay4yHas 3HAUMMOCTb JaHHOU
paboTsI 00yCIIOBIIEHA HEIOCTATOYHOMN HCCIIEJOBAaHHOCTEIO TepeBoaa Tparequn “Tamier” M. Jlayner6aeBbIm.
[TpakTryeckas 3HAUNMOCTH HCCIICIOBAHMUS 3aKJII0YACTCS B TOM, YTO PE3YJITAThI HPOBEICHHOTO UCCIICIOBAHHUS
MOTYT OBITh HCIIONB30BaHBl B yUEOHBIX 3aBEICHMSIX B KadeCTBE BCIOMOTATENbHOTO Marepmana. Kpome
TOTO, TIPUBEJICHHBIE JaHHBIE MOTYT OBITh TMOJIE3HBIMHU Ul HAyYHO-HCCIIEI0BATENbCKON pabOTHI CTYIEHTOB,
MarkucTpaHTOB M JOKTOPAaHTOB. B Xoze mccienoBanus OblIM MPUMEHEHbI METOIbI aHANW3a U CHUHTE3a, a
TaK)Ke OIUCATENIbHBIN, COPTUPOBOYHBIM, M CONOCTABUTENBHBIM MeTonbl. OHM U NpHUBEIM K BBIBOJLY UTO
MeXJy OopuruHajibHOW Bepcued Tparenuu “Tamuer” VY. Illekcnupa u ee Bepcuell Ha Ka3aXxCKOM SI3bIKE
nepeBeieHHEIM M. JlayneTO6aeBbIM UMEIOTCS Pa3sHOr0 POJa OTJIMYHUS KOTOPBIE MOAPOOHO ONUCAHEBI B CTATHE.
JlaHHOE WCCIeOBaHNE MOXKET IOCIOCOOCTBOBATH JANBHEWIINM aHAIN3aM IIEPEBOAHBIX pabOT, KOTOpPHIE
B CBOIO OUYEpEIb CMOTYT OOECIeUNTh KadeCTBEHHOE YCBOCHHE M OPHUIMHATBHBIX M TNEPEBOIHBIX BEPCHIt
Xy/10’KECTBEHHBIX MPOU3BEICHHUI.

Knrouegvie cnosa: nepeBo Mbeckl, CJI0BA IIEPCOHAXKEN, 0OpallleHHe IepCOHaKel, IepeBo a3,

1. Introduction

Itis widely known that “Hamlet” is one of the most famous plays of William Shakespeare.
This enduring prominence is due in part to the play’s rich thematic complexity and its
engagement with contemporary cultural and philosophical discourses. The tragedy “Hamlet”
by Shakespeare, as a scholar Roman Kritsberg noted, “reflects the various aspects of the
social environment ranging from medieval cosmology to pastimes and entertainments”
(Kritsberg, 2024: 275).

The tragedy first was translated into Kazakh language by playwright and poet Mazhit
Dauletbaev. His Kazakh variant of “Hamlet” was published in 1931, and the very first
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reviewer for M. Dauletbaev’s work of translation was Kazakh poet and writer Saken
Seifullin. His review was written on the first page of the Kazakh version of the tragedy
“Hamlet”. There in the preface to the publication (Shakespeare, 1931: 3) S. Seifullin gave
short information about the story of Hamlet itself, and by the end he wrote: «"amueTTin»
Ka3ak TUTIHE Jie ayaapbuUlybl Tepic emec. «[aMieTTi» Kasakiiara ayaapylibl aKbIHbIMbI3
Maosxut JloynerOaitynbl. Aynapysl aypsic xa3buiran.» (The translation of “Hamlet” into the
Kazakh language too is for a reason. Our poet Mazhit Dauletbayuly translated “Hamlet”
into Kazakh. His translation is written correctly.)

Kazakh translator M. Dauletbaev used the Russian version of the tragedy ‘“Hamlet”
which was translated by a writer and a playwright Nikolai Polevoy. His Russian version
was considered by V. Belinsky as: “More than all other dramas by Shakespeare, “Hamlet”,
staged at the theater and printed in 1837 by N. Polevoy, was successful on the stage.”
(Belinsky, 1955: 190).

These two variants of “Hamlet” by M. Dauletbaev and N. Polevoy have slight differences,
which were actually analyzed by Kazakh academician R. Nurgaly. He devoted the article
on this theme and published it in the journal named “Proceedings of the Academy of
Sciences of the Kazakh SSR” in 1971. There R. Nurgaly dwelled on M. Dauletbaev’s way
of interpretation of the terms related to the service and official position of the participants of
the story. Moreover, academician R. Nurgaly by comparing Russian and Kazakh versions
discovered the peculiarities of M. Dauletbaev’s translation. The academician R. Nurgaly
wrote: “Mazhit Daulebaev translated the tragedy “Hamlet” mainly in prose and partly
in verse. Indeed, the dialogues sometimes turn into verses with periodic, sound, syllabic
rhythms. Oral stresses of words, and especially the conditions of the stage, are not forgotten
either.” (Nurgaly, 1971: 47). This observation highlights the translator’s nuanced approach,
which reflects a deep engagement with both the poetic form and performative function
of the original text. Real translation work, as it was formulated by L.I. Mingazova and
B.O. Orazova, “is an art that involves spiritual activity and has been practiced for many
centuries” (Mingazova, 2024: 139).

The big amount of distinctions can be found between M. Dauletbaev’s version of
“Hamlet” and the original by William Shakespeare. The investigation on the comparison of
these two works was completed by the Kazakh researcher Gulmira Kazybek. She, an author
of the book “Kepkem aynapma” (Literary translation), devoted a chapter for M. Dauletbaev’s
translation. There she demonstrated her analysis on M. Dauletbaev’s version of “Hamlet”.
G. Kazybek in addition to the Kazakh, and some Russian variants of “Hamlet” also used
the original version by W. Shakespeare. She also accented that M. Dauletbaev’s translation
was shortened in many cases and gave examples and explanations upon that. She wrote: “He
adapted the translation to the stage language as much as possible.” (Kazybek, 2009: 43).

M. Dauletbaev’s work is valuable and distinctive not only because of it was the first
translated work of W. Shakespeare, but also because it had the huge impact on Kazakh
theatre and literature itself. Observing his work assists to understand the work of translation
of 1920-1930, its peculiarities, influence, strengths and weaknesses.

The research will provide with the excerpts from the original play “Hamlet”. In this
regard, “The tragedy of Hamlet, Prince of Denmark.” of 2004 edited by Barbara A. Mowat
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and Paul Werstine was used in this article. To make comparisons with Russian version
was used 4" edition of “T'amuet. [Ipunn Jarckuii. Tpareaust B msTH aeicTBUIX BuibsiMa
[excnupa. [lepeBox ¢ anrmiickoro H. A. IMoneroro” (Hamlet. Prince of Denmark.
Tragedy in five acts by William Shakespeare. Translation from English by N. A. Polevoy)
published in 1893. To make comparisons with Kazakh version was used “I'amier. [ar
CNIHIH [Iax3aJachl. 5 mepaeiik KaHjael okura (Tparenus)” (Hamlet. Prince of Denmark.
The bloody story (tragedy) in 5 acts) in the translation of M. Dauletbaev published in 1931.

2. Research methods and materials

2.1 Research methods

In the course of the study, methods of analysis and synthesis, as well as descriptive,
sorting, and comparative methods, also complex, and hermeneutic approaches were used.
These methods made it possible to conduct a holistic and comprehensive analysis of the
translation of the tragedy “Hamlet” into Russian and Kazakh languages, to identify the
differences in the translation work of M. Dauletbaev.

Methods of analysis and synthesis were used as the base to conduct this investigation,
as for the deep analyze in detail. The usage of descriptive method assisted to characterize
the excerpts, special words, and phrases. The sorting method was used to define the most
important differences between original work and its versions.

The comparative method was fundamental in this research and widely used during the
whole process of investigation. Due to the given method the work of translation of M.
Dauletbaev was analyzed and collated with the Russian version of “Hamlet” by N. Polevoy,
and also was compared to the original play by W. Shakespeare.

2.2 Material description

The materials of the research were the works of domestic and foreign scientists devoted
to the art of translation, literary translation, features of the translation of dramaturgy, and
peculiarities of William Shakespeare’s works into Russian and Kazakh languages. On the
basis of these materials, an in-depth study, analysis, and comparison of versions of the
tragedy “Hamlet” were carried out.

In the process of research, the works of J. Levy, Th. Kenny, V. Belinsky, K. Chukovsky,
A. Anikst, V. Komarova, R. Nurgaly, G. Kazybek, and others were used. The works of domestic
and foreign scientists made it possible to conduct a qualitative analysis of the translated work
of M. Dauletbaeyv, to identify the differences in his version of the play “Hamlet”.

3. Discussion

Significant differences discovered during the study are presented in this part of the
research. The analysis is completed and demonstrated from the very beginning of the
play and to its end. Each excerpt taken from the original “Hamlet” is provided with its
Russian variant by N. Polevoy and Kazakh variant by M. Dauletbaev. N. Polevoy’s and
M. Dauletbaev’s versions of “Hamlet” are presented in their original language, and next to
them in the brackets were given their direct translations into English.

The features were discovered from the very first words of Francisco in act 1 scene 1:
“Nay, answer me. Stand and unfold yourself.” (Shakespeare, 2004: 7).

N. Polevoy translated that into Russian as following: “Croii! OrBeuaii MmHe: kTO naet?”
(Stand! Answer me: who’s coming?) (Shakespeare, 1893: 1).
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M. Dauletbaev gave its translation into Kazakh as: “Toxraii Typ! Bacta maran »ayarn
oep. O3in kim?” (Wait! First give me an answer. Who are you?) (Shakespeare, 1931: 5).

The word “unfold” was changed into “who’s coming?” in N. Polevoy’s variant, and
“Who are you?” in M. Dauletbaev’s. The general situation there was to reveal the identity
of the coming person, and according to that the variants used by translators were kind of
demonstration of their own versions.

The difference in the usage of the pronoun was discovered in act 1 scene 1 when
Barnardo on Francisco’s “Barnardo” answers “He” (Shakespeare, 2004: 7). N. Polevoy
interpreted it like “SI” (I am) (Shakespeare, 1893: 1), and M. Dauletbaev translated that
word as “Ua, men” (Yes, I am) (Shakespeare, 1931: 5). There we can see the difference in
pronouns between the original and its translated versions.

The words of the characters in the translated versions mostly were shortened. G.
Kazybek also mentioned that: “N. Polevoy shortened one third of the play.” (Kazybek,
2009: 34). For example, W. Shakespeare wrote: “For this relief much thanks. *Tis bitter
cold, And I am sick at heart.” (Shakespeare, 2004: 7). Those words of Francisco were
translated by N. Polevoy like “3a to cnacu6o. Xosnox pe3kuit. S Hezgopos.” (Thank you
for that. Sharp cold. I am unwell.) (Shakespeare, 1893: 1). Kazakh poet gave its translation
as: “bopekenyi. TyH cyblk ekeH, TOHbIN KaiabiM™ (Bravo. The night is cold, I am cold)
(Shakespeare, 1931: 5).

Those kind of reduction led to the changes. Because, if W. Shakespeare’s and N.
Polevoy’s Francisco was sick and unwell, M. Dauletbaev’s Francisco was only cold.

The notable feature of M. Dauletbaev’s style of translation is that he used to concretize.
For example in act 1 scene 1, W. Shakespeare wrote “What, has this thing appeared again
tonight?” (Shakespeare, 2004: 9). Thus, English writer meant a ghost by “this thing”.
N. Polevoy translated it as “Hy, 4rto: sBisiicst in onathk ox B 9Ty Houb?” (Well, what: did
he appear again tonight?) (Shakespeare, 1893: 2). N. Polevoy in his turn by using the
pronoun “he” could keep the “mystery” the same as it was in the original work. However,
the Russian translator clarified the gender of W. Shakespeare’s “this thing” by writing “he”.
M. Dauletbaev translated like: “ne xabap 0ap? byrin TyHae apyax Tarbl ga KepiHiai Me?”
(What’s the news? Did the spirit show up again tonight?) (Shakespeare, 1931: 5). He used
the concrete word “spirit” in his translation, and it seems that he lost that riddle of the
original lines. After all, as it was mentioned by Thomas Kenny “ “Hamlet” is the great
enigma among the productions of Shakespeare’s genius.” (Kenny, 1864: 378).

The difference of M. Dauletbaev’s version of “Hamlet” was also that he could put the
words of two characters into one, as it was in act 1 scene 1. There the words of Barnardo
were given to Marcellus. Thus, M. Dauletbaev wrote:

“MAPLIEJIJIO

Topaimo, ceHiH OKBIMBICHIH Oap e1i, coityiecin OaiKaibl, 19J1 631 CHSIKTHI eMec me?”

(MARCELLUS

Horatio, you are educated, try to speak, just like him isn’t he?) (Shakespeare, 1931: 6).

When actually W. Shakespeare wrote:

“MARCELLUS, [to Horatio]

Thou art a scholar. Speak to it, Horatio.
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BARNARDO

Looks he not like the King? Mark it, Horatio.” (Shakespeare, 2004:11).

The Russian version of N. Polevoy was like:

“MAPLIEJIJIO

To1 yuensrid, [oparmo — moroBopu ¢ HuUM!

BEPHAPJIO

CMoTpH — Hy He MOoX0X Ju oH? Brisaaucs!”

(MARCELLUS

You are a scholar, Horatio — talk to him!

BARNARDO

Look — doesn’t he look alike? Gaze!) (Shakespeare, 1893: 2).

Thus we see how in Kazakh version of “Hamlet” the words of Barnardo became
Marcellus’s “just like him isn’t he?”. We can guess that M. Dauletbaev in such way tried to
shorten the text, and make it more suitable for the stage.

The words of characters by the end of act 1 scene 1 were shortened or sometimes even
were just missed in Kazakh and Russian variants of “Hamlet”. For example, nor N. Polevoy
nor M. Dauletbaev have the words of Barnardo “It was about to speak when the cock crew.”
(Shakespeare, 2004: 17). Moreover, the words of Horatio and Marcellus were omitted in
the versions of N. Polevoy as well as of M. Dauletbaev:

“HORATIO

And then it started like a guilty thing

Upon a fearful summons. I have heard

The cock, that is the trumpet to the morn,

Doth with his lofty and shrill-sounding throat

Awake the god of day, and at his warning,

Whether in sea or fire, in earth or air,

Th’ extravagant and erring spirit hies

To his confine, and of the truth herein

This present object made probation.

MARCELLUS

It faded on the crowing of the cock.

Some say that ever ’gainst that season comes

Wherein our Savior’s birth is celebrated,

This bird of dawning singeth all night long;

And then, they say, no spirit dare stir abroad,

The nights are wholesome; then no planets strike,

No fairy takes, nor witch hath power to charm,

So hallowed and so gracious is that time.” (Shakespeare, 2004: 17-19).

Czech literary theorist J. Levy explains the reduction of the texts of the plays in the
translated versions as: ““...we know from theatrical practice that the text of a play is usually
shortened, by deleting not only the lines, but also the scenes and even the characters, so that
the play does not undergo significant changes.” ( Levy, 1974: 215).

The another difference in the translation of the words of characters was discovered in
act 1 scene 2. There W. Shakespeare mentioned two characters (Cornelius and Voltemand):
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“CORNELIUS/VOLTEMAND

In that and all things will we show our duty.” (Shakespeare, 2004: 23).

The words demonstrated above belong to two characters, and they are Cornelius and
Voltemand. However, in N. Polevoy’s and M. Dauletbaev’s versions the words were
presented as they are only Cornelius’. Furthermore, there was no mention of Voltemand.

Interesting difference in the translated versions was revealed in act 1 scene 2, when
Laertes addresses to the king: “My dread lord,” (Shakespeare, 2004: 23).

N. Polevoy’s Laertes refers to the king as “rocyznapp” (monarch) (Shakespeare, 1893: 7),
and M. Dauletbaev’s Laertes as “rakceip” (lord) (Shakespeare, 1931: 9). There translators
didn’t use any adjectives to describe their king.

There wasn’t always only contractions of the words in the translated versions of
“Hamlet”. On the contrary, sometimes the words of characters in the translated versions
were longer of their original length. For example, the words of queen in act 1 scene 2:

“If it be,

Why seems it so particular with thee?”” (Shakespeare, 2004: 25).

N. Polevoy translated it like:

“Ecnu Tak,

3a4uem ke CMepTh OTIIa TeOs TICUauT,

Kax 6ynTo Tem 3ak0H MpUpoasl U3MEHEH? —

Tax xaxeTcs, CMOTps Ha TPYCTh TBOO.”

(If so,

Why does the death of your father make you sad,

As if the law of nature had been changed there? —

So it seems, looking at your sadness.) (Shakespeare, 1893: 8).

M. Dauletbaev’s version was like:

“Onbl OIJICCH, OKCH YIIIH HEJIIKTeH yalbiM jkelciH. CeHIH OKeHHIH OIIKCHJIriHEeH
JKapaTbUIBICTBIH 3aHbI e3repren 0ona Ma? O OasFbian Oepi )kacarn KeJie yKarkaH Oip 3aH.
Katirbutel Typinai kepmn.” (If you know it, why are you sad for your father. Because of
your father disappeared does the law of nature change? This is a long standing law. Look at
your sad face.) (Shakespeare, 1931: 9-10).

Thus, instead of two lines it became four lines in Russian version, and four sentences
in Kazakh version.

However, the following words of Hamlet, in the continuation to the answer for the
Queens words, were shortened in the translated versions.

W. Shakespeare wrote them in 11 lines:

«“Seems,” madam? Nay, it is. [ know not “seems.”

"Tis not alone my inky cloak, good mother,

Nor customary suits of solemn black,

Nor windy suspiration of forced breath,

No, nor the fruitful river in the eye,

Nor the dejected havior of the visage,

Together with all forms, moods, shapes of grief,

That can denote me truly. These indeed “seem,”
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For they are actions that a man might play;

But I have that within which passes show,

These but the trappings and the suits of woe.» (Shakespeare, 2004: 25, 27).

N. Polevoy interpreted them only in 5 lines:

“He kaxkeTcs, HO TOYHO — 5 TaK MBICITIO:

Hu uepnas onexxaa u HY B3A0XH,

Hu cnessl ¥ HU TpyCTh, HU CKOPOb —

HuuTo He BBIPA3UT yIIM CMIATEHHON 4YYBCTB,

Kaxumu ropectHo Tep3atock s — npocTture!”

(It doesn’t seem like it, but I do think so:

Neither black clothes nor sighs

No tears, no sadness, no sorrow —

Nothing will express the soul of confused feelings,

How sadly I am tormented — forgive me!) (Shakespeare, 1893: §).

Mazhit Dauletbaev gave it in Kazakh only in 2 sentences:

“MeHiH He OWam TYpFaHBIMIBI TanThIHAAp. bipak, ol KaWFBIHBIH HEHACH Kyime
TYpPFaHJIBIFBIH €Il aJjaM OlIMel i, OHbI OlIeMiH Jien aype 6oy Oekepurimik.” (You found
what I am thinking about. But, no one knows what state this grief is in, to worry in order to
know it, is vain.) (Shakespeare, 1931: 10).

There were also differences in the translation of the allusions. For example, in act 1
scene 2 W. Shakespeare alluded to Niobe:

“A little month, or ere those shoes were old

With which she followed my poor father’s body,

Like Niobe, all tears — why she, even she” (Shakespeare, 2004: 29, 31).

According to the Greek mythology Niobe was the daughter of Tantalus; wife of
Amphion, king of Thebes. Niobe wept herself to death and was subsequently changed into
a rock, from which water eternally flowed, symbolizing Niobe’s tears (Daly, 2009: 101).

The lines above were translated by N. Polevoy as:

“Kak? mecsi... balMakoB oHa ellie He M3HOCHIIA,

B xoTopbIx 11112 32 rpoboM MyxKa,

Kak Oennas B1oBa, B ciie3ax... U BOT — OHA,”

(How? a month ... She has not yet worn out her shoes,

In which she walked behind her husband’s coffin,

Like a poor widow, in tears... and here she is,”) (Shakespeare, 1893: 10).

N. Polevoy wrote “Like a poor widow” which shows that he didn’t use the allusion.

M. Dauletbaev neither used the allusion:

“Alf... aif OOJIFaH JKOK, OKeM/1 KemyTe OapraH/ia asFblHA KUTeH OalIMarblH OYTiHT1 KYHI
KHIIl TO3JBIPFaH Ja JKOK. OKeMIl Kemyre OapraHia, aTarbl jKecip, Ke3i >KacTbl, JKyperi
yKapajbl eMec Tie efli... eHi Kapar kep, sHekeil.” (A month ... a month has not passed, the
shoes in which she went to bury my father have not worn out even today. When she went to
bury my father, didn’t she have a reputation of a widow, tearful eyes, wounded heart... and
now look, there.) (Shakespeare, 1931: 11).

The words of Laertes about Hamlet in act 1 scene 3 had differences in the translated
versions in comparison with its original:
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“For Hamlet, and the trifling of his favor,

Hold it a fashion and a toy in blood,

A violet in the youth of primy nature,

Forward, not permanent, sweet, not lasting,

The perfume and suppliance of a minute,

No more.” (Shakespeare, 2004: 39).

Concerning this excerpt Shakespeare scholar V. Komarova says: “In the speeches of
Laertes, figurative means of language are rarely found; the most interesting ones appear
in his instructions to Ophelia. The topic of the farewell conversation with his sister is
Prince Hamlet: Laertes warns Ophelia of the danger. Hamlet’s love is nothing more than a
tribute to fashion, a game of blood, ‘violet in the prime of youth” - daring, but not constant,
pleasant, but momentary.” (Komarova, 1989: 115).

N. Polevoy translated it like:

“A o I'amutere u ero m00BH

3abynp. [ToBeps, 4TO 3TO BCE MeUTa,

Wrpynika nerckas, IBETOK BECEHHUH,

Kotopslii mporajer, Kak TeHb —

He 6onee.”

(And about Hamlet and his love

Forget. Believe it’s all a dream

Children’s toy, spring flower,

Which will disappear like a shadow —

No more.) (Shakespeare, 1893: 14).

The version of N. Polevoy is shorter than the original. The differences can be seen in
such words like “a fashion and a toy in blood” which was given as “children’s toy” in N.
Polevoy’s variant, “A violet in the youth of primy nature” was given as “spring flower”, and
“The perfume and suppliance of a minute” was given as “a shadow”.

M. Dauletbaev’s version was like:

“Tamuter TypaJbl, xoHe ['aMiIeTTiH caraH Maxa00aThl Typalibl OMbIHA €I HOPCE ajiMa.
OHbIH OapIIbIFbI 1a KHsUI, )Kac OalaHbIH ONBIHIIBIKKA KbI3bIKKAHBI CHUSIKThI. Maxa00aTThiH
COHBI, cojtraH Ooleniek Topizai.” (Do not think about Hamlet neither about Hamlet’s love
for you. That’s all fantasy, just like young boy’s interest in a toy. The end of love just like a
withered snowdrop.) (Shakespeare, 1931: 14).

There was difference between N. Polevoy’s and M. Dauletbaev’s variants too: “a dream”
was translated as “fantasy”, “Children’s toy” as “young boy’s interest in a toy”, “spring
flower” as “a withered snowdrop”.

The translation of the most cited words: “Something is rotten in the state of Denmark.”
(Shakespeare, 2004: 55) also differs in the Russian and Kazakh variants. For example,
N. Polevoy translated it as: “S 6enctBus oreuectBa npensuxy!” (I foresee the disasters
of the fatherland!) (Shakespeare, 1893: 19). M. Dauletbaev translated it as: “men Gincem
exre Tarel JAa OymiHminik Tyansl.” (I know that there would be another riot in the country)
(Shakespeare, 1931: 17). None of the translators used the same words in their interpretations.
It seems like the word “rotten” was substituted with “disasters” in Russian variant and
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“riot” in Kazakh. Moreover, the word “the state of Denmark” was given as “the fatherland”
in N. Polevoy’s version, and as “the country” in M. Dauletbaev’s.

W. Shakespeare alluded to Saint Patrick in act 1 scene 5:

“Yes, by Saint Patrick, but there is, Horatio,” (Shakespeare, 2004: 65).

Saint Patrick is the tutelar saint of Ireland. He is said to have cleared Ireland of vermin
(Shakespeare, 1904: 173).

However, N. Polevoy didn’t use the original allusion in his translation:

“Her, ects, l'opanmo,” (No, there is, Horatio,) (Shakespeare, 1893: 23).

M. Dauletbaev also missed it:

“xo0K emec, bap ['opammo.” (not no, there is Horatio.) (Shakespeare, 1931: 20).

Another allusion used by William Shakespeare in act 2 scene 2 was:

“O Jephthah, judge of Israel, what a treasure hadst thou!” (Shakespeare, 2004: 107).

Jephthah was a judge of Israel, who delivered the Israelites from the Ammonite
oppression. The allusion is to sacrifice of his daughter (Shakespeare, 1904: 170).

Nikolay Polevoy didn’t use the allusion again, instead the lines were translated as:

“O uynHoE uyno

W nuBHOE 11BO!

Kakum cokpoBuiiiem o0naaeiib Thi!”

(Oh wonderful wonder

And marvelous marvel!

What a treasure you have!) (Shakespeare, 1893: 39-40).

Mazhit Dauletbaev neither kept it:

“He KpuTFaH Kbi3bIK! He kpurran tamamal... (Iomonwmiire) ceH HeHEW achlUl HOpCEre
necin?”

(what a joy! What a wonder!... (to Polonius) what a precious thing you have?)
(Shakespeare, 1931: 32).

Moreover, calling Polonius as “Jephthah” in further line wasn’t kept neither in N.
Polevoy’s version nor in M. Dauletbaev’s.

The special attention requires the translation of the first line of the most famous Hamlet’s
monologue in act 3 scene 1: “To be or not to be — that is the question:” (Shakespeare, 2004:
127).

Nikolay Polevoy translated this line as:

“beITh WK HE OBITH — BOT B ueM Bompoc!” (To be or not to be — that is the question!)
(Shakespeare, 1893: 47).

Russian translator could accurately interpret the original line.

Mazhit Dauletbaev translated this line as:

“OonceH 0a, 6omMackra 6a?... Mocere gom ockl xxepae.” (Let it be or not?... The question
is right here.) (Shakespeare, 1931: 38).

4. Results

The translation of M. Dauletbaev was not fully accurate, as we can see. This can be
explained by his use of direct translation and perhaps by a lack of complete understanding
of the English language. However, the Kazakh translator included the original line in a
footnote. Thus, readers with experience in English could interpret the original meaning on
their own.
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The descriptions of previous and current kings by Hamlet in act 3 scene 2 were

interpreted differently in comparison with the original. W. Shakespeare wrote:

“For thou dost know, O Damon dear,

This realm dismantled was

Of Jove himself, and now reigns here

A very very — pajock.” (Shakespeare, 2004: 155).
Nikolay Polevoy gave its Russian interpretation like:
“bbl1 y HAaC B 4e€CTH HEMaJION

JleB, na yac ero mpuiien, —

CuacThe JTBBUHOE MPOTIAIIO,

U teneps B uectw... netyx!”

(Was in our considerable honor

Leo, but his hour has come —

Lion’s happiness is gone

And now in honor ... a rooster!) (Shakespeare, 1893: 58).
There we can see that in original version Hamlet called his father “Jove” and Hamlet in

the translation of N. Polevoy called his father “Leo”, also if in original work Hamlet called
his uncle “a pajock”, but in Russian translation it was called as “a rooster”.

Mazhit Dauletbaev’s version was like:

“bip ke3me aH MaTIIackl apbICTaH €],

JKaybI3bIK, 30pIIBIK [IEHEH aJIBICKAH €1,

Bip xyHi apsIcTanFa aXkar KeJi,

Awnra narma 0oJIbINThI dTen! eqal.”

(Once upon a time the lion was the king of animals,

He fought against cruelty and violence,

One day the lion was caught up by death,

The rooster has now become the king of animals.) (Shakespeare, 1931: 46).
Mazhit Dauletbaev used the same words as N. Polevoy: “lion” and “rooster”.
Hamlet once more compares two kings, two brothers in act 3 scene 4, and as a literary

scholar Alexander Anikst noted in the afterword to the publication (Shakespeare, 1960:
624) “In a conversation with his mother, remembering his deceased father and recreating
his appearance, Hamlet draws his ideal of a person.”

218

It was written by W. Shakespeare like:
“Look here upon this picture and on this,
The counterfeit presentment of two brothers.
See what a grace was seated on this brow,
Hyperion’s curls, the front of Jove himself,
An eye like Mars’ to threaten and command,
A station like the herald Mercury
New-lighted on a heaven-kissing hill,

A combination and a form indeed

Where every god did seem to set his seal

To give the world assurance of a man.

This was your husband. Look you now what follows.
Here is your husband, like a mildewed ear
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Blasting his wholesome brother. Have you eyes?

Could you on this fair mountain leave to feed

And batten on this moor? Ha! Have you eyes?” (Shakespeare, 2004: 173, 175).

N. Polevoy’s variant was like:

“A BOT OHH, BOT JIBa IOPTPETa — IOCMOTPH:

Kakoe 31ech Benuuue, kpaca 1 cuia,

U My>kecTBO ¥ yM — TAKOB Oped,

Korma ¢ BeprmHBI TOp MOJIET CBOH K HEOY

Hanpasut — coBepiiieHcTBO BobsT0o co31aHbs —

On 6511 TBOH Myx! — Ho, mocMoTpu ere —

Thl BUUIIIB JTU TPABY THHITYIO, 3€JIbE,

Cry0OuBIiee BeMKaro — B3MISHU, TISH. ..

Wnu cnenas Thl OblIa, KOTAA

B Gonoto cmpaaHoe pa3Bpara nana?

I'oBopwu: ciienast Tb1 ObL1A?”

(And here they are, here are two portraits — look:

What greatness, beauty and strength is here,

And courage and mind - such is the eagle,

When from the top of the mountains its flight to the sky

Will guide — the perfection of God’s creation —

He was your husband! — But look again —

Do you see the rotten grass, the potion,

Destroyed the great - look, look ...

Or were you blind when

you fell into the stinking moor of depravity?

Speak: were you blind?) (Shakespeare, 1893: 66-67).

William Shakespeare used the portraits of Gods to describe Hamlet’s father, whereas in
the Russian translation none of the Gods’ names were used. Instead N. Polevoy used the
word “eagle” to describe King Hamlet.

However, the description of Hamlet’s uncle was enough close to its original one.
Thus, “a mildewed ear” was translated as “the rotten grass, the potion”, and “moor” was
interpreted as “the stinking moor of depravity”. There we can notice that in Russian variant
the description was rougher.

Mazhit Dauletbaev’s version was like:

“(KaObipramarsl exi cyperTti Hyckam) Oepi kapa! MpiHay eki keckiH kKim? bapibik
epIIiK, ONEMIUTIK, OATBIPIBIK OCHI eMec Ime efi? OHe, ol MeHiH okeM. O OYpKiT Kycar
acraH IIapbIKTAl, acy achlll, OVIT alHaJbII KYPreH koK ma emi? xapambl! Kaparibr!
O ceniH epiH emec mie!l... Tarpl Oip Kapamibl! OJjge ceH COKbIpMa eiH? AWT, anjie ceH
COKBIPMBICHIH? CeHIH aKbUTbIH Kaii1a? CeHiH aKbLUIbIHJIbI Kail TAMYKTBIH )KEH/ICTI UM/ ICHIIT
anae1?” ((pointing to two paintings on the wall) Look! Who are these two portraits? Isn’t he
all courage, beauty and heroism? There, he is my father. Didn’t he like an eagle soar in the
sky, cross the mountains and fly in the clouds? Look! Look! Isn’t he your husband!... Look
again! Or are you blind? Tell, are you blind? Where is your mind? The executioner of what
hell took over your mind?) (Shakespeare, 1931: 52).
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Mazhit Dauletbaev in his translation also used the image of “an eagle” to describe
Hamlet’s father. However, there is a difference in the description of Hamlet’s uncle. There
M. Dauletbaev used the word “the executioner of hell”.

The way how original Laertes treats his sister Ophelia differs. For example, in act 4
scene 5 W. Shakespeare wrote:

“O rose of May,

Dear maid, kind sister, sweet Ophelia!” (Shakespeare, 2004: 217).

Given lines demonstrate how Laertes refers to his sister. This kind of treatment wasn’t
interpreted in its translated variants.

Nikolay Polevoy’s Laertes addresses to his sister as “npyr, cecrpa, Odenus™ (friend,
sister, Ophelia) (Shakespeare, 1893: 83). The reader cannot see the love to his sister in the
Russian variant, as Laertes addresses to his sister dryly.

This kind of missing of the epithets was described by a literary critic K. Chukovsky as:
“all the emotional fieryness blown out” (Chukovsky, 1936: 147).

Mazhit Dauletbaev translated it like:

“KaparsiM, 6aysipeiM Odenus!” (My dear, sister Ophelia) (Shakespeare, 1931: 63).

Laertes in M. Dauletbaev’s variant addressed to his sister shortly, even shorter than
N. Polevoy’s.

5. Conclusion

The provided research was aimed to identify the differences in the tragedy “Hamlet”
by M. Dauletbaev. In order to get the results methods of analysis and synthesis, as well as
descriptive, sorting, and comparative methods were used. Due to these methods following
differences were discovered during the observation of the Kazakh variant of “Hamlet” by
M. Dauletbaev:

1) the interpretation of the words of the characters: using a different expression to
convey the same thought;

2) using of different pronoun;

3) the words of the characters were shortened;

4) using of concretization;

5) combining the words of two different characters into one;

6) missing the words of some characters;

7) addressing of the characters to each other;

8) the words of the characters were longer sometimes;

9) the translating of the allusions;

10) giving the portraits of King Hamlet and King Claudius.

Received results show that the purpose of this research was reached. Furthermore, the
methods used in this work can contribute to further analyzes of the translated works.
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