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OT COCTABUTEAEM

Hacrosmuii ToM mpoaoAsxkaeT U3paHUS KadeApbl pyccKoi AuTepaTypsl Tap-
TYCKOTO YHUBEPCUTETa, IIOATOTOBAGHHBle B paMKax IpoekTa «Fpeoaorus
IepeBOAd U IepeBOA MACOAOTHH: MEXaHU3MBbI KYABTYPHOH AMHAMHKHU B OCTO-
HAU B yCAOBHSIX POCCHICKON U coBeTckoi Baactu B XIX-XX BB.»'. C60pHUK
COCTOHT U3 ABYX Pa3A€AOB U BKAIOYAeT B CeOsI CTATbH YIACTHHKOB ABYX MEXAY-
HApOAHBIX HAayYHBIX CeMHHApoB: «(CTpaTerum mepeBopa M TOCYAAPCTBEHHbIN
koHTpoAb» (Tapry, 8-10 pexabps 2016) u «Yue6HUK KaK HAEOAOTUHECKHiL
texcr>» (Tapry, 29-30 centsi6pst 2017), TakKe IPOBEACHHDBIX B PaMKaX HPOEK-
Ta. B neATpe nccaeA0BaTEAbCKOTO BHUMAHMS OKa3bIBAaIOTCS B3aMMOOTHOIIEHHUS
FOCYAAQPCTBEHHBIX HHCTUTYTOB M YAEHOB [IEPEBOAYECKOrO COODOIeCTBa B COBET-
CKHI1 TIEPHOA; MACOAOTHSA U ITO3THUKA IEePEBOAOB XYAOXKECTBEHHBIX IIPOHU3BeAe-
HUH, BOLIEAIINNX B PYCCKO-COBETCKUMI ANTEPATYPHBIN KAHOH; MEXaHM3MbI TPAHC-
ASILIVY MA€OAOTHH B IMITEPCKHX M COBETCKUX IIKOABHbIX yeOHHIKAX.

B MeTOAOAOTHYECKOM ITAAHE MOXKHO YKAa3aTh Ha eAMHCTBO OOABIIMHCTBA HC-
CAeAOBAHHI 3TOM KHUI'U. PSAY aBTOPOB 6AM30K IOAXOA K OTIMCAHHIO COBETCKOM
CHCTeMBbl, IIPeACTaBACHHEIH B kKHUre Asekces IOpuaka o mospHeM corpasusMe,
B KOTOPOM BBIABASIIOTCS «<HECOOTBETCTBHS, CABMIH, Pa3pbIBbl BHYTPU CHCTe-
Mbl — Ha YpOBHE €€ AUCKYpCa, MA€OAOTMH, CMBICAOB, IPAKTHK, COI[MAABHbIX
OTHOIIEHUH, CTPYKTYpbl BpEMEHH U IPOCTPAHCTBA, OpPTaHMU3AIMK MOBCEAHEB-
HOCTH U TaK AdAee, — KOTOpble IPUBEAU K BOSHHMKHOBEHHUIO 3TOrO IIapajOKca,
K OIIYIeHHIO CUCTeMbI KaK BeYHOH, P ee OAHOBPEMEHHOMN BHyTpeHHe! XpyIl-
KocTu>". [IpHMeHUTEABHO K MaTepHaAy COOPHHKA MOSKHO CKA3aTh, 4TO B LIEAOM
psiae IMyOAMKyeMBIX paboT ITOKAa3aHO, KaK BOSHHUKAAM U ITOCTEIIEHHO HAPACTAAN
«HECOOTBETCTBUA>» M «CABMIM> B TOTAAUTAPHOM IIePEeBOAYECKOM AMCKYpCe,
IIPUBEAIINE B KOHEYHOM UTOTe K €r0 Pa3pylleHHI0 ¥ YHUITOXKEHHIO.

TUT34-30 Tolkeideoloogia ja ideoloogia tolkimine: kultuuridiinaamika mehhanismid Eestis vene
ja néukogude véimu tingimustes 19.-20. sajandil / Ideology of Translation and Translation of
Ideology: Mechanisms of Cultural Dynamics under the Russian Empire and Soviet Power in Esto-
nia in the 19th — 20th Centuries. PykoBoaureas mpoexra A. ITuappa. CM. mpeabiayliiee U3paHHe:
Vpeororndeckie KOHTEKCTHI pycckoit KyabTypsl XIX-XX BB. 1 oatrka nepesoaa / Ed. L. Pild //
Wiener Slavistischer Almanach. Wien: Peter Lang, 2017. Sb. 93.

FOpuax A. 310 6bIAO HaBCETrAQ, [IOKA He KOHYMAOCH: [locaepHee coBeTckoe mokoaenue. M., 2014.
C. 34 (cm. opurunaa: Yurchak, A. Everything Was Forever, Until It Was No More: the Last Soviet
Generation. Princeton University Press, 2006).
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ITepBeIil paspes cOOpPHHKA IIOCBSIEH IPOOAEMaM HAEOAOTHYECKOTO KOHT-
poas Hap AesiTeAbHOCTBIO IepeBopunkoB B Coserckom Coroze. B psipe crareit
AHAAMBHPYIOTCSA (OPMBI BMENIATEAbCTBA IIEH3YPBI M APYTHX T'OCYAAPCTBEHHbIX
HMHCTUTYIMH B UX AGATEABHOCTD, a TAak’ke CTPATerus IepeBOAYNKOB U KOMMEH-
TaTOPOB «HENPAaBUAbHbIX>>, C TOYKU 3PEHHS COBETCKOI'O AUTEPATYPHOrO KaHO-
Ha, mpousBepeHuit. B padore H. A3apoBoOil paccCMaTpHUBAIOTCS OCOOEHHOCTH
BOCHpHUATHSA 1M033uH Mao 1]39AyHa B KOHTEKCTe COBETCKHX IIePEBOAYECKUX U
AUTEpaTypoBeAUecKuX ycTraHoBok 1950-x rr. Bompeku oxuaanmio, noasus Mao
He COOTBETCTBOBAaAA KAaHOHHYECKOMY 00pasy TBOpYeCTBa KOMMYHHCTHIECKOTO
AUAEpa: erO CTUXH OBIAU CAOXKHBI ITO CBOEH CTPYKTYpe, I03TOMY [IepeBOAUAHUCH
MaAO U OCTAAHCH ITIOYTH HEU3BECTHBIMU COBETCKOMY uuTareAro. MccaepoBaHue
A.Haiipma u A. ITaBAOBOM IOCBAIIEHO IJeH3YPHBIM 3allpeTaM, KOTOPhIM IOA-
BEPIAUCH IIEPEBOABI HEMEIIKOHM AMTepaTyphl. AHAAUZHUPYIOTCS IIEPEBOADI Ha PycC-
cxuit s3b1k npousBepeHuil I'. béaas, B. Kénmena u @. Ajoppenmarra. Cpean
«3aNpeTHbIX> aBTOPHI BHIACASIIOT HEYTOAHBIE BAACTH MHTEPIIpeTalil HCTOPHU-
9eCKHX COOBITHIN; «eBpENCKyI0>» TeMy, OTHOIIEHHe K KOTOPOH OOBSICHIETCS
rocypapcrBerHbiM aHTHCeMUTH3MOM B CCCP; 00AaCTh CEKCYaAbHOTO, a TaKKe
TeMy pasrpoMa IiepKBHU U ImporaraHabl arensMa B CoBerckom Cotose. B cTaTpe
H. KamoBuukoBoit uccaeayercs: curyanust B CCCP 1960-1980-x rr., Koraa
IIPeABAPUTEABHBIM YCAOBHEM AASl IPU3HAHUS MUCATEAS], IUIIYIIEro HA OAHOM
13 HAaIJMOHAABHBIX SI3BIKOB, CTAA IIepeBOA €ro IPOHM3BEeACHHUM Ha OCHOBHOI roc-
YAAQPCTBeHHBII (.e. pyccxuﬁ) s13pIK. UTOOBI ObecmeunTh CBOE AUTEpATypHOE
OyAylLiee, IHCATEAb AOAKEH OBIA CAEAATh TAK HA3BIBAEMBIN <«CBOOOAHBII»
BBIOOP, KOTOPBII B AEMCTBUTEABHOCTH IIPEBPAIIAACS B «OCO3HAHHYIO HEOOXO-
auMocTb>»>. B crarbe E.3eMCKOBOM IOKAa3aHO, IPU KaKUX OOCTOSTEAbCTBAX
B 1930-e rr. 3aHATHUS XyAOKECTBEHHBIM IIEPEBOAOM CTaAU BOCIPUHMMATHCS KaK
mpodeccusi, OTAGABHBIN BHA IIHCATEAbCKOM AeATeAbHOCTH. Bropoxparmyeckas
MamuHa Coro3a COBETCKHX NHCATeAell MOAUTH3UPOBAAA ITEPEBOAUECKYIO Aesl-
TEABHOCTb M CA€AAAA BO3MOXKHBIM IIPUYMCAEHHE IIepeBOAYMKOB, He BIIOAHE
0AArOHaAEKHbIX YAEHOB OOIIECTBA, K «COCAOBHIO>» TBOPYECKUX PAOOTHHUKOB.

K BoipeAeHHOH Ipymme crared IpuMbIKaloT HccaepoBaHus A. Illaxosoi
o BaustHMA paborsl CrasnHa «MapKcu3M U S3BIKO3HAHME>» Ha «CMeHy Iapa-
AWIM> B COBETCKOM S3bIKO3HAHUHU U IEPEBOAOBEACHMH Hadaaa 1950-xrT. m
P.BeHpep 00 9CTOHCKUX IIEPEBOAAX U PeLieNIUH IPOU3BEACHUI IPHOAATHII-
CKO-HeMeIIKUX MHcaTeAell B COBETCKYIO AIOXy. ABTOp 3aKalouaeT, uTo B CoBer-
CKOH DCTOHHH 32 «KeAe3HbIM 3aHaBeCOM>» IpeAcTaBAeHUe 0 700-AeTHEM IOA-
HEBOABHOM CYILIECTBOBAaHHM ICTOHLEB II0A HEMELKMM BAAABIMECTBOM ObBIAO
HHTETPUPOBAHO B MAPKCUCTCKYIO KOHIIENIUI0 HCTOPHHU. Y4YacTHe IpUOAATHI-
CKUX HeMIeB B AUTEpaType, OCOOEHHO B CTAAMHCKOe BpeMs, IIOYTU BCErad
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IPEACTABASAOCH B HETATHBHOM KAIOUE U B Pe3yAbTaTe IIOCTEIIEHHO CTHPAAOCh
U3 KyAbTYPHOU IIAMSATH.

Apyroit 6A0K HCCAEAOBAHHUIL [IEPBOIO Pa3AeAd MOCBSIIEH CAYIasIM «THOKO-
ro>» OTHOIIEHHS K PeCKPUNTHBHBIM HOPMaM B mepeBoAe (BIAOTh AO MX TOA-
HOTO NTHOPUPOBAHMUS) U BBLACHEHHIO IPHYMH NTOAOGHO! MPAKTHUKH y PEAAKTO-
POB H3AATEABCTB U IIEPEBOAUMKOB XYAOXKECTBEHHOH AMTEPaTyphl B OCTOHHHU
B 1940-1970-e rr. B craThe A. AaHre paccMaTpHUBaeTcs A@ATEAbHOCTb IepBOi
PEAAKIIMHU U3BeCTHOM AuTeparypHoi cepun “Loomingu Raamatukogu”/«Bu6-
AMOTeKa XypHasa “AooMuHT”>» B 1957-1972 IT., KOTAQ €e TAQBHBIM PeAAKTO-
pom 6b1a MacTHThIA IepeBOAYMK OTTo CaMMa, MHOTO CAEAABIIMIT AASL TOTO,
9TOOBI B II€YATH MOTAU IIOSIBUTHCS IIPOM3BEAEHIS, IPOTHBOCTOSIIIE TOTAAH-
TapPHOMY AMCKYPCy. «/AW4YHble OTHOLIEHHS>, CBA3bIBaBIIME ero c MockBOH,
nprobpeTaAn BaXHOe 3HAYeHHe IIPY IIOAYYEHUN paspelleHs Ha IIyOANKAIIHIO,
a TaKKe IPH NPUBACUCHUH COTPYAHHKOB, IIO3BOASAM HAPYIIAaTh OQHIMAALHO
YCTaHOBAGHHbIE IIPaBHAA ¥ MAHUITYAUPOBATh IPABAMUMH MHCTHTYIAMHA. Oa-
HAKO BO3MOXKHOCTD H30€XXaTb KeCTKOM MA€OAOTHIECKON perAaMeHTAIUM HaX0-
AUAM M CaMH 9CTOHCKMe IepeBopunku. Kakx moxasano, B crarbe A.Ilmaba
06 acToHCKOM IepeBopae pomana Aaekcest Toacroro «Ilerp Ilepsorii», ocy-
ImecTBAHHOM H3BecTHBIM npo3aukoM Op. Tyraacom B 1940-e rr., ocosHaHHOE
AVICTAHITIPOBaHHE IIEPEBOAUMKA OT HMAEOAOTHYECKOH COCTABASIOIIEH OpPHIH-
HAABHOTO TEKCTa, KOTOpasi OblAd AAS HETO HEIPHEMAEMOMH, U COCPEeAOTOYEH-
HOCTb Ha CTHAMCTHUYECKOM CTOPOHE POMaHA CTAHOBHUAUCH BO3MOXHBIMU 6AAro-
AAps OTCYTCTBHIO YeTKUX AUPEKTHUB, OIIPEASASBIINX HOPMY IIePeBOAA Ha S3BIKH
HAIIMOHAABHBIX PECITyOAHK.

OTcyTcTBHE 9KCIAUIMPOBAHHBIX IIPEAIIMCAHHI B 9TON 00AACTH AQXKe 3aCTa-
BHAO HEKOTOPBIX IIEPEBOAUMKOB pOPMYAUPOBATH IIPABHAA BHYTPEHHEH IIeH3Y-
PBI € LIEABIO PACIPOCTPAHHTD UX Ha BCe IEPEBOAIECKOe COODIIecTBO U 06e30Ia-
CUTb TakuM 06PasoM KOPIIOPALIMIO OT BO3ZMOXHBIX IIpecAepoBanuil. Hamprmep,
22 ¢espaas 1950 r., makanyne VIII maenyma ITK KII3, mocae xoToporo Hava-
AUCDH IIOAMTHYECKHE Pelpeccu, IepeBOAUNK BsiiHo AmHack, pepakTupoBas-
muit nepesop pomana «Ilerp Iepsbrit>» (MO-BHAUMOMY, AASL BTOPOTO M3AQHUS
xuurn), mucaa Op. Tyraacy: «YduTbiBas MHEHHe, BbIPAKEHHOE B H3AATEABCTBE
Ha IIOCA€AHEM OTKPHITOM IIAPTUAHOM cobpaHuH, uTo B repeBope “Ilerpa Ilep-
BOro” BCTPEYAETCsl OYeHb MHOTO MAAOM3BECTHbIX CAOB, U [IO3TOMY YTE€HHUE IIPO-
H3BEACHHS AASI ITUPOKOTO YHUTATEAS 3aTPYAHEHO, 51 3AMEHHA B HEM TaKHe CAOBa
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Ha OOIen3BeCTHbIE, a TAKKE B PsiA€ MeCT M3MEHMA IPeAAOXKeHMs Ha Ooaee
yao6ounTaemsbie >,

C HaCTyIIA€HHEM «OTTeIleAU> KPYT BO3MOXHOCTeH H30eXKaTh IIPSIMOIO HAEO-
AOTHYECKOTO AABAEHHS FOCYAAPCTBEHHbBIX HHCTHTYTOB B OCTOHHH, KaK H B APY-
TUX COIO3HBIX peciryOAvkax, pacmupsiercs. B crarse C. Kynn-Ca3oHoB mokasa-
HO, KaK YAQAOCh CKPBITh OT I'AaBHOTO yIpaBA€HMS 110 A€AAM AUTEPATypPhl U U3-
AAQTEABCTB ITOATOTOBKY K IIyOAMKAIIMH 3CTOHCKOTO IlepeBoAa pomaHa M. Bya-
rakoBa «Macrep u Maprapura». Ilepesoa, ocymectBaeHHbt M. Bapux u
0. OsMaa, Boimea B cBeT B KoHIle 1968 . ABTOp CTaTbH, OCHOBBIBASICh Ha HH-
TepBBIO C MepeBOAUYMKAMU «Macrepa u Maprapurbl», 3aKAIOYAeT, 4YTO M OHH,
M TAQBHBIM PEAAKTOpP M3AATEAbCTBA CIMTAIOT BBIXOA poMaHa byarakoBa Ha ac-
TOHCKOM SI3bIKe CBOEI HeOOABIION ITI06eAOl Haa [IeH3yPOIL.

Ko Bropoit mososure 1970-X IT. Ha HOBBIH YPOBEHDb BBIXOAWT II€peBOAUe-
CKasl TPAaKTOBKA PYCCKOM Kaaccuyeckoil moasuu. Kak moxazano B paborte
T. CrenaHumeBo, HcCAeAyIOmIel M03THKY coopHuka 1977 r. “Ilmsi ja ulmsi”/
«HasBy u Bo cHe», mepeBoaunxu A. OxuH 1 A. Celreab 06paTHAKCH K TEKCTaM
TeX pycckux moaros XIX B., KOTOpbIe He 3aHUMAAU TAABHBIX MECT B COBETCKOM
AnuTeparypHoM KaHOHe. IToarsl-kaaccuku ®Per m TroTueB TpakTyroTcs Iepe-
BOAYMKAMM KaK <IIEBIBI CAOXKHBIX IICHMXOAOTMYECKHX COCTOSIHHI» M HESBHO
IIPOTHUBOIIOCTABASIIOTCS MeHee HHTEPECHOMY AASl HHX IO3Ty HEKpPacOBCKOM
mKoAbl HUKUTHHY. ABTOP CTaTbU IPHUXOAMT K BBIBOAY, UTO 3TH IIEPEBOABI CAe-
AyeT PacCMaTpHUBATh He KaK BBHIIOAHEHME OQUIIMAABHOTO 3aKa3a, a KaK aBTOP-
CKHI OIIBIT XyAOXKECTBEHHOTO IIepPeBOA3, B Xoae KoToporo JxuH u Cermeab
pemasu cBou TBOpYeckue 3apadn. CBoeoOpasHOM $OPMOIl IPOTUBOCTOSHIS
BAACTHBIM CTPYKTYpPaM MOXXHO CUMTATbh U MEePeBOAUECKYIO AesITeABHOCTH LIBe-
TaeBOI B IIO3AHUIT Tepro TBopyecTBa. Kak mokasano B crarbe M. BopoBuko-
BOMH, IIOMHMMO <«3aKa3HBIX» IIEPEBOAOB BTOPOCTEIIeHHBIX II03TOB, llBeTaeBa
obpamaercs k npoussepeHmsiM 111 Bopaepa, koTopslie He 6bIAM CBsI3aHBI C OU-
[JMaABHBIM 32aKa30M U HeOOXOAMMOCTBIO IIEPEBOAUTD AASL 3apaboTka. LlBeTaes-
CKHe TIepeBOAbl U3 Boasepa A€MOHCTPUPYIOT IAYOHHHYIO CBSI3b C €€ OpPHIHU-
HAABHBIM TBOPYECTBOM.

OTA€ABHYIO IPYIITY B COOPHUKE COCTABASIOT PabOTbl, AHAAUSHPYIOLIHE TEO-
permdeckre mpobAeMbI ITepeBOAA B COBETCKYIO 9IOXy. BakHOe MeCTO B HHX

Cp.: “Arvestades viimasel lahtisel parteikoosolekul kirjastuses avaldatud arvamust, et “Peeter Esi-
mese” tolkes esineb viga palju vihetuntud sonu, mistottu teose lugemine on laiadele rahvahulka-
dele raskendatud, asendasin kiesolevas t60s selliseid sonu tildtuntumatega ja muutsin kohati ka
lauseid pisut kergemini loetavamaks” (Viino Linaski kiri Fr. Tuglasele. 22. veebr. 1950 [KM EKLA
f.245; 42:19]). B xaxux $popMax NPOSABALAACH CAMOLIEH3yPa B CTAAHHCKYIO 3II0XY U B [IOCTCTAAUH-
CKOE BpeMs], ellje IPEACTOMT UCCACAOBAT.
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3aHMMaeT BOIPOC O A3bIKe OIMCAHMA IIpoliecca IlepeBopa. lak, B crarbe
C. Burt paccmaTpuBaeTcss pOpMUpPOBaHME MOHATHSA «COBETCKas IIKOAA IIepe-
BOAQ>» U ACTAABHO IIPOCAEKHBAETCS, KAK CKAAABIBAACS STOT KOHIIENT B KOHTEK-
cre caMopeAeKCUY ITepeBOAYECKOrO COOOIIECTBa B IIEPHOA IIEPBOTO IIOCAEBO-
€HHOTO AECATHAETHSA. ABTOP PAacCMAaTPHBAET AMCKYPCHI, B TEPMHUHAX KOTOPBIX
KOHCTPYHPOBAAOCD TIPEACTABACHHE O «COBETCKOM IMKOAe ITepeBoAa». B cTaTpe
M.-K. Aorman u J. CroTHCTe aHAAM3HPYeTCsS CYIJHOCTb KOMIIEHCATOPHOTO
METOAQ B IIEpeBOAEC Ha OCHOBE €ro MCTOAKOBAHHMH B 3alTAAHOM M PYCCKO-
COBETCKOM II€PEBOAOBEACHHH. ABTOPHI IIPEAIPUHUMAIOT MOIBITKY BBLICHHTD,
B KaKO¥ Mepe IpHMeHMMa KOMIIEHCATOPHAs CTpaTerus K epeBOAAM C ApeBHe-
IPeYecKOro, aHIAMACKOLO M PYCCKOTO S3BIKOB, OIyOAMKOBAHHBIM B OCTOHHU
B cepepnHe 1960-x rT. B cTaThe mccaeaytorcs mepeBoabl Codoxaa, Apucroda-
Ha, Aemocdena, I'epopora, X. An, V. I'oapmrra u A. C. IlymxuHa Ha 3CTOHCKHM
a3bk. B pabore A.Monrndeasn o6 spoaroruu B3rasipoB 0. M. Aormana
Ha peHOMEeH U IIPOLlecC IepeBOAd AEMOHCTPHUPYeTCs, 4TO IIOHATHE IIePeBOAA
B IIO3AHUX TPYAAaX YYEHOIO OINHKCBHIBACTCS KaK aHAAOT B3aHMOAEHCTBHS MEXAY
Pa3HBIMU CEMHOTHIECKUMH CHCTEMaMH.

B crarhsix Broporo paspesa cOOpHHKA HAET pedb O IIKOABHOM ydeOHHKe
Kak BaXKHeHIIeM MHCTPYMEHTe IIePeBOAA HAM TpaHcAanuu upaeosormu. Ilo-
CKOABKY IIKOAA — 9TO FOCYAQPCTBEHHbINl HHCTUTYT, IIPOTPAMMBbI M yieOHHKH
IPOXOAMAM U IIPOXOAST CepPbe3HBIH OTOOP C TOUKH 3peHHsI COOTBETCTBHS IOCY-
AAPCTBEHHOH MAEOAOTHMHM M IIOAMTHKe. B mocaepHme aecaTuaeTHs B mccae-
AOBATEABCKOM AHTEpAType YAEASeTCs BCe boAee MPHCTAAbHOE BHIMAHUE yda-
CTHIO IIKOABI B HAGOAOTHYECKOM cTpouTeAbcrBe. Tak, Assup Bpampaenbep-
rep IMOABEPT aHAAM3Y CABUT COBETCKOM HACOAOTHMM OT MHTEPHAIMOHAAM3MA
1920-X IT. K CTAAUHCKOMY «PYCCOLIeHTpU3My> cepeAnHbl 1930-x u nmpocaeana
POAb pecTaBpaly MIKOABHOIO KypCa MCTOPHHU U IEePBbIX COBETCKHMX «HMIIep-
CKMX>» y4eOGHUKOB B 9TOM Iporecce*. B yacTHOCTH, OH IIOKa3aA, KAKOTO HAIPas-
AeHMA TprAepKHuBaAcsi CTaAMH, KOTAQ AMTIHO PEAAKTHPOBAA PYKOIIHCh IIEPBOTO
«Kpatxkoro xypca ucropun CCCP» (1937) A. B. Illecrakosa. Briocaeactsuu
9TO IOCOOMe KCIIOAB30BAAOCH B KaueCTBe OCHOBHOIO KAK B HAYAABHOMN, TaK
U B CPeAHeH M AKe BBICIIel coBeTcKoi mxoae. Kakx usecrno, popmupys Ho-
BO€ MCTOPHYECKOe CO3HAHUE COBETCKUX Afoael, CTaAMH IpHKa3as OpHEHTHPO-
BATbCS HA AOPEBOAIOIIOHHbIE YUeOHUKY UCTOPHUH, 1 B 9TOM CBA3H HX U3yUeHHe

Brandenberger, D. National Bolshevism. Stalinist Mass Culture and the Formation of Modern
Russian National Identity, 1931-1956. Harvard University Press, 2002 (cM. pycckuit nepeBoa:
Bpandenbepzep A. Crasmnckmit pyccorentpusm. CoBeTckast MACCOBast KYABTYpa i GOPMUPOBAHHE
PyccKoro HanpoHaAbHOTO camocossanms (1931-1956 rr.). M., 2017. C. 39-86).
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C IACOAOTMYECKON TOYKM 3peHHs Ipuobperaer ocoboe 3HaveHue. B crarpe
A. KnceseBoii Kak pa3 U pacCMaTpUBAIOTCS NMPOGAEMBI IEPEBOAA TOCYAAD-
CTBEHHOH MAEOAOTHHM Ha SI3bIK IIKOABHOM HCTOPHH Ha IpUMepe UHTepIIpeTalluu
[ePUOAA IIETPOBCKHUX peGOPM B AOPEBOAIOLIMOHHBIX [MMHA3UYECKUX yIeOHU-
KaX. ABTOp IOKa3bIBaeT, YTO IIKOAbHAS UCTOPHUS B UMIIEPCKYIO 3TIOXY CTapaAach
HE TOABKO CAGAOBAaTb OAHOMY M3 II€HTPAAbHBIX HAIJMOHAABHBIX MHQOB, HO
U «AeMIQOAOTH3UPOBATh> 9IOXY M AMYHOCTh Liaps-IipeobpasoBaTeAs, IIOKa-
3bIBaTh HE TOABKO AOCTIDKEHHSA 3TOM KpakiHe NPOTHBOPEYMBOM 3IIOXH, HO U
IIPOBaAbL, He TOABKO AOCTOMHCTB, HO M HEAOCTATKU AUYHOCTH camoro Iletpa u
CTPAIIHYIO )XeCTOKOCTb €0 METOAOB.

AopeBoAroIMOHHbIE yqe6HHKH CAY>KHAM OTIPABHOM TOYKOH M IPH KOHCT-
PYHMPOBAHUH HAIJMOHAABHOM IIKOABHOM MCTOpUM B OcroHCcKoi Pecrybanke
1920-1930-xrr. T.T'ysanpoB mokasbiBaeT, Kak IPOMCXOAHA 3TOT Ipolecc
Ha MaTepHaAe OTOOpPaKeHMs] HAYaAbHBIX COOBITHI CeBepHOM BOMHBI B IIKOAB-
HBIX yqeGHHKax. B oTamume oT poccuiickoi M COBETCKON MHTepIpeTalul, ac-
TOHCKHE aBTOPBI H300PaXKAIOT PYCCKO-IIBEACKYIO BOMHY KaK HAI[FIOHAABHYIO
KaTacTpody, MOAUEpKHBasi HEIPUA3Hb 3CTOHCKOTO HApOAA K BparaM M aKijeH-
TUPYSI Pa3pblB C «UY>KUM> TocypapcTBoM. IIpu cospaHuMm 3CTOHCKOTO HCTO-
PpHYECKOTrO HappaTHBa MCIIOAb3YIOTCS M «AOKAAbHBIE» (AKTHI, TIOAKAIOYAIOTCS
CBOM HAlIMOHAABHBIE TE€POH. ITop06HbBIE «MecTHbIE 0COOEHHOCTH > poccuickas
U COBETCKAs MKOAbHAsl HCTOPUS UTHOPUPOBAAU.

Pa6ora A. CeHbKHHO IOCBSILIeHA TAKOMY YHUKAABHOMY BUAY y4eOHbIX 110-
COOMI1, KaK KypPHAABI-y4eOHHKI, KOTOPbIE CO3AABAANICH U HCIIOAB30BAAUCH B Ha-
waabHOM 1 cpearelt mxoae B CCCP B 1930-1932 rr. Ouu mpepcTaBasiau co6oit
TakoKe 0CO0YI0 pOPMY HACOAOTHIECKOTO BOACHCTBIS HA COBETCKUX MIKOABHU-
KOB ¥, KaK [TOKa3blBaeT aBTOP, COBEPIIMAM PAAMKAABHBIN CABHI OT 0OpasoBa-
TEABHOI'O COAEPIXKAHUS K HHPOPMALIMOHHO-IIPOIIATAHANCTCKOMY, T. €. ObIAM Ha-
[IPaBAEHBI Ha pellleHre 3aAa4 He CTOABKO BCeOOIIero 00y4eHus], CKOAbKO IIOAH-
THUYECKOTO IIPOCBellleH s IIKOABHUKOB COBETCKOM cTpaHbl B crarhe A. Becea-
KO H3y4alOTCs [IepBble COBETCKHE YIeOHUKHU [0 PYCCKON AUTEPAType, KOTOphIe
MOSIBUAMCDH B 3CTOHCKOH IIKOAe BO BTOpo moaoBuHe 1940-x rr. Ha npumepe
ABYX y4eOHHKOB AEMOHCTPHPY€TCsl, Kak IIOAUTHYECKasi 0OCTAHOBKA OIIPeAEASIAQ
CTpaTeruio y4eOHOr0 KHUTOM3AAHHS U TaKTHKY aBTOPOB-COCTaBHUTeAeH ydueb-
HbIX IIOCOOMIL.

CroxeT 0 IOIbITKe IIPOTUBOCTOSIHUS IHCATeAeH U IIePEeBOAUMKOB IOCYAAp-
CTBEHHbIM MHCTHTYTaM COBETCKOM BAACTH Pa3BUBAETCS M B 3TOM Pa3AeA€ TOMa.
B craTpe A. IInAbA aHAAM3HPYETCS AUCKYCCHSI O «TOYHOM>» M «BOABHOM> Ile-
PeBOAAX IIKOABHOTO XpeCTOMATHIHOIO TeKCTa, 3aBsA3apmasicsa Mexay Corosom
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mucareseil 1 Mununcrepcrsom npocsemenust JCCP B konne 1940-x rT. 1 3a-
KOHUUBIIASICS II0OEAOI AUTEPATOPOB.

AaAbHefIINe NCCAEAOBAHHS YIACTHUKOB HAIIETO IMPOEKTa OYAYT OCyIecTB-
ASTBCS, TI0 MeHbIlell Mepe, B Tpex HampabaeHHAX. IIpearmosaraercs mpoaoa-
XXUTb M METOAOAOTHYECKH AETAAU3HPOBATh U3yueHHe GOpPM M BUAOB UACOAOTH-
9eCKOTO HaA30pa Hap ICTOHCKUMMH II€PeBOAUMKAMM U PEeAAKTOPaMH H3AQ-
TeAbCTB B 1940-1970-e IT.; pacupuTh aHAAU3 HE3aBUCHMOM OT OQUIIMAALHOTO
3aKa3a M/HMAM IPOTHBOCTOSIIEH TOTAAUTAPHOMY AUCKYPCY IIePeBOAUECKON Aes-
TEABHOCTH B ODCTOHMH; HA4aTh UCCACAOBAHHE yueOHO-IIeAarorudecKoi AuTepa-
Typbl 1950-1970-X IT. C TOUKM 3pEHHUS IPEACTABACHHBIX B Heil CIIOCOOOB Iepe-
AQUH TOCYAAPCTBEHHOM UAEOAOTHH.
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FROM MODELLING TO UNTRANSLATABILITY:
TRANSLATION AND THE SEMIOTIC RELATION
IN'Y. LOTMAN'S WORK (1965-1992)

DANIELE MONTICELLI

Though semiotics as a discipline lost its centrality in the humanities some
decades ago, Yuri Lotman’s semiotics of culture continues to strike us with the
multidisciplinary potential of many of its concepts which need yet to be fully
understood and developed. Lotman’s research interests were so wide that, in
addition to the generally used label of “semiotician”, he could also well be
defined as, for instance, a Pushkin scholar or a literary theorist. However, so far
as I know, Lotman has never been defined as a translation scholar, at least not
in the common sense of the term, that is as someone who investigates
interlinguistic translation processes and their results. Indeed, he has not
considered translation from this point of view in his work. Nevertheless, the
notion of translation came to occupy an increasingly central place in Lotman’s
semiotic theory as he moved from the study of modelling systems through the
elaboration of the fundaments of the semiotics of culture and the later theory of
the semiosphre. The kind of “translation” he became interested in was not
translation between different natural languages, but translation between and
within different semiotic systems, a kind of translation that was conceptualized
by Lotman on the basis of a loose analogy with translation in the ordinary sense
of the word. The last result of this conceptualization will be the idea of
translation as a pervasive mechanism of cultural dynamics and human thought.
This is definitely one of the outcomes of Lotman’s theory, which if adequately
understood and developed, could be of particular interest for a better under-
standing of currently central issues in the humanities such as intercultural
relations and conflicts, borders, the centre-periphery dynamic and hybridity.
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Translation has not always been at the center of Lotman’s theoretical
reflection in the field of semiotics, which started and developed in the 60s from
other premises and focused on other concepts. In what follows, I will briefly
reconstruct the appearance and development of the notion of translation in
Yuri Lotman’s thought from the middle of the 60s to his last book Culture and
Explosion (1992). Any periodization of the thought of a scholar is of course a
tentative and arbitrary enterprise. This is particularly true for a thinker like
Lotman for whom it is correct to say that crucial elements of his later thought
are already detectable as scattered observations in his earlier works, while many
of the issues that strongly characterize his earlier thought often resurface at
some point in his later works. In Lotmanian terms we can speak of an interplay
between the center and the periphery of his theoretical attention, where
peripheral elements progressively move to a central position, while central ones
are relegated to the periphery without being completely discarded. It is,
in other words, more a matter of shifts in the dominant of his theoretical
thinking rather than of radical turns. Though I will roughly follow in my
analysis a chronological line, my remarks will try to group Lotman’s ideas
around conceptual dominants rather than clear-cut periods of time.

1. Relations

The present investigation is based on the idea that the issue of relations can be
used as a test to distinguish the different phases of Lotman’s thinking on
translation. This is not a random choice insofar as relations are, we could argue,
the central issue of semiotics. If many definitions of the sign circulate today
within the field of semiotics, each of them pinpointing this, that or the other
aspect of the traditional object of study of the discipline, the common basis of
all these definitions lies in the fundamental idea that in order to speak of
a ‘sign’, some kind of relation must be in place: the one is not enough for a sign,
we need at least two, or maybe three. The crucial question while establishing
the fundaments of a semiotic theory is therefore: which elements enter into
semiotic relation and what kind of relation do these elements obtain? An old
tradition of thought, which is perhaps best resumed in modern semiotics by
Charles S. Peirce’s definition of the sign as something “standing for” something
else (see [Peirce 1991: 67-9, 141; Peirce 2003: 106]), understands the semio-
tic relation as a “representative” relation, making intelligible phenomena that
would otherwise remain opaque to knowledge, by positioning their ideal
representatives (signs) into an organized structure for representation (a system
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of signs). This is of course only one of the possibilities in understanding
relations from a semiotic point of view and in Lotman we can find, as we will
see, different and more reciprocal ways of understanding the position and
function of the constitutive elements of the semiotic relation.

My argument will therefore investigate the increasing centrality of the
notion of translation in Lotman’s (later) thought, following the shifts between
different ways of conceptualizing the semiotic relation and its elements at
different stages of Lotman’s work. I will show that the focus of Lotman’s
attention gradually moves from 1)the representative relations between
modelling systems and external reality to 2) the hierarchical relation between
different kinds of modelling systems to 3) the translational relation between
different languages and semiotic systems. The notion of translation enters
Lotman’s research horizon along with this movement and becomes central in
the third stage just mentioned. Insofar as relation always implies the distinction
and separation of (at least) two elements and, at the same time, their
connection and interaction, it is quite clear why the issue of borders, their
establishment and crossing is a constant element of Lotman’s reflection on
relations and translation. The (in)famous bar separating and connecting the
two sides of the sign relation in the long history of (post)structuralist semiotics
becomes in Lotman’s thought the border which distinguishes and, at the same
time, connects semiotic systems making translation possible'. Lotman’s
approach to translation can be defined from this point of view as a “topo-
symbolic” approach in which spatial notions and models become the represent-
tatives of symbolic relations and communicative interaction.

2. From modelling to reflection and transformation: the origins of the
Tartu-Moscow School

The central notion in the elaboration of the new semiotic paradigm of the
Tartu-Moscow school of semiotics in the second half of the 60s has been the
notion of “model” or, more precisely, of “modelling system”. The notion of
model, which has been considered by Thomas A. Sebeok and Marcel Danesi
the chief object of study not only for Tartu-Moscow semioticians but for
semiotics in general, is a straightforward way of conceptualizing the semiotic
relation in representational terms. As Sebeok and Danesi states, modelling can

' Thave investigated the relations between the notion of border and translation in Lotman’s theory

of the semiosphere elsewhere (see: [Monticelli]).
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be defined as “the ability to produce forms to stand for objects, events, feelings,
actions, situations, and ideas perceived to have some meaning, purpose, or
useful function” [Sebeok & Danesi: 1]% This definition presents us with the
separation of two layers of reality (forms and different kinds of beings) and the
establishment between them of a relation of a representative (a “standing for”)
and abstractive kind (implying the production of forms) — the meaning,
purposes, function of the modelled beings are presupposed, but comes to be
fully grasped only within the model itself.

It is interesting to observe that, in an article written in 1967, Lotman
describes the relations between the model and its object rather in strongly
iconic terms, defining the former as “an analogue of the object of perception
that substitutes it in the process of perception” [Lotman 2011: 250]. However,
as soon as, in the same article, Lotman comes to define not the model but the
modelling system which generates it, discrete elements, their structural
relations and rules of combination immediately replace the iconic
understanding of the relations between the model and its object: “A modelling
system is a structure of elements and rules of their combination, existing in
astate of fixed analogy to the whole sphere of the object of perception,
cognition, or organization. For this reason, a modelling system can be treated
as a language” [Ibid.]. The modelling activity therefore establishes a relation
between language and the extra-linguistic reality — “perception, cognition or
organization” in Lotman’s terms, “objects, events, feelings, actions, situations,
and ideas” in Danesi and Sebeok’s terms. “Modelling system” can in this
respect be considered the name that Lotman and the Tartu-Moscow
semioticians chose as the equivalent to the “systems of signs” that for Saussure
constituted the object of the new science of semiology [Saussure: 15-17].
From this point of view, it is interesting to observe that Lotman employs the
word “language” as a general synonym for “modelling system”, while Saussure
employed “system of sign” as the general term of which (natural) language
constitutes one example: “A language is a system of signs expressing ideas, and
hence comparable to writing, the deaf-and-dumb alphabet, symbolic rites,
forms of politeness, military signals and so on. It is simply the most important
of such systems” [Ibid.: 15].

Should we interpret the generalization of the notion of “language” by
Lotman in the light of the classical structuralist strategy, which transforms the
Saussurean pre-eminence of language among the systems of signs into

> From here on the emphasis in the quoted passage is mine, if not specified otherwise.
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a methodological reductionist tool for the researcher that starts to explain all
the other systems according to the structure and functioning of (natural)
language? I do not think so. In fact, already in this preliminary phase of their
thinking, Lotman and Tartu-Moscow semioticians focus their attention not so
much on the relation between language (the modelling system) and extra-
linguistic reality (the object of the activity of modelling) or the internal
structure of language, but rather on the relations between different langua-
ges (modelling systems) themselves. These relations are conceived in vertical,
hierarchical terms which involve a primary and a secondary system relating as
a basis (the primary system) and a superstructure (the secondary system) built
upon it: “It is useful to call those systems that have natural language as their
basis and accumulate additional superstructures, thus creating second order
languages, secondary modelling systems” [Lotman 2011: 250]°.

The Saussurean pre-eminence of (natural) language is thus transformed
into its primacy in human modelling activities, but what really interest Lotman
and Tartu-Moscow semioticians are the relations of language with the
secondary modelling systems, as they explain in the first collective volume of
the school (1965):

<..> one of the fundamental issues in the investigation of secondary modelling systems is
the determination of their relationship with linguistic structures. It is why it is
important to explain what we mean by the notion of ‘linguistic structure’. It is
indisputable that every sign system (secondary systems included) can be considered as a
language. <...> A consequence of this is the conviction that any system of signs can
be, in principle, investigated with linguistic methods, and the special role of
contemporary linguistics as a methodological discipline. However, from “linguistic
methods” in this broad sense, we must distinguish those scientific principles which
come from the habit of dealing with natural languages — which are a particular
kind of linguistic system. It appears that it is taking this path that makes the search
for the peculiarity of secondary modelling systems and the means of studying them
possible [Aorman 1965: 6; my translation. — D. M.].

This passage shows that Tartu-Moscow semioticians are aware of the fact that
the study of secondary modelling systems requires a specific approach and
cannot be simply explained according to the structural understanding of
natural language (“linguistic methods”). However, they do not yet dispose,
at this stage of the research, of the notions needed to understand the relation

*  For a thorough discussion of secondary modelling systems in the theory of the Tartu-Moscow

school see [Monticelli 2016: 432-451].
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between modelling systems (languages) in the dynamic, interpretative and
transformative terms of a communication process. It is still a matter of
representative, abstractive and hierarchical relations, as we see particularly well
in the structuralistic understanding of the text that still characterizes Lotman’s
approach at this stage of his work.

2.1. The text as “structure of the work” and “system of relations”

The titles of Lotman’s monographs at the beginning of the 70s — The structure
of the artistic text (1970), “The tasks and methods for the structural analysis of
the poetic text” (1972), Analysis of the poetic text: The structure of poetry [ Aot-
maH 1972] — show his commitment to the structuralist approach to the study
of the text. In the terms employed here, this means that the text is also
considered the result of a modelling activity that separates it from the external
reality. Lotman claims in this respect that the artistic space has a pre-eminent
modelling function in the text, stressing the role of the frame, beginning, ends,
etc. [Lotman 1977: 209-217], making possible the internal organization of the
text as a meaningful structure. As he explains:

the artistic reality is graspable when we proceed to separate the essential, without
which the work would not be itself, from those features which are in some cases
important, and nevertheless can be eliminated insofar as by replacing them the
essence of the work is maintained and the work remains itself <... > The reality of the
text is created by a system of relations — what bears significant (meaning giving, value-
making) oppositions, or in other words everything which enters into the structure of the
work [ Aorman 1972: 12; my translation. — D. M.].

The relations in places here are 1) the relation between an object (the work)
and a single modelling system by which “we proceed to separate the essential”,
thus revealing “the artistic reality”, i. e. the text as “structure of the work” and
2) the system of relations which creates the text and originates from the
modelling system which proceeds to transform the work into its structure. This
structuralist approach to the text is based on the exclusion of a whole series of
other possible relations (all those that are not essential from the point of view
of the modelling system adopted). From our point of view, it is important to
observe how far we are here from Lotman’s later understanding of the text as
a polyglotic device by which different modelling systems/languages may enter
into an interactive relation with transformative results.

However, it is interesting to observe that in the Structure of the artistic text,
the most systematic synthesis of Lotman’s thought at the beginning of the 70s,
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the role of the protagonist in the narrative plot is described in terms of events
triggered by movements across the borders between spaces described by
Lotman as semantically incompatible and differently coded. The protagonist
establishes a relation between these spaces by violating the border, which
delimits the sphere of action of other minor characters. The event provoked by
the crossing of borders introduces some kind of unpredictable novelty into the
plot and the situation. This very same idea of the establishment of a relation
between incompatible and differently structured semantic spaces as a premise
for the emergence of new, unpredictable meanings will resurface as a central
tenet of Lotman’s understanding of translation in the last phase of his thin-
king — a chapter of Culture and Explosion is, for instance, entitled “Semantic
intersection as the explosion of meanings”.

2.2. The notion of translation in Lotman'’s earlier works

If we look for explicit mention of translation in this first phase of Lotman’s
work, we won’t find anything that could point to specific theoretical attention
to the notion, though some scattered observations already point in the
direction of a broadening of the notion to comprehend the relations between
different modelling systems/languages. Thus, while in the Analysis of the poetic
text: The structure of poetry the few occurrences of the word ‘translation’ always
refer to interlinguistic translation of concrete works and language pairs, in
apassage of The structure of the artistic text translation is associated with
a process of transforming recodification involving different structures:

Although it is difficult to establish the fundamental difference between such types
of recoding as the deciphering of content and the translation of a phonic form into
a graphic form or translation from one language into another, it is still obvious that
the greater the distance between structures made equivalent to each other in the process
of recoding, the greater the disparity in their nature, the richer will be the content of the
very act of switching from one system to the other [ Lotman 1977: 36].

The direct proportional relationship between the degree of difference of the
systems between which recodification (translation) occurs and the degree of
richness of the content emerging from the switching clearly affirmed in this
passage will be a central aspect of Lotman’s later theory of translation. Another
broadened use of the notion of “translation” in the same work refers to the
relations between the text (“work of art”) and its object:

Because a work of art is in principle a reflection of the infinite in the finite, of the
whole within an episode, it cannot be constructed as the copy of an object in the
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forms inherent to it. It is the reflection of one reality in another, that is, it is always a
translation [Lotman 1977: 210; my emphasis. — D. M.].

The text is understood here not so much in representative terms, but rather
iconic ones (a “reflection”) that reminds us of the Lotmanian definition of
model quoted above. In this passage, Lotman also implicitly offers a first,
tentative definition of translation as “reflection of one reality in another™.

These are all good examples of the presence in Lotman’s earlier works of
ideas that will only be fully developed later, within the framework of Lotman’s
new theory of translation. Before proceeding to see how this happens, it is
worth mentioning that in the article on “The results of the semiotic analysis of
art today” [Lotman 1968: 577-585] Lotman described semiotics as “the study
of the codification, decifration and transformation of messages” and referred to
the issue of automatic translation as a related topic.

Concluding this section, we can claim that, if the research of Lotman and
the Tartu-Moscow school in the second half of the 60s and the beginning of the
70s is characterized by the centrality of modelling as the pre-eminent kind of
semiotic relation (in the two forms, both hierarchical, of the relation of the
modelling system with its object and of the secondary modelling system with
the primary modelling system), the issue of an horizontal relation between
different modelling systems/languages (“recoding” and “reflection”) and even
a broadened use of the notion of “translation” are already present in the works
of this period as scattered, marginal remarks.

3. Plurality, correlation, polyglotism: Beginnings of the semiotics of culture

The Theses on the semiotic study of cultures (1973) can be considered an
important signpost for the shift of attention in the conceptualization of the
semiotic relation that will bring to the full development of the notion of
translation into Lotman’s later thought. The series of articles on the typology of
culture published between 1970 and 1973 already contained a few references
to translation understood as a broader concept which includes “comparison”,
intersemiotic translation [Aorman 1970] and even the modelling activity —
Lotman writes there of “translating” the world as a text into an understandable
language [Aotman 1973: 227-243]. The Theses do not contain many explicit

*  For a discussion of the importance of mirror images in Lotman’s work see [Monticelli 2012:

319-339]. Here, I will return on mirror images and their role in translation later on, while
discussing enantiomorphism.
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references to the notion of translation, but they construct the whole
background on the basis of which the new understanding of translation may
fully deploy in the following decade.

First of all, in the Theses, Tartu-Moscow scholars define the new semiotics
of culture as the “study of the fundamental correlation of different sign
systems” [Lotman et al.: 53]. This correlation is still understood in many
passages of the Theses in the terms of modelling and the relations between
different modelling systems, but something important changes, as we can
observe in the following passage, where secondary modelling systems are
defined:

Under secondary modelling systems we understand such semiotic systems, with the
aid of which models of the world or its fragments are constructed. These systems
are secondary in relation to the primary system of natural language, over which they
are built — directly (the supralinguistic system of literature) or in the shape parallel
to it (music, painting) [Ibid.: 72].

We have here not only the hierarchical relation that we are already acquainted
with between the primary and the secondary, but also a horizontal, “paralle]”
relation between systems. In addition to the “construction upon” (basis-
superstructure), we can therefore also speak of the juxtaposition of sys-
tems/languages, which are correlated by being side by side (“parallel”). This
progressively brings Tartu-Moscow semioticians to a new understanding of
inter-linguistic/systemic relations in culture which will constitute the basis for
the development of the semiotics of culture and Lotman’s later theory of
translation. The fundamental definitory passage in this respect can be found
under point 6.1.0 of the Theses:

For the functioning of culture and accordingly for the substantiation of the
necessity of employing comprehensive methods in studying it, this fact is of funda-
mental significance: that a single isolated semiotic system, however perfectly it may be
organized, cannot constitute a culture — for this we need as a minimal mechanism
a pair of correlated semiotic systems. <...> The pursuit of heterogeneity of language is
a characteristic feature of culture [Ibid.: 69-70].

The study of isolated semiotic systems that constituted the structuralistic basis
of the theory of modelling systems is thus definitively replaced by the funda-
mental idea of the “minimal mechanism” as a “pair of correlated semiotic
systems”, which will be the central tenet for the development of the semiotics
of culture and Lotman’s later thought. Later in Lotman’s work this “pair” will
become an “at least two”, meaning a general index of systemic plurality. This is
why, even if Lotman will extensively employ the notion of “binarism”,
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Lotmanian binarism cannot be simply reduced to the structuralistic notion of
binary oppositions. The Lotmanian “pair” or “binary” refers, on the contrary, to
the irreducible ‘plurality’ of systems/languages in culture: “binarism,” argues
Lotman, “must be understood as a principle which is realized in plurality” [Lot-
man 2000: 124]. To this we should add the Lotmanian characterization of the
reciprocal relations between the two systems, which is also firstly drafted in the
Theses, developing the horizontal understanding of the relations between
systems/languages (the “parallelism” mentioned above). Thus, contrary to the
hierarchical primary-secondary relation, the parallel relation implies reciprocity
and interaction between the (at least) two systems/languages which constitute
the “minimal mechanism”. The “correlated” systems in culture are moreover
described in the Theses as “on the one hand equivalent and on the other hand
not entirely mutually convertible” [Lotman et al.: 72]. I will return to this later
when discussing the notions of ‘enantiomorphism’ and ‘translation of the
untranslatable’.

Now, in a typical Lotmanian move, the Theses establish an immediate
isomorphism between different levels of analysis and the principle of plurality
and correlation just described for systems/languages is extended verbatim to
texts, whose plurality and correlation become the fundaments of cultural
pluralism that Tartu-Moscow semioticians now define as “polyglottism” or
“polyculturality”: “texts transmitted by the given cultural tradition and intro-
duced from the outside always function side by side with new texts. This gives
each synchronic state of culture the features of cultural polyglotism” [Ibid.: 63]
and “the assimilation of texts from another culture results in the phenomenon
of polyculturality” [Ibid.: 68]. We do not simply have static correlation (juxta-
position) here but also a crossing of borders which is, however, not yet
characterized in the terms of “translation”, but rather as “transmission” or
“assimilation”.

The analytical isomorphism between “correlated languages” and texts
existing “side by side” in culture is extended in the Theses to any single text
which becomes plural in itself, requiring a new kind of theoretical approach:

the view according to which cultural functioning is not achieved within the
framework of any one semiotic system (let alone within a level of the system)
implies that in order to describe the life of a text in a system of culture or the inner
working of the structures which compose it, it does not suffice to describe the
immanent organization of separate levels. We are faced with the task of studying the
relations between the structures of different levels [Ibid.: 75].
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Notice the important difference of this passage, in which the analysis of the text
is a matter of studying the relations between the structures (in the plural) of
different levels, from the structuralistic, immanentist and monosystemic
understanding of textual analysis expressed in the quote from Lotman’s article
on the structural analysis of texts discussed above, where the text was studied as
a system (in the singular) of relations.

Though translation is not yet a central issue in the Theses, the extension of
the notion of the “minimal mechanism” as a principle of heterogeneity, plura-
lity, polyglotism, from culture to systems/language(s) to text(s) constitutes
afundamental premise for the analogous extension (we could even say
universalization) of the notion of translation in Lotman’s later thought. As
alast remark, it is worth mentioning that the notion of translation makes its
brief but significant appearance at the end of the Theses: “translation from
one system of text to another always includes a certain element of untranslatabi-
lity” [Lotman et al.: 73]. Translation and untranslatability will constitute the
paradoxical, but inseparable conceptual pair that Lotman will employ during
the following 20 years to conceptualize cultural dynamics and the generation
of new meanings in communication.

4. From modelling to translation: the theory of the semiosphere

In his Introduction to Culture and Explosion, Peeter Torop suggests that a
“fundamental turn” in Lotman’s later thought can be detected in the 1981
article “Cultural Semiotics and the Notion of the Text”. In that article, argues
Torop, “Lotman replaces the notion of deciphering or decoding the text with
the term of ‘communication” [ Torop: xxxv]. It is interesting to consider in this
respect the new definition of the semiotics of culture suggested by Lotman in
that article, which develops the definition of the Theses quoted above (“the
study of the fundamental correlation of different sign systems”), explicating the
“correlation” in the terms of “mutual interaction” “heterogeneity”, “poly-
glotism”: “The semiotics of culture is the research area which studies the
mutual interaction of semiotic systems with different structures, the internal
heterogeneity of semiotic space, the inevitability of cultural and semiotic
polyglotism” [Lotman 1981: 3; my translation. — D. M.].

The shift from “deciphering/decoding” to “communication” and from
“correlation” to “mutual interaction” is also, I will argue, a decisive shift from
“modelling” to “translation” as the central notion in Lotman’s attempt to
conceptualize the semiotic relation. To understand what is at stake in this shift,
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it is interesting to go back two years (1979) before Torop’s “turn”, when Yuri
Lotman and Boris Uspensky wrote a Postscriptum to the Theses, which can be
considered as a kind of trait d’union between the collective manifest of the
semiotics of culture and Lotman’s semiotics of the 80s:

While polyglotism is stressed as a fundamental feature of the internal mechanism
of culture, it should be constantly kept in mind that at the basis of any model
of culture lies a binary opposition of two radically different languages, being in a state
of mutual untranslatability. Communication between them takes place with the aid
of a metacultural mechanism that establish a relative equivalence of texts in the two
languages [ Lotman, Uspensky: 131].

This “metacultural mechanism” has become “translation” ten years later, when,
in the Preface to the The Universe of the mind, Lotman sums up the fundamental
results of his work in the 80s as follows:

It has been established that a minimally functioning semiotic structure consists
of not one artificially isolated language or text in that language, but of a parallel pair
of mutually untranslatable languages which are, however, connected by a ‘pulley’, which
is translation [ Lotman 2000: 2].

We find here in nuce the fundaments of Lotman’s later thought that we have
already learned to recognize in a preliminary form in the Theses, the Post-
scriptum and the 1981 article — the “minimal mechanism”, the “parallel pair”,
“mutual untranslatability” and finally, as a means of “connection” that confers
to the whole constellation its dynamics, “translation”. However, Lotman will
continue in the last phase of his work to employ along with “translation”
aseries of different synonyms to characterize the connecting “pulley” of the
passage just quoted, sometimes making it difficult for readers to follow his
argument and recognize the same idea under different names.

Before considering the development of these ideas within the theory of the
semiosphere, it is interesting to observe how the turn that the article of 1981
brings about in the general framework of Lotman’s thought has to be exten-
ded (once again on the basis of the isomorphic principle described above) to
Lotman’s conception of the text. From an object to be passively modelled by
language as it still was at the beginning of the 70s, the text now becomes the
place of that plurality and heterogeneity of languages that actively triggers the
“transformation” (translation) of messages: “the text does not appear to us as
the realization of a message in a single language, but as a complex construction
including various codes that is able to transform existing messages and generate
new ones” [Aorman 1981: 7; my translation. — D. M.].
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4.1. Homogeneity and Heterogeneity in Culture: The semiosphere
and the ambivalence of borders and translation

The theory of the semiosphere can be interpreted from our point of view as
a point of precipitation in which the ideas slowly and fragmentarily maturated
in Lotman’s reflection since the Theses are systematized into a powerful new
concept that continues to be based on the spatial imagery that already
characterized Lotman’s thought at least since The Structure of the artistic text.
Itis therefore not by chance that, in the groundbreaking article “On the
semiosphere” (1984), Lotman introduces his new concept by repeating
a “refrain” that we know already very well:

It may now be possible to suggest that, in reality, clear and functionally mono-
semantic systems do not exist in isolation. Their articulation is conditioned by
heuristic necessity. Neither, taken individually, is in fact, effective. They function
only by being immersed in a specific semiotic continuum [Lotman 2005: 206].

The semiosphere is nothing other than the toposymbolic notion used by Lot-
man to define this “semiotic continuum” which constitutes the conditions of
possibility for communication: “Only within such a space is it possible for com-
municative processes and the creation of new information to be realized” [Ibid.:
207]. This bring us to a fundamental characteristic of the semiosphere and
central assumption of Lotman’s later thought:

And this also lies at the heart of the notion of semiosphere: the ensemble of semiotic
formations precedes (not heuristically but functionally) the singular isolated language
and becomes a condition for the existence of the latter. Without the semiosphere,
language not only does not function, it does not exist [Ibid.: 219].

Polyglotism is therefore not a contingent and derivative situation, but the
ontological basis of any semiotic system. This means for us that, in the theory
of the semiosphere, translation or at least the need for translation (“the
communicative processes” of the passage quoted above) has a pre-eminent role
over isolated systems and languages.

Now, given that the semiosphere is a continuum of semiotic systems, it
is clear that translation has to be represented (once again with a spatial image)
as a movement across this continuum; this is why starting from the article on
the semiosphere the issue of translation comes to be inextricably related in Lot-
man’s work with the issue of the borders between different systems, languages,
texts, cultures, etc. Drawing and negotiating borders in communication we
always implicitly decide on translatablity, untranslatability and the destinies
of translation. Here are the key passages of the 1984 article in this respect:
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“the semiotic border is represented by the sum of bilingual translating “filters”,
passing through which the text is translated into another language (or
languages)” [Lotman 2005: 208-209]; “the border points of the semiosphere
may be likened to sensory receptors, which transfer external stimuli into the
language of our nervous system, or a unit of translation, which adapts the
external actor to a given semiotic sphere” [Ibid.: 209]; “The border is a bilingual
mechanism, translating external communications into the internal language of the
semiosphere and vice versa. Thus, only with the help of the boundary is the
semiosphere able to establish contact with non-semiotic and extra-semiotic
spaces” [Ibid.: 210].

Borders are thus responsible for the regulation of the relations between the
internal and the external space, and different kinds of regulation imply different
kinds of translation. In the passages quoted above we already find a whole
series of metaphors employed by Lotman to characterize this regulation —
“filtering”, “passing through”, “transferring”, “adapting”, that also hint to differ-
rent ways of understanding translation. The establishment of the relation bet-
ween translation and borders within the semiosphere thus allows Lotman
to conceptualize translation as the fundamental mechanism of culture, offering
at the same time a new explanation of what he already called in the Postcriptum
of 1979, the “heterogeneity and the homogeneity of culture”. It is indeed the
ambivalence of the borders and the consequent ambivalence of translation
which are employed by Lotman to describe and explain in a new comp-
rehensive way the interaction of homogenizing and heterogenizing forces that
constitutes the fundamental dynamism of culture.

An analysis of Lotman’s theoretical contributions on the notion of the
semiosphere allows us to distinguish between two main functions of the border
and consequently two kinds of translation that tend toward, respectively, the
homogenization and heterogenization of the semiotic space in which they
occur. As I have analyzed this at length elsewhere (see [Monticelli 2009:
327-348]), in what follows I will sum it up very briefly focusing on the issue of
relations which constitutes the leit motif of this article.

Translation as self-description

The border can first of all be considered as a line of demarcation that separates
the internal space of a given system — be it a language, a culture or the
semiosphere itself — from what is external and extraneous to it. There is a clear
contradiction between this imposition of a clear-cut separation and the idea,
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described above, of the immersion of each system in the semiotic continuum
which makes the very same notion of an “external boundary” problema-
tic [Lotman 2000: 124, 130]. Tartu-Moscow semioticians explain this paradox
by already introducing in the Theses the idea of an understanding of culture
“from its own point of view”, which Lotman will later call the ‘self-description’
of culture. It is according to this point of view that culture “will have the
appearance of a certain delimited sphere which is opposed to the phenomena
of human history, experience, or activity lying outside it” [Ivanov et al.: 53-77].
This delimitation and self-enclosure is not an originary and essential charac-
teristic of a given semiotic entity (be it a person, a text, a culture, a society, etc.),
but the result of self-description which brings about a homogenization of the
semiotic space. This is achieved through the centralization and hierarchization
of the semiotic space by which one of its languages or systems comes to occupy
a central position and starts to function as a metalanguage/-system of self-
description [Aotman 1978b: 22-23; Aorman 1978a]. Lotman describes this as
“the idealization of a real language” and talks of metalinguistic self-description
as “the ideological self-portrait” or the “mythologized image” that a culture or
society makes of itself [Aorman 1973; Lotman 2000: 129]. From its privileged
position, the metalanguage becomes, in other words, an internal principle of
exhaustive translatability: inclusion within the internal space implies trans-
latability into the metalangue of self-description. All that is not translatable
becomes illegible, insignificant and is kept outside the border of the internal
space [Lotman 2000: 129]. Self-descriptional centralization is in this sense the
semiotic mechanism which corresponds to the separating/defensive/indivi-
dualizing function of the boundary. Translation as the process which regulates
the relations between the outside and the inside is imagined here as a homo-
genizing force that draws a clear line of separation between internal, exhaustive
translatability and the external untranslatable: “The function of any border,”
writes Lotman, “comes down to a limitation of penetration, filtering and the
transformative processing of the external to the internal” [Lotman 2005: 210].

Translation of the untranslatable

The idealized character of self-descriptional translation is related, as we have
seen, to the idealized character of the external border. According to idealizing
self-description, which represents culture as a “delimited sphere” the border
coincides with a single line of separation. However, in the semiotic reality of the
semiospheric continuum, the border should rather be conceived as a multi-
dimensional, complex space which Lotman also defines, as we have seen,
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a “bilingual mechanism”. From the metasystemic (transcendent) point of view
of self-description, the border had the function of separating the semiotic space
from its outside like a membrane or a filter, which let in only what can be (and
has already been) translated into the structuring metalanguage at the center of
the internal space. On the contrary, from the point of view of its ‘immanent
mechanism’, the border as bilingual space connects different semiotic systems
and opens them to an inexhaustible interplay across borders.

The movement of homogenizing separation and internalizing individuation
I described before is thus counterbalanced within the semiosphere by a move-
ment of connecting openness and heterogenizing communication which
correspond to an understanding of translation as border crossing/violation as
opposed to border establishment and securing. In his later works, Lotman will
often describe this kind of translation employing the oxymoronic image of
“translation in cases of untranslatability’. Unlike metastructural, self-descriptio-
nal translation, which had to be total and exhaustive, “translation in cases of
untranslatability” gives rise to “difficult and inadequate translations” presuppo-
sing a fundamental untranslatable residuum which may become the point of
departure for always new (similarly “inadequate” but “equally right”) transla-
tions [Lotman 1991: 405-6]. The relation that the translation of the untransla-
table establishes between differently structured, incompatible systems has, in
other words, an heterogenizing impact on any of those systems because it “lets
in” those extrasystemic, untranslatable elements that self-descriptional transla-
tion filtered out, thus granting the homogeneity of the internal systemic space.

Enantiomorphism and dialogue

The final result of Lotman’s understanding of the semiosphere as the space of
semiotic relationality, heterogeneity and translation of the untranslatable is the
notion of enantiomorphism which specify the kind of relation that has to
obtain between the pair of systems of the minimal mechanism constituting the
ontological sine qua non of any semiotic relation. If Tartu-Moscow semioticians
already described in the Theses the “correlated systems” of the “minimal
mechanism” as “on the one hand equivalent and on the other hand not entirely
mutually convertible”, in the 1984 article Lotman systematizes this idea
introducing the notion of “correlative difference” which is understood in terms
of an enantiomorphic structure as follows:

The simplest and most widely disseminated form of combination of a structural iden-
tity and difference is enantiomorphism, mirror symmetry, through which both parts of
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the mirror are equal, but unequal through superposition, i. e. relating one to the
other as right and left. Such a relationship creates the kind of correlative difference
that is to be distinguished from both identity — rendering dialogue useless — and non-
correlative difference — rendering it impossible [ Lotman 2005: 220].

This passage introduces another notion that occupies a central position in Lot-
man’s attempt to reconceptualize the relations between different systems/lan-
guages in his later work — the notion of dialogue. My suggestion is to consider
Lotmanian “dialogue” a synonymic variation of “translation in cases of untrans-
latability”. In his article “Culture as subject and object of itself” (published in
1989), Lotman characterizes the enantiomorphic relation that occurs between
the systems/languages of the minimal mechanism exactly in terms of mutual
untranslatability:

the minimal organization includes at least two semiotic mechanisms (languages)
which are in a relationship of mutual untranslatability, yet at the same time being
similar, since by its own means each of them models one and the same
extrasemiotic reality [ Lotman 1997: 10].

This passage helps us to draw a bridge between the different understandings of
semiotic relation in the earlier and later periods of Lotman’s work: we have
here “languages” as models of “extrasemiotic reality” (the modelling systems)
and languages in relationship with one another as parts of the “minimal
organization” (translation in case of untranslatability).

5. Translation of the untranslatable as a source of unpredictable meanings:
(non-)relations and explosions

The final achievements of Lotman’s thorough rethinking of the semiotic
relation are to be found in his last works — Culture and explosion and The
unpredictable workings of culture — which also represent an opening toward
new lines of research that Lotman could unfortunately not pursue in his
lifetime. Culture and Explosion starts from a rephrasing of the understanding of
semiotic relations developed during the 80s. For some reason Lotman now
avoids the notion of “semiosphere”, but confirms all of its aspects: the idea of
the semiotic continuum and the minimal functioning mechanism, enantio-
morphism, dialogue/translation in cases of untranslatability. But at the center
of Lotman’s attention are now the conditions of possibility for the emergence
of novelty in culture and historical processes.

The relation between incompatible systems that the translation of the
untranslatable makes possible becomes, in this context, the condition of
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possibility for the generation of unpredictable meanings, i.e. novelty: “you
could say that the translation of the untranslatable may become the carrier of
information of the highest value,” states Lotman [Lotman 2009: 6], and
“valuable information” should be understood here as new information, because
the transformations taking place during the movement from the input to the
output of the system are “unpredictable” [Lotman 1997: 9]. Just like in The
structure of the artistic text, a narrative event was provoked by the protagonist’s
violation of the borders between different semantic spaces, the explosion is
provoked now by the “semantic intersection” between incompatible systems
triggered by the translation of the untranslatable, which can therefore also be
understood as a relation of the unrelated or a short circuit bringing together
spaces that had to remain separate with unpredictable results.

What is really new in the last works of Lotman is that the spatial imagery we
have described so far in all its transformations is employed to gain a new point
of access to (historical) time and temporality. The interaction of continuous
processes and explosions in history are thus explained in the same terms that
Lotman already used to explain the interaction of homogenizing and hetero-
genizing forces in culture. This is possibly the most interesting and engaging
heritage of Lotman’s latest work that has yet to be thought in the light of the
latest shifts and turns in the humanities and social sciences.

Conclusion

This article investigated the introduction and development of the notion of
translation in Lotman’s (and, very partially, the Tartu-Moscow school’s) works,
focusing on the issue of the semiotic relation — its constitutive elements and
the way they interact with one another. If the reflection of Lotman and Tartu-
Moscow semioticians started from the notion of modelling and the relation
between modelling systems/languages and extralinguistic reality, the funda-
mental distinction between primary and secondary modelling systems compli-
cated the picture from the very beginning, stressing the plurality of languages of
culture and the need to investigate their relations with one another. Initially
these inter-linguistic/systemic relations are understood in vertical, hierarchical
terms (the “secondary” built upon the “primary”), but they become
increasingly horizontal and reciprocal along with the development of the
semiotics of culture, which comes to understand culture as the space of human
communication in the terms of “cultural polyglotism”, a “system of systems”
and, finally, the “semiotic continuum” of the theory of the semiosphere. The
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basis for this understanding of semiotic plurality as the ontological ground of
culture and human communication is to be found in the notion of “the minimal
functioning semiotic mechanism” as an (at least) binary system that means the
relation between (at least) two different systems. In his later works, Lotman
starts to describe and understand this relation as translation, which at the end
of his work acquires the status of universal mechanism of cultural dynamism
and human thinking. Notions such as enantiomorphism and translation of the
untranslatable are introduced by Lotman at this stage of his reflection to
characterize the relations and interactions between the semiotic systems/lan-
guages in a space whose constitutive feature is heterogeneity. This space is
consequently shaped not only by continuous, regular and predictable
processes, but also explosions, discontinuity, the emergence of unpredictable
novelty through the contact established in translation between mutually
untranslatable systems.

It is tempting to interpret the different phases of Lotman’s understanding of
the semiotic relation and translation on the background of the changes in the
social and cultural context of the Soviet Union of those times. We could see, for
instance, in the developments described above, a progressive enlargement
of the domains involved in the semiotic relation accompanied by an increase
inthe complexity of the relation itself which would mirror the progressive
loosening of the isolation, opening of the political and cultural borders and
increase of internal differentiation in Soviet culture from Kruschev’s Thaw
to Gorbachev’s Perestroika. At the end of Culture and Explosion, Lotman
himself briefly hints to the possibility of applying his notions as instruments
to conceptualize the social and cultural challenges of those times, particularly
“the radical change in relations between Eastern and Western Europe” [Lot-
man 2009: 174]. However, it is important to remind here, of the non-linearity
of Lotman’s thought described at the beginning of this article which makes
itimpossible to match completely the development of Lotman’s theory with
the parallel line of political and cultural developments in the Soviet Union.
We should generally understand the relations between the development of
a tradition of thinking and its times not merely in the terms of socio-cultural
determinism, but also as a form of reaction, a “strike-back” of theory to the
socio-cultural conditions from which it emerges.

It is in this respect interesting to observe that the development of Lotman’s
thought toward the universalization of the notion of translation in the theory of
the semiosphere and the consequent new understanding of cultural and
historical processes parallels in many ways the analogous development from
monosystemic structuralism to the opening plurality of poststructuralist
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thinking in the West (see [Pilshchikov, Trunin: 368-400]). Notwithstanding
the different cultural situation and the lack of direct contact, it is striking to
observe the analogies, at least in the general direction of the reflection
developed by Lotman and authors such as Roland Barthes and Jacques Derrida
in the 60s and the 70s.°

I think that, being in many respects a product of its times, Lotman’s theory
of translation continues to offer important ideas and unexplored potentialities
for the humanities and social sciences today. If intensively developed and
integrated, its conceptual framework may offer a more complex and dynamic
understanding of relations, communication and change in culture and society.
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«COBETCKAS LLUKOAATIEPEBOAA» —
K TIPOBAEME MCTOPUN KOHLENTA

CYCAHHA BUTT

WssecrHblit pycckuit nepesoaoBep ITaBea Maxkcumosud Tomep B cBoefi KHHTe
«IlepeBoa B cucTeMe CPaBHUTEABHOTO AMTEPATYyPOBEASHMSI>» OTMEYaeT, YTO
B HCTOpHOrpaduu mepeBopa B Poccun ects cyliecTBeHHBIH mpobea. 3aKaHdIn-
Basi CBOM 0030p «HCTOPHHU IEPEBOAYECKON MBICAM B PoccHu>» yIIOMUHaHIEM
u3paTeAbcTBa «BceMupHas aureparypa, Tomep BbIpakaeT COXKAaAeHHE, 4YTO
«HCTOpHA ero <u3paTesbcrBa. — C. B.> ellle He M3yYeHa AO CHIX IIOPp — B TOH
Xe Mepe, KaK He M3yJeHa OrpOMHasl, Pa3HOCTOPOHHSSA M IPOTHBOpEYHBas IIe-
peBoAUecKast AesATeAbHOCTh B Poccuu B mocaepyromue pecsatuaetus>. Ilpran-
HBI, 10 ITPEAIIOAOXKEHHIO aBTOPa,

AeXaT, IIPesKAe BCero, B cepe MAEOAOTHMECKOI M IIOAMTHIECKOIl; CHAYaAa — U3-3a
PacKoAa epAMHOI PyccKOil AMTEpaTypbl Ha ABe BETBH — COBETCKYIO M «6eAoaMu-
IPAHTCKYI0>, 0 KOTOPOIl FTOBOPUTD GbIAO 3aIpeleHo, B AAAbHelleM — 13-3a Mac-
COBDBIX pelpeccuil, KOCHYBIIMXCS He TOABKO IHCAaTeAeH, HO H IEPEBOAYUKOB, LjeH-
3yPHBIX HCKAXKEHHI1, 3aIlpeTOB HA M3AAHHe M TOMY NOAOGHBIX 06CTOSTEAbCTB, HC-
CAeAOBaTb KOTOpBIe He 65140 BosaMoxkHOCTH [ Tomep 2000: 123].

Kax 3axarouaer Tomep, «Vcropus mepeBoaa COBETCKOTO BpeMeHH AOAXKHA
OBITD ellle HAMMCAHA <...> CO BCEMHU €€ AOCTIDKEHHSIMU M TPAreAMsMH, 0CObeH-
HOCTSIMU U 3aKOHOMEPHOCTSIMH, 0ObeKTUBHBIMH M CyObeKTHBHBIMU GaKTOpaMH
pasButusi»> [Tam xe]. Ceitdac, 17 AeT CIycTs, MOXKHO KOHCTaTHPOBaTh, YTO
cuTyanus HaumHaeT MeHATbcsa. O pacTymeM HMHTepece K IPaKTHKe, TeOPHHU
M ICTOPHH XyAOKECTBEHHOTO TepeBoAa B Poccun (B TOM 4HCcAe M COBETCKOTO
NeproAa) U B BOCTOUHO# EBpOIe CBHAETEABCTBYeT psp KOHpepeHIHi mocAeA-
HUX AeT, COEAMHHUBIIIX HCCAGAOBATeAel, KoTOpble padoraror B Poccun u 3a ee
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npeperamu’. B pesyabrate mosiBasieTcs Bce 60Ablie ITyOAMKaLil, IOCTEIIEHHO
BOCIIOAHAIOMUN TOT Tpobes, o KoTopoM mumer Tomep (cMm., B 9acTHoO-
cru: [Baer; Burnett, Lygo; Schippel, Zwischenberger; Baer, Witt]. B sroi1 cBs-
3H CTaAQ 3aMeTHA ¥ TEHACHINS K MeXAUCIUIANHAPHOMY B3aHMOOOOTalleHHUIO:
MEXAYHAPOAHOE IIePEeBOAOBEACHHE HAYMHAET 06PAIaTh BCe OOAbIIe BHUMAHMS
Ha KYABTYPHBII1 OIIbIT BOCTO4HOM EBporst u Poccuy, B TO BpeMst Kak CAQBUCTUKA
60Aee aKTHBHO OCBAaHMBaeT [EPCIEKTUBBI, BbIPAOOTAHHbIE B KOHTEKCTE COBpe-
MeHHO#t Hayku o nepeBoae (Translation Studies).

TeMa HacTosiuIel cTaTby CBs3aHa ¢ TeM, 4To ITaBea Tomep B mpoLuTHPO-
BAHHOM BBILIE OTPHIBKE HA3BaA «TOMY IIOAOOHBIE 0OCTOATEABCTBA>, & IMEHHO:
C BOIIPOCAMH BAACTH U MACOAOTHMH B PAMKAaX MHCTUTYLIMOHAABHBIX KOHTEKCTOB
COBETCKHUX IIePEBOAYMKOB. Peub IONMAET 0 TaK Ha3hIBAEMOM «COBETCKOM LIKOAE
nepeBopa». «CoBeTCKast IIKOAQ MEPEBOAA» OBIAA OQHUIIMAABHOI OPAOCTHIO,
9yTb AU HE CUMBOAOM COBETCKOM KYABTYPBI, KOTOPasl B 3HAYUTEABHO CTEIeHH
COXPaHHAQ CBOM IPECTIDK B IIOCTCOBETCKOE BpeMsi Kak B Poccuu, Tak u 3a py-
6exxom. HecMoTpst Ha TO, 9TO 9TO IOHATHE 3aHMMAeT LJeHTPAABHOE MeCTO
B MICTOPHY COBETCKOI'O IIEPeBOAR, OHO AOCTATOYHO pacmabiByaToe. JacTo mop
HUM [TOHMMAIOT AOCTIDKEHMS IIPAKTUKY U TEOPUH ITePEBOAA COBETCKOTO BpeMe-
HU B jeaoM’. FIHOTAQ IOAPa3yMeBaeTCs HeKOTOpast 9acThb [IEPEBOAOB, OTBEYa-
IOIIasl ONPEACACHHBIM KPHTepHsM®. B oTAMdME OT MHOIMX APYIHMX 3HaKOBBIX

Bor nexoropsie u3 nux: “Pushkin’s Post Horses: Literary Translation in Russian Culture” (Uni-
versity of Exeter, April, 2008), “Translation in Russian Contexts: Transcultural, Translingual, and
Transdisciplinary Points of Departure” (Uppsala University, June, 2014), “Between Policies and
Poetics: Itineraries in Translation History” (Tartu, June, 2014), “Going East: Discovering New
and Alternative Traditions in Translation studies” (University of Vienna, December, 2014),
«Hacaeaue coserckoit mxoas: mepesopa>» (MI'Y, Mocksa, Mapt 2015). OpraHu30oBbIBAAUCh CepHU
[aHeAel C epeBOAYECKOM TEMATHKON B PaMKax ob1ux koHpepeHmuit o Poccun u Bocrounost Es-
pore: “First Annual Tartu Conference on Russian and East European Studies”, Tapry, 2016 (S na-
Heaeit), ASEEES 2016 B Bamunrrone (10 naneseit u xpyrasx croaos), ASEEES 2017 B Yuxa-
ro (S maneaeit).

Cp.: “The Soviet school of translation appeared in the 1920s as a natural consequence of this
tradition [= the tradition of the 19" and the early 20™ centuries]” [Leighton: 6].

Tax, Baapumup Pocceabc B IpeAHCAOBUM K CBOEMY HEePEBOAY KHHTHU YeIICKOTo HccaepoBareas Mp-
sxu Aeoro «MckyccrBo mepeBoaa> B 1974 r. pasamdaer yeTbipe MOCTYAATa, «BbIABUHYTHIX B Pa-
60Tax TeOPETUKOB HAIIE} MIKOABL>»: «IIPHHIUIHAABHAS IEPEBOAMMOCTD AIDGOTO XyAOXKECTBEHHO-
IO TEKCTa; HEOOXOAUMOCTD AAS IIEPEBOAYMKA CTABUTD Cebe [IUCATEAbCKYIO 3aAQdy, TO eCTb H3y4aTh
He TOABKO IIOAAMHHYK, HO U JKU3Hb; IIPUMAT AUTEPATYPHBIX ACIIEKTOB XYAOXKECTBEHHOTO IIEPeBOAA
HaA AMHTBUCTHYECKMMH; HAKOHeL], CKBO3HOM NMPHHIMUI QYHKIHOHAABHOCTH, YCTAHOBAEHHE KOTO-
POro MOAOXKHUAO IIPEAEA U3BEYHOMY CIIOPY O IIepEBOAE “TOYHOM M “BOABHOM, — IPHHIJUII, IIPEA-
[OAATAOIIUI, YTO LIeAb — AOOHTBCS XYAOXKECTBEHHOIO BO3AEHCTBIS Ha YUTATEAEH IEPEBOAA PaB-
HOTO BOBAEHCTBHS [IOAAUHHHKA HA COOTEYECTBEHHHMKOB aBTOPA, — OTA LiEAb AOAXKHA U MOXET
OBITb AOCTUTHYTA, €CAU He CTPEMHTBCSI KOIMPOBATb XyAOXKECTBEHHbIE CPEACTBA, HCIIOAb30OBAaHHbIE
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SIBAGHHH HeAABHEro IPOIIAOTO, «<COBETCKAsl IMKOAA XyAOXKEeCTBEHHOTO IepeBo-
Aa> TOABKO HEAABHO CTaAd IIPEAMETOM pedAeKCHHU U aHAAM3A BHE COOCTBEHHO-
rO CAMOTIOHMMAHHUS M OPHUIIHAABHOTO cTaTyca (cM., B vactHOCTH: [Witt 2016a:
23-43; Witt 2016b: 22-48]). B nacrosmeit crarbe 6oaee mOAPobHO Gyaer
PpaccMaTpHBaThCS IOCTENEHHOE, € KOHIA 1940-X IT., KOHCTpyUpOBaHUE «COBET-
CKOJ IIKOABI TIEPeBOAA> KaK KOHIJeNTa — IIPOILIecc, IPOTEKAIONIHI Ha Iepece-
YEeHHM INIPAKTHKH, TEOPUH U KPHUTHKH IepeBoad. CaepyeT IMOAYEpPKHYTb, UTO
B IIeHTpe BHIMAHIS OYAET MIMEHHO KOHIIENT U er0 OIIePaTHBHOCTS, a He KaKie-
HUOYAb IMMaHEHTHTBIE KA9eCTBA «COBETCKOM IIKOABI>»>. ByAyT aHaAM3HpOBaTh-
st Te dUcKypcbl, B TEPMUHAX KOTOPBIX QPTUKYAMPOBAAKICH T€ HAM UHBIE TO3ULIHN
[0 OTHOUIEHHIO K AaHHOMy mpeamery’. Ocoboe BHuMaHHMe Ipu 9TOM Oyaer
yAGA€HO MeTapopHKe AUCKypca Kak ero auddepeHnupyromeMmy IpH3Ha-
Ky [Fairclough: 131]. Cnequduka Anckypca Kak TakOBOTO 3aKAIOYAeTCs B TOM,
4TO OH B OIIPEAEACHHOM OTHOIIEHHHU HeIIePEeBOANM — OH He IIOAAAETCS TOMY,
uro Poman Ik06COH Ha3BaA «HHTPAAMHIBUCTHYECKHM IIEPEBOAOM>: KOKADII
AKT <HHTepPIPETAIUH BepOAAbHBIX 3HAKOB C TOMOIbIO APYTHX 3HAKOB TOTO JKe
a3pKa» [SIk06coH: 16-24] 06s3aTeAbHO BBIBOAUT B APyroil Auckypc. [ToaTomy
AHAAM3 II0 HEOOXOAUMOCTH OYAET CTPOUTHCS Ha OOIIMPHBIX LIUTATAX U3 APXHB-
HOTO U KyPHAABHOTO MaTepHaAa.

OCHOBHO# AMCKYPC, Ha KOTOPBIH ¢ 1934 I. HaAO OBIAO OPHEHTHPOBATHCS BO
BCeX 00AACTSIX COBETCKOM KYABTYPHOR MPOAYKIMU — AMCKYPC O COLMAAMCTH-
YeCKOM peaAnsMe, — ObIA, KOHEYHO, aKTyaAeH M B 00AACTH XyAOXKECTBEHHOT'O
nepeBopd. COLMAAMCTUYECKHI pearusM ObIA OOBSBAEH BEAYIIUM METOAOM
Ha [TepBoM BCecor03HOM COBEIAHMM IIEPEBOAYMKOB, COCTOSIBIIEMCS B STHBape
1936 1.° Ero ycTaHOBKY B OTHOLIEHHMH MEPEBOAR, OAHAKO, OBIAM KyAa GoAee Ty-
MaHHBIMH, YeM B OTHOIICHHH OPHUIMHAABHOH AMTEPaTypbl; CyTh CBOAHMAACH
AHUIIb K <TBOPYECKOH TeHACHIIUH, TBOPYECKUM IepPCIEeKTHBAM IIePeBOAUMKA>,
IO BBIPKEHMIO TAABHOTO AOKAapumKa MoranHa AAbTMaHa [PTAAML. ®. 631.

B OPHIHHAA€, 2 AOGHMBATHCS GYHKITMOHAABHOTO OAOGHS, OIMPASICh HA BO3MOXKHOCTH CBOETO SI3bIKA
H AUTEPaTypbl, — 3aBOEBAAM K 9TOMY BpeMEHHU MaccoBoe NpusHanue» [Pocceasc: 12].

TToa TepMHHOM AMCKYPC 3A€Ch IIOHMMAETCsl COBOKYIIHOCTD BBICKA3BIBAHMI, 00be AMHEHHBIX 061meit
TEMOJ U MCXOASIINX U3 CIIEIUPHIECKOTO MHCTUTYLMOHAABHOTO KOHTEKCTA; yIIPABAsEMbIi1 [PABH-
AAQMH, KOTOPBIE OIPEAEASIOT IPAHHIIBI BHIPASUMOI0, AUCKYPC [O-PA3HOMY OTCHIAAET K ADYTHM AMC-
KypcaM. THCTHTYIIMOHAABHBIM KOHTEKCTOM B IIMPOKOM CMBICAE B AAHHOM CAYYae SIBASIETCS COBET-
CKasi AUTEpaTypa B IjeAOM, a B y3koM — ammapar Cokosa COBETCKHX IHCATeAEH ¥, B YaCTHOCTH,
Cexupst 11epeBOAUMKOB 3aPyGesKHbIX AUTEPATYP.

«IToHsITHe COLMAAMCTHYECKHIT PEAAM3M MMEeT K XyAOKeCTBEHHOMY [IePeBOAY He MeHbIllee Kaca-
TeABCTBO, 4eM KO Beeil CoBeTckoil auteparype» [PTAAN. @. 631. Om. 6. Ea. xp. 124. A. 35]. Cex-
umst epesopdrkoB CCIT 6biaa ocHoBaHa 16 oxrsa6ps 1934 [PTAAM. @. 631. Om. 21. Ea. xp. 1.
A.32].
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Om. 6. Ea.xp. 124. A.37]° Bbiao 06DbSBAEHO TaKKe, YTO COLMAAMCTHYECKUI
PeaAM3M IPOTHBOCTOUT «HATYPAAMCTUIECKOMY KOIIMPOBAHHIO>, «(POPMAAUS3-
My>» U <HMIIPECCHOHH3MY> B IIEPEBOAE, OAHAKO O0Aee MOAPOOHO 3Ta TeMa A0
BOFHBI He 00CY>KAAAACH.

Bo Bpems Bortubl Cekrins mepeBoaurkoB Co03a COBETCKUX MHCaTeAelt Obiaa
«3aKOHCePBHPOBaHA>» U BOIPOCH! IIepeBOAA OBIAM OTHeceHbI K BepeHuio Ha-
[JMOHAABHOM KOMUCCHI, TA€ OHH 00CYXXAQAHCH HeperyasipHo. KoHnenT «coser-
CKOI IIKOABI IIepeBOA2> HadaA GOPMHPOBATHCS B KOHTEKCTE MHTEHCHBHOM
po¢deCcCHOHAABHO caMOpePAEKCUH IIEPEBOAYHMKOB B CBSI3U C BOCCTAHOBACHHEM
Cexuun, KoTOpoe npousomao B 1947 r. [PTAAU. @. 2854. Om. 1. Ea. xp. 383.
A.1, S]. Or0, KaK u3BecTHO, 6HIAO BpeMs HOBBIX OPUEHTHPOB B IOAUTHKE
U KyABTYpe CTPAHBI: TaK Ha3bIBA€MOH XXAAHOBIIHMHBI U 6OPbOBI IPOTHB «HU3KO-
IIOKAOHCTBA ITepeA 3armapoM>, 2 BCKOpe, M IPOTHB «KOCMOIIOAUTH3MAa>.

C camoro Hayaaa B LieHTpe BHHUMAHHMs CTOSIAU BOIIPOCHI TEOPUH II€PEBOAA.
Ha oAHOM U3 MepBbIX 3aceAaHHit BO3poxkaeHHoi CeKiun epeBoAdrKos (mepe-
MMEHOBaHHOM B «CeKIMIO IepeBOAYMKOB 3apy6esKHbIX AUTEpaTyp> ), B Mock-
Be 2-T0 deBpars 1948 r., AeHuHrpapckuil yuensni Auapeii Pepopos BEICTYIIHA
C IPOTPaMMHBIM AOKAAAOM II0A Ha3BaHHeM «TeopHs IepeBopa B COBETCKOM
AuteparypoBepeHurn> [ Tam xe. Ea. xp. 114]. Ha aTom 3acepanny 51 ocTaHOB-
AIOCh HECKOABKO HOAPOOHEe, IOTOMY YTO OHO MHE KKETCS 3HAYUMbBIM AAS
AJABHETIIero pa3BUTHS IIEPEBOAYECKOTO AUCKYpCa.

DepOpoB B cBoeM AOKAAAe OCOOEHHO BBIABHHYA «TO IIOAOXKHTEABHOE, 4TO
BHeCAA COBETCKasi Teopus nepesoaa» | Tam xe. A. 37] co BpemeH ee BO3HUKHO-
BeHHS B caMOM Hadase 20-X IT. IPOTHBOIOCTaBHB €€ <«IeCCUMHCTHYECKOH
KOHIIEMIMK>, BOocxoAsmeit kK ['ym6oabaTy 1 Ilaeftepmaxepy. DTO IIOAOXKEHHS,
KOTOpBIE B PYCCKOM AUTEpAaType, 0 MHeHHI0 PeaopoBa, «OBIAM CHOPMYAHPO-
BaHbI CAMBOAMCTaMHU U akmencramu> [ Tam xxe. A. 7]. «[H]ama pycckas, coset-
CKasi Teopust epeBoAd, — 3asiBasieT PepAOpoB, — mpeacTaBasieT cO60I B MUPO-
BOI PHAOAOTHYECKOI HayKe COBEPIIEHHO HOBOE SIBACHHE, COBEpPIIEHHO OPHUIHU-
HaAbHOe U GecripenieaeHTHOE sBAeHHe>» [ Tam xe. A. 32]7. OcHoBHBIMU YepTamMu
aToit Teopuu 1o PeAOPOBY ABAAIOTCS, BO-IEPBLIX, <IIPU3HAHUE U AUAAEKTHYIE-
CKoe 000CHOBaHHE IIPUHIIUIA [IEPEBOAMMOCTHU K AAeKBATHOCTH IIEPEBOA], T. €.
BO3MOXXHOCTH IIOAHOLIEHHOTO IIePeBOAA, AOCTUIaeMOI'0 HHOTAQ U ITyTeM yAdAe-

06 aTom coBemanun 1 0 panteit ucropuu Cexipun repeBopurnkos CCIT em.: [Witt 2013: 141-184].
Takoe nopYepKUBaHNe YHUKAABHOCTH M MUPOBOTO 3HAUEHHS «Halllell pyCCKOM COBETCKOM TeOPHH
epeBoaa>» OBIAO, KOHEYHO, He AMIIEHO OCHOBAHUs, HO OAHOBPEMEHHO HAXOAUTCS B PyCAe HOMC-
KOB «PYCCKHX IIPHOPHUTETOB>, TO €CTh YTBEPXKACHHIT 06 OTe4eCTBEHHOM IIPOMCXOXAEHUU H306-
PeTeHMI U OTKPHITHIL B 06AQCTU KYABTYPhI M HayKH, KOTOPOE CTaAO 3aMETHOM YaCThIO PUTOPHKH
HOBO¥ ITOAUTHKH.
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HHSL OT OPMAABHON TOYHOCTH U OT AOCAOBHOTO 3HAYEHHSI OTAEABHBIX dAeMEH-
10B>» [PTAAU. @.2854. Om. 1. Ea. xp. 114. A. 24]; BO-BTOpBIX, «yCTaHOBA€HHE
HEOOXOAMMOCTH OLICHHBATh IIEPEBOABI CTOYKM 3PeHUs (YHKIMOHAABHO-
CMBICAOBOTO COOTBETCTBHSI OPHUIHHAAY, 2 He TOABKO (OPMAABHOTO COBIIaAe-
Hus» [Tam xe. A.26]; u, B-TPETbUX, «CHCTeMATHIeCKOe HCIIOAb30BAHHE AQH-
HBIX UCTOPHM AUTEPATYpBl, UCTOPHU SI3BIKA U CMEKHBIX (UAOAOTHYECKUX U
OOIIVX IyMaHUTAPHBIX AUCLIUIIAYH, T. €. IPHHIHII H3ydeHNs IBACHHUI B UX B3aU-
MocBs3U>. Kak 3aMeTHA OAMH U3 CAyHIaTeAed AOKAAAQ, IIOAOXKEHUS, U3AOXKEH-
Hble DepAOpOBHIM, BO MHOTOM Ob1AM CO3BY4YHBI ero ke Kuure 1941 r. «O xya0-
JKeCTBEHHOM ItepeBoae>. Ho B AoOKAape ObIA IPUBEACH U YeTBEPTHII IyHKT:

Yersepras yepTa He HAIIAA OTPAKEHHUS B [IEYATHBIX TE3UCAX M 51 AOOABAIO ee ceifyac,
TaK KaK 3TO HEOOXOAHUMO OTMETHTb. DTO — XaPAKTEPHOE AAS Halllel TEOPUH Iepe-
BOAA OTCYTCTBHE Y3KO-OIIEHOYHOTO AOTMAaTH3Ma M IIMPOTA OIleHOK. AeHCTBHTEAD-
HO, CpeAd CYILIeCTBYIOLHX Y HAC IIePeBOAOB MbI 3HAeM IIePEBOAbI, KA3aAOCh-ObI
O4eHb pasHble 1o Tumy [ Tam xe. A. 28].

B xauecTBe IpUMepOB TaKOro pasHoobpasus PepOpOB YIIOMUHAET HEPEBOADI
M. Aosunckoro, C. Hlepsunckoro u C. Mapmaka, To eCTb, TOBOPsI TepMUHAMU
Aopenca BenyTH, mpeacTaBUTeAM pasHBIX IIOAIOCOB Ha IIKaAe «(OperHusa-
IMU>»> U <AOMECTHKAI[UH>, <OTUyKAAIONEr0>» M «OCBAUBAIOIIEro> IIepeBo-
aa [Venuti]. «Hecomuenen ToT paxt, — 3axatoqaer Pep0poB, — 4TO Hama
KPHTHKA ¥ HAllla TEOPHUS IIEPEBOAA IPUIHAIOT U TY, K APYTYIO BO3MOXHOCTD, KaK
[PAaKTUYeCKH PABHOIIPABHbIE, A TEOpPETHYECKOe OOOCHOBAHHME 3TOTO — ellle
OAHA U3 HepaspelleHHbIX 3apad» [ Tam xe. A. 29]. CaeAyeT OTMeTHTH, 9TO Ta-
KOe OTCYTCTBHE HOPMAaTHBHOCTHU B COBETCKOM TEOPHH ITePEeBOAA ITPEAIIECTBYIO-
I[Ero, A2 U TIOCAEAYIOIETO MePHOAR KpaitHe Heo6bMHO (U3 peAKUX MCKAIOYe-
HU MOXHO HasBaTh KHury M.II AaexceeBa «IIpobaeMa XyAO0XKeCTBEHHOIO
nepesoaa» 1931 r. [Anekcees]).

Caoit pookaap DeaopoB 3aKaHUMBAET, OAHAKO, B ADYTOH TOHAABHOCTH. M3Aa-
ras 3apauy, CTOSIIUe Ilepe) KPUTHKOH IIepPeBOAA, OH IIEPEKAIOYAeTCS Ha AMC-
KYyPCBbI aKTyaAbHOM AASI TOTO BPEMEHH ITOAUTHYECKOM KaMITaHHH:

B mepByio odepepb, pasobAaadeHHe BCSIKOIO POAA HHU3KOIIOKAOHCTBA Ilepep 3apy-
0eXHOI HayKOM M AMTepPaTypoOil, KOTOPOe MOXXET BBIPAKATHCS B OYEHb Pa3HOO6-
PpasHO# ¢popMe UMEHHO B IIePEBOAHOM AUTEPAType, HAUHHAs OT HCIIOAb30BAHUS T10-
POYHbIX TEOPETUYECKUX M MCTOPUYECKUX KOHIIEIIIMI B TPYAAX MAHM IIepeBOAUMBIX,
HAM M3AaBaeMbIX B OpHuruHase. <..> Kpome TOro, oueHb BaXXKHbIii MOMEHT — 3TO
0AaroroseHue Iepep HHO-SI3BIYHBIM. DTO TOT HEPEBOAYECKUIL SI3bIK, KOTOPBII BbI-
PpaXaeTcsi B CO3HATEABHDIX, HAM 6eCCO3HATEABHBIX OLIMOKAX B IIEPEBOAE, BEAYIIHX
K CO3AQHMIO YY>KeCTPAHHBIX MOCTPOEHMH, K CO3AAHHIO CAOB IE€PECaXKeHHBIX C MHO-
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CTPAaHHOTIO $I3bIKA, — BCETO TOrO, C YeM XOPOUIO 3HAKOMa CTapasi IIepeBOAYeCKast
npakruka [PTAAUL. @.2854. Om. 1. Ea. xp. 114. A. 35].

OTy TeMy HOAXBATBIBAIOT M HEKOTOPBIE YIACTHHUKM OOCY>KACHHUS, pasropesiie-
rocs mocae aAokaapa. Ilpeacepareas Cexru MBan Kamkus B cBoeM BBeACHHU
YKa3bIBaeT, YTO <« [H|aM B IPEHHSX OYeHb BAKHO MOAKPEIUTb 3TU HOBbIE Py6-
PYIKM KOHKPETHBIMA MaTePUAAAMH, IIPOCTO AASL IIPUMEPA; HY>KHO OBIAO GBI ITOKa-
3aTb, UTO €CTb OTAEAbHbIe HEAOIyCTHMbIe MCKaKEHHUSI PYCCKOTO SI3BIKA B YTOAY
MHEMOH nopo6HOCTH> [Tam xe. A. 38]. A Camyna Mapmax roBoput o TOM,
9TO «KOTAQ OAMH SI3BIK COIIPHKACAETCS C APYTHUM, IIPOMCXOAUT KaKasi-Ta 60pbha;
Kak 60AOTO 3aTSIUBAET EPEBOAYMKA YYXKOM SI3BIK, 32CACHIBAET B CBOU OOOPOTSI,
IIOYTH B CBOI1 Kpyr 06pa3os> [Taum xe. A. 40]. Cama ycTaHOBKa Ha IIAIOPAAU3M
B IIEPEBOAYECKOH ITpPaKTHKe IoaBepraeTcs Kputuke. ITo muenmio Kamkuna,
«KOTAQ TOBOPSIT, YTO HE HAAO BBOAHUTb KATETOPHIO “HYXHO , TO 3TO MOXeT
HMeTb CMBICA TIO OTHOIIEHHUIO K BUEPAITHEMY AHIO, HO O TOM, YTO HY>XHO, IIpHU-
XOAUTCS TOBOPUTD B IIPUMEHEHUH K CETOAHAIIHEMY AHIO. AyMaTb O TOM, 4TO
HaM HY)XXHO, — 9TO, KOHEYHO, Hama o6s3aHHOCTh> [ Tam xe. A. 68]. ®epopos
B CBOEM 3aKAIOUHTEABHOM CAOBE, OAHAKO, 9MATHIECKH TOAIEPKUBALT:

IToABOASI HTOTH TEOPETUYECKOH PaboTe IO IEPEBOAY, 51 HE FIMEA BBHAY AABATb Ka-
KHe-AM00 HOPMATHBHbIE PELIeNThl X TOBOPHUTH O TOM, YTO HYXHO U YTO HE HYXXHO
B IIPaKTHKe ITePEBOAA M UTO BBITEKAET U3 IIPUHIUIIOB (e Momx, a Tex, KOTOpBIE CO3-
AABAAMCh CHAAMHM MHOTUX (HUAOAOTOB M Al/ITepaTYPOBEAOB). IToaararo, yTo HHUYEro
TAKOI'O HOPMATHBHOTO B AOKAAA€ BOODIIe He ObIA0 [Tam xe. A. 80].

B mocaepyrome#t aAuckyccuu, KOTOpasi BO MHOTOM KacaAach OTAEAbHBIX IIpHMe-
POB ITAOXHX ITePEBOAOB U MU3EPHOTO COCTOSIHHS KPUTHKH IIEPEBOAQ, BHIACASIET-
CSI OAMH YYaCTHUK, IPUHSBIIMI 6OA€e IPHHIHUIIHAABHYIO TOYKY 3peHHSI. JTO
MOST-TIEPeBOAYMK U cTuxoBep ['eopruit IlleHrean, mpeABIAYIINE IpeACeAATEAD
Cexuun nepeBopunko. Coraamasics ¢ moaoxenussmu ®epoposa B obmeM, 0H
[IOAYEPKHBAET, YTO [IPU ITepeBOAEe HEOOXOAUMO Pa3obpaThCsi B HEPAPXUU XYAO-
>KECTBEHHO ACHCTBEHHBIX 9AEMEHTOB ITepPeBOAUMOTO IIPOU3BEACHHS. AAS 3TOTO
cAeayer, Kak u Ipepraraer caM DepopoB, oOpaTHTBCS K CMEXHON HayKe,
a MeHHO K moartuke. Kak 3asBasier [llenreawu,

MbI 6yAeM 06AaAaTh HAyIHON Teopuelt mepeBOAA TOABKO TOTAQ, KOTAA GyAeT paspa-
0oTaHa HACTOSIIMM OOpa3oM IO3THKA, KOTAA Mbl OyAeM HMeTb BO3MOXKHOCTb Cy-
AHTDb KaCaTEeAbHO AQAHHOI'O aBTOPA U KAKAOI'O AAHHOIO y 9TOTO aBTOpa IPOH3BeAe-
HUS, Ha YeM OH eT0 CTPOMT, YeM ONepHpyeT, kKak paboraet [ Tam xe. A. 49].

Taxum obpasom, IlleHrean pasBuBaeT «(yHKIIMOHAABHO-CMBICAOBOM>» aCIIEKT
¢$eAOPOBCKOI TEOPHHU B CTOPOHY AUTEPaTypPOBEACHHS.
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ITo cyrH, yxe B 9TO HEPBOI IIOMBITKE 0OO3HAYUTH KOHTYPHI «COBETCKOM
TEOpHU IepeBOAA> HaMedaeTCs] KOHPAHKT, KOTOPbIN 6yAeT 000CTPSIThCS B Te-
qeHHe OAIDKAMIINX AT, a UMEHHO KOHQAUKT MEXAY ACCKPUITHBHBIMU U IIpe-
CKPHITUBHBIMM YCTaHOBKAaMH B IIePEBOAYECKOM AMCKypce. A O «COBeTCKOM
WKoAe TIepeBOAA>, COOCTBEHHO, pedb IIOIIAA [IAPY HEAEAb CITYCTs, Ha Beuepe,
[IOCBSIIIIEHHOM OO CY>XKAEHHIO HOBOTO IIepeBoAa 6aiipoHOBCKOro «AoH-KyaHa»
toro xe I'eoprus Illenrean. Boimeammit 8 1947 r. mepeBop 6bIA CHabKeH IO-
caecaoBueM, B KkoTopoM Illenream mu3sAsaraeT cBOIO QUAOCOQHUIO IepeBOAR
Y TAQBHbIE IIPMHIUIIBI, KOTOPHIMU OH PYKOBOACTBOBAACS B PabOTe Hap TEKCTOM
baitpona. Ero xpurmyeckas TOuKa OTCYeTa — KAACCHUECKHH IepeBop <A oH
XKyana» ITaaa Kosrosa (1888/1889), mo koTopoMy A0 3TOTO MOMEHTa pyc-
CKHI1 YUTATEAb TAQBHBIM 00Pa3oM 3HAKOMHUACS C 9THM IpousBepeHueM. [lepe-
Boa KosaoBa, mo Muenuto IlleHrean, «kpaiiHe HeTOYeH B Y3KOM CMBICA€ CAOBA
¥l COBEpIIEHHO (aABIIMB B XyAOXECTBEHHOM OTHOIIeHun> [lllenream: 523].
IleHresu MAAIOCTPHPYET 9Ty «HETOYHOCTb>» M «XyAOXECTBEHHYIO HEITOAHO-
IIeHHOCTb> npuMepamu u3 Ko3AoBa, KOTOpBHIi 110 OACYETaM <OAHOTO YYeHO-
ro> IepeAdA COAEPIKAHIE IIPOU3BEAEHI «eABa A OoAbIIe, veM Ha 60%>. JTo,
coraacHo Ilenrean, oxasbiBaeTcst GpaTaAbHBIM AASL pycckoro obpasa BaitpoHa,
KOTOPBbIi OYeHb 3a00THACS O IIOAPOOHOCTSIX: «BafipoH MCKAIOUHTEABHO 3260T-
AVIB B A€TAAMPOBKE CBOMX KAPTHH; OH He HaOpachIBaeT UX IMPOKUMH Ma3KaMH,
oH “cyxoit uraoit” rpaBupyer ux Ha Mepn>. K Tomy sxe Ko3A0B He Bbipepkaa
$opMBI OKTaBBI, @ OKTaBa, Kak yrBepxxaaeT llleHrean, «HeOTbeMAGMBIH CTHAHU-
CTHYECKUH (PaKTOp, U MePeBOAUHMK AOAKEH COXPAHUTD ee, HECMOTPsl HH Ha Ka-
Kue TpyAHOCTH>. IlleHreAn coxpaHseT OKTaBy, OAHAKO OAHOBPEMEHHO OH 3a-
MeHseT 0alfpOHOBCKHI ILITUCTOIHBIA SIMO PYCCKUM IIecTHCTOIHHKOM. Kak
o6ssicuser IleHrean, ccpiaasich Ha COOCTBEHHBIE HCCAGAOBAHMS, «pa3Mep caM
10 cebe He eCTb CAMOAOBACIOIASI [IEHHOCTb, He €CTh 9AEMEHT OIPEACACHHOTO
CTHASI>»>, U TOABKO PYCCKHUIl IIECTUCTOIHUK CIIOCOOEH BMECTHTb B cebst Gorart-
CTBO AeTaAel U BMeCTe C TeM AerKOCTb, HeOpEeXKHOCTb U PasrOBOPHOCTb baiipo-
HOBCKoro ctuad [ Tam xe: 533]. Oror npuHnun HlenreAn HasbIBaeT «IPUHITH-
[OM QYHKIJOHAABHOTO IIOAOOHSI>».

Hrax, 11 Mapra 1948 r. cocrosiaoch o6cyxaeHHe HOBOro repeBoaa. Co Bery-
IIMTEABHBIM AOKAAQAOM BBICTYIIMA IEPEBOAUMK M KPUTHK J3pa AeBOHTHH. Ao-
KAQAUMK B OCHOBHOM ITIOAOKHTEABHO OILIeHHA PAOOTY IepeBOAUMKA U 3aKAIOUHA,
uro «ycnex I'. [Ilenrean sBAseTCS ycIIeXoM BCeHl IIKOABI COBETCKOTO IepeBo-
Aa>. OTKAVKE Y9aCTHUKOB AMCKYCCHU OBIAM TOXKe IIPeHMYIIeCTBEHHO [IOAOXKM-
TeAbHBIMH. CpeAl HUX, OAHAKO, OBIAU M HEKOTOpbIe KPUTHIECKHEe 3aMeYaHMs.
Omnu 6b1AM BbICKa3aHBI peacepaTeseM KaIIKUHBIM, KOTOPBII OTKPBIA AMCKYC-
CHIO HAIIOMUHAHHEM O ee HelOCPeACTBEHHOM IOAMTHYECKOM KOHTEKCTe, «IIO-
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CA€ PSIAQ IIOCTAHOBAEHMIT [I0 BOIIPOCAM AMTEPATYPhI, HCKYCCTBA, OCAE (HAO-
COPCKOI AMCKYCCHM, M BO BCeM HAaM IOHSTHBIX YCAOBHSX CETOAHSIIHETO
aust»> [PTAAUL. @.2854. Om. 1. Ea. xp. 115. A. 3].

Kpurrka KamkiHa OTHOCHAACh KaK K AOKAAY, TaK U K CAMOMY IIEPEBOAY.
B wactHOCTH, OH yrpeKaeT AeBOHTHHA 32 CAOBa 0 TOM, 4T0 CyBOPOB «IIpeACTa-
eT YMTaTEeAI0 BO BCEM BEAMYHMH MyAPOM CKPOMHOCTH, B HEPa3phIBHOM CBS3H
FeHHAABHOTO IIOAKOBHMKA C BOMCKOM, HAPOAOM>. DTOT 0bpa3, ropopur Kam-
KHMH, <KOHCTPYyHPOBaH Ha OCHOBe OAHOM xopomeit crpoku: “‘He made no
answer, but took the city”. Ho ceropHs roBopHAOCh X 0 APYTHX CTPOKAX, Kaca-
romuxcst CyBopoBa, TopasA0 MeHee YAQUHBIX, 0COGeHHO B nepeBoae>» [ Tam xe.
A. 5]. Camo usaanme, kak cunraer KamkuH, «BHenCTOpruHO»: «Her nmpean-
CAOBHSI, KOTOPOE OIpeAeAAO Obl 0bmee moHnManue Baiipona, Mepy mporpec-
CHBHOCTH M KOHCepBaTH3Ma camoro Baitpona» [Tam xe. A. 15]. Ho raasnas
ommbKa AOKAAAYMKA, 10 MHeHMIo KamkuHa, 3aKAI09aAaCh UMEHHO B IIPHIMeHe-
HUM TEPMUHA «COBETCKAsl IIKOAA IIEPEBOAA>: «HUCKOABKO He YMAASsL AOCTO-
uncrBa Al <T'eopruit ApkasbeBud Illenrean. — C. B.>, He caep0Baro 651
BCe-TaKM [IOCTAHOBKY BOIIPOCA MIPOBO3TAAIIATH €r0 PA3pelIeHHeM U TeM I1ade

KAHOHHM3MPOBATh KAK PUHIUII COBETCKOM MIKOABI lepeBopa» [Tam xe. A. 9].
B camom mepesoae, aas Kamxuaa camoe HempmeMaeMOe — IOIBITKHA HAHTH
«OCTpBIe IpreMbl>». ['AaBHYIO ke IIPHYNHY HEAOCTATKOB B nepeBoae IlleHrean
KamkuH BUAUT B €T0 CTpeMAEHUH K TOYHOCTH:

Bce B TOYHOCTH M 9TO IIPUBOAWT B IIPEAEAE K YTOMUTEABHOMY AIOOOBAHHIO AETAAS-
MU TyaAeTa <...> BCe Kak OyaTo Ha Mecre. Ho Bo MHOrux crpodax 910 «Ha Mecre>
HAIIOMMHAET TO, KaK BO MHOTHMX MOCKOBCKHX [3a4epkuymo]| KBAapTHPaX HOAOATY
CTOMT HA MeCTe IIOCTABAEHHAsl [a30Bas allllapaTypa, a TEIAOTBOPHOIO rasa
Her [Tamxe. A. 12].

Coopmyauposannsii Illenresn mpuHIuI GYHKIIMOHAABHOTO MOAOOHS, KOTO-
PBIi Yy HEIO KacaeTCsl AUIIb BBIOOpa CTUXOTBOPHOrO pasmepa, Kamkuu cooTHO-
CHT C mepeBoAUecKor npakTukor IlleHreAn B eAOM, YTO AQ€T TIOBOA AASL Pe3-
KOl KPUTHKHU OTASABHBIX pemeHuil. HaxoAUT Au YuTaTeAb «IIpaBAy> B II€peBO-
ae Hlenrean, cnpamuBaeT B 3aKkalodeHre KamkuH, 1 caM ske OTBedaer:

IToxa eme pAanexo He Bcroay. Ho I'. A. HacToabko cxxuacst u BpaboTaacs B A. JK., uro
MBI BIIPaBe OXKUAATB, YTO B €I'0 AAAbHeMIIel paboTe 9Ta IepeBOAYECKAs IPABAA Pe-
IIMTEABHO BO306AAAQET, U YTO MBI YBUAUM IIEPEBOA He MeHee OAeCTSIMM, HO 60Aee
6amskuM Baitpony [ Tam xe. A. 15].

Xors 06CY>KA€HI/IQ «COBETCKOM IIKOABI IIepeBOAa>»> Ha 3TOM 3aCE€AAHHH BEAOCH
B pyCA€ IIOAEMHKH, 3TOT KOHLENT HE ITOAYIHA 3A€Ch HMKAKHX ITOAOKUTEADHDIX
OHPeAeAeHHﬁ. EAHHCTBGHHOG OIIpEAEAEHNE 6bIAO TIO IIPUHIMITY «OT IIPOTHUB-
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HOT'O» — «COBETCKAs IIKOAQ>, 110 3asiBAeHuUI0 KamkiHa, 3T0 BO BCIKOM cAydae
He npaktuka Illerrean. O cBoeM HeNpH3HAHHUM METOAOB IIepeBOAA, HAIPaB-
A€HHBIX Ha HEKYI0O «TOYHOCTb>», Kamkus mucaa eme B 30-e rr. B crarse 1936 1.
OH KPHUTHKOBAA IIepeBOA poMaHa AMKKeHca «3amucku ITMKBUKCKOTO KAyba>,
BBINOAHeHHBbINI EBreHnemM AaHHOM H ero >keHOH AAeKCaHApPOH KpnBuOBoﬁ o
UX JXe «(pOPMAAbHOMY IPHHIMITY TOYHOCTH IepeBopa>. TouHocts Illenrean,
KOTOpasi MOTUBHUPYeTCs YHKIIMOHAABHOCTDIO, M TOYHOCTb AaHHa U Kpusro-
BOI1, KOTOpast CTHAMCTHYECKM MOTHBUPOBAHA, OYeHb pasHble IO XapaKTepy —
4TO, BIPOYEM, XOPOIIO ONKCcaHo B kuure AHApest Asosa [A3zos]®. Ho y Kamku-
Ha OHH B AAAbHeHIIIeM OYAYT CBEACHDBI BOEAVHO U IIPOTHUBOIIOCTABAEHBI « COBET-
CKOI IIKOA€ ITepeBoAa>. KamKiH ocTaacsi HEAOBOAEH OOCY:KACHHEM IIEPEBOAR
IMenrean 11 mapra 1948T. n AOOHACS TOCTAaHOBAEHUS 610po CekIu 0 ToM,
9TOOBI IIPU3HATh €T0 «HEYAOBAETBOPUTEABHBIM>» U IPOCUTH YaeHOB CeKiuu
Mapuraka, YykoBckoro u AceeBa «Kak He IPHHSBIINX yYacTHe B IPEHMSIX, AATh
[IMCbMEHHYIO OLleHKy HOBOTO ImepeBopa “AoH JKyana” u peleHsuu Ha Hero
9.E. AeBontnHa <...>» [PTAAU. @.2854. Om. 1. Ea. xp. 283. A. 33, 34]. Cnry-
cra aBa ropa KamkuH Bo3BpamaeTcs K TOH ke TeMe B CBOEM BBICTYIIACHHHU
Ha OTYeTHO-BbIOOpHOM cobpanun Cekuuy mepeBoAdnKoB 3 Mapra 1950 ., rae
BBIPO)KAaeT HEAOBOABCTBO Kak AokaaaoM PepopoBa, Tak 1 06CyxKAeHIEM HEpe-
Boaa [Ilenreau. B oT011 cBsI3u OH 3asBAsIeT:

IIpaBaa, mpu 9TOM HarASIAHO BBLICHHUAOCBH, YTO IIPOTHBOCTOUT OCHOBHOMY TBOpYe-
cxomy siapy Cekuuu. To, ueMy HaM HapAeKaA0 OB AaTh oTHIOp. B Hameit obaacTu He
OBIAO IIPSIMBIX BBIAA30K, HO 3aMacKHPOBAaHHBIE BPEAHbIE TEHACHLIUH BCe JKe OBIAU.
CoXpaHHANCh OTTOAOCKH He AO KOHIIA Pa3Opy KHUBIIErocss ¢OpMaAu3Ma B Pa3HBIX
€ro acIteKTax.

— IlposiBAeHUS YY>KAOM OPUEHTAIIMH — B TBOPYECKOM METOAE.

— DBecnpuHITMIHBIA NPAKTHIIM3M M SMIIMPHU3M, KOTOPbIA IPUKPBIBAETCS AOXK-
HBIM 1 MHEMBIM IIPHHIJUIIOM 0€3AYMHOM KaABKIL

Aero paxke He CTOABKO B 3aBEepUIEHHBIX HOCHTEASIX 3THUX TEHACHIMH, CKOABKO
B TOM, YTO CaMH TE€HACI[UH JTH ellje HOCATCS B BO3AYXE U OTPABASIOT €ro [PTAAL.
®.631. Om. 14. Ea. xp. 88. A. 20-20 06.].

3aecy Kamxun, 000CTpsisi CBOI0 IIOAEMHYECKYIO IIO3HILIUIO, APTHKYAUPYET ee
B TEPMHHAX AUCKYPCa O «(popMasusMe>. BOSHHKIINIT B PaIIIOBCKOM PUTOPHUKe
Havaaa 30-X IT., TepMUH «(POPMAAU3M>»> Ha4daA YHOTPeOASITHCS KaK aHTOHHUM
npomaraHaupyemomy ¢ 1932 r. conuaaucrudeckomy peaansmy. OcobeHHO ak-
THBHO MCIIOAb30BABIINICS B CBSI3H C KAMITAHHEH IPOTHB «(pOPMAAN3MA U HATY-

OmmceBas konnenuu Aanna, Illenrean u Kamxuna, A30B, opAHAKO, He 3aTparuBaeT BOIPOCA
0 «<COBETCKOH IKOAE ITEPEBOAA>.
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paausma>» B 1936 1., 9TOT AUCKYPC BO30OHOBHUACS BO BTOPOI1 moAoBuHe 1940-x,
U B AAAbHeHIIeM KOHCTPYHPOBAHUH KOHIIEITA «COBETCKOM IIIKOABI IIEPEBOAA>
OH OYAeT UTpaTh YyTh AM He TAABHYIO pOAb. Ecan B o61meM «popMasn3M> 03Ha-
4aA AFOOBIE MOAEPHHICTCKIE TEHAEHITUH XyAOKECTBEHHOTO TBOPYECTBA H «<4pe3-
MepHBIft HHTepeC>» K BOIIPOCAM ICTETHKH, TO B OTHOILIEHHH K IIePeBOAY OH IIPHU-
06peTas AOMOAHHTEABHBI OTTEHOK <«AIOOOBAHMA UY)KUM KaK TaKOBBIM>.
B 60pbbe IMpOTHB HeXXEeAATEABHBIX TeHAHIHI KaIIkuH NpUNIKChIBaA TEPEeBOA-
YHKaM AaKTUBHYIO U MHOTOIIAQHOBYIO POAb:

MbI He AOAXKHBI U He XOTHM 3aCOPSTh CO3HAHHE COBETCKOIO UHTATEAS [IEPEeBOAAMU
Captpa nan I'erpu Muasepa, Qosknepa nan Auppe JKupa, OTBpaTHTeAbHBIE TTHCA-
HMS KOTOPBIX COBEPIIEHHO AOCTATOYHO OBIAM OCBEIeHbI AOAKHBIM 00Pa3oOM H Olle-
HeHBI B psiAe crareii. IlepeBoa, B Mepy CBOMX BO3MOXHOCTEH, TOXe AOAKEH aKTHBHO
BMEIIMBAThCSL, IIPABUABHO OTPAKATDH IPOMCXOAMIIEe U ACHCTBEHHO IIOMOTATh YUTA-
TEAIO B IIOHMMaHHH IIpoKcxoasinero. HacTosmuit pocT mepeBoAHOTO AeAd IIPeATIO-
AaraeT COBHATEABHBI M Goaee crpormit or6op kuur [PTAAU. @.631. Om. 14.
Ea.xp. 88.A. 13 06.].

Ocenpio Toro xxe 1950-ro ropa cocrosaoch 3acepanre CekiMu 0 3apadax co-
BETCKOTO IIepeBOAA MHPOBBIX KAACCHKOB. 3aech mepeBop lllenrean BHOBb OKa-
3aAcs B IJeHTpe BHUMAHMA — K YAUBACHHIO CaMOTO IIePeBOAYMKA, TaK KaK BO-
IPOC O HeM, COOCTBEHHO, B TeYeHHe MOUTH TPeX AeT He mopHuMaAcs. Kamxun
Terepb BBICTYIIHA C PeUbl0, B KOTOPOH OCYXXAQA <AOXKHYIO PpaKTOrpadpmiecKyro
TOYHOCTb, KOTOPYI0 HHOH pa3 AMIIb 3aTeMHSET HAEHHO-XYAOXKeCTBEeHHbI
CMBICA TIPOU3BEAEHMS». «UTo ke aT0, — cmpamusaer Kamkun, — HopMa
COBETCKOTO IIEPEBOAA U COBETCKOH IIePEBOAYECKOM KYABTYPHI? » — U OTBEYaeT:

Koneuno, mer! 1 Bce MbI 3T0 OTAMYHO 3HaeM. MBI 3HaeM, YTO IIPUHITUIIB X METOADI
COBETCKOIO IIePEBOAYECKOrO MCKYCCTBA YTBEPXKAAAUCH B TDKEAOH 6opbbe ¢ wys-
ABIMU U BPOKAEOHBIMU B3rASAAMH, OCTABIIMMUCS B HACAEACTBO OT BPEMEH AeKa-
AGHTCTBa M GOpPMaAM3Ma U OT XaATYpPHOTO HmepuoaAa Hama. IIpumaock mpeoposeTs
1 He6peXXHYI0 6aABMOHTOBIIUHY M CXOAACTHYECKYIO IIIETOBMUHY < ...> [PTAAW.
®.2854.Om. 1. Ea. xp. 116. A. 9].

Ho Tak Kak Bce paBHO He IIPeKPAINaeTCs BBITYCK OPOYHBIX IIEPEBOAOB THIIA
«BepcuduKaTopcKoit Tpancnonuposku “AoH JKyana” Illenrean, nau MepTBbI
AOTrMaTu3M AaHHOBCKUX ITepeBOAOB AUKKeHCa>», KamkuH nmpusbisaer

AQTb OTIIOP BCEeM IIOIBITKAM BYAbLapH3aIfHH, OIOMIAEHNs, (pAAbCHPUKALUY CAMOLO
MOHSTHSL <IIPUHIIUIBI COBETCKOTO IEPEBOAA>, <«IIKOAA COBETCKOTO IIEPEBOAR>,
IIOIIBITKH BBIAATD 33 €T0 AOCTIDKEHHUS PabOThI, 4yXKABIE CAMOMY CYIIeCTBY 3TOTO II0-
marus [Tam xe. A. 10].
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Kamxun mpepssiBua Illenrean i 60Aee KOHKPETHbIH YIIpeK, KOTOPHIHA B HEKOTO-
POM CMbICA€ IIPOTUBOpEUNA OCHOBHOM Kpuruke. [IleHreAan 06BUHSACS B HCKa-
sxeHnn obpasa CyBopoBa u ero coapar B moame Baiipona. O6sunenve Kamku-
Ha OBIAO IIOAKPEIIACHO IPHMePAMH U3 IIEPEBOAR, B OTBeT Ha KoTopsle IlleHrean
yKasaa, 4TO «OYKBAABHO BCe 9TH MecTa, ockopbasiomue CyBOpoBa, IPHCYIIH
OPHMIHMHAAY; OHM TepeBeAeHbl MHOW0 TouHo» |[PTAAM. @.2854. Om. 1.
Ea.xp. 118. A. 16]. TeM He MeHee 3Ta KPUTHKA MOAYYHAA [IUPOKUN PE3OHAHC
B paapHerimeM. O6mas xapakrepucTuxa mepesopa Illenrean, sannas Kamxu-
HBIM Ha 3TOM 3aCEAAHMH — HeCOBETCKOTO, HeIIOSTUIHOTO M HelaTPHOTHIHO-
ro — crasa ¢pakToM, IIOBTOPSIOMMUMCS U3 KOHTEKCTa B KOHTeKCT. Tak, B ropo-
BoM ordyere Cexipu 3a 1950-i rop, Hanpumep, bafipon B nepesope Illenrean
YIOMHHAETCS KaK «CAydait penauBa GOpPMAAU3MA B IIEPEBOAUECKOI paboTe>,
B KOTOPOM «<yBA€YEHHMS BHEIIHEH BUPTYyO3HOCTDIO M 9K30TUKOM IIPUBEAH K PIAY
HCKOKEHHUI 0OPasHOM CHCTEMBI TIOAAUHHIKA, B YACTHOCTH, OKA3aAVCh CHIDKEH-
HBIMU IO CPaBHEHHIO C AHTAMIMCKUM TeKcToM o6pa3 CyBopoBa M ero coa-
AaT» [PTAAUL. @. 631. Om. 14. Ea. xp. 91. A. 36].

Eme oapMH AMCKYpC, UMeIOImUIT OTHONIEHHE K Pa3BUTHIO KOHIIENITa COBET-
CKOH IIKOABI IIEPEBOAR, NTPO3BYYaA Ha TOM XKe oceHHeM 3acepanun Cexuum
1950 . Ero MO>XxHO yCAOBHO Ha3BaTb «aHTUMApPUCTCKUM>». Pedb maer o mo-
caeAcTBIUIX cTaTbu CTaamHa «MapKCcH3M U BOIIPOCH! A3bIKO3HaHUsS» B «IIpas-
A€>» AeTOM TOTO K€ IOAd. JTa ITyOAMKALs, KaK H3BECTHO, IIOAOXKKAA KOHeI]
Mappu3My B COBETCKOI AMUHTBUCTHKe. B 06AacTH mepeBoaa, Kak i BO BCeX GHAO-
AOTHMYECKHX AHCLHMIIAMHAX, CAEAOBAAO CeHYac 3aAYMATbCs 00 MMIIAMKAITMSX
HOBOTO MMIIEPATHBA AAS COOCTBEHHOM AEATEABHOCTU. I'AQBHBIM AOKAQAUMK
Huxoaa#t Buabam-BuabMonT mponurupoBas BhickaspiBanue CTaawHa O TOM,
9TO SI3BIK «KOPEHHBIM OOPa3soM OTAMYAETCS OT HAACTPOMKE>, M IIOAUYEPKHYA,
9TO «CMeHa 0a3HCOB, HAACTPOEK He IIPUBOAUT K CMEHe sI3bIKA, K BHe3aIHON
SI3BIKOBOH peBoAtornn>. CAea0BaTeAbHO, 0 BuabMOHTY, « MBI, pycckue mepe-
BOAYMKH, IIEPEBOAMM MHPOBYIO AUTEPATypy He Ha KaKOH-TO HOBBIN S3BIK, a Ha
COBPEMEHHbIM PYCCKHH A3BIK, 110 CBOEH CTPYKTYype MaAO Ye€M OTAMYAIOI[UKCA
ot szpika [Tymkuna» [PTAAU. @. 2854. Om. 1. Ea. xp. 120. A. 1]. Y3 aToro BbI-
TeKaeT, 0 BHAbMOHTY, Te3UC 0 KyABTYPHOM HACAGAMH B OOAACTH XyAOXKECTBEH-
HOTO IIePeBOA, B KOTOPOM ITOAYEPKUBACTCS «HEPA3PhIBHOCTD TPAAUIMH CTa-
POTO PYCCKOTO M COBETCKOTO IIEPEBOAA> . DTO CO3AAA0 BO3MOXHOCTD BKAIOUHTD
CTapble IIepeBOABI B COBeTCKUM KaHOH. [lymkun, Aepmonros n JKykosckuf,
artake Aocroesckuit 1 TypreHes ObIAM OOBSBACHBI IIPEATEYAMH COBETCKOTO
nepesopa. Takas mepeorjeHKa pycckux IepeBoaoB XIX Beka Oblaa HEBBITOAHA
aas Illenrean, KOTOpBIN, KaKk Mbl BHAEAM, IIPOTUBOIIOCTABUA CBOH IlepeBOA
«/Aon Xyana» xo3soBckomy mepesoay 1888 r. Cpean AOCTIDKEHHI COBETCKO-
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ro mepeBopa BuasmonT HasBaa paborsr Mapmaka, Aosunckoro, Hemuunosors,
Bonxunoit u Aapysec. VM 6bIAO IIPOTHBOIIOCTABAEHO «HEIIPABUABHOE HCTOA-
koBaHue AukkeHca AaHHOM 1 KpuBIjooii».

AHTHUMaPPUCTCKHI AUCKYPC OBIA Pa3BepPHYT AAABIIE B CTATbE TOTAQ ellje MO-
soporo I M. Tonepa «O HEKOTOPBIX IPHHIIUIIAX XyAOXKECTBEHHOTO IIepeBo-
Aa>, Halle4yaTaHHOM B IIepBOM HoMepe >XypHasa «Hosbiit mup>» 3a 1952r.
3aech IpexHe IepeBOAIeCKIe IPOOAEMbI APTHKYAUPYIOTCS B TEPMUHAX aHTH-
MappHu3Ma: MappH3M OTOXKAECTBASIETCS ¢ OPMAAMBMOM, @ POPMAAN3M — KaK U
paHbIle — C OpHEHTHUPOBAHHBIM Ha TOYHOCTD ITEPEBOAOM:

CTaAMHCKEE TPYABI TIO BOMPOCAM A3BIKO3HAHUS TOKA3bIBAIOT BCIO HECOCTOSTEAD-
HOCTh ()OPMAAUCTHYECKUX TIPHHIUIIOB, CYIeCTBOBABIIUX B PAKTHKE M TEOPUH Tie-
PeBOAA ellle CPABHUTEABHO HEAABHO.

ITepeBOAYHKH-GOPMAAUCTEI BBEAU TIOHSTHE <TOYHOCTH> MEPEBOAR, TTIOA KOTO-
poit OHM TIOApPa3yMeBaAM (pOPMAABHYIO TOYHOCTb B Tlepepade OpUrHHAAA. KX pes-
TEABHOCTB, TIPOTEKABIAS OYTH HCKAIOYHTEABHO B OGAACTH TIEPEBOAOB C 3aMAAHO-
eBPOTIeHCKIX SA3BIKOB, GBIAA OAHMM M3 TIPOSBACHHE HU3KOTIOKAOHCTBA Tiepes, 6yp-
xyasHpM 3amagom. C 6apcKuM Mpe3peHreM K 3aKOHAM PYCCKOTO A3bIKa, K TPAAU-
IUSM PYCCKOM AMTEpaTyphl, OHU TPeGOBAAM COXPAHEHHS KAKAOTO GOPMAABHOTO
9AEMEHTa, KOXKAOH 3aIATON TIOAAMHHYKA, HACHAOBAAH CTPOI PYCCKOTO A3bIKA, HABS-
3BIBAAM €My 9y>KAble, HHOS3BIYHBIE KOHCTPYKIuU. C MOUCTHHE MapPUCTCKUM, KOC-
MOTIOAUTHYECKHM TIpeHe6pexeHreM K HAIHOHAABHOH CaMOBGBITHOCTH PYCCKOTO
A3BIKA, eTO CTPYKTYPE U CBOHCTBEHHBIM eMy 3aKOHAM Pa3BHTHS, OHH TPe6OBaAH KO-
MUPOBAHKS BCEX CHHTAKCHYECKUX XOAOB MOAAMHHHKA, OTKPBITO BBIABHTAAH MPHH-
I TIepeAadH GpOPMBI TIOAAMHHHKA B OTPBIBE OT ero MAeiHoro copepxanus [To-
nep 1952:237].

Mappusm, o MueHuio Tormepa, AOATOe BpeMsi TOPMO3HA HEOOXOAUMOE CO3AQ-
HHE <«PEAANCTHYECKOl Teopuu IepeBopa» |[Tam xe: 235] . Takywo Teopmio
Tormep mpeaAaraeT COCTABUTD IO «IIEAPO pa3OpOCaHHBIM B cTaTbsix beanHcko-
ro mpicasm>» [Tam ske: 240]; OHa AOAKHA O6OOIUTD «OIBIT AYYIINX MACTEPOB
COBETCKOro IepeBopa> [Tamxke: 247] .

IToHsTHE «PeaAHCTUYECKOTO IePeBOAd>» ITOAYYAeT PasBUTHE B ITOCAEAYIO-
mx crathsx KamkuHa, mepBas us koTopbix Beunaa B «HoBoM Mupe» B poexabpe
Toro ke 1952 r. mop HasBaHMeM « T papMIIH U STIUTOHCTBO > ( [Kamxun 1952¢];
cm. Taoke: [Kamxun 1952a, 1952b, 1954a, 1954b, 1954c]). OcHoBbIBasCH
Ha A€HMHCKOH Teopuu oTpaxeHus, KamkuH yTBep:KAaeT, 9TO COBETCKHe Iepe-
BOAUYMKH «CTapAIOTCS BOCCO3AATD Ty OOBEKTUBHYIO PEaABHOCTD, KOTOPASI CAO-
BaMH BBIPRXeHA M IPUAAET KM3Hb CAOBY; OHH CTAapalOTCSl BOCIIPOH3BOAUTD
He OTAeAbHbIe CAOBA, & UMEHHO PEeaAbHOCTb, KOTOPAsl COAEPKHTCS B TeKCTe
MOAAMHHUKA, CO BCEM €T0 CMBICAOBBIM M OOPasHBIM 6OraTCTBOM>; IEPEBOAUMK
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AOAKEH «PA3AMYHUTD 32 CAOBECHBIM BBIPAXKEHHEM OTPAKEHHYIO B HeM KOHKpeT-
HyI0 AeficTBuTEeABHOCTD>» |Kamkun 1955: 126]. IToanOMOuMS, Takum 06pasom
OTAQHHBIE COBETCKOMY IEPEBOAUMKY C ero 6oAee <«IIPOrpecCHBHOM>», UeM
Y OPUTHHAABHOTO aBTOPA, IMEePCHEeKTHBOM, HAa NPAKTHUKe OIPABABIBAAU BCAKHE
CTPATeTuH IO AAANTAIUK OPUTHHAAA AAS COBETCKOTO YHUTATEAS BIIAOTH AO CO-
KpallleHHH U Iepeckasa. Peaancrudeckuii mepesop npemnopnocurcs Kamxuapmv
KaK «EAMHBIA METOA» COBETCKOM IIKOABI ITepPeBOAA M IPOTHBOIIOCTABASIETCS
B KQXAOM 13 aTHx crareil npunucanHoMy IlleHrean u AaHHy «OyKBaAM3MYy>.
B crarbe «O MeTOA€ U MIKOAE COBETCKOTO XyAOXKeCTBEHHOTO IiepeBopa» (B Tpe-
TheM HoMepe XypHara «3Hamsa» 32 1954 r.) Kamkns MakcuMaabHO mpubAu-
XKaeT CBOM MeTOA K OCHOBHOMY AUCKYPCY O COIIMAAMCTHYECKOM peasusMe:

B PEAAUCTHYECKOM METOAE, B €T0 IPaBAMBOCTH, B €I0 HCTOPHYECKOH KOHKPETHOCTU
Ay4IIasi TapaHTUS BepHOM IepeAayr MOAAMHHUKA CO BCEH ero CBeTOTEeHbIO; rapaH-
THS TlepPeAaYd BEPHOH, HO INPEAOMAEHHOH HAIIMM BOCIIPHATHEM YXe IIOTOMY,
YTO HAIll COBETCKHI XyAOXKECTBEHHBIN IepeBOA BOBCE He «peMecAao poTorpada>,
a TBOpueCKOe OCBOEHHE, OTPACAb MCKYCCTBA COMAAMCTHYECKOTO peaausma [Kam-
kun 1954a: 145].

Ho n mpoTUBHUKH MeTOAQ — HPEACTABUTEAN «(POPMAAU3MA» — XapaKTepH-
3YIOTCS B OITO3HABaeMBIX KaTeTOPHsX. MaKCHMAaABHYIO OCTPOTY 9Ta XapaKTepH-
cTHKa mpuoOperaeT Ha obCcyxAeHHM AoKaapa KamkuHa o «mepexurkax $op-
MaAHM3Ma B XyAOXXeCTBEHHOM IlepeBope> 4 MapTa 1953 1., rae 3asBaseTcs:

dopmasu3M B IepeBOAUECKON TEOPHH U NMPAKTHKE — 3TO aHTH-HAPOAHBIH aEFH-
FapTHIHbHE, aHTHCOBETCKUM, NCXOAAIIUNA U3 MACAAUCTHIECKUX BO33PEHUM, aHTUAE-
MOKPATHU4YeCKHH, PeaKIIMOHHbIM, OTOPBAHHBIA OT >KM3HH, OT aKTyaAbHOM AEMCTBH-
TEABHOCTH, OT HAPOAA U €ro 3alpocoB, <«IEPeBOA AASL mepeBoaa» [PTAAUL
®.2854. Om. 1. Ea. xp. 389. A. 35].

O6mas KapTHHA IPOTUBHUKA «COBETCKOM IIKOABI IEPEBOAA>, KOTOPasl KOHCT-
pyupyercst KalikvHbIM B 9TOM AMCKYCCHM U B APYTHX KOHTEKCTAX, alleAAHpPYeT
K Pa3HbIM aCIeKTaM aHTUKOCMOTIOAMTHYECKOTO AUCKYPCa: 4TO-TO TyKoe (<«HHO-
A3bIMME>», «<Uy>KAble BpOKAeOHDbIE HAEH>» ) TaitHO MPOHHMKaeT (<IOA IIYMOK>,
«TIOA MACKOF» ), «3aCOPSIeT> «UUCTOTY PYCCKOTO A3BIKA>, «HAPOAHDII S3IK>
M <MepPTBHT>», «yMepIIBASET» <«KHBOE COAEPIKAHUE>» AU Ke «UACHHO-XYAO-
JKECTBEHHOE eAMHCTBO>» TIPOM3BEACHHUs. I[IpH 9TOM MIHMPOKO MPUMEHSIOTCS U
9AeMeHTHI MeTadOpUKH AUCKYPCOB 30-X IT., B YACTHOCTH, «BPEAUTEABCKOTO>»
AMCKypCa: HeXeAaTeAbHOe SBACHHE CPAaBHHBAETCS C «bAOXaMU», «ImayKom/
TNAYTHHOM >, «HEAYTOM>, «60AC3HDIO», «3aPa3oii», KOTOPhIE TIOAAGXKAT «HC-
KOPEHeHHI0> .
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WITax, MBI yBHAEAM, HACKOABKO TECHO CBSI3aHA MCTOPHS KOHIJENTA «COBET-
CKOH IIKOABI IepPeBOAA>»> C BOIPOCAMH BAACTH M HACOAOTHM B TOH ¢opMe,
BKaKOM OHM CYIIeCTBOBAAM B NPOPECCHOHAABHOM Cpepe IepeBOAUMKOB Ha
pybexe 1940-1950-x rr. KoHcTpynpoBaHue KOHIIENTa MPEATTOAATAAO HAANYHE
Apyroro, KOTOpoe Tak ke HeOOXOAUMO OBIAO CKOHCTPYHpPOBaTh. MBI BUACAH,
KaK aKTUBH3UPOBAAKCH IIPH 9TOM B CBOCOOPA3HBIX COYETAHHSIX AHCKYPC O CO-
IJHAAMCTHIECKOM pearr3Me, AUCKYPC 0 GOpMaAM3Me, AUCKYPCHI 5KAQHOBIUHDI 1
KaMITaHMK TPOTUB KOCMOIOAUTH3MA U, mocAe 1950 r., aHTMMappUCTCKMIT AMC-
Kypc. DTOT mponecc 6bIA TaK TeCHO CBsi3aH ¢ uMeHeM VBana Kamkuna u ero
cobcTBeHHOM mKoAol («mKoaoit Kamknna» ), 4TO OHA CTaaa NMpaKTHYeCKH
CHHOHMMHUYHOM C «COBETCKOM IIKOAOM>» BooOIe. BoAHa mepeBoAOB IpoM3Be-
AHHIT aMepPUKAHCKOM AUTePaTypbl BO BpeMeHa OTTeIleAd, 60AbIIAs JaCTh KOTO-
PhIX 6bIAQ BHITIOAHEHA GBIBIIMMH Y4aCTHHKAMH (BepHee, yIaCTHHUIIAMH ) KOAAEK-
tuBa KamkuHa, 1, B 0COO€HHOCTH, KaHOHM3AIMs XEeMUHTYIsI, PUAAAU HOBBIH
craryc uvenn Kamkuza (KOTOpBIZ 6BIA CHELMAAMCTOM TIO €ro TBOPYECTBY
¥ HaTIMCAA IPEAMCAOBHE K IIEPBOMY ABYXTOMHHKY XeMHHTyas B 1959 .). CaaBa
KamkuHa Kak ImepeBoaOBeAR, IeAarora, IepeBOAUMKA U AUTEPATyPOBEA], B CBOIO
odepeAb, CTaAa HEOThEeMAEMOMH JaCThIO AMICKYPCa O «COBETCKOH ImKoAe>. Kak
BCIIoMuHAeT Oeabruiickuit ydensiit Kpucruan Baasto, Bo Bpemst KOH$epeHIHu
o nepesoay B MockoBckom auHrBUCTHYeCKOM YHUBepcurere B 2002 r., mpo-
¢deccop Mapuna AurBuHoBa 3asBuAa eMy: ‘Nous sommes tous des Kachki-
niens” [Balliu: 939]°.

B 3axaroueHue 3apaAMMCS BOIIPOCOM: KaKHUe IIOCACACTBHS UMEAO OIFCAHHO®
$opMHpOBaHHe KOHIIENTAa <«COBETCKOH IMKOABI IIEPEBOAA» C €ro Cleluduye-
CKOH onepaTuBHOCTBIO? OTBET NPeACTaBASeTCS TPOSKUM. Bo-mepBrix, mpouso-
IIAO MTOCAEAOBATEAbHOE IIepeMeleHre BCero AMCKYpPCa O IIepeBOAe B CTOPOHY
crier$uIeckor NPeCcKPUNTHBHOCTH M COOTBETCTBYIOMAs PacCTaHOBKA OIfe-
HOYHBIX KOOPAMHAT — OT MAIOpaAuCTHIeckol koHnenmmu eaoposa 1948 r.
AO <EAMHOTO MeTOAa>» KamkuHa — KOTOpas OIyTHMa B PYCCKOM IePeBOAO-
BEAGHMH IIO Cefl AeHb. Bo-BTOpBIX, BCe AMCKYPCBI, HEKOTAA HCIIOAb30BAaHHbBIE
KamkuspM B IoAeMHKe C AGKAAPMPOBAHHBIMHM IPOTHBHHMKAMH < COBETCKOM
IIKOABI>, CIIOCOOCTBOBAAU BBITECHEHUIO KATETOPHH «<Uy>XAOCTH> U3 PYCCKOTO
IepeBOAQd M CACAAAM HEBO3MOXKHBIM KOHIICNITYaAM3aIMIO 3TOH KaTeropHu
B 0€3011eHOYHBIX TepMUHAX. MeXAy TeM, OpHeHTHPOBAHHBIE HA HEKYIO «TOY-
HOCTb> TIOAXOABI K TIepeBoy (TpeacTaBaeHHble, B TOM umcae, [llenrean u Aan-
HOM) SBASIIOTCS YaCTBIO PYCCKOTO HACAEAHS IEPEBOAYECKON MBICAH, KOTOpAs
CEeroAHs TIOAy4aeT HOBYIO aKTYaAbHOCTb B CBeT€ <«HOBOIIAeHepMaXepCKuX>

°  MapuHa AUTBEHOBA U3BECTHA CETOAHS, B TOM 9HCA€, CBOMMH NepeBosamu I'appu ITorrepa.
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pa6or Auppe Bepmana [Berman], Aopenca Beryru [Venuti] 1 BAOXHOBA€HHBIX
HMMHM UCCAEAOBATeACH MEXAYHAPOAHOTO IepeBOAOBeACHHs. B-TpeTbux, Auckyp-
Chl CTAAMHCKOTO BpeMeHH, KOTOPble XapaKTepPHU3YIOT PaHHHE TEKCTBI O «COBET-
CKOM IIKOA€ IIEPEBOAA>, MENIAIOT CETOAHSNIHEMY BOCIPHSITHIO 3TUX TEKCTOB,
3ACAOHSS Te MHTEpeCHbIe HaOAIOACHNS, KOTOPbIe B HUX HECOMHEHHO TOXe CO-
aepxxaTtca. M1 — He B IOCA@AHIOIO OYepeAb — 3aTPYAHSETCS HelpeAB3SThIN
AHAAM3 TIEPEBOAOB IIPEACTABUTEAEH CaMOM <« IITKOABI Kamkuna» ¢ ux perncrsu-
TEABHO OYeHb OOABIIUM KYABTYPHBIM 3Ha4eHHEM B IIO3AHEE COBETCKOE BpeMs.
A Takol KOHKPETHbIH aHAAU3, BRIIBASIONUA «UMIAMLUTHBIA aCTIEKT>» UCTOPHH
mnepeBoaa [Torop: 25], IMPEACTABASIETCS 3aAadell IePBOCTEIIeHHOMN BaXXHOCTH,
©CAM MBI ACHICTBUTEABHO XOTHM YCTAaHOBMTD, KaK BBITASIA€AQ HA YPOBHE Ilepe-
BOAYECKOM IIPAKTUKHU « COBETCKAs IKOAA IIEPEBOAA>.
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THE CONSCIOUSNESS OF NECESSITY:
TRANSLATION OF NATIONAL LITERATURES
IN THE SOVIET UNION

NATALIA KAMOVNIKOVA

The history of literary translation in the Soviet Union has remained in the focus
of attention of researchers in the recent years. Impressive research in the field
of literary translation was done by Brian Baer [Baer 2016; Baer 2011], Daniele
Monticelli and Anne Lange [Monticelli 2014: 95-111; Monticelli 2015: 204~
209], Susanna Witt [Witt: 155-190], and many others. In this article, I shall try
to look upon the issue of literary disparity and the subordinate position
of national literatures and their translations into other national languages from
a different angle. In order to describe the translation situation in the Soviet
Union in the 1960-1980-ies, Ishall use statistical data, as well as officially
issued recommendatory lists, which might prove useful in defining the true
status of national languages and literatures of Soviet Socialist republics
in relation to the Russian language. This correlation of language statuses would
precondition the demand for translations into and from the national languages,
because the demand for translation is directly linked with the parameters
of status and prestige of the languages involved in the translation process. The
statistics will be followed by several examples in order to illustrate the overall
translation tendency in the Soviet Union in the chosen period.

Being translated into Russian — the dominating language of the Soviet
Union — was the prerequisite for an author to enjoy recognition in the USSR.
Despite the federative multilingualism officially stipulated by the Soviet
Constitution [Koncrurynms: 3-49]", it was the Russian language which was
the language of the dominating majority and the lingua-franca of the USSR;
it was politically maintained as the main language of the state. Throughout the

! See Articles 34, 36,45, 159
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Soviet era, the Russian Soviet Federative Socialist Republic remained the
biggest in terms of both its territory and population. The historical domination
of the Russian Federation over other republics and autonomies of the Soviet
Union consisted, among other factors, in the increase of the role of the Russian
language in all spheres of public life, including literature and arts.

The dominant role of the Russian language in literature and publishing is
clearly visible from the statistical data, beginning from the number of its
speakers and speakers of other national languages of the Soviet Union. The
census of 1959 was considered imperfect in terms of the language picture,
because its questions on language and ethnicity were not clearly separated.
However, the majority of the population (over 90%) of the Russian Federation
indicated the Russian language as their main language. The census of 1970,
which paid closer attention to the issues of language and ethnicity, demonstra-
ted a clear domination of the Russian language, with almost 141.8 mln. people
naming it a native language (out of the total population, which made almost
241.7 mln. people). 41.9 mln. people named Russian their second language,
which means that 183.7 mln. people, or more that 75 % of the total population
of the country, could speak the Russian language [Boaasipes: 7, 46].

The given figures ensured the position of the Russian language in the
hierarchy of literary space: publications in Russian enjoyed better promotion
and a wider audience, which included readers who used Russian as both the
first and the second language. Thus, for instance, in 1965, the number of books
published in the Soviet Union in the Russian language equaled 57 521 out of
the total number of 76 101, which made exactly 75% of the total number of the
published titles [TTevars CCCP 1966: 10]. The proportion remained stable
in the subsequent years, the number of Russian titles amounting to almost 77%
in 1972 [Ileyars CCCP 1974: 9] and almost 78% in 1980 [Ilesarr CCCP
1981: 24]. The relation of the titles published in the Russian language to the
total number of published titles, therefore, was maintained in order to meet the
needs of the Russian speakers, who, as we have seen above in the census data,
made 75% of the population