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Abstract

Translation theory developed in the Soviet Union in the early and mid-20™
century, including the work of Russian translator and scholar Andrei Fedorov
(1906-1997), has been understudied in Anglophone literature. Despite the
growing academic interest demonstrated in recent works, including Mossop
(2019 [2013]), Pym (2016) and Schippel (2017), the scholarship on Fedorov’s
work remains limited, partly due to the lack of translated primary sources. Only in
2021 was Fedorov's major work on translation theory published in English
translation (Baer, 2021b).

This thesis belongs to the fields of translation history and historiography of
translation theories/studies and relies on the theoretical framework of descriptive
translation studies. It investigates the figure and work of Fedorov and ultimately

seeks to reclaim Fedorov’s place in the history of the discipline.

The thesis asks what Fedorov’s contribution to translation theory was and
how far it has remained relevant. Close reading and critical analysis of primary
sources and historical secondary sources have been used to study the
metalanguage of Fedorov’s theory and to identify changes made on the way to
its publication, revealing the development of his ideas and interference of external
factors. The sources included unpublished manuscripts, stored in the Central
State Archives of Literature and Art in Saint Petersburg, Russia, which had not
been previously investigated. An original analysis of Fedorov’s correspondence
was used to answer another research question pertaining to Fedorov’s contacts
in other countries and demonstrated his links to scholars outside the USSR. A
bibliography of Fedorov’s publications was compiled to provide the corpus for a
scientometric analysis which showed a significant impact of his works. These
findings led to the conclusion that Fedorov’'s ideas remain relevant today,
primarily from the historical perspective of his pioneering role in the development

of translation studies as a discipline and its conceptual framework.
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Introduction

This thesis originated from my experience of the differences in how scholarship
and key authors are identified in modules on translation studies (TS) in Russia
and the UK. This personal experience was reinforced by a then recently
published discussion by Pym and Ayvazyan (2015) and Tyulenev (2015). The
debate created by these authors emphasised the lack of resources in Western
European literature, and specifically literature in English, on the developments in
TS within other traditions and those in the Soviet Union in particular. The figure
of Russian translator and scholar Andrei Fedorov was brought to light, although

with limited research data.

The situation has changed notably since then: more research has focused
on perspectives in TS other than Western European and Anglophone, and efforts
to balance them by looking at other traditions have been made. The major
contributions to this knowledge are discussed in the literature review in this
chapter. Literature on Russian theories of translation, however, remains limited.
They are neglected in many TS textbooks that would cover other major phases
of TS development and approaches to translation theory, such as Skopos theory,
despite the fact that the latter was preceded by Russian scholars. One of the
main limiting factors remains to be the lack of primary sources translated into
English. Only in 2021 was Fedorov’s major contribution to TS (1953) published
in English translation (Baer, 2021b). Before this, only one article by Fedorov had
been translated into English. It is particularly surprising in Fedorov’s case,
because he is known in Russia as one of the founders of Russian TS and, as this
thesis will show, his ideas were known in countries of the Eastern Bloc and

reached parts of Western Europe.

Despite Fedorov’s contribution to TS his work and life as a scholar in TS,
linguistics, and literary studies has remained understudied, not only in English
but also in Russian speaking countries. His bibliographical and biographical
details published in Russian are rare and fragmented, with further information
available mainly for researchers in the archives. In Anglo-American publications
such details have been even more incomplete, making it difficult to contextualise
Fedorov’s work and understand his theory of translation and the relevance of his

ideas today.
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I.  The aim and objectives of the research

The aim of this thesis is to investigate the figure and work of Russian scholar
Andrei Fedorov and to assess the impact of his translation theory on the

development of TS since the middle of the 20" century.

In order to achieve this aim, | identified and accomplished the following
objectives: (1) collected data on Fedorov’s published works and compiled a
bibliography which would be his first complete bibliography in English-language
literature (with only a partial bibliography freely available in Russian); (2)
conducted an original analysis of his selected publications and unpublished
manuscripts; (3) collected data from primary and secondary sources related to
Fedorov’s biography; (4) identified and analysed Fedorov’s correspondence; (5)
conducted a scientometric study of Fedorov’s oeuvre. These objectives involved
mainly original research, while some synthesis of previous studies was
conducted to achieve an additional objective of revisiting the historical, social,

and political context of Fedorov’s work.

li. Theresearch questions

In line with the aim and objectives of the research, this thesis will address the

following research questions:

1. What concepts of translation theory were introduced by Andrei Fedorov in
Russophone literature and how do they relate to those suggested by Western

scholars?

Fedorov had been publishing his research on theoretical concepts of translation
starting from his first article in 1927, including the term teoriia perevoda [theory
of translation] which he introduced in that article as the name of a special field of
knowledge. Fedorov’s theoretical views and concepts evolved and culminated in
his book Vvedenie v Teoriiu Perevoda [Introduction to Translation Theory] first
published in 1953. For this reason, the book has been chosen for the analysis of
the metalanguage of translation in this thesis. This choice is also justified by the
fact that it was the first publication of such scale in the 20" century in Russian or
in other languages to summarise theoretical developments on translation as an

autonomous discipline and to define this discipline. The book had four revised
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versions in Russian throughout Fedorov’s lifetime with the fifth edition published

posthumously in 2002.
2. What was Fedorov’s relationship to prominent scholars in other countries?

The analysis of the reviews on Fedorov’s book and the correspondence between
Fedorov and his colleagues demonstrates his interaction with scholars both in
the Soviet Union and in other countries. At the time of the 1953 publication this
was mainly in France and Eastern Bloc countries. As the literature review below
will show, previous studies have emphasised the ideological divide between
Fedorov and Western European scholars, while this thesis will explore another
perspective, bringing to light Fedorov’'s communication with his colleagues,
including those from the Western Bloc. This part of research will be based on
archival sources, identified in the methodology section below, which have not

been previously studied.

3. What was Fedorov’s contribution to the development of TS and does his work

remain relevant?

Fedorov’s Introduction to Translation Theory demonstrated a new approach to
theorising translation at the time by synthesising previous theoretical writing,
introducing new concepts, analysing translation problems descriptively rather
than prescriptively, defining the autonomous discipline of translation theory, and
highlighting the linguistic aspect and interdisciplinary nature of the field of study.
In order to understand the development of Fedorov’s concepts and views on
translation and his place within the discipline, this thesis will trace Fedorov’s
biography and bibliography, demonstrating his broad expertise in linguistics,
stylistics, literary studies, translation, and other related fields. The subsequent
use of his original ideas by other scholars will be investigated, and a scientometric
analysis will be conducted to assess Fedorov’s impact and his legacy not only
from a historical point of view but also from the perspective of the current state of
TS.

ili.  The theoretical framework

This thesis is an interdisciplinary study pertaining to the field of translation history
and historiography of TS. It relies on the general theoretical framework of

descriptive TS in its pivotal position linking to translation theory (Toury, 2012), in
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which all directions of descriptive TS may have a historical perspective and
provide for addressing the central questions in historiographical research: who?
what? where? with what? why? how? when? (D’hulst, 2010). It also adopts the
histoire croisée approach to view crossings of Fedorov’s ideas to other languages
and theories as processes which are of interest on their own, but they also result
in further transformations (Werner and Zimmermann, 2006). The histoire croisée
concept of the intercrossing also allows for interlacing of different perspectives of
time, national and linguistic traditions, and social environment to the object of
study, thus facilitating historicisation and reflexivity of the research (Wolf, 2016;
Wakabayashi, 2018). By revisiting little known parts of Fedorov’s work and life
with the highlighted role of manuscripts in the process, this study also adopts the
microhistorical approach. The approach was developed from studies in history
where a story of an individual or a specific event, microhistory, was used to reflect
on macrohistory: a larger community, a society, or a historical period (Ginzburg,
1992 [1980]; 1993). The microhistorical approach has since been adopted in
translation studies (Adamo, 2006; Batchelor, 2017; Munday, 2014).

iv. Literature review

The theory of translation, developed in the Soviet Union in the early to mid-20t™
century, including Fedorov’s work, has been until recently largely overlooked in
Anglophone literature. Only in the last decade have studies in TS addressed how
neglected this area remained. Some important works have appeared in English,
investigating translation in pre-Soviet Russia and the Soviet Union, illuminating
the work of Fedorov, among others. At the forefront of these studies was the
article by Mossop (2019 [2013]) ‘Andrei Fedorov and the Origins of Linguistic
Translation Theory’ first made available online in 2013, which brought the theme
back to the centre of much academic attention. The literature review in this

chapter assesses the scholarship in English to date related to the subject.
Eurocentric and world translation approaches

The recent attention to Fedorov’s works can be seen as part of the general trend
towards more global TS. There has been a clear interest in translation scholarship
from different parts of the world and a rise in the related debates on Eurocentrism,

Anglocentrism, and Western hegemony in the discipline.
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This interest yielded several significant publications, including a volume
edited by Hermans (2006) and a book by Gentzler (2008) who initiated the use
of the term Eurocentrism in relation to TS. A special issue of Translation and
Interpreting Studies followed a conference in Antwerp, where the term was
discussed further (Flynn and van Doorslaer, 2011). The investigation has since
continued. In the recent volume A World Atlas of Translation Gambier and
Stecconi (2019) discuss the Eurocentric approach in connection to translation
universals, both of which, they argue, are rejected by anti-Eurocentrism scholars.
Gambier and Stecconi (2019, p.3) suggest identifying approaches to translation
by language families, rather than national or geographic borders, and thus
present reports on the notion of translation from twenty-one ‘traditions’ from
contributors in different parts of the world. Their conclusion has established that
there is more similarity between the concepts of translation across the world than
previously argued in Eurocentric discussions. Conversely, in the volume
A History of Modern Translation Knowledge: Sources, Concepts, Effects, edited
by D'hulst and Gambier, with contributions demonstrating the breadth of the
discipline and its history, Tymoczko (2018) suggests that Eurocentric translation

concepts and norms are not necessarily characteristic of other traditions.

Eurocentrism has been analysed by TS scholars from different
perspectives. Chesterman (2014) argues that the value of any theory, including
non-European, is in its applicability to wider knowledge and understanding rather
than in its origin. The validity of the discourse formulated as the Eurocentric/
Western opposition to the rest of the world has been questioned, and the
vagueness of this dichotomy has been highlighted by some scholars, such as
Costantino (2015) and Flynn (2011) who have suggested that research in
translation should be supplemented with ethnographic studies, placing
translation concepts in a specific cultural context. Gambier and van Doorslaer
(2009, p.1) propose to study the metalanguage of TS in its diversity to ‘challenge
the so-called Eurocentric bias.” The ambiguity of the term Eurocentric overall has
been highlighted, specifically the problematic division of Europe and the position
of Eastern Europe in it (Simon, interviewed by van Doorslaer, 2013). Costantino
(2015) correctly points out the limiting area of power within Europe since it is not
a monolithic body and argues that historically research from Eastern Europe has

been significantly less known and much of Eastern European scholarship



17

remains unknown in the West. Contrarily, Tymoczko has not excluded Eastern
Europe, including Russia (although a larger part of it is in Asia) from the area of
‘Eurocentric dominance,” even though she does not speak about it specifically;
she has emphasised that ‘there is obviously a place for the study of any national
tradition of translation or translation theorization’ (interviewed in van Doorslaer,
2013, p. 120).

If Russian translation theories are not seen in opposition to Eurocentric
works, they can be approached as a national tradition, as one of the less
generally known traditions, or a tradition beyond Anglocentrism. Schaffner (2017)
identifies two main reasons why theories of translation from Eastern Europe are
not widely known in Western Europe: linguistic barriers and the Cold War during
the time of rapid development of the discipline. The Cold War limited interaction
between scholars and the possibilities for publication exchange between
countries of the two different camps. While after the Cold War such limitations
were lifted, TS as a discipline, argues Schaffner, was focused on moving on and
leaving the past behind, which is why only recently have the earlier works from
Eastern European theorists come to light again for their input to TS and history

of translation to be re-evaluated.

This focus is seen in volumes recently published in English, looking at the
history of translation theory and practice in different Eastern European countries,
including Pokorn (2012), Ceccherelli et al. (2015), Schippel and Zwischenberger
(2017). While Pokorn (2012) focuses on translations into Slovene, identifying
features common for translations from Socialist states in general, the contributors
in Ceccherelli et al. (2015) look at different countries, including the former
Czechoslovakia, Poland, Ukraine, Russia, Bulgaria, and investigating what is
known about theoretical ideas from these countries in Western Europe. A
different approach is demonstrated in Going East: Discovering New and
Alternative Traditions in Translation Studies (Schippel and Zwischenberger,
2017). As the editors point out, the papers in the volume follow different national
traditions of TS, often disconnected from other countries. They therefore suggest
areas of further investigation to include research into bibliographies of specific
scholars and sources used by them to be ‘integrated within a European history of
science as a further step’ (Schippel and Zwischenberger, 2017, p.10). This thesis

addresses the identified research need.
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Research on translation and its theory in Russia in the early 20t century

Schippel and Zwischenberger (2017) identify another gap in the history of TS,
and that is the insufficiency of information available in English on the
development of TS in Russia and the work of Andrei Fedorov in particular.
Several studies have investigated the historical and political context of literary
translation in the former Soviet Union during the 1920s and 1930s (Bedson and
Schulz, 2017) and the factors that conditioned the emergence of theoretical
works in Russia in the early 20" century, such as the role of two publishing
houses: Academia and Vsemirnaia Literatura (Tyulenev, 2016; Ayvazyan and
Pym, 2017; Bedson and Schulz, 2017; Schippel, 2017). The role of other outlets
publishing translated literature, including periodicals, has been discussed in
some recent studies (Witt, 2016b; Clark, 2018). Other factors that have been
identified include the role of translation in society, the consequent need to train
translators, the development of translation and literary criticism, and the
existence of the environment supporting new research and scholars willing to
undertake it (Schippel, 2017; Bedson and Schulz, 2017).

The significance of the materials for translator training commissioned by
Vsemirnaia Literatura, published as two booklets (Gumilev and Chukovskii, 1919;
Batiushkov et al., 1920), analysed by Schippel and Bedson and Schulz, has been
highlighted by several other researchers (Ayvazyan and Pym, 2017; Baer, 20164,
Baer, 2021a). Earlier, Leighton (1991) had claimed that the first booklet was
published in 1918, that in the second one published a year later Gumilev’s essay
was replaced by Batiushkov’s, and that the booklet was published under the title
Teoriia i Kritika Perevoda [Theory and Criticism of Translation]. These statements
are incorrect: both booklets were published as Printsipy Khudozhestvennogo
Perevoda [Principles of Literary Translation], and the only book published under
the claimed title was Larin (1962b). Leighton’s book, still referred to by
researchers, in general demonstrated anecdotal evidence in relation to Russian
TS and a questionable selection of sources. Thus, the first chapter ‘The Soviet
School of Translation’ was based largely on publications by Vladimir Rossels
whom Leighton named among leading theorists, neglecting many outstanding
scholars of the time, while Rossels is known to have been criticised for his biased
approach and lack of knowledge on existing theories and literature (Fedorov,

1965). The booklet was briefly mentioned also with incorrect bibliographical



19

details by Friedberg (1997), who similarly showed a limited and unjustified choice
of primary sources. These publications in English showed a need for further
research, which has since been undertaken, most notably by Bedson and Schulz
(2017); however, none of the studies addressed them from the perspective of the

metalanguage of these early theoretical publications.

Another significant factor contributing to the development of the theory of
translation in the Soviet Union has been identified as ‘the birth of linguistics as a
formal and experimental scientific field’ (Salmon, 2015, p.33). Salmon discusses
the development of translation in the Soviet Union, including machine translation
advancements starting in the 1930s, and theories of translation throughout the
existence of the Soviet Union. Speaking of linguistic approaches to translation,
Salmon (2015, p.53) claims that theorists ‘showed a weak knowledge of complex
formal linguistics.” Considering the wide scope of Salmon’s paper, it is limited in
the depth to which it can go on each issue, and it is therefore unclear what her
statement is based on; however, my research into Fedorov’s work shows his

substantial linguistic background and will be demonstrated in this thesis.

Some of these factors that supported the emergence of translation theory
in Russia have also been discussed by Ayvazyan and Pym (2017). The first paper
dedicated to TS in Russia by these authors created a polemical dialogue with
another expert in the field (Pym and Ayvazyan, 2015; Tyulenev, 2015; Pym,
2015). It was one of the first studies in English in the 2000s highlighting Fedorov’s
work, and the weaknesses pointed out by Tyulenev (2015), most importantly
inadequate use of primary sources and factual inaccuracies, were addressed in
subsequent publications as Ayvazyan and Pym continued their research. As Pym
(2016, p.38) has noted, referring back to the time when he was the editor of
Fawcett’'s book (1997) that had some information on Soviet scholars, 'things
Russian were simply too hard in those days, and too difficult to read.
Interestingly, Fawcett (1997) cited Fedorov, but more often to use Fedorov’s
translation examples than to reflect on his theoretical contributions. Pym’s
comparison between ‘those days’ and now suggests that in the current availability
of digitised texts and automated translation software, research into Russian
theories, as well as other previously understudied traditions, has become more

accessible; therefore, the renewed interest in such theories is prompted, besides
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the abovementioned reasons, by reduced linguistic barriers and improved

access.
Publications focusing on Fedorov’s works

Pym’s book (2016) that followed created a more comprehensive image of
Fedorov in the chapter titled ‘A Tradition in Russian and Environs.’ It is a complex
and interesting study demonstrating several different perspectives. The main
focus here is on translation solutions suggested by Fedorov and other Russian
scholars, as well as some Ukrainian theorists. Pym (2016) attempts to follow the
development of concepts relating to adequacy and equivalence in Russian-
language scholarship and to present them as part of the evolution of translation

solutions.

One major problem with this chapter is a lack of clarity between categories
of translation solutions and other concepts. For example, in the table of solutions
(Pym, 2016, p.48) ‘adequacy’ is listed among solutions although it was suggested
by Batiushkov not as a solution, but as a guiding principle, a translation aim. The
study includes an overview of the typology of translation solutions presented by
Fedorov (1927b) (Pym quotes the English translation of the paper published in
1974); my criticism of this part of the study will be presented in my analysis of
Fedorov’s paper in Chapter 2. Pym (2016) supplements the study of translation
solutions with elements of the academic and political context of Fedorov’s work
and some biographical information about Fedorov. Very important links between
Fedorov, Cary, Vinay and Darbelnet, Kade, and Levy are identified; however,
they are followed by debatable conclusions. For instance, Pym (2016, p.63),
claims that Fedorov’s legacy in Levy’s works is reduced to recollections of ‘only
the “pointless and fruitless” polemics between Fedorov and Chukovskii, between
science and literature,” whereas my research shows that there is evidence of Levy
studying Fedorov’'s works on translation, starting from 1927 and even planning to
translate his 1953 book into Czech, as well as their correspondence and
collaboration. Pym (2016) concludes his chapter claiming that the ideology of
Soviet translation theorists and their continued struggle between linguistic and
literary approaches prevented Western scholars from seeing the key strengths of
their works. Pym’s study of Fedorov’s work, while providing important pieces of

data, suffers again from unwarranted assumptions, such as suggesting that Cary
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was picking ‘a petty fight with Fedorov’ (Pym, 2016, p.61) based only on two
publications by Cary. It is limited by overgeneralisation and the reliance on a
limited number of sources, similarly to Pym’s claim on the overall attitude of
Western scholars to Soviet theories, when such significant sources as, for

instance, Mounin’s works have been neglected.

One of the first publications in English that place Fedorov in the context of
philological and translation research and attempt to examine his background and
several of his works comes from Schippel (2017). The discussion of publications
is to show the ‘evolution of Fedorov’s translation theory’ (subheading on p.259).
It gives some idea of Fedorov’s approaches and concepts, although it does not
examine them in detail. The selection of Fedorov’'s works in this discussion
without an explanation of the rationale fails to show the scope of his work.
Considering the title of the paper, ‘Translation as Estrangement: Andrei Fedorov
and the Russian Formalists,’ the author overlooks the 1928 article which is the

work that shows Fedorov’s connection to Russian Formalism the most.

Speaking of this connection, Schippel (2017, p.248) calls Fedorov a
‘scholar from the Petersburg/Leningrad circle of Formalists’. | argue that it is more
correct to describe Fedorov as a student of some Russian formalists who followed
their tradition and Russian Formalism as the prevailing research method in
philology, particularly during his student years. He was not, however, a member
of this group. Russian formalists, a movement in Russian literary studies, was
rather strictly associated with members of OPOlaZ [Society for the study of poetic

language],! based in Petrograd (later renamed Leningradi, and the Moscow

Linguistic Circle.”> OPOlaz officially existed between 1916 and 1923 (officially as
an organisation between 1919 and 1922), and the Moscow Linguistic Circle
between 1915 and 1924 (Glanc and Pilshchikov, 2017; Glanc, 2015). Fedorov
was not a member of either of them, probably because his career developed

slightly later than the years when these groups were active.

There has been disagreement in the scholarship on the inclusion of

different groups. Some researchers define Russian formalists even more strictly,

i1n 1914 the city known as Petersburg was officially named Petrograd, and in 1924,
following the death of Lenin, it was renamed Leningrad; in 1991 the city became Saint
Petersburg (Borisenko, D. 2015). In this thesis | use the names of the city used at the
time of the events.
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limiting them only to the core members of OPOlaZ: Eikhenbaum, Jakobson,
Shklovskii, Tynianov, and Tomashevskii (Khitrova, 2019). Jakobson connected
OPOlaz and the Moscow Linguistics Circle as a member of both (Holquist, 2010).
This view probably follows Eikhenbaum’s approach limiting the group to OPOlaz
theorists expressed in his 1925 essay ‘The Theory of the “Formal Method”.’ In
the same essay Eikhenbaum asserted that ‘the so-called “formal method” was
formed [...] in the process of a struggle for the autonomy and concreteness of
literary science' (cited in Renfrew, 2006, p.4). The idea of the autonomy of
literature and literary theory as a mission of formalists is supported by Khitrova,
who also highlights their interest in the literary text in the process of its
development and their opposition to causality in research, which they fought to
replace with ‘the much more complex “interrelation” of phenomena, both literary
and historical' (2019, p.17). Among other central ideas was the concept of
evolution, following Saussurean views on synchronic vs. diachronic studies,
specificity as an overarching principle to specify, and literariness vs. everyday life
(Renfrew, 2006; 2010). Researchers agree that the formalist theory cannot be
definitive as the formalists did not formulate it as such, seeing it as a process,
consistent with their principles to avoid boundaries. Some of their ideas were
indeed reflected in Fedorov’s works, particularly in his earlier publications, as |

will show in Chapter 2 and Chapter 3.

Finally, in early 2021 a translation of Fedorov’'s 1953 book into English
(translated by Baer and Green) was published with an introduction by Baer. It is
truly a milestone in Anglophone scholarship on Russian translation theory, as it
is not only the first translation of this book into English, supplemented with the
researcher’s introduction, it is only the second translation into English of any of
Fedorov’s works after the translation of his 1927 article (Fedorov, 1974). In his
introduction, Baer (2021a) emphasises the role of Fedorov’'s connection to
Russian Formalism as the only translation scholar to maintain that relation,
following Hansen-Love. Among other influences on Fedorov’s theoretical writing
on translation Baer identifies systems-based models, Marxism-Leninism, and
Stalin’s involvement in culture. While the systems-based approaches could be
grouped together with Formalism, in their identification Baer provides a useful link
to Saussurean linguistics. It is noteworthy that Marxism-Leninism and Stalin’s

intervention (addressed in the next subsection) have been approached
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separately, not from the same perspective of perceived ideology. Baer shows
Fedorov’s sincere interest in works by Marx, Engels, and Lenin, as a translator
and scholar, while he argues that Fedorov’s chapter dedicated to Stalin was
motivated by more political reasons. At the same time Baer (2021a, p.xxiv)
suggests that ‘Fedorov was genuinely elated when in 1950 Stalin definitively
refuted the theories of Nikolai Marr.” | do not think this is quite correct, and | will
show in Chapter 2 that references to Stalin were not part of Fedorov's
manuscripts initially. Analysing these influences, Baer’s profound study of the era
leading to the 1953 publication reconstructs the context of the appearance of
Fedorov’s books, notwithstanding little biographical information provided, and
prepares the reader for the contents of the book. Overall Baer’s research is of
great significance to the subject, and the long-awaited translation contributes to
gradually increasing Fedorov’s visibility and literature on Soviet translation theory

in Western European scholarship, which, as Baer claims, have still been absent.
Stalin’s linguistic publications and their consequences

Previous studies have identified the need for further research into Fedorov's
works to consider the wider context of his academic life, including the social and
political conditions in which scholars, writers, and translators worked in the Soviet
Union, and particularly the significant role of Joseph Stalin’s series of publications
on linguistics (Mossop, 2019 [2013]).

In 1950 the Soviet newspaper Pravda published a series of articles
authored by Stalin, later published as a booklet Marksizm i Voprosy lazykoznaniia
[Marxism and Issues in Linguistics]. Dobrenko (2014, p.20) argues that linguistics
was not the most significant element of the articles, that the articles were ‘a
metatext and a striking example of Stalin’s theorizing about “Marxism” with
examples taken from linguistics.” Yet some researchers emphasise the value of
Stalin’s articles for linguistics and related disciplines since they allowed a new
discourse to begin. Mossop (2019 [2013]) argues that they brought ‘Soviet

linguistics back into the international mainstream.’

This effect largely consisted in Stalin denouncing Nikolai Marr ‘s Japhetic
theory, which had been the officially accepted linguistic theory before. Marr’s
teaching claimed that ‘all of the languages of the Caucasus, whether or not Indo-

European, share traces of a distinct family of languages called “Japhetic
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(Leezenberg, 2014, p.102). While it is readily dismissed today as non-scientific,
Marr’s ideas connected to the early nationality policies of the Soviet Union
(Leezenberg, 2014). Rayfield (2015, p.48) draws together Marr’'s authority as
follows:
From the 1890s he was lauded to the skies, mostly in Russia and
Georgia, for phenomenal work on Caucasian languages, then for his
“Japhetic theory,” which grew into a ‘Marxist’ doctrine of language,

opposing ‘bourgeois’ theories with a postulate that language is a class
phenomenon, mirroring the progression from tribalism to communism.

Marr had an interesting background and career, including his archaeological and
textological expeditions, which resulted in valuable findings; his linguistic efforts
proved to be less scientific. Among them were some of his hypotheses, including
the common Japhetic roots of Kartvelian and Semitic languages, or Georgian

relating to Basque (Rayfield, 2015).

Stalin’s articles were printed in Pravda following an article by Georgian
scholar Arnold Chikobava, who wrote an anti-Marrist piece, commissioned by
Stalin and published in May 1950 (Slezkine, 1996). Stalin’s papers then
‘resolved” the conflict raised by Chikobava. The main breakthrough points of
Stalin’s papers and their influence on linguistics have been identified by Alpatov
(2000Db) as follows:

1) denouncing the idea that language is a superstructure on the base in
the societal economic structure,

2) denying the class characteristic of language, comparing it to
instruments or production tools,

3) reinstating the achievements of the 19" century linguists, and

4) pronouncing linguistics to be a progressive science that does not need
to be labelled as ‘Marxist’ or ‘bourgeois’ depending on the area or

approach of study.

The analysis of Stalin’s papers on linguistics is closely connected to the
problem of censorship in Russia and Soviet Union in the early and mid-20%
century and their impact on the development of translation and TS that has been
investigated in several studies. Examining the origins of censorship in the USSR,
authors agree that censorship had existed in imperial Russia; however, under the

Soviet government it rose to another level which could amount to complete
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rewriting of literary works (Choldin, 1989). Vladimirov (1989) adds that after Lenin
came to power the Bolsheviks saw censorship as the only choice, since in the
presence of free media they could not control the criticism of their actions. After
that censorship gradually became an integral part of the new regime, getting
stricter and more all-encompassing, with a censor working at every publishing
house and print shop, controlling all publications. In her in-depth analysis of
censorship in the Soviet Union, Sherry (2015) identifies several levels: publishing
censorship as the choice of texts conforming to the Soviet ideology to be
translated and published, textual censorship affecting the language of the text,
political censorship involving taboo topics, and ideological censorship relating to

creation and circulation of ideologemes.

The state censorship of translated literature and original works in Russian
was regulated differently (Safiullina, 2009). Literary translation could be both a
getaway and a burden imposed by the governing bodies. Such outstanding
writers and poets as Anna Akhmatova, Boris Pasternak, Osip Mandelstam, and
Mikhail Zoshchenko at different times had to use translation as their main source
of income and the only way to express their creative talent when their original
works would not be published (Friedberg, 1997; Witt, 2011). Quoting Zemskova
(2013), Baer (2016b, p.186) calls it an ‘escape into translation’ when writers who
could be translators resorted to this form of writing. Some authors even invented
original foreign poets whom they “translated” for their voice to be heard
(Tyulenev, 2016). By the 1930s there was an established censorship of translated

literature in place as well (Poucke, 2018).

Censorship was among the key factors that determined the cessation of
Russian Formalism in Soviet Russia in the late 1920s. Along with other literary
movements of the time, it was curtailed (Emerson, 2011). Formalist writing could
not adapt to Marxist aesthetics. Besides, more immediate political persecution
forced OPOlaZ to stop its activities: Shklovskii escaped Russia in 1922 to avoid
arrest as a member of the Social Revolutionary party (Renfrew, 2006). Even
though he returned to Russia next year, the fear of persecution remained. After
some attempts to resurrect OPOlazZ (with Jakobson having already left for
Prague), in 1930 Shklovskii published his essay ‘A Monument to a Scholarly
Mistake,” which was ‘conceived as a strategic retreat,” and ‘ultimately became an

act of renunciation as well as the end of Formalism' (Khitrova, 2019, p.22).
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Besides internal policies, censorship was connected to the foreign policy
of the Soviet Union. Foreign relations, the striving of the Soviet Union for cultural
superiority, was linked to the development of Russian literature and national
identity, and therefore connected to translation (Clark, 2011a; 2011b; Baer,
2016b). Extensive research in different areas related to cultural policy and
translation in Russia and the Soviet Union has been conducted by Witt,
investigating socialist realism and translation (Witt, 2016b), ideology and
translators’ institutions, including the Union of Writers, particularly the role of the
1936 First All-Union Conference of Translators (Witt, 2013), and the agency of
Soviet school of translation (Witt, 2016a). The impact of ideology on TS, and
specifically that of Stalin’s articles (the ‘linguistic discussion’) forms the central
focus of a study by Shakhova (2017).

Paradigm shifts and travelling theories

Shakhova (2017) examines Stalin’s articles as the main factor of a paradigm shift
in Soviet linguistics, and consequently in TS, from the perspectives of two
theoretical frameworks: as an anomaly in the model of scientific revolutions, and
as a travelling theory. Based on Kuhn’s model of scientific revolutions, Shakhova
(2017) argues that Stalin’s articles caused a paradigm shift in linguistics and TS,

and Stalin’s unquestionable authority was a major factor.

As Thomas Kuhn’s The Structure of Scientific Revolutions (2012) was first
published in 1962, it coincided with the development of the theory of translation
and the beginnings of TS as a discipline in Western European literature. Kuhn’s
models and concepts have been used as a framework in TS and in related
disciplines, for instance, in linguistics (Blackburn, 2007) and semiotics
(Pilshchikov and Trunin, 2016). Among TS scholars, Hermans (1999) uses
Kuhn’s concept of a paradigm and some of the principles of its existence and
growth. Similarly, Pym (2016) uses Kuhn's theory in his definition of a paradigm.
D'hulst and Gambier (2018, p.2) critically assess the role of Kuhn’s theory
specifically for the history of translation theory:

... views on past thinking, theories included, are strongly indebted to

Thomas Kuhn'’s distinction between evolutionary models of science,

two of which have become topical: the “growth” model (science
progresses by accumulation) and the model of “paradigm shifts.”
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Kuhn’s theory has appealed to humanities and social sciences due to the broader
concept and definition of science it negotiated and to the role of external factors
in such scientific development (Bird, 2018). His call for historiographic

perspective has also been useful for many disciplines, including TS.

Drawing on the concept of travelling theories developed in 1983 by Edward
Said and adopted by Susam-Saraeva (2006) and Neumann and Ninning (2012),
Shakhova (2017, p.112) suggests that Stalin’s articles could also be seen as a
travelling theory that ‘travelled synchronically between academic disciplines and
anchored in the discourse of the Soviet translation studies.” Shakhova discusses
references to Stalin’s articles in Fedorov (1953), as well as their translations and
other forms of rewriting published in East Germany in support of this idea. She
does not provide an analysis of Stalin’s articles or identify any specific concepts
in their texts, and therefore there is no strong evidence of the travelling theory
demonstrated. In the case of Fedorov’s book, Shakhova (2017, p.115) concludes
that since in the second and consequent edition all references to Stalin’s article
had been removed without any effect on the conceptual content, they rather
‘served as a discursive marker of ideological loyalty of the author.” | would argue
it could speak for censorship in the editing and publishing procedures rather than
the loyalty of the author. The application of travelling theories suggested by

Shakhova is nevertheless very interesting.

The framework of travelling theories or concepts is useful in research into
the history of TS. As Neumann and Nunning (2012, p.7) point out:

Mapping the travels of concepts and examining the specific uses of

concepts in diverse disciplinary and national contexts can establish

structured relationships between different academic communities and
help bridge the obvious gaps between various traditions.

Considering this, concepts identified in Fedorov’s works could be studied as
travelling concepts in several directions: mapping them to and from his works in

interdisciplinary and international trajectories.

This is what Shakhova (2021) indeed attempts in her next paper published
in early 2021. Here she approaches Fedorov’s work as a travelling theory and
analyses it as a “rediscovery” of a missing theory by Western scholars, although
she at the same time controversially points out that Fedorov’s theory travelled to

the Western discourse and therefore was not a missing theory. While she points
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out some important concepts of Fedorov’s theory, Shakhova (2021, p.177) does
not claim their originality and suggests that any similarity in the ideas of Western
scholars to Fedorov’'s were due to their similar goals and ‘similar “tools” of
investigation,” ignoring the direct links between them. Shakhova focuses on
Stalin’s ‘linguistic discussion’ and its influence on Fedorov’s theory and examines
other ideological content in Fedorov’'s work and ideological barriers between
Soviet and Western TS. She likens the rediscovery of Fedorov to the rediscovery
of the Skopos theory in post-Soviet Russia. This is a valuable contribution to our

understanding of re-evaluation of TS history.

In summary, the existing literature in English has highlighted the
importance of further research into areas of translation that have been
understudied on the global scale, including those that originated in Russia. In the
growing body of publications related to this subject, which shows an increasing
interest in such research, there has not yet been a comprehensive study centred
on Fedorov’s life and oeuvre. While previous studies have presented some
important research, they have also identified several knowledge gaps that need
to be addressed, such as Fedorov’s biography and bibliography, comprehensive
analysis of his concepts and metalanguage, and their relation to global TS, works

by other scholars, and history of the discipline.

v. Methodology

This thesis relies on close reading and critical textual analysis of primary sources
and historical secondary sources. There are two main groups in each of the
bodies of materials: published and unpublished. Published sources consist in
Fedorov’s publications, including those that have not been previously analysed
in Anglophone literature, and publications by other scholars, such as allographic
reviews (in Genette’s (1997) terms), some of which were usually missed in
searches and bibliographies because they were published in specialised journals
in national languages of Eastern European countries. | have identified them
through close reading of Fedorov’s archived materials and then, where their titles

or authors’ names were mentioned, searching for the publications.

The original findings of this thesis mainly come from the archival work
studying unpublished documents. The unpublished documents have included

Fedorov’s manuscripts and correspondence as well as readers’ reports on his
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early drafts and pre-prints. These documents have been located in Fedorov’s
manuscript repository in the Central State Archives of Literature and Art in Saint
Petersburg, Russia (TsGALI SPb).2 To my knowledge, they have not been
previously investigated in any publication on the subject; none of the previous
studies, identified in the literature review, accessed them. An analysis of these
manuscripts (including handwritten documents and typescripts, letters, book
drafts, and unpublished papers, following the definition and classification of
manuscripts by Pearce-Moses (2005)) has allowed me to identify changes made
in the process of their preparation for publication, revealing the development of
his ideas and interference of external factors. Critical analysis of archival
materials is also used to revisit Fedorov’s biography and Fedorov’s links with

scholars both in Russia and in other countries.

The limitations of this study do not allow every letter or manuscript to be
analysed, so the sources have been selected based on their representativeness,
informativeness, and number (in the case of letters). The selection was made
based on the detailed titles of the documents in the catalogues and archival
inventories. Readability was another factor because | found not all handwritten

materials were legible.

The analysis of the metalanguage conducted as part of this thesis has
been based on Fedorov's Vvedenie v Teoriiu Perevoda [Introduction to
Translation Theory] (1953) and its later editions (1958; 1968b; 1983b). For the
purposes of this study, concept analysis is understood as a research method
consisting in the description of concepts and exploration of their characteristics
and relationships, including the investigation of definitions and equivalents to
terms (Nuopponen, 2010). The following understanding of the relevant terms is
adopted from terminology science: ‘The “meaning” of the term is said to be the
concept, [...]. Synonyms are defined as two or more terms from the same
language representing the same concept. Equivalents can be defined as two or
more terms from different languages representing the same concept’ (Rogers,
1997, p.217).

The terms and concepts selected for analysis have been identified as
crucial to Fedorov’s theory of translation and facilitating the understanding of his

contribution to TS. Given the limitations of the thesis it is not possible to analyse
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every item of the metalanguage, therefore, the concepts which are seen as
representative of theoretical models in Russian at the time have been prioritised
with some of them also represented in theories in other languages, allowing

comparison and reflection.

Another research method in this thesis providing a new perspective on
Fedorov’s oeuvre, his relevance and impact has been scientometric analysis.
Scientometric methods have been used in TS since the late 1990s, most notably
developed by P6chhacker (1995) and Gile (2001). Scientometric or bibliometric
methods include production analysis, network analysis, and citation analysis (van
Doorslaer, 2016). The term ‘scientometrics’ is used in this thesis rather than
‘bibliometrics’ following Gile (2015, p.243) who distinguishes between
‘bibliometric analyses (measuring the production of texts and related parameters,
as opposed to the more general concept of scientometrics, which could apply to
any measurement of scientific activity).” Scientometrics has provided TS with
methodology to conduct quantitative analysis of data on research activities and

outputs in the field.

In this thesis | have adopted the micro-level scientometric method
proposed by Grbi¢ and Pdéllabauer (2008). The method focuses on counting and
analysing data on publications by one scholar only (Fedorov in this research),
and in this thesis they consist in overall publication analysis and citation analysis.
The publication analysis has been based on the corpus of Fedorov’s publications
which | have compiled as part of this research. The tools from Grbi¢ and
Pdllabauer (2008), such as the timeline presentation and document type

classifications, have been adjusted and applied to analyse it.

The citation analysis, in the methodology by Grbi¢ and Pdllabauer (2008,
p.8), consists in building an ‘ego-centred’ network where the centre is the
publications by one author and citations of this author build a complex of links
around this centre; this way it ‘illustrates the relationships between this author
(ego) and his peers (alters) and can be visualised in network graphs.’ To conduct
the citation analysis, the Publish or Perish software has been used. Publish or
Perish is free software designed for academic researchers which obtains and
analyses citations from Google Scholar (and other data sources) and calculates

several metrics, including total number of citations, average citations per paper,
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and a number of indices, such as Hirsch's h-index (Harzing, 2007). The citation
analysis and Publish or Perish specifically allow drawing conclusions on the
research impact of a scholar based on the analysis. Besides its suitability and
availability, the software has been chosen as it retrieves citations from Google
Scholar, ‘a free academic web search engine that indexes scholarly literature
across a wide array of disciplines, document types and languages,’ rather than
the previously monopolist Web of Science (Martin-Martin et al.,, 2017, p.2).
Previous studies in TS have shown that the Web of Science is not suitable for
research in TS and humanities in general, as it fails to mine citations from any
publications other than indexed journals, limits the scope of cited publications by
their age, and heavily prioritises publications in English (Franco Aixela, 2013;
Harzing, 2020).

In addition to citation analysis with Publish and Perish | have been
performed several manual citation counts to assess citations specifically in TS
databases. First, | searched BITRA (Bibliography of Interpreting and Translation)
database (Franco Aixela, 2001-2020), which performs its own citation mining,
and counted citations. Then | conducted a manual counting of the TSB database
(Translation Studies Bibliography, 2020) and the databases of two journals: Meta:
Translators' Journal and Babel selected as the major journals in TS during the

main period under investigation. Then | analysed and visualised the findings.

Researchers caution against using scientometrics unreservedly due to the
known limitations and flaws (Grbi¢ and Pdllabauer, 2008; Franco Aixela and
Rovira-Esteva, 2015; Rovira-Esteva et al., 2019), but in combination with other
methods it has been shown to provide valuable insights. In this thesis, therefore,
the results of the scientometric analysis are presented to support the qualitative

analysis and reflections.

vi. The value of the research

Fedorov’s translation theory and his theoretical writing on TS in general have
been attracting academic attention; however, no systemic study of his work has
been presented in English language scholarship. This thesis is the first extensive

research into Fedorov’s oeuvre and its meaningful impact on TS.

Based on primary sources from Fedorov's manuscript repository in the

Central State Archives of Literature and Art in Saint Petersburg, Russia, which
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have not been studied before, this thesis provides new perspectives on the
previously raised questions of Fedorov’s influence and the ideological content of
his book. The analysis of his manuscripts has shed new light on the development
of his ideas and his communication with other scholars from the Eastern Bloc and
some countries of Western Europe, most importantly, France. The research has
established facts of Fedorov’'s biography, significant from the TS history and

microhistory points of view, previously distorted or unknown.

The data from the archives, together with a wide range of primary sources
published in Russian, have been used to compile Fedorov’s complete
bibliography. The bibliography has not only shown the broad spectrum of
Fedorov’s research interests, but it has also been used as a basis for the
scientometric study. It is the first scientometric analysis of Fedorov’s publications

and has provided valuable findings on his production and impact.

This thesis provides a comprehensive analysis of Fedorov’s translation
theory, its development and metalanguage, and investigates Fedorov’s role in
the establishment of TS as an autonomous discipline, both in Russia and globally.
This research will contribute to the knowledge of TS, its history and present state,
and a better understanding of their connections and concepts, which are not

limited by geographical and linguistic confines.

vii. The scope and definitions

Since the thesis focuses on Fedorov’s work on translation theory, which
culminated in his 1953 publication, the focus chronologically falls onto the late
1920s through the 1950s, although the whole period of Fedorov’s life is covered.
The period under investigation starts from the late 1910s, prior to the years of
Fedorov’s first works. The starting point has been chosen based on the
publication in 1919 of one of the first attempts of theorising translation in Russia
(Fedorov, 1983), the booklet Principles of Literary Translation, written by Kornei
Chukovskii and Nikolai Gumilev, which will be discussed in Chapter 1. The ending

point of the period coincides with the end of Fedorov’s life in 1997.

This period starts before the Soviet Union was created in 1922; therefore,
the adjective ‘Russian’ is used as an all-encompassing term to denote all
Russian-speaking scholars and works in the Russian language. To refer to such

publications and authors, as well as contemporary ones, the term ‘Russophone’
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can also be used following, for example, Byford et al. (2020). The adjective
‘Soviet’ is used as a gentilic of the Soviet Union, after it was formed, which can
refer to people from any republic of the USSR including, but not limited to, the
Russian Republic. This thesis, however, is largely limited to Soviet publications
in the Russian language due to the inability of the researcher to adequately

interpret literature in other national languages of the USSR.

viii. Note on translation

In this thesis all translations from Russian are mine, unless indicated otherwise,
and the original text in Russian is given in Appendix B. | have transliterated
Russian names and titles of publications following the ALA-LC standards: the
romanisation system of the American Library Association (ALA) and the Library
of Congress (LC), which is also used by the British Library; | have chosen to use
it without diacritics to make it ASCIlI compatible (Brewer, 2009; Ivanov, 2017).
The same system has been used to transliterate names in other Cyrillic

alphabets, for example Ukrainian, and Russian terms.

Translations from languages other than English and Russian are produced
using machine translation (Google Translate) and, where deemed crucial for
understanding, post-edited by my colleagues who are native speakers of the
source language. In such cases the editor is indicated in the note in Appendix B

where source texts of translated quotations are given.

iX. Thesis structure

The thesis consists of five main chapters, followed by a concluding chapter. The
first chapter will provide a historical, social, political, and academic context for
Fedorov’'s works on translation theory. After an overview of the whole period
under investigation, it will concentrate on the conditions and developments in
literature and translation in Russia in the early 20" century, as well as the

theoretical works that paved the way for Fedorov’s publications.

The second chapter will be dedicated to Fedorov’s life and development
of his ideas. Following all stages of his life, it will present Fedorov’s biography
and the creation of his first works on translation. It will then analyse the drafts of
Fedorov’s book Introduction to Translation Theory, reflecting on the changes

made in the process. Other publications showing the scope of Fedorov's
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expertise will be briefly analysed in their relation to translation and translation

theory.

The third chapter will investigate the metalanguage of the Introduction to
Translation Theory. It will identify the key concepts in Fedorov’'s book, analyse
them and critically compare them to those introduced by Western European
scholars or identify the absence of comparable concepts. In order to avoid
ahistorical interpretation, the comparison will include theoretical writings of the

same period from the middle to late 20™ century.

The fourth chapter will research the circulation of Fedorov’s book. It will
analyse reviews it received after the publication of the first edition and its
reception in and outside the Soviet Union. Through the study of Fedorov’s
correspondence and other personal papers in the archives, the chapter will
establish Fedorov’s links in global TS and his communication as a leading

translation theorist following the publication of his book.

The fifth chapter will determine Fedorov’s importance from the perspective
of TS today. It will analyse his contribution to the development of the discipline
and assess Fedorov’s relevance today by studying references to his works in
publications by contemporary Russian scholars and his presence in university
programmes. Finally, it will present the findings of the scientometric analysis of

Fedorov’s oeuvre.

The conclusion of the thesis will summarise the results of the research,

revisit the research questions, and reflect on the research findings.



35

Chapter 1. The origins and context of the development

of translation theory in the Soviet Union

Translation theory as a distinct field of knowledge started developing in the Soviet
Union in the early 20" century. This chapter will establish the context which
surrounded this process and the factors that influenced intellectual work at the
time. It starts with a historical overview of the period highlighting the major political
and social changes in Russia, from the Russian Empire to the Soviet Union to
the Russian Federation. It is followed by an analysis of the conditions in which
the first theoretical works appeared, including the cultural environment and the
role of literature in it, language policy, the growth of translation, publishing, and
ideology. The chapter synthesises a variety of sources, providing an original
reflection on them from the perspective of TS, complemented with my own
research of primary sources, including early theoretical publications on
translation. The analysis of these publications leads to a summary of subsequent
developments among which were the first theoretical publications of Andrei
Fedorov. Thus, this chapter links the microhistory of Fedorov’s work to the macro-
context. It contextualises and historicises, following one of the methodological
principles of histoire croisée (Wakabayashi, 2018), the beginnings of Fedorov's
research in translation theory that led to his fundamental book Introduction to

Translation Theory.

1.1 Historical overview of the period

The very first decade of the defined period, starting from the late 1910s as defined
in the Introduction, was already abounding in dramatic changes in the political
and social environment in Russia. Following the First World War, the Russian
Revolution of 1917 resulted in the fall of the Russian Empire and the abolition of
monarchy. Provisional Government, dual power, and takeover by Bolsheviks
were some of the political changes that ensued. War communism introduced
nationalisation of land and property, and extreme centralisation of power, which
led to social unrest and riots. The Russian Civil War that broke out continued
through 1922 and brought not only severe direct casualties, but also famine, child

homelessness, industrial and agrarian decline, and violence on military, public
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and state levels (von Hagen, 2009). The new state, the Union of Soviet Socialist

Republics, was formed in 1922.

Throughout the history of the Soviet Union the Communist Party played
the leading role in the political, social, and economic government of the country,
this role was stated in the Constitution in 1936 (Velikanova, 2018). The leader of
the party was the de-facto head of the country. See Figure 1-1 for the timeline of
Communist party leaders that visualises the succession of leadership in the
USSR.

Soviet Union dissolution

Soviet Union formation 1991

1922

1930 1940 1950 1960 1970 1980

> Stalin
1922 - 1953 1953 - 1964 N Khrushchev
1964 - 1982 I Brezhnev
1982 - 1984 I Andropov

1984 - 1985 ® Chernenko
1985 - 1991 m» Gorbachev

Figure 1-1. Party leaders in the Soviet Unioni

Prior to 1922 the party did not officially (by the Charter) have a leading post;
unofficially the leader of the party and of the government was the chairman of the
Council of People's Commissars of the Soviet Union, Vladimir Lenin (Panchenko,
2016).

The new Soviet state soon saw the death of Lenin and rise to power of
Joseph Stalin. His industrialisation, collectivisation, and grain management policy
caused the famine in the early 1930s in the USSR. While several republics,
including Kazakhstan and Russia, suffered millions of fatalities, it was Ukraine

that was hit hardest. Scholars today estimate that at least six million Ukrainians

i My timeline, based on the data from Panchenko (2016) and Ponton (1994). | do
not differentiate here between the varying titles of the party leaders throughout the
history, including the General Secretary of the Central Committee of the Russian
Communist Party (of Bolsheviks), Secretary of the Central Committee of the All-Union
Communist Party (of Bolsheviks), First Secretary of the Central Committee of the
Communist Party of the Soviet Union, and the General Secretary of the Central
Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union.
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perished during the Holodomor; considering its national and class orientation this
man-made famine in Ukraine has been defined as Stalin’s genocide against
Ukrainians and Ukrainian peasantry (Bilinsky, 1999; Ellman, 2007; Serbyn,
2008). There is still a debate on classifying the Holodomor as genocide according
to the UN convention, with some scholars arguing against it, such as Shearer
(2006).

Stalin’s repressions and executions reached their peak during the Great
Terror of 1937-38 (Harris, 2016). The Great Terror, the period of purges on a
mass scale, aimed at eliminating “anti-Soviet elements,” accounted for a million
people executed and another three million deaths in labour camps and prisons,
with the total death toll of the Stalin period approximating 20 million people
(Conquest, 2008). This is one estimate, and it will never be possible to know the
exact number of victims of the regime. Stalin’s purges targeted universities,
among other institutions, and affected the academic communities and their work,

as will be shown in this and the following chapter.

The Great Terror was followed by the Second World War which cost the
Soviet Union between 1939 and 1945 approximately 27 million lives, according
to the official sources (Ministry of Defence of the Russian Federation, 2018),
along with incomparable material and economic damage: thousands of cities and
settlements were destroyed, and the national wealth reduced by 30 per cent
(Telpukhovsky, 1984). The Second World War halted most research and
publishing activities in the Soviet Union due to its heavy toll, although during the
first war years some important theoretical works still appeared, including
Fedorov (1941). Many translators and scholars were mobilised, as will be
demonstrated by the example of Fedorov’s war experience in the next chapter.
Military translator and interpreter training became prioritised in higher education
starting from 1940 (Military University of the Ministry of Defence, 2019). Practical
and technical manuals were in demand; among them Fedorov’s series in practical
German-Russian translation (Fedorov, 1932-1936) which was republished
between 1937 and 1941. Research and academic activities resumed after the

war.

After the death of Stalin in 1953 started the period known as Khrushchev's

Thaw, which, as the name of this period signifies, brought a certain alleviation of
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the regime under Nikita Khrushchev through the early 1960s. Khrushchev
initiated the repudiation of Stalin's cult of personality in his speech in 1956,
condemning Stalin personally for the crimes during his rule (Ponton, 1994).
Khrushchev still in many ways followed the legacy of Stalinism, including, for
instance, the Soviet aggression in Poland and Hungary (Kramer, 1998).
However, he started the process of de-Stalinisation and with it began the first
phase of the long process of rehabilitation of the victims of Stalin’s repressions
(McElhanon, 2005). Khrushchev’s leadership brought improvements to the
welfare of people and some recognition of the value of an individual, after a long
period of only communal interests on the agenda (Ponton, 1994). Khrushchev's
1956 speech launched the destruction of the myth of the great erudite scholar
Stalin which was welcomed by the progressive academic community and
encouraged the emergence of new scholarly, literary, and artistic initiatives and
publications. International academic communication became easier and scholars
previously unwelcomed by the Soviet state visited the USSR. Among them was
Jakobson who had lived in the United States since 1941 and in 1956 was officially
invited to come to Moscow for the 4™ International Congress of Slavists (Zavacka,
2017). He indeed patrticipated in the congress which took place in 1957 and at
which Fedorov also presented, as demonstrated in the congress publications
(Vinogradov, 1960).

This time of change and hope was followed by the period of stagnation, as
it became known afterwards, under new leadership when Khrushchev was
ousted, and Leonid Brezhnev came to power. Stagnation described the period’s
relative stability but at the same time development of destructive processes.
During Brezhnev’s rule, Khrushchev’'s major reforms were undone, corruption
flourished, the Soviet Union attempted to suppress protests in Czechoslovakia
using military force in 1968, and invaded Afghanistan in 1979 (Hanson, 2006).
The change in the discourse was reflected in the language describing the
economic system in the country: the Soviet Union was no longer reported to be
making progress towards Communism, but instead it was said to have reached
‘the stage of “developed socialism” — a formulation that focused attention on the
successes of the past rather than the promise of the future’ (Hanson, 2006,

p.298). Writers and public speakers critical of the regime would again be
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prosecuted or exiled; for instance, physicist Andrei Sakharov was sent out of

Moscow after his criticism of the invasion of Afghanistan.

When Brezhnev died, after 18 years in office, the post was taken by Mikhalil
Gorbachev, following a quick change of two other party leaders. Gorbachev
initiated radical reforms. During his leadership freedom of speech and movement
(including travel abroad) became actual freedoms of Soviet citizens, the
rehabilitation of political prisoners was reinvigorated, religion was no longer
prosecuted, political pluralism was introduced, and the restoration of private
property began. The Chernobyl disaster revealed the flaws that had been
inherited from the old system; however, it was reported in the end and the
consequences dealt with in a new, open way (Brown, 2006). Gorbachev’s terms
‘glasnost (openness) and perestroika (restructuring) were to become strongly
associated with his reforms (Daniels, 2009, p.452). Among Gorbachev’s major
achievements was also a non-violent ending of the Cold War between the Soviet
Union and the United States which had begun in the late 1940s and through
nearly four decades had incurred burdening political and economic costs to the
Soviet Union (Engerman, 2009). The end of the Cold War was marked by the
breaching of the Berlin Wall. Gorbachev promoted what he called a new thinking:
orientation towards a united world, non-violence, and shared human values
(Gorbachev, 2018). He withdrew Soviet troops from Afghanistan in 1988-1989
and admitted Soviet military crimes that had been committed in Eastern
European countries (Brown, 2006). However, perestroika involved significant
economic challenges. With privatisation and a decentralised supply chain,
economic reforms were needed to manage the drastic shortage of food and
failures in production and supply of other products and commodities (Ponton,
1994).

Gorbachev became the last General Secretary of the Central Committee
of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union. In 1991 the first popular election of
the President of the Russian Republic (a republic within the USSR at the time)
was held and was won overwhelmingly by Boris Yeltsin who had previously left
the Communist party and was no longer associated with it. He had become critical
of Gorbachev, and at the prime of his career was a very popular politician
(Ponton, 1994). Following an attempted coup of 1991, the August putsch, against

which thousands of people in Moscow took to the streets, Gorbachev resigned
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from his post. As the coup was organised by Gorbachev’s critics from the
Communist party to prevent, among other factors, a new agreement between the
Union republics, Yeltsin dissolved the Communist Party of the Soviet Union and
terminated all its activities in Russia; negotiations on a new agreement between
republics started. Latvia, Lithuania, and Estonia announced independence. In the
same year, the new Commonwealth of Independent States was formed with the
rest of the former republics, now independent states (joining at different times),
and the Soviet Union was dissolved (Brown, 2006). Yeltsin, as the president of
now independent Russia, ratified a new constitution following a referendum and
introduced a new government and parliament system in 1993. The new period of
history that began for Russia, notwithstanding its problems, involved liberation of
academic work and publications from the Communist Party narrative and

ideology.

1.2 Literature and translation in Russia at the turn of the 20t

century

1.2.1 Foreign literature in the late 19" century

In 19" century Russia, French was the language of the higher society spoken by
nobility on a daily basis. Russian literary language and literature underwent
significant developments caused by translations from the languages of Western
Europe, most influential among them being French and German language and
literature (Tikhomirova, 2018). Following the lead of Romantic poet and translator
Vasilii Zhukovskii his colleagues and pupils created ‘new linguistic and literary
models in their attempts to overcome what they perceived to be Russia’s cultural
belatedness when compared with the Western European literatures of the time’
(Tikhomirova, 2018, p.96).

In the late 19" — early 20" century Russian literature was becoming not
only a target but also a source literature, especially linked to modernism and
symbolism, the so-called Silver Age of Russian literature (Baer and Witt, 2018).
This was also argued by Fedorov in an unpublished article: Russian literature
was popularised in the West, and it was often the same translators and critics
translating and writing about Western literature, who translated and wrote about

Russian literature for Western audiences (Fedorov, 1941-1946). Among them
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was the symbolist poet Valerii Briusov, whose poems were translated into
European languages, while he wrote annual reports on Russian literature in
English for Athenaeum and in French for Le Beffroi and translated both poetry
and prose from English, French, and German (Fedorov, 1941-1946, p.9). At the
same time, several new periodicals publishing translated prose and poetry
appeared in Russia. French poets became widely known in Russia in the 1890-
1900s due to their Russian translations and due to popularisation efforts by
certain critics, such as Vengerova, and journals, such as Vestnik Evropy [Herald

of Europe] among others.ii

1.2.2 Cultural revolution

The identified social and political turbulations of early 20" century Russia gave
rise to transformations in the cultural life of the country. The 1917 revolution
initiated a cultural crisis which was aggravated by the ‘problem of intelligentsia’
when ‘Russia lost almost all of its former cultural elite, some of whom succumbed
to hunger or disease in this chaotic time, while some were killed, some emigrated,
and others simply fell silent’ (Clark et al., 2007, p.4). Similarly, Tolstaia (1996,
p.318) argues that ‘when Lenin had his fill, in about 1922 [...], he sent 400
stubborn, unredeemable professors, philosophers and writers abroad, in order to

rid the country of their unhealthy spirit.’

At the same time, scholars have identified a relative freedom in literature
and other areas of culture in the years immediately following the revolution. Thus,
Golubkov (2008, cited in Azov, 2013, p.17) describes literature and literary
criticism of the 1920s as a polyphony, specifying that it was a ‘sustainable system
comprising a number of directions, movements, ideological and stylistic trends,
which were constantly interacting with each other.”* He opposes this polyphony
to the subsequent period of the 1930-1950s when there was ‘only one aesthetic
system named socialist realism governing the literary life’> as well as other areas
of culture. Petrov and Ryazanova-Clarke (2017, pp.2-3) similarly argue that the
first period represented ‘the culture of the polyphonic revolutionary avant-garde,

unfinalized, future oriented and open to experimentation,” while the second one

i Such as, in the 1880s: Zagranichnyi Vestnik, Biblioteka Inostrannykh Romanov i
Povestei, Zapadnaia Biblioteka, Illiustrirovannye Romany Vsekh Narodov; in the 1890s:
Vsemirnaia Biblioteka, Vestnik Inostrannoi Literatury, Novyi Zhurnal Inostrannoi
Literatury, Iskusstva i Nauki; in the 1900s: Vesy (Fedorov, 1941-1946).
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was governed by the spreading Stalinism. Fitzpatrick (1992, p.115) identifies a
new understanding of the concept ‘Cultural Revolution,” developed in the early
1930s, which was a class war defined as follows:
... a political confrontation of “proletarian” Communists and the
“Bourgeois” intelligentsia, in which the Communists sought to

overthrow the cultural authorities inherited from the old regime [...] to
create a new “proletarian intelligentsia.”

Identifying these transformations in the cultural climate in Russia contributes to
establishing that the context in which translation and theoretical writing developed
was not monolithic: it changed significantly between the late 1910s and the

middle of the 20" century.

The cultural revolution included fighting illiteracy among the population at
large and promoting ‘a common culture for the educated and masses alike, one
that went beyond (though it still included) the crude poster or ideological skirt’
(Clark, 2011a, p.10). Literature played a significant role in this process: it was
asserted by Gorkii (1934a, p.17), whose personal role will be discussed in more
detail later in this chapter, at the First All-Union Convention of Soviet Writers
where he pronounced the need for Soviet literature to be ‘the powerful tool of
socialist culture.”® This need was also justified by the foreign policy of the Soviet
Union in the 1920-1930s as it was striving for cultural superiority over Western
countries (Clark, 2018). Translation was instrumental in the establishment of the

country’s cultural dominance and ambition.

1.2.3 Language policy

In the new Soviet state, the Russian language was increasingly promoted as the
unifying language of the multinational country contributing to the “friendship of
peoples.” Pavlenko (2006, p.81) identifies ‘a dual imperative — nativization and
russification’ of the language politics with Russian as a lingua franca of the new

state:

The goal of language policies advanced post-1917 by Lenin, Stalin,
and their followers was korenizatsiia (nativization) and linguistic
autonomy, with Russian used as a lingua franca in the central
government and in the army. To remake the country into a new image,
Bolsheviks needed to convey their ideas promptly to people who
spoke more than a hundred different languages and were often
illiterate to boot (Smith, 1998). Consequently, the policies advanced in
the 1920s aimed to support and develop national and ethnic
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languages on the assumption that the new regime will be best
understood and accepted by various minority groups if it functions in
their own languages.

This argument has been supported by Alpatov (2000a) who asserts that before
the 1930s the Soviet government encouraged the development of minority
languages: the policy was declared in Decree 2 (On the court of justice of the All-
Russian Central Executive Committee and the Council of People's
Commissars).” It was enforced by the People's Commissariat of Nationalities
headed by Stalin who back in 1918 wrote:

No compulsory “state” language — neither in judicial proceedings, nor

at school! Every region is to choose the language or languages that

correspond to the population composition of the region, while ensuring

the equality of languages of both minorities and majorities in all social
and political establishments® (cited in Alpatov, 2013, p.20).

The efforts included developing a writing system for numerous minority
languages that did not have one, and a literary language for those existing mostly
as a vernacular; russification was regarded as an undesirable vestige of the
tsarist regime. In the late 1930s, however, there was a crucial turn in this policy
towards accelerated russification. One of the first signs of it was the ‘Ordinance
of the Presidium of the Central Electoral Commission of the USSR dated 1 June
1935 on transferring written languages of peoples of the North to the Cyrillic
alphabet® (Alpatov, 2000a, p.85). Teaching in national languages in some

schools was discontinued.

By 1941 all republics of the Soviet Union were officially using the Cyrillic
script. One of the most significant measures was the implantation of Russian in
all linguistic areas. It was manifested by the Ordinance of the Central Committee
of the All-Union Communist Party of the Bolsheviks and the Council of People's
Commissars dated 13 March 1938 ‘On compulsory study of the Russian
language in schools of national republics and regions’® (Alpatov, 2000a, p.92).
Similar measures introducing this centralised language policy were rolled out in

other areas.

1.2.4 Consequences in translation

Together with the promotion of the Russian language, the idea of learning and

translating to and from national languages of the constituent republics was being
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popularised alongside translating to and from Western European languages. This
was demonstrated in Gorkii’'s conclusive remarks (Gorkii, 1934b) at the above-

mentioned Convention of Soviet Writers.

Translation into national languages was linked to another phenomenon of
the period, indirect translation. Indirect translation is understood here in a broad
sense as ‘a translation of translation’ following Maia et al. (2018, p.78).
Specifically researching indirect translation employed in the USSR, Witt (2017)
has identified two types: translation from/into national languages of Soviet
republics using Russian as an intermediary, and intralingual translation based on
interlinears. The latter involved first a creation of a podstrochnik [interlinear], a
literal translation of a foreign text into Russian, not intended to be a target text on
its own, with a subsequent production of a final translation also in Russian. This
phenomenon, as Witt (2017) has shown, blurred the frames of the translator
profession, the notion of translation as such, and authorship, whilst at the same
time creating opportunities for censorship and ideological manipulations. Indirect
translations contributed to the canon of Soviet literature created from literatures
of Soviet republics and selected pieces of world literature. Zemskova (2018,
p.174) argues that translations from the multinational republics of the Soviet
Union contributed ‘to the ideological unification of the empire.” Soviet literature by
the 1930s would be presented as unequalled in the world (Safiullina, 2009). This
myth needed to be supported by expanding the “multinational and multilingual”

Soviet literature which required translation.

Translation into national languages of the Soviet Union was still urgent in
the 1950s. The evidence is found in an article in the specialised journal Voprosy
Jazykoznanija [Issues in Linguistics] (1954) condemning the poor quality of
translations of Marxism and Leninism studies from Russian into languages of

other republics.
1.3 The role of publishers

1.3.1 World literature projects

Several scholars, including Azov (2013), Tyulenev (2016), Bedson and Schulz
(2017), and Schippel (2017) have linked the beginning of the Soviet period of

literary translation to the creation of the publishing house Vsemirnaia Literatura
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[World Literature] in 1918 in Petrograd. The publishing house had an ambitious
aim to translate and publish selected works of classic foreign literature of the 18-
19™ centuries and republish selected works by Russian writers from the same
period. It involved many talented and prominent figures from the literary and
translation field, such as Fedor Batiushkov, Alexander Blok, Kornei Chukovskii,
Nikolai Gumilev, Mikhail Lozinskii, Alexandr Smirnov, and others. The publishing
house was initiated and managed by the influential writer Maxim Gorkii
(Khlebnikov, 1971).

Aleksei Peshkov, known under his pseudonym Maxim Gorkii (1868—1936),
was a writer, playwright, literary critic, and promoter of art and literature. In the
first decade of the 20" century Gorkii's books were sold in hundreds of thousands
of copies, and his plays received standing ovations (Bunin, 2001). Gorkii's
position has been convincingly summarised by Clark (1995, p.102):

Gorky himself was initially a vehement public opponent of Bolshevik

policies, but after his reconciliation with Lenin in September 1918 he

began to play such an extensive role as intelligentsia patron that he
could be called with some justification a Soviet Lorenzo the

Magnificent. He ran a veritable court from his Petrograd house, a court

to which many an intellectual would come as petitioner or protége, and

where the more favoured were housed. In addition, he founded a

series of new institutions that enabled Petrograd intellectuals to
continue working — and many even literally to survive.

Among such institutions was indeed Vsemirnaia Literatura which provided

employment to multiple writers and translators.

The publishing house was founded by four co-founders, including Gorkii,
with the prospect of receiving funding for it from the Soviet government via the
People's Commissariat for Education (Narkompros). The initial negotiations
concerning this were conducted between Gorkii and Anatolii Lunacharskii, head
of Narkompros at the time. Lenin was well aware of them and welcomed Gorkii's
cooperation with the Party and his contribution to Russia’s cultural development
(Khlebnikov, 1971). However, in 1921 Gorkii left Russia: the official explanation
was that he followed Lenin’s recommendations to go abroad for treatment (which
was partly true as Gorkii suffered from tuberculosis); the other part of the truth
was his disagreement with the Bolsheviks’ actions, especially those aimed at
dissident writers, where the execution of Nikolai Gumilev (an outstanding poet,

founder of the Acmeism literary movement, war hero, and a prolific translator)
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was the last blow. Gorkii lived in Europe, mainly in Germany and Italy (with a brief
visit to the Soviet Union in 1928) until 1933 when he returned to Russia on Stalin’s
invitation (Basinskii, 2006).

Vsemirnaia Literatura stopped receiving state support the year following
Gorkii’s emigration, and in 1924 it was shut down (Khlebnikov, 1971). Its mission
was partly continued by a new publishing house, Academia, founded in 1922.
Gorkii joined the editing team of Academia upon his return to the Soviet Union.
In 1929 Academia was moved to Moscow and in 1937 merged with Goslitizdat

(acronym for ‘State Publishing House of Fiction’ in Russian) (Rats, 1980).

The increase in the numbers of published books in translation was directly
connected to the new publishing houses. As Alekseev (1931, p.8) stated, the
number of published books of translated literature had grown from 134 titles in
1918 to 782 titles in 1927. Based on the evidence he praised Vsemirnaia
Literatura for this achievement, as well as for the dramatically improved quality of
translations. Another achievement of Vsemirnaia Literatura was that it introduced
‘the institution of editor’ (Bedson and Schulz, 2017, p.279). For the first time in
the history of translation publishing in Russia a publishing house hired a team of
professional editors. It also developed a new type of translation publication,
where the main text was supplemented with comments and a foreword with
background information and literary criticism remarks (Kukushkina, 2014). The
publisher was effectively establishing translation standards and publishing

norms.

This work of Vsemirnaia Literatura partially intersected with the work of the
All-Russian Professional Association of Translators that was established in
Petrograd in May 1917 as the first professional body of the kind in Russia, uniting
literary, scientific, and technical translators. The association’s mission was to
increase the quality of translations and to advocate for the interests of translators,
contributing to the recognition of the profession (Kukushkina, 2014). The
recognition included publishing ethics, condemning the existing common practice
when commercial publishing houses reprinted previously translated literary works
without naming or paying the translator (Kukushkina, 2014). Though Vsemirnaia
Literatura was not a professional association as such, it performed some similar

functions.
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1.3.2 Translator training

Improving the quality of translations was one of the fundamental principles of
Vsemirnaia Literatura, since the publishing house recognised many of the
existing translations (when there were any to compare) as not meeting the
requirements of the time, but even more importantly they focused on the selection
of high-quality works to be translated (Fedorov, 1953, p.84). As Vsemirnaia
Literatura was making its first steps to bringing the world of translated literature
to the Russian reader, they saw a lack of professional translators required for
such a large-scale project. Therefore, a school for translators was organised,
aimed at developing translators’ skills and training new translators (Chukovskii,
1930). This school for translators, Studiia perevodchikov [translators’ studio], or
Studio for short, was initiated by Gumilev. The Studio was set up in 1919 when

Gumilev joined the team of Vsemirnaia Literatura (Frezinskii, 2003).

Gorkii delegated general management of the Studio to Kornei Chukovskii.
Chukovskii is well known to many Russian readers as the author of children’s
stories in verse. However, children’s poetry was only one area of his work:

A resourceful literary critic who combined alert monitoring of the

current literary scene with pathbreaking studies of nineteenth-century

masters, [...] an accomplished practitioner and theoretician of the art

of translation, a prolific and perceptive memoirist, Chukovsky was a

complete man of letters. [...] It is fair to say that he knew, at times

intimately, everyone involved in shaping the course of twentieth-
century Russian literature (Erlich, 2005, p.x).

During the first stage of the Studio’s work, there were about forty pupils
enrolled; later, by the end of 1920, the number of attendants was over 350.
Initially, the Studio offered only specialised courses aimed at translators; soon,
when the Studio was moved to Dom iskusstv [The House of Arts], the programme
was significantly widened and the Studio became known as Literaturnaia studiia
[the Literary Studio], following the interest of the pupils not only in translation but
in independent literary work (Frezinskii, 2003, p.9). Some of the experts who gave
regular lectures and seminars in the Studio, besides Gumilev and Chukovskii,
included: Andrei Belyi, Alexandr Blok, Boris Eikhenbaum, André Levinson,
Mikhail Lozinskii, Viktor Shklovskii, Aaron Steinberg, Yuri Tynianov, Yevgenii
Zamiatin, and Viktor Zhirmunskii. The Studio became the place where the group
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of writers called the Serapion Brothers was created and the rise of many other

talented writers was supported.

After the closure of Vsemirnaia Literatura in 1924 a new support structure
for translators was created: the Translators’ Section under the Leningrad branch
of the All-Russian Union of Writers.'! The section continued the tradition of the
also terminated All-Russian Professional Association of Translators (Kukushkina,
2014). Most of the members of the section used to work in Vsemirnaia Literatura
and had extensive translation experience. They would meet up monthly to
discuss new translations, the work of foreign writers and literary trends. A
workshop for translators was also organised. At some of the section meetings,
theoretical, as well as practical issues of translation were discussed: in 1925
translator and literary scholar David Vygodskii delivered his report ‘On the
technique of translation’, and in 1929 Fedorov presented his paper "Techniques
and objectives of literary translation’ (Kukushkina, 2014). These facts confirm that
the need to train translators was recognised and attempts to address this need

were made.

1.3.3 The first attempts to theorise translation in the Russian

context

To support the translation workshops at the Studio of Vsemirnaia Literatura,
Gorkii commissioned the booklet Printsipy Khudozhestvennogo Perevoda
[Principles of Literary Translation]. As stated in the foreword by the publisher, the
booklet was created as an instruction manual for translators with the prospect
that ‘in the near future, by joint efforts, we might be able to set the fundamentals,
if not of a science, then at least of a practical guide to one of the most difficult and
demanding arts — the art of literary translation’'? (Gumilev and Chukovskii, 1919,
p.6).

The booklet was co-authored by Gumilev and Chukovskii. The two authors
each wrote an article for it: Chukovskii wrote about translation of prose and
Gumilev about poetry translation (see Figure 1-2 for the front cover of the book).
Chukovskii opened his article by emphasising that translation was an art, and a
translator was an artist of word, a co-author, and as such was not to translate the
writers that had a style and character different to theirs (Chukovskii, 1919).

Chukovskii regarded prose translation as not dissimilar to verse translation from
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the perspective of all literary texts possessing a certain rhythm. Here Chukovskii
introduced such terms as eidologiia [eidology] and ritmika [rhythmicity]. He did
not further explore or define them though, but illustrated them with examples from
some translations, which in his view demonstrated phonetic harmony that
resembled the original. In the same way he discussed such concepts as style,
vocabulary, syntax, and tekstualnaia tochnost [textual precision]. Chukovskii
argued that textual precision consisted simply in correct translation of lexical units
and as such did not define the quality of translation since such mistakes could be
corrected during the editing process. What he insisted on as the goal for the
contemporary translator was ‘scientific, objectively assessed
precision/accuracy’*® (Chukovskii, 1919, p.23). This implied avoiding omissions
or additions of information that the original did not contain, maintaining the
author’s punctuation, and transliterating proper names, excluding russification. At
the same time, speaking about syntax, he asserted that the norm was to follow
syntactic rules of the target language (in this case the Russian language, since

the terms source or target language were not used here).

Speaking about poetry translation, Gumilev (1919) insisted that the
translator first of all had to be a poet. He emphasised the importance of
reproducing the imagery and style of a poem and highlighted that the form, the
sound representation, was just as important. In regard to the latter Gumilev (1919,
p.30) summarised the main requirements for the translator as maintaining the
original’s ‘1) number of lines, 2) metre and foot, 3) alternation of rhymes, 4) nature
of enjambment, 5) nature of rhymes, 6) nature of vocabulary, 7) type of similes,
8) special techniques, 9) changes in tone.’** As this quotation shows, Gumilev
was rather prescriptive in his article and set out a very specific set of rules for
poetry translators; he even compared them to the ten commandments, noting
that he suggested only nine. It also shows Gumilev's conviction that the
translated poem had to be formally, not only semantically, as close to the source
as possible; with this aim of merging the original and the translation he believed
that translated poems needed to have only the name of the author, excluding the

indication of the translator.

A year later the second edition of the booklet was published with two added
articles by literary scholar, historian, and critic Fedor Batiushkov: ‘Objectives of

literary translation’ (Batiushkov, 1920a) and ‘Language and style’ (Batiushkov,
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1920b). The book was published with Batiushkov’s articles after his death earlier
the same year. Batiushkov (1920a), besides the objectives of literary translation,
discussed requirements for it and principles of translation from the perspective of
the relationships between the original and the translating language. He claimed
that adherence to the norms of either was dictated by the perceived level of
development of the literature and culture of their respective peoples. Batiushkov
briefly mentioned adequacy of translation (the concept later investigated by
Fedorov and analysed here in Chapter 3).

Figure 1-2. Front cover of the book Principles of Literary Translation, published in 1919
by Vsemirnaia Literatura

Both booklets were rather practical and prescriptive. Chukovskii’s article

particularly was more a critical literary study of translation challenges illustrated

with witty examples than a theoretical exploration, making it more suitable for a
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lay reader promoting the art of translation. This was how Chukovskii (1930, p.5)

later described the background and purpose of the booklets:

Initiated by M. Gorkii, the Vsemirnaia Literatura Studio was set up to
deliver special lectures on different aspects of the art of translation. |
also worked at the Studio: | was in charge of the seminars on literary
translation of English prose writers. Since we had no books or
manuals dedicated to the practice of literary translation — and still
there are not any — | had to draft at least a rough overview, a sort of
“ABC book for translators,” which | then used for my work at the
Studio. Consequently, this “ABC book” was published (in a very limited
number of copies) as a practical guide for the translators who worked
at our publishing house.*®

Despite their practical and prescriptive character, the booklets ‘laid the
foundations for a theoretical approach to translation’'® (Fedorov, 1953, p.84). As
shown in the literature review, the booklets have remained understudied in the
Anglophone scholarship, and they deserve more scholarly attention due to their
theoretical value and importance for subsequent writings on translation which are

analysed in the next section.
1.4 Translation research in the early to mid-20t" century

1.4.1 Significant publications of the late 1920s and the 1930s

Following the progress made by Vsemirnaia Literatura and the 1919-1920
booklets, several important publications appeared which approached theoretical
issues in translation in the late 1920s and the early 1930s. Among them were the
first publications by the early career researcher Andrei Fedorov from 1927-1930
which will be discussed in Chapter 2. There were also several publications
attempting a more general summary of the theoretical knowledge of the

discipline.

In 1929 the Ukrainian scholar Oleksandr Finkel (2007 [1929]) published a
book Teoriia i Praktika Perekladu'’ [Theory and Practice of Translation] in
Ukrainian. Fedorov (1983a) suggested that it was the first book with the title
containing ‘theory of translation’ in the Soviet Union and a significant contribution,
specifically in relation to the issues of methods and principles of translation. | look
in more detail into Finkel’s publications and his communication with Fedorov in
Chapter 4.
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Finkel's book was not so widely cited as the booklet in Russian Problema
Khudozhestvennogo Perevoda [Problem of Literary Translation] by Mikhall
Alekseev. It was based on the lecture he gave in 1927 at the Irkutsk State
University and published by the same university in 1931. Some important
changes must have been made to the text of the lecture, as the published text
includes references to Fedorov (1930) and Chukovskii (1930). Alekseev, a
translator from English, German, and French, with his wide range of research
interests in linguistics, theory and history of translation, at the time of the
publication was the professor and head of the Department of World Literature at
Irkutsk University, and soon moved to Leningrad to continue his career at the
Leningrad State University where he held the post of professor of the Department
of Foreign Literatures for over 30 years; in the 1930s-1940s he was also
professor at the Department of World Literature at Herzen State Pedagogical

University in Leningrad (Levin, 1972).

The publication raised some issues which are relevant today. For instance,
Alekseev (1931, p.4) addressed the question of the audience of translation,
arguing that ‘the aesthetic value of any translation cannot be discussed without
due consideration of the readership at which it is aimed.’'® He developed this
argument further with the support of the definition of translation methods that
were aimed at different audiences and the factors that determined the translator’s
work, citing them from Fedorov (1930). The factors included the source and the
target language, the requirements for the translated text at a given time, the
objectives, and literary devices used by the translator. Alekseev went further to
suggest that assessment of the target audience of translations should consider
their readers’ social and professional characteristics. Alekseev (1931, p.8)
explored the recently revived interest in translation that had led to the creation of
a special Commission on the Technology of Literary Translation under the State
Academy of Art Sciences to study literary translation from theoretical, historical,
and literary perspectives, and linked this interest to new publications on
translation, including those by Finkel, Levit, and several works by Fedorov
(1927b; 1928; 1929a; 1930).
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Figure 1-3. Page 1 of Usov’s typed manuscript (Usov, 1933)

Discussing translations of Soviet literature in the West, Alekseev
mentioned a book by Dmitri Usov, Modern Russian Literature in Germany.!® Usov
was a poet, translator, literary scholar, and critic, and a close friend of Fedorov,
with whom he shared research interests (Neshumova, 2011a). In as early as
1933 Usov authored the programme on theory and practice of translation (see
Figure 1-3) for the First Moscow Pedagogical Institute of Foreign Languages. The
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programme comprised sections on the concept of translation, types of translation,
composition, choice of words, transfer of expressive means of the original, and
translation flaws and ways to avoid them. The manuscript has been stored in
Fedorov’s archives. While the programme overall looks practice oriented, the first
section was aimed at some theoretical concepts. Here one of the topics covered
the ‘scientific framework for the theory of translation: the new theory of language
based on Marxism-Leninism.”?® This was undoubtedly referring to Marr’s theory,
providing more evidence to the ideologically installed discourse in academia,

asserted in section 1.4.4 below.

The list of recommended literature in Usov’'s programme included the
article ‘Perevod’ [Translation] in the Literary Encyclopaedia. The article (Smirnov
and Alekseev, 1934) was co-authored by Mikhail Alekseev and Aleksandr
Smirnov, a translator, literary historian, and critic, specialising in Celtic philology
and Romance studies, lecturer, and later professor at Leningrad University
(Kukushkina, 2014).

One of the most important ideas introduced by Smirnov in his part of the
article was the notion of adekvatnyi perevod [adequate translation] which he
defined in opposition to volnyi perevod [free translation] as follows:

A translation shall be considered adequate when it conveys all

intentions of the author (both deliberate and unconscious) in terms of

a specific conceptual, emotional, and artistic impact on the reader,

while maintaining wherever possible (by means of exact equivalents

[tochnyi ekvivalent] or acceptable substitutes [udovletvoritelnyi

substitut]) all the author’s imagery, tone, rhythm, and other resources?!
(Smirnov and Alekseev, 1934, p.527).

It is important that Smirnov already approached the task of defining an adequate
translation and that his definition was based on the original’s author’s intentions
and transfer of the original’s content and form to the translation. Smirnov
developed the term adequacy introduced by Batiushkov, as shown above, and
proposed the term substitut [substitute], meaning a replacement of the exact
equivalent that performs the same function in the translation as the original in the
corresponding context. The bibliography in the article included Fedorov's
publications from 1927 and 1930. In his later publications Fedorov (1941; 1953)
highlighted the significance of Smirnov’s article. Fedorov (1953) drew on

Smirnov’s definition of adekvatnyi perevod [adequate translation] in his concept
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of full value translation, as will be shown in Chapter 3. Their communication will

be further analysed in Chapter 4.

1.4.2 Professional associations and their importance

In 1934 the Translators’ Section in the Union of Soviet Writers was created. |
argue, in agreement with Antipina (2005) and Witt (2016b), that its creation
showed an increasingly significant role of translation in the Soviet Union, and
recognition of the translator profession and of the need for translators’
development and support. At the same time, the Union of Soviet Writers on the
whole served as ‘a carrier of the party and state ideology in the literary circles’??
(Antipina, 2005, p.355); its leaders aimed at ensuring the members followed the
government guidelines, but membership was important for writers and translators

for their recognition and employment prospects.

Recognition of the translator was not a new achievement of this Section
alone. It continued the legacy of its predecessors, starting from the pre-Soviet
association discussed in section 1.3 above (All-Russian Professional Association
of Translators) which through its journey from 1917 involving a number of
restructuring manipulations, purges, centralisation and control measures,
appeared in this new form, suitable to the Soviet state, unlike the original

association of pre-revolutionary literary intelligentsia (Kukushkina, 2014).

Following the creation of the Translators’ Section, the First All-Union
Conference of Translators was held in 1936. It was an important event for the
following development of views on translation in the Soviet Union. One of the
keynotes at the conference was given by literary critic logann Altman. Altman
claimed that such translation methods as naturalisticheskii [naturalist],
formalisticheskii [formalist], and impressionisticheskii [impressionist], were
opposed to the only “correct” method of translation. This method Altman identified
as tvorcheskii perevod [creative translation] and called for applying the principle
of Socialist Realism to literary translation. None of the other methods were
satisfactory, according to Altman: naturalist translation was too literal, formalist
translation gave too much consideration to the characteristics of form rather than
content, while impressionist translation was too free (Altman, 1936, cited in Azov,
2013, p.50-51).
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In her detailed analysis of the papers presented at the conference Witt
(2013, p.161) rightly establishes the event as ‘a key moment in the ideologization
of norms which came to affect subsequent Soviet translation debate’. After 1936,
the term ‘formalism’ basically lost its connection to the Russian Formalism school
of the 1920s and was increasingly used to indicate any complexity or deviation
from the Socialist Realism norm that required simplicity and overall accessibility

for the average Soviet reader who was assumed not to know foreign languages.

The new norm also demanded translation oriented towards the target
language and culture that would nowadays be called domesticating.
Domesticating translation created the opportunity for censorship of foreign
literature. Censorship of translation in these conditions could be seen as extreme
domestication of foreign texts, where literary works would be manipulated not
only to suit the norms of the target language, but also the target ideology and the
established regulations of what subjects could appear in print and with what
attitudes they could be discussed. Such domestication was closely connected

with the idea of realist translation as will be shown in the next subsection.

1.4.3 Realist translation against formalism

My research has indicated that formalism or literalism in translation became
increasingly criticised, prosecuted, and feared in the late 1930s, in agreement
with the statement by Bedson and Schulz (2017, p.271): ‘the debate turned into
political baiting targeting literal translators.” Accusations of formalism were often
accompanied by accusations of cosmopolitanism. Cosmopolitanism was a broad
allegation of anti-patriotism or allowing Western culture to influence one’s work,
and frequently disguised anti-Semitism (Etkind, 1978). As the persecution of
formalism and cosmopolitanism escalated, a new concept named realisticheskii
perevod [realist translation] as a method based on the principle of Socialist
Realism was gaining prominence. The main proponent of realist translation as
the principal method of translation and later as the basis for the proposed

‘universal Soviet theory of translation’?® was Ivan Kashkin (1954b, p.199).

Kashkin was a translator and academic, specialising in English language
and literature and in literary translation, heading a number of translation

committees and associations. In the 1930s he taught at the Moscow Institute of
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New Languages,” when his pupils started forming what would later become an
authoritative circle of translators (Azov, 2013). Friedberg (1997, p.71) recognised
him as ‘arguably the most influential Russian translator of the era of Socialist
Realism,” and he appeared so; however, | argue that his theoretical writings

should not be overestimated.

Kashkin described realist translation as an opposition to naturalist,
formalist, and impressionist translation, borrowing the terms from Altman’s paper
discussed above. He claimed that realist translation suggested ‘a ternary
faithfulness making a single unity: faithfulness to the original work, faithfulness to
reality, and faithfulness to the reader’?* (Kashkin, 1955, p.142). Realist translation
implied unquestionable domestication. In order to comply with the socialist
realism agenda, domestication needed to be applied not only on the linguistic
level, but also, if not more importantly, on the ideological one. While Kashkin
never suggested any clear definition of realist translation in his rather vague
writing, some researchers have attempted to crystallise his idea:

... the translator had to convey not the text of the original literary work,

but the reality which, according to Leninist aesthetics, was mirrored in

this work — the typical traits of reality as they should have been seen

by the original author had he possessed the necessary ideological

awareness and rendered in forms accessible to the Soviet reader

(Witt, 2016b, p.56, original emphasis).

Kashkin attacked translators whom he believed guilty of formalism and
literalism and of not meeting the requirements of realist translation. His argument
against bukvalizm [literalism] was against ‘the idea of painstaking attention to the
rhetoric and stylistic features of the original’ (Borisenko, A., 2018, p.206). His
main victims were the established translators of prose and poetry Evgenii Lann
and Georgii Shengeli. Lann was accused of using syntax patterns, unnatural in
Russian, as well as unusual use of lexical units and unconventional spelling of
foreign names, which showed a foreignisation tendency, while Shengeli, among
similar faults, was found guilty of distorting images in a way unsuitable for the
Soviet readership (a detailed analysis of Kashkin's papers against these
translators is undertaken by Azov (2013)). In Fedorov’s theory, as it was

published in 1953, Kashkin also saw traces of formalism. Fedorov replied to his

v currently known as The Maurice Thorez Institute of Foreign Languages
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accusations in the foreword to the second edition of the book (Fedorov, 1958,
p.5), arguing that:
... an interest in the language of a literary work in itself does not equal
formalism and literalism, on the contrary, an in-depth linguistic
approach to expressive means in two different languages should
prevent literary mistakes which can easily occur in practical work if a
translator does not have a good command of the theory related to
language.®
Kashkin’s arguments against Fedorov in terms of his linguistic approach to the

theory of translation will be analysed in Chapter 4, focusing on Fedorov’s book.

The battles between translation approaches were often used for personal
and political confrontation (Khotimsky, 2018). The conflict between Kashkin and
literalists continued, most heatedly between the 1930s and 1950s. Kashkin’s
method of realist translation became well established in the 1950s, after it was
announced, as identified by Azov (2013, p.105), at the Second All-Union
Conference of Translators in 1951, which was dedicated to Stalin’s publications

on linguistics, to be discussed in the next subsection.

1.4.4 The effect of Stalin’s publications on translation research

Soviet linguistics starting from the 1920s was dominated by Marrism as the
Marxist framework accepted by the state. Marr proposed a new science of
language; linguistics as existing in the pre-revolutionary Russia was announced
to be a ‘bourgeois science’ (Alpatov, 2011, p.31). Many scholars were impelled
to reject the so-called bourgeois scholarship; however, some continued looking
for other ideas and eventually prompted the emergence of Stalin’s publications

on linguistics.

Stalin’s articles, later published together as a booklet Marksizm i Voprosy
lazykoznaniia [Marxism and Issues in Linguistics], started with an article in
Pravda in June 1950 with four more papers that followed it, presented as
responses to ‘a group of comrades representing the youth’?® (Stalin, 2011 [1950],
p.224). The main part of it was published in English the same year (Stalin, 1950).
Since Stalin’s intervention denounced Marr’s doctrine and dismissed the need to
create a new “Marxist linguistics,” it made it possible for linguists to return to
scientific scholarship and to pursue research lines that had been effectively

closed before (Alpatov, 2002). An overview of Stalin’s publications and Marr's
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theory of language with relevant scholarship has been provided in the literature

review.

Stalin’s publications consequently generated a paradigm shift in TS
(Shakhova, 2017). The shift encouraged new efforts to be made in theorising
translation with newly reopened linguistic perspectives. Thus, in 1951 the
Moscow Section of Translators under the Union of Soviet Writers discussed
Stalin’s works on linguistics and how they related to the tasks of literary
translation; later the same year the All-Union Conference of Translators
concluded on the poor development of literary translation principles and a lack of
translation theory (Azov, 2012). Therefore, the publication of Andrei Fedorov’s
Introduction to Translation Theory in 1953 was a logical development. Fedorov
in turn initiated a new shift: his 1953 publication established translation theory as
an autonomous discipline with its own object of study and subject-matter,
objectives, methodology, and history. The novelty of his book also consisted in
its descriptiveness and its emphasis on linguistic issues and interdisciplinary links
of translation theory. Fedorov’s book, however, was not universally accepted in
the Soviet Union, despite its overt (although not inherent, as we find out)
agreement with Stalin’s contribution to linguistics. It created a new debate
between supporters of the linguistic approach formulated by Fedorov and
proponents of the literary approach advocating for literary studies to form the
basis of a theory of translation. This will be demonstrated in Chapter 4 when

analysing feedback on Fedorov’s 1953 book.

Summary

This chapter has assessed the historical, political, and social environment in
which the theory of translation began to emerge in the Soviet Union in the early
20" century and developing in the 1950s. The historical importance of translation
in the evolution of Russian literature intensified in the first decades of the new
Soviet state. The subsequent efforts of new publishing houses and professional
translators’ organisations facilitated the advent of translator training and
publications which initiated theoretical writing on translation. The chapter has
presented an original analysis of the early theoretical publications from 1919 and
1920 which were a significant step in the development of translation theory in

Russia and the Soviet Union.
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State ideology had a big impact on translation research and publications
in the early and mid-20™" century in Russia and in the Soviet Union. This chapter
has demonstrated that, particularly focusing on discussions during the period
which led to Fedorov’s first fundamental book on translation theory (1953), to
facilitate understanding of its context and historical conditions of its creation. The
historical overview has covered the whole period of Fedorov’s life to situate the
next chapter, which will revisit his biography, investigating the stages of his
professional development and following some of his major publications, and trace

the evolution of his theory of translation.
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Chapter 2. Andrei Fedorov: His biography and

development of his translation theory

Andrei Fedorov (1906-1997) lived through several periods of drastic social,
political, and cultural changes in Russia which have been explored in Chapter 1.
Born in pre-revolution imperial Russia, he survived the First World War and the
October Revolution as a child, witnessed the rise of the Soviet State as a student
of a unique higher education institution, survived both the Second World War as
an active participant and Stalin’s rule, continued building his academic life in the
aftermath of the war, and lived to see post-Soviet Russia. Such biography

inevitably influenced his work as this chapter seeks to demonstrate.

This chapter investigates Fedorov’s biography and bibliography to create
his microhistory. It seeks to illuminate the parts that relate to his major work in
TS, Introduction to Translation Theory, first published in 1953. The biography,
therefore, focuses on his education and work experience, and the bibliography
looks at his works on translation theory and translator training. A section on his
work as a translator and his publications on other subjects is included, as these
formed an important part of his professional life and were significant in his
theoretical thinking related to translation. A complete bibliography of Fedorov’s
theoretical publications can be found in Appendix A. The objective of this chapter
is to investigate some aspects of Fedorov’s life and work as a background and
context for his theoretical works, for the development of his views and the

formation of his theory of translation.

Fedorov’s published biographical details are scarce. This thesis presents
new original findings from my research of unpublished archival materials from the
Central State Archives of Literature and Art in Saint Petersburg, Russia, which
had not been previously studied. Most of the data related to Fedorov’s life has
been collected from his unpublished autobiography (Fedorov, 1954-1972),
student records (Fedorov, 1927a), and correspondence (see Figure 2-3 for an
example of Fedorov’s autobiographical writing). These sources have been
supplemented by materials printed in small runs in Russian and containing some
biographical data, such as Filippov and Shadrin (2008) and Mokiyenko et al.
(1986).
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2.1 Fedorov’s education

Andrei Fedorov (full name Andrei Venediktovich Fedorov [AHOpel
Benedukmosuy ®Edopos], where Venediktovich is the patronymic) was born on
19 April 1906 in Petersburg, Russia. His father was an accountant who died in
1925, and his mother was a homemaker (Andrei Fedorov had a sister and a
grandmother living with them), but she also gave private lessons (Fedorov,
1927a, p.1-2). The subjects of these lessons were not specified in Fedorov’s
records, but it could have been French because Alekseeva (2018) has noted that

Fedorov mainly spoke French, not Russian, at home when he was growing up.

In 1923 Fedorov finished secondary school; it was the 15t and 2"? stage of
the Soviet Labour School?’ (the school reform of 1918 in Russia introduced a
new ‘unified labour school’ of two stages: 15t stage for children between 8 and 13
years old, and the 2" stage for ages 13-17 (Vasilev, 2000)). After that Fedorov
studied at the Department of Literary Work and Journalism of Gosudarstvennye
kursy tekhniki rechi [the State Courses for Elocution]?® in Leningrad (Fedorov,
1927a). The university-level ‘Courses’ (the word was used in Russian at the time
to denote a higher education establishment) were functional between 1924 and
1930; the teaching staff of the Department of Literary Work and Journalism
included outstanding scholars, such as Tomashevskii who taught poetics, and
Tynianov who taught Russian literature (Brandist, 2007). It is interesting to note
that, according to Brandist, it was mainly Komsomol members enrolled in the
Courses as they were aimed at preparing propaganda spokespersons and the
Communist party leaders. Fedorov, however, was not one of them, and in his
student application form and questionnaire he stated that he was not a member
of any party (Fedorov, 1927a). In 1926 Fedorov transferred to the next stage of
his education: the Philological Department of the Higher State Courses of Art
Criticism at the Institute of History of Art?® (Fedorov, 1927a).

The Institute, also known as Zubov’s Institute after its founder, was a
unique establishment in Leningrad. It was one of the centres of intellectual life in
the city and an important centre of museology (Ananev, 2014). Count Valentin
Zubov initially created and stocked a highly valuable public library with art works,
books, and journals on art and art history in 1912. A year later he founded

Courses in History of Art based in his own mansion, as was the library, with the
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goal of providing supplementary academic support to researchers and
practitioners of art. Zubov believed such need had not been met because not all
universities had programmes in history and theory of art, most of them did not
separate classic archaeology from art history, none of them had specialised
courses in Russian art, and no libraries were stocked well enough for such
purposes. Another goal of Zubov was to enable international communication
connected to art history and the exchange of knowledge on national art between
countries. The Courses immediately enrolled 260 people, and by the end of
1915/1916 the number of students reached 331. In 1916 after some restructuring,
the organisation was registered as a higher education establishment (the Institute
of History of Art) with expanded objectives and curriculum. Until the restructuring
all expenses of the courses and library had been completely covered by Zubov,
and the work of the newly registered Institute continued to largely depend on his
contributions through the end of 1917 (from ZuboV’s letter to the Minister of Public

Education in 1916 (Mamepuaribsi o npeobpa3osaHuu..., 1916)).

In the late 1917, after the Russian revolution, Zubov gave the Institute and
all its property, including the mansion, books, and art works, to the new Soviet
state (Seregina, 2018). After that, the Institute started receiving government
subsidies, and Zubov stayed at the restructured Institute to work as Rector
(Mamepuarnbi 0 npeobpa3osaHuu..., 1918). Despite Zubov’s several arrests, the
Institute continued to develop as a scientific research institution, probably due to
the support from People's Commissar Lunacharskii and Zubov’s own talents in
management and communication in such extreme circumstances (Seregina,
2018). In the early 1920s the institute attracted some of the brightest scholars,
writers, musicians, and artists of the time. It was comprised of four faculties:
history of fine arts, history of theatre, history of music, and ‘history of philological
arts’ (Cnipasku..., 1921). Along with the growth of research activities, number of
taught subjects and enrolled students, the Institute continued pursuing
international cooperation objectives, and even developed a project of opening a
branch of the Institute in Rome (Mamepuansi 06 yypexoeHuu..., 1920). This
plan, however, does not seem to have been realised. In 1920, when the Faculty
of History of Philological Arts was established, the distinguished linguist Viktor
Zhirmunskii was elected its dean. The faculty was comprised of five departments,

all focused on aspects of poetry, including modern and ancient poetry and theory
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of poetry. By the end of the year the professors and staff included Sergei
Bernstein, Boris Eikhenbaum, Nikolai Gumilev, André Levinson, Solomon Lurie,
Mikhail Lozinskii, Evgenii Polivanov, Viktor Shklovskii, Yuri Tynianov, and other
leading scholars in linguistics, literary criticism and history, poets, writers, and

translators (Mamepuarsbi 06 opeaHu3auyuu..., 1920).

By the time Fedorov became a student of the faculty in 1924, it had gone
through another set of reforms. It was now called Razriad istorii slovesnykh
iskusstv [Sector for history of philological arts], with Zhirmunskii as its Chair, and
was subdivided into the following departments: 1) theory of philological arts
(including methodology of literary studies, theoretical poetics, metrics, and theory
of drama), 2) theory of literary language (including general linguistics, phonetics
of poetry, semantics of literary language, and Russian literary language), 3)
historical poetics, and 4) history of Russian philological arts (including studies of
both history and contemporary Russian prose and poetry); the academic staff
was joined by Viktor Vinogradov and Boris Tomashevskii (Mamepuarbi o
desamenbHocmu..., 1924). It was also in 1924 that the Institute acquired the
publishing house Academia (Mamepuarnsi o nepedaye..., 1924). This was the
publisher that played a significant role in the development of translation industry
and theory (discussed in Chapter 1) and which printed Fedorov’'s first

publications.

In 1925 the art critic, founder and first director of the institute Zubov had to
resign and emigrate from Soviet Russia (Ananev, 2014). The Institute was still
able to conduct independent research and most teaching and research remained
uninfluenced by the emerging intellectual restrictions imposed by the state; it was
renamed again as the State Institute of History of Art3® (Kupman, 2011). Through
1928 academics were still able to go abroad and cooperate with international
colleagues. Formalist methods could still be used and presented in papers of the
Philological Department, but it was soon to change. In 1928-1929 a
‘restructuring” of the Institute involved separation of the publishing house
Academia from the Institute, dismissal of many academics seen as formalists,
introduction of new, Marxist methods, appointment of new chairs and board
members, termination of work which was not compatible with the new direction,
and a subsequent purge of staff members who were “hostile” to them. Many of

the academics left voluntarily even if they had not been purged. This slow process
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of restructuring is now seen as dissolution. In 1930 the Institute terminated all
education and research activities, and even though following the official order of
its termination in 1931 it was used as a basis for the new State Academy of Art

Criticism, the Institute of the History of Art no longer existed (Kupman, 2011).

It was at this outstanding institution before the dissolution that Fedorov
studied and from which he graduated in 1929 as a literary scholar and translator
(Alekseeva, 2008). During his studies Fedorov published his first two papers
(21927b; 1928) which will be discussed in this chapter.

2.2 Fedorov’s employment and participation in professional

associations

2.2.1 Early career

After his graduation Fedorov stayed at the Institute to work as a researcher of the
second category (Anikina et al., 2008). This was an early career researcher
position: the classification of academics introduced in the early 1920s by the
Central Committee for the Improvement of Living Conditions of Scholars included
five categories where the fifth one was the highest, assigned to world renowned
scholars (Dolgova, 2018). Fedorov only worked at the institute until 1930 when it
was terminated. Then, Fedorov started working as an inhouse technical translator
for the state department for aluminium production (Anikina et al., 2008). He
probably worked there for a short time only, as other biographical sources do not
mention it, and in 1930 he already joined the academic staff of the Leningrad
Institute of Communal Construction as a research assistant at the Department of

Foreign Languages.

In 1929 Fedorov joined the professional association of translators created
in 1924: the Translators’ Section under the Leningrad branch of the All-Russian
Union of Writers.v Following the inspection of the Translators’ Section and the
purge in 1930-1931 the organisation was terminated. After further centralisation

of translators’ and writers’ activities and their unions, a Translators’ Section was

v The date of his becoming a member of the Translators’ Section is assumed from
the fact that in 1929 he presented his paper 'Techniques and objectives of literary
translation’ at one of its meetings (Kukushkina, 2014). It is also supported by another
source stating that in 1929 Fedorov became a member of the Union of Writers
(Mokiyenko et al., 1986).
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set up under the All-USSR Union of Writers in 1934 (Kukushkina, 2014). Fedorov
joined the restructured Union of Writers in 1934; the same year he started leading
a seminar on translating German literature at the Leningrad branch of the Union
of Writers, where a year later he became a member of the bureau of the literary
translation section; in 1936 he participated in the 1S All-Union Congress on

Literary Translation (Mokiyenko et al., 1986).

2.2.2 Lecturer and researcher in translation

In 1930 Fedorov started teaching at higher education level. The universities
where he worked the longest were the First Leningrad Institute of Foreign
Languages (between 1938 and 1941 and then between 1946 and 1956) and the
Leningrad State University from 1956 until 1985 (Fedorov, 1954-1972;
Mokiyenko et al., 1986).

Between 1936-1937 he gave lectures at two higher education institutions
in Moscow: on the theory of translation at the Central Courses for translators and
editors at the Communist University of the Toilers of the East and on the theory
of literary translation at the Maxim Gorkii Literature Institute (Mokiyenko et al.,
1986). As shown by the letters from writer, literary critic, translator, and translation
theorist Griftsov, Fedorov was specifically invited by both of these institutions to
teach translation theory and was asked to specify his conditions and availability
to visit Moscow; the letters also make it clear that by this time Fedorov already
had the programme prepared for teaching such courses, and demonstrate
Fedorov's active involvement in the teaching of both courses, including reading
lectures, delivering seminars, and giving exams (Griftsov, 1937-1939). Between
1938 and 1941 Fedorov taught at the Department of German Philology at the
First Leningrad Pedagogical Institute of Foreign Languages (Mokiyenko et al.,
1986), later incorporated into Leningrad State University (Central State Archives
of Saint Petersburg, 2020).

In 1941 Fedorov was awarded a degree of Kandidat Nauk [Candidate of
Sciences], having defended his dissertation ‘Main issues in literary translation’
(Mokiyenko et al., 1986, p.8). This doctoral degree, awarded in the Soviet Union
and in some post-Soviet countries, including Russia, has been recognised as an
equivalent of PhD (Kouptsov, 1997).
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2.2.3 War translator experience

When the Soviet Union entered the Second World War, Fedorov was conscripted
into the army. He served at the Leningrad Front, the 3™ Baltic Front, and the 2"
Belorussian Front, from 1941 until he was demobilised in October 1945 (Fedorov,
1954-1972). His position was a translator and interpreter for the 7" department

of the political administration (Mokiyenko et al., 1986).

The so-called 7" department was a code name for the propaganda unit
that existed in every army of the Soviet Union; the staff would work with the
enemy soldiers and residents of occupied territories to influence them
ideologically and force them to surrender; some of the departments had their own
publishing facilities and created flyers to distribute among the opposing troops
and residents in their language (Moshchanskii, 2010). These were the activities
in which Fedorov participated in this department during the war, including the last
year (1945) at the Northern Group of Forces in Poland and in the Soviet
occupation zone of Germany. Fedorov’s students have shared their memories
about his recollections of the war experience: collecting evidence from
correspondence in German, interrogating captured German soldiers, and
distributing propaganda, persuading German soldiers to surrender or defer,
driving in a vehicle with a simple public-address system along the front line
(Anikina et al., 2008). For his service Fedorov was awarded with a medal ‘For the
defence of Leningrad,” the Order of the Red Star, and the medal ‘For the victory
over fascist Germany in the Great Patriotic War of 1941-1945’ (Mokiyenko et al.,
1986).

Some scholars (Alekseeva, 2008; Anikina et al., 2008) have pointed out
that Fedorov’s military service played a part in his subsequent academic work,
firstly because in the years immediately after the Second World War translation
training in Soviet universities was still based on and aimed at preparing
translators for war action, and secondly because of the interpreting expertise that
Fedorov developed during the war which would, along with his translation

expertise, support his theoretical research.

2.2.4 Resumed career as a scholar

After the war between 1945 and 1946, Fedorov briefly worked in Moscow as a

vice chief editor for foreign literature at the publishing house Khudozhestvennaia
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Literatura and senior lecturer at the Translation Department of the First Moscow
State Pedagogical Institute of Foreign Languages.V In 1946 he returned to the
First Leningrad Institute of Foreign Languages in Leningrad, first as a senior
lecturer, then as the head of the Translation Department (in 1947); in 1948 he
received the academic title of associate professor (docent).vVi In 1956 Fedorov
started working as the head of the Translation Department at the Faculty of
Foreign Languages at the Leningrad State University, and in 1958-1960 he was
the head of the Department of German Philology at the same faculty (Mokiyenko
et al., 1986).

On 9 April 1959 Fedorov defended his doctoral thesis for his second
doctoral degree (by contribution to the field rather than a traditional study
programme). Following this thesis defence, Fedorov was awarded a degree of
Doktor Nauk [Doctor of Sciences], specifically Doctor of Philological Sciences.
This is the highest academic degree in Russia and a potential pathway to full
professorship, recognised as the second doctoral degree (Kouptsov, 1997); it is
similar to the higher doctorate in the UK and habilitation in Germany, with the
significant difference that unlike them Doktor Nauk is a separate degree awarded
on the basis of the defended thesis (Savina, 2015). Fedorov’s thesis defence is
indicated in his archives with numerous congratulating telegrams received on the
day, such as seen in Aizenshtok (1959) (see Figure 2-1). The telegrams were
sent by his friends and colleagues from the fields of TS and linguistics, academics
from the Department of German Language and Translation Department of the
Leningrad State University, and his students. It was Fedorov’s book Introduction
to Translation Theory, which had already been published and republished by that
time, which was the basis of his thesis. As Fedorov’s archives show, the process

took a long time. In as early as 1952 Fedorov already had a draft of his thesis:

Vi The First Moscow State Pedagogical Institute of Foreign Languages was later
renamed the Maurice Thorez Moscow State Institute of Foreign Languages, and today
is known as Moscow State Linguistic University (Moscow State Linguistic University,
2020).

Vi The academic title of associate professor or dotsent [docent] is different from a
university rank; the academic titles of associate professor and professor in Russia are
awarded for academic achievements. They are given for life, not for the contract at a
specific higher education institution, and as such they do not necessarily coincide with
the academic/teaching positions at a given university. At the time, in the mid-20" century,
the academic titles that could be awarded included, in ascending order, Assistant,
Docent, and Professor (Kouptsov, 1997; Napso, 2003).
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there are two volumes entitled ‘Linguistic foundations of the theory of translation:

Doctoral thesis,” preserved in the archives (Fedorov, 1952a).
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Figure 2-1. Telegrams with congratulations on the thesis defence (Aizenshtok, 1959)

After this award, in 1960 Fedorov became professor of the Department of
General Linguistics at the Philological Faculty of the Leningrad State University,
with his rank as professor approved in 1961, and in 1963 he became the head of
the Department for German Philology (Mokiyenko et al., 1986). During the years
teaching at Leningrad State University Fedorov gave lectures as a visiting scholar
at other universities, including in Ukraine, teaching a module on comparative
stylistics at the Taras Shevchenko National University of Kyiv in 1968 and a
course on translation theory and comparative stylistics at the Gorky State
University of Kharkiv in 1969 (Mokiyenko et al., 1986).

Starting from the 1960s, more large-scale national and international
academic events related to TS were held, and Fedorov actively participated in
them. Among them, in 1963 he participated in the 4" FIT Congress held in
Dubrovnik, Yugoslavia (more data on this event is presented in Chapter 4); in
1966 he presented a paper on translatability at the All-Union Symposium Current

Problems of Literary Translation in Moscow; in 1972 he presented a paper on
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research objectives in scientific and technical translation at the 10" Symposium
for Scientific and Technical Translators in Moscow; in 1978 he presented a paper
‘Teoriia perevoda v sovremennom mire’ [Translation theory in today’s world] at
the International Symposium Problems of Contemporary Translation Theory held
in Moscow and Yerevan (Mokiyenko et al., 1986). The subjects of Fedorov's
papers and symposiums overall demonstrate the change in the discipline’s focus:
it moved from literary translation, which had been the centre of translation
research for decades, to scientific and technical translation, and to the theory of

translation finally becoming the central theme on its own.

Figure 2-2. Photograph of Fedorov as an examiner at a thesis defence in 1970
(®omonopmpemsi A. B. ®edoposa..., 1970-1974, p.1)
Fedorov held the position of the head of the Department for German
Philology at the Philological Faculty of the Leningrad State University until 1979

Vil

when he became consulting professor” and performed this role until 1985
(Mokiyenko et al., 1986). Throughout his career in higher education Fedorov
supervised at least 36 PhD theses (at least because the data obtained only
covers the years up to 1985, although it is most likely to be the final number as

Fedorov did not work at the university after that); he also acted as an examiner

vii A position at a university which can be offered to distinguished professors who
have reached the age of retirement; it normally does not have compulsory teaching or
administrative duties but focuses on consulting the faculty and supervising research
(Saint Petersburg State University, 2016).
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(see Figure 2-2 for a portrait of Fedorov as an examiner at a thesis defence) for
69 theses for the award of doctoral degrees (Mokiyenko et al., 1986). Thus, he
actively participated in the life and development of the research community.
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1972, p.12)
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2.3 Fedorov’s publications on translation
2.3.1 Early papers

2.3.1.1 ‘The problem of poetry translation,” 1927

Fedorov’s first article was published when he was 21 years old in 1927. The
publication ‘Problema stikhotvornogo perevoda’ [The problem of poetry
translation] was based on the paper presented in 1925 at the Institute of History
of Art’'s Section for Literary Language and became one of the articles in the

collection Poetics from the Department of Philological Arts of the Institute.

Fedorov was still a student at the Institute and in the opening lines he
explicitly thanked Tynianov and Bernstein for their guidance and advice (Fedorov,
1927b, p.104). Fedorov also used fragments from Tynianov’s translations of
Heine as examples to illustrate his points. Five decades later an English
translation of the 1927 article was published in Linguistics (in 1974) which
recognised the importance of the article for the research community. The fact that
Fedorov approved of this publication and mentioned it later in one of his books
(Fedorov, 1983a) showed that it was important for him as well. Since the most
established research method in advanced literary studies and linguistics in
Russia in the mid-1920s was the one known as Russian Formalism, Fedorov
applieditin his article. It was therefore the first and most comprehensive formalist
investigation into the theory of translation, as noted by Fokin (2016) and Hansen-
Love (2001). It was also the first work in Russian scholarship, as Fedorov (1983a)
later recollected, that introduced teoriia perevoda [the theory of translation]
as a term denoting a field of study. In this early work Fedorov (1927b, p.118)
argued it was one of the objectives of the theory of translation to study the
relationship between the original and translation and how this relationship was
preconditioned by the correlation of their respective literary systems. The
emergence and development of this term as a name of the discipline will be

analysed in Chapter 3.

In this article young Fedorov suggested there were two possible methods
of research into literary translation. The first one involved a close comparison of
the original and the translation and a study of their correspondence; Fedorov

described this method as ‘comparative and projective,”! also describing it in
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French as comparative ‘explication du texte’ (Fedorov, 1927b, p.104). The
second method was ‘comparative and functional or structural,’®? aimed at
studying the transfer of the original's functions. Fedorov referred to Tynianov’s
definition of the term funktsiia [function] when speaking about the functional
system of the original in the process of translation, understanding ‘functions of a
literary element’ as ‘correlation with other elements and with the constructive
principle of the whole’3® (Tynianov, 1926, p.9). (Schippel (2017) also links
Fedorov’s use of the term to other Tynianov’'s works.) Fedorov pointed out that
the functional comparison of translations implied their analysis from the historical

perspective.

Tynianov’s understanding of a hierarchy of literature in the cultural system
informed Fedorov’s definition of translation as a way of interaction between
literatures of different cultures. Fedorov (1927b, p.117) argued:

Translation is one of the ways for a literature to infiltrate another

literature, to influence its works; it is also an indicator of

understanding, interpretation of works of a foreign literature,

determined among other factors by the development of the national
literature .34

Developing Tynianov's ideas Fedorov (1927b, p.118) identified two factors
determining translation: ‘genesis (the impact of the original) and tradition (the
influence of the literary context [...]),”*®> where tradition meant the influence of the

target literature.

In this early study Fedorov already investigated the concept of tochnost
[accuracy]. He emphasised that it was essential in the discussion of the
possibility of a ‘normative approach to translation’ (Fedorov, 1927b, p.105).
Fedorov referred here to Gumilev’s paper ‘Poetry translations’ Gumilev (1919) in
the booklet Principles of Literary Translation as a typical example of the normative
perspective. Fedorov suggested, based on the existence of two research
methods, that this concept was characterised by duality and relativity. He argued
that there could not be ‘an absolute norm’ of equivalents, and it was correlativity
rather than equivalence that defined the relationship between the original and
translation. Every translation and every element of a translation was then to be
seen as narushenie [non-compliance or violation] of the brief since there is
always some change in the characteristics, their dominance, and relationships

(Fedorov, 1927b, p.105). Fedorov provided a classification of such violations,
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limited to semantics, lexis, and syntax due to the length of the article, and argued

that they constituted a norm in translation.

This classification has been briefly analysed by Pym (2016) who
acknowledges its significance at that early stage of TS. However, Pym’s analysis
suffers from misinterpretation of two types in this classification which diminishes
its value. In the classification Pym has provided short labels for all the types
(working from an English translation of Fedorov published in 1974, the translator
remaining unknown): omission, addition, substitution, constructive-semantic
violation, correspondence, and changes in element order. | would like to clarify
here the last two types. The type indicated as ‘correspondence’ (Pym, 2016,
p.39), in Fedorov’s text reads as differences between the original and the
translation ‘in terms of the correlation of their lexical planes’® (Fedorov, 1927b,
p.108). Fedorov clarified that it could involve differences in components of lexical
meaning of a word in the source and target language: for example, a loss of the
connotational component. It is, therefore, a complex system of relations between
components of lexical meaning in comparable words or multi-word lexical units
from different languages. The type indicated as ‘changes in element order’ (Pym,
2016, p.39), in Fedorov’s text refers not only to the order of words or fragments
of text, as suggested incorrectly in Pym’s explanation, but also to other changes
to the form, to syntax of the original, which includes the use of syntactic structures
or elements different to those in the original. These clarifications are important as
they expand the understanding of violations which are ultimately the objective of
research in translation, according to Fedorov’s article (1927b, p.113). They also
informed his discussion of accuracy, which, he concluded, ‘as a concept appears

impossible, and as a fact — unattainable and excessive” (1927b, p.117).

Fedorov concluded his article by establishing the objective of translation
theory, which was not the subject of academic discussion either in Russia or in
Western Europe at the time and was therefore an important innovation in his

work.

2.3.1.2 ‘Sound in poetry translation,” 1928

Fedorov continued his exploration of poetry translation in an article published a
year later. As a student, Fedorov conducted a research project ‘Sound in

Tyutchev’s poetry;” based on the project he wrote his article ‘Zvukovaia forma
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stikhotvornogo perevoda’ [Sound in poetry translation] which, as some
researchers have pointed out, demonstrated the influence of Russian Formalism

more than any other of his works (Anikina et al., 2008).

Besides references to Tynianov and Bernstein in this article Fedorov drew
on Roman Jakobson’s On Czech Verse, Predominantly in Comparison to
Russian®® (in Russian, published in 1923), specifically his concept of ‘violence’
over language (Fedorov, 1928, p.45). Jakobson (1923) defined violence as an
influence of a foreign language both in translation and in the process of
development of a language; Fedorov, following him, focused on violence in the

process of poetry translation.

Fedorov’s article (1928) concentrated on the issues of metrics and
phonetics and returned to the concept of accuracy in relation to them. In the first
part of the article, he analysed translations of poems from German, French, and
English into Russian from the perspective of their meter, with translations mostly
demonstrating significant differences in the meter used. One of the examples
given here was the traditional translation of French alexandrines and
octosyllables with Russian two-syllable feet, iambic or trochaic, verses of the
same number of syllables as the original. He concluded here that no absolute
meter accuracy was possible or indeed needed, even between languages where
similar metrics were possible, as it would require not only prosodic precision but
functional accuracy as well (Fedorov, 1928, p.50). At the same time, Fedorov
pointed out, the translator might pursue a task different from functional
correspondence to recreate the foreign sound by employing unusual metres. This
was linked to perception of the translation from the perspective of the literature of
the original language, as opposed to the target literature which ‘assimilates this
writing and in which the translated work may not have the same prerequisites as
in its native soil’ (Fedorov, 1928, p.53); in Venuti’'s terms today, it could be
described as the dichotomy of foreignisation vs. domestication. Another
dichotomy in Fedorov’s article was the poem’s relation to either modern literature
or the past history: perceiving the poem from one of these perspectives might

also inform the translator, and the translator’s choice of both metre and rhyme.

In the second part of the article Fedorov (1928, p.57) focused on the

relationship between the original and translation in terms of their euphony, which
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here he understood as ‘principles of qualitative sound organisation of the poem.’3°
Fedorov (1928, p.58-63) identified several cases of sootvetstviie

[correspondence] between the original and translation in relation to euphony:

1) when there was a repetition of sounds in the original, in the translation
there could be a repetition of the same sounds or different sounds
recreating the effect, or a lack of repetition;

2) the repetition in the translation was not dictated by the original,
however, it could be justified by other reasons; or

3) a group of sounds of the original corresponded to a similar group of

sounds in the translation.

Fedorov highlighted that sound correspondences did not always involve semantic

correspondence.

Fedorov concluded this article claiming nesoizmerimost
[incommensurability]*° of poetic constructions of different languages (1928, p.65).
As Fokin (2016) has pointed out, this incommensurability between the original
and the translation in Fedorov’s statements was reminiscent of Benjamin’s views
in his essay ‘The Task of the Translator. There was a difference in their
discussion of translation as violence. In Benjamin’s view it was violence towards
the translator’s, that is, the target language, and Fedorov spoke about both
cases, violence towards the translator's language and towards the language of

the original.

In his conclusion Fedorov (1928, p.66) emphasised again the essential
role of rhythm in poetry translation, writing that the translation ‘one way or the
other, whichever correspondence to the sound organisation of the original,* had
to convey the sound of the original, including the metre and euphony; this process
was accompanied by the ‘battle of the elements for their place in the translation’#?
(this was again a reference to Tynianov’'s correlation of elements, identified in
Fedorov’s first article above). In this battle the translator faced the challenge of
choosing one of the possibilities and determining their priority, much more so than
in prose translation. The sound, as the defining feature, and other elements then

co-determined each other’'s meaning and function.
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2.3.1.3 ‘Techniques and objectives of literary translation,” 1930

Fedorov continued this exploration in his 1930 publication, ‘Priemy i zadachi
khudozhestvennogo perevoda’ [Techniques and objectives of literary translation]
which constituted part of the book Iskusstvo Perevoda [The Art of Translation]
co-authored by Chukovskii and Fedorov. Fedorov developed his idea of the battle
of the elements, arguing that ‘accuracy in one point means inaccuracy in
another#?® (1930, p.91). In this essay, however, poetry was not the only focus, it

was one of two subcategories of literary translation.

The essay overall was another step towards the general theory of
translation as it laid foundations for several concepts. Fedorov (1930, p.89)
opened his article with the discussion of the notion of accuracy and stated, as in
previous works, that it was an ‘extremely conditional and relative notion.’** He
applied a metaphor to describe the relationship between the original and
translation as follows: ‘A translation in relation to the original is a resemblance
created from another material*® (1930, p.90). Investigating the battle of the
elements further, he pointed out some factors that influenced the translator’s
approach, including the genre of the work, the style of the author, current
requirements for translations, the translator's goals, and literary means they
used. In this book Fedorov strictly distinguished three main translation trends:
gravitating towards the translator’s native language, ‘foreignness in translation’4®
(p.118), and ‘smoothing out translation’ (translating ‘without maintaining
national linguistic features or realia-specific features, at the same time without
introducing characteristics of the target language’)*® (p.126). Fedorov argued that
the latter method was sometimes unavoidable, but it carried the risk of erasing
the original’s uniqueness. Significantly, Fedorov did not express his preference
for any of the methods, exploring the reasons and benefits of using each of them.
He emphasised that exclusive use of any of these methods could be risky and
asserted that masterful literary translations showed a balanced use of all three
identified methods. This was an important position taken in this book which would
not be so straightforward afterwards, as will be discussed in the next sections,

analysing his later publications.

Fedorov (1930) analysed translation from the perspectives of lexis
(including dialects and wordplay), morphology, syntax, and the relationship

between meaning and syntax of the original and translation. He explored
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archaisation and modernisation in translation and argued that there was a
process of evolution of translations and publications. He also discussed the
meaning of translation for the target literature and for the source literature. Thus,
he opened the discussion of many issues which would be developed in his 1953
book and some of the key concepts which will be explored in Chapter 3. Schippel
(2017) points out the descriptiveness of Fedorov’s approach to translation in this
discussion as opposed to the general prescriptiveness of literature on translation
at the time. This difference is clear even from looking at the two authors’
contributions in the 1930 book: Fedorov’s scientificity and descriptiveness and

Chukovskii’'s anecdotes and prescriptiveness.

This essay arguably introduced Fedorov to a wider readership and made
his name known as a translation scholar. This was partly due to his co-authorship
with Chukovskii, a recognised authority in literary studies and translation at the
time. Despite his recognition, Chukovskii’'s works did not reach the level of
theorisation required to be considered in the same niche as Fedorov’s, and they
did not intend to. Chukovskii’s article was a continuation of his essays in the
Principles of Literary Translation, investigated in Chapter 1 (Gumilev and
Chukovskii, 1919; Batiushkov et al., 1920). It maintained the style of his earlier
articles as a collection of observations on successes and failures of literary
translators, accompanied by criticisms and examples, rather than a theoretical
work on translation. This has also been noted by Fokin (2016, p.171) who
describes Chukovskii and Fedorov’s book as a certain compromise, as a forced
‘reconciliation between Chukovskii’'s sharply anti-theoretic attitude and position
in translation studies and Fedorov’'s hyper-theoretic rigorism of early works
tracing back to the formalist school.”*® This contrast must have drawn some
attention (this book appears also more studied today than Fedorov’'s 1928
article), and Fedorov’s essay was blamed for being ‘a typical work of a Leningrad
formalist’®® and Fedorov himself ‘a speculative theoretician’! (Levit, 1930, cited
in Azov (2013, p.23)). Was he actually a “formalist’” and a “speculative

theoretician”?

Besides his first publications, | do not think that Fedorov directly followed
the formalist method in his research. Later Fedorov (1975-1977, p.2) wrote in his
unpublished monograph Semantic Multi-Dimensionality of Literary Style:

Problems of Poetics and Stylistics:
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The results of their [formalists’] work had an unquestionable scientific
value, and the value was first of all due to their innovation, as in the
19" and even the early 20" century the conventional, so called,
academic, history of literature did not deal with such issues, ignoring
them, while the truly scientific poetics and stylistics were limited to
very few, although, wonderful works (Veselovskii, Potebnia) which
stood alone and had not yet made independent disciplines.
Notwithstanding the original outputs and the abundance of new
material, which had not been researched before, and some links to the
literary practice of the period (mostly “leftist” movements), the
significance of the “formalist” contribution was limited due to the one-
dimensional focus of their studies limited to the plane of expression
only (however wide it was understood in some cases), due to their
fundamental rejection of studying the message and the social and
historical background of literature.>2

He concluded that most of the creators and supporters of the formalist method
went to look for new ways and directions by the late 1920s as they must have
realised its limitations. At the same time, Fedorov did not cut ties with Russian
Formalism altogether. He studied and wrote about Tynianov and his work as a
scholar and translator throughout his life. He followed up on Tynianov’s work in
his research on Heine and his translators. He referred to other Russian formalists
as well. Thus, he spoke of Tynianov and Eikhenbaum as two of the few literary
scholars, along with Bakhtin, who were at the same time brilliant linguists and
could approach a literary analysis from a linguistic perspective as well (1975-
1977, p.12). The materials in the archives have shown Fedorov’s

correspondence with Bernstein, Zhirmunskii, and Tynianov.

Safiullina (2009, p.138) believes that Levit's critique of Fedorov's
formalism was based on the idea that Fedorov ‘regarded various approaches to
translation (from the eighteenth-century French to the twentieth-century German)
as equal, [...] and that he admitted that multiple good translations of a single work
were possible.” Fedorov indeed referred to French and German theorists,
including Batteux, Glasenapp, Gottsched, Marmontel, and Wilamowitz-
Moellendorff, analysing the scholarship on different approaches to translation of
poetry and prose. However, it was Fedorov’s own approach to translation theory
that reminded his critics of Russian formalists whose research was guided by the
idea of ‘the close interaction of linguistic and literary scholarship, and [...] the
desire to make the study of literature an exact science’ (Glanc, 2015, p.1). Since

this was indeed Fedorov’s background he continued adopting some of the
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principles to develop his theory as a comprehensive scientific study of translation
rooted in the scholarship of related disciplines. It was Fedorov’s own scientific
concepts of literary translation, proclaimed in the article, together with his lack of
condemnation of foreignisation and literal translation, which invited such

opposition by his critics.

Figure 2-4. Fedorov’s portrait (no date) from the cover of the book with his reprinted
articles from the 1920s-1940s, published for his 100" anniversary in a print run of 100
copies (Fedorov, 2006)

2.3.1.4 Series of training manuals for scientific and technical translators,

1932-1936

From the early stages of his career Fedorov developed materials for teaching
practical and theoretical translation at higher education level. Among the first
publications in Russia aimed at summarising the collective translation expertise
and teaching practice, as indicated later by Fedorov (1983b), were rather
practical books: Retsker’'s Methods of Technical Translation,>3 published in 1934,
Morozov’s series of lectures published as 12 issues in 1932-1938 Techniques of
Translating Scientific and Technical Literature from English into Russian,> and a
similar series for German to Russian translation written by Fedorov (1932-1936),
and reprinted in 1937-1941.
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This series of twelve books, written by Fedorov, first published between
1932 and 1936, was titled Teoriia i Praktika Perevoda Nemetskoi Nauchnoi i
Tekhnicheskoi Literatury na Russkii lazyk [Theory and Practice of Translating
German Scientific and Technical Literature into Russian]. Judging by the title,
they included some theoretical considerations. As | have not been able to access
a copy of this series, | rely on reviews and references to it. Borisova (2016) lists
this series among the first research investigations into scientific and technical
translation. She highlights the depth and complexity of the analysed phenomena,
particularly, in relation to word meaning, choice of words, and synonyms in
translation, as well as specific use and meaning of words, which could not be
defined as terminology, within scientific and technical texts. She points out that
Fedorov at the same time emphasised how a text was to be seen not as a sum
of elements, but as a complex system. Borisova praises the useful
recommendations and advice for the translator and illustrations with translation
examples. This is something that is shown in a different light by Alekseeva (2018)
who argues that prescriptiveness was a characteristic of this series that
distinguished it from other Fedorov’'s works. She has observed that
prescriptiveness was standard for textbooks at that time which is why this
publication does not remain so relevant today as Fedorov’s theoretical works. As
a manual it was meant for training translators in practical translation, with
German-Russian translation being specifically urgent during that period in the
Soviet Union on the brink of the Second World War. This might explain the reprint
of the series in 1937-1941.

2.3.2 On Literary Translation, 1941

Fedorov’s next major theoretical work on translation was published in 1941. In
this book O Khudozhestvennom Perevode [On Literary Translation] the
categorical position on some aspects of Fedorov’s theoretical views from his
earlier works changed. First of all, his view on translatability became clearly
positive. As Fedorov stated in the introduction to this book, in his earlier
publications (from 1927, 1928, and 1930) he over-emphasised the incompatibility
of certain formal and semantic elements of the original, which sometimes led to
sceptical conclusions on translatability, although he stressed, he had never
supported the idea of untranslatability. He linked it to the notion of accuracy as

he discussed it earlier to clarify his current position. Fedorov emphasised that ‘the
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relativity of the concept of accuracy’®® made it possible to consider translation as
a product of ‘equal value’® to the original writing and similarly to compare and

accept two translations of the same work as equal (Fedorov, 1941, p.6).

In this book Fedorov entitled one of the chapters ‘The issue of
translatability’>” (Fedorov, 1941, p.206). He discussed it mainly by looking at
examples from translations in which specific elements performed functions
similarly to elements of the original, preserving their meaning and style, but not
the form. Fedorov argued here that translatability did not equal and often did not
require purely formal accuracy. Fedorov further developed translatability as a

concept in his 1953 book which will be discussed in Chapter 3.

This idea of high-quality translation without literal accuracy was related to
the methods of translation. Fedorov (1941) continued developing them from his
1930 publication where he distinguished between translation oriented towards
the language of the original, towards the translator’'s native language, and
‘smoothing out translation.’ In the 1941 book Fedorov established that the third
method, smoothing out translation, which he also described here as ‘correcting’>®
translation (Fedorov, 1941, p.72), had been often used in Russian and Western
European translated literature in the 18-19™ centuries, and it was no longer
relevant. Fedorov (1941) therefore focused on two other methods, providing a
justification and illustrations for each one. Speaking of the method guided by the
original, he distinguished between chuzheiazychnost [‘foreign-languageness,’ as
translated by Green in Baer (2021b, p.232)] which referred to, for instance, the
use of foreign proper names in their unusual for the translation’s readership form,
and chuzhezemnost [foreignness] which referred to foreign realia. Fedorov
clearly advocated for both; the use of the other method, oriented towards the
translator’s language, consisted mainly in the use of syntax. Some researchers,
for instance Fokin (2016), have argued that compared to his previous publications
Fedorov (1941) was very vague when speaking about the acceptability of
translation oriented towards the language and culture of the original and that this
vagueness was due to the rejection of an unequivocal orientation to the foreign
text in the predominant discourse within Soviet culture at the time. | disagree with
this view; while the discourse had indeed changed, Fedorov continued
developing his perspective on two translation methods which he established in

1930. He continued arguing that both methods were useful, particularly if
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balanced well by a skilful translator, and supporting the use of ‘foreignness’ and
‘foreign-languageness’ in some translation contexts. Fedorov emphasised the
importance of understanding two translation methods for both practical and

theoretical purposes.

Fedorov clearly asserted the theoretical objectives of his 1941 book. He
declared that it was not meant to be a textbook or a practical guide, but a
theoretical discussion of the main problems of ‘literary translation as a
phenomenon of literature and literary language,’®® of the general issues related
to all genres and languages, based on history and current knowledge on literature
and translation theory (1941, p.3). The structure of the book reflected the focus
on literary translation, and Fedorov justified it by the co-relationship of different
elements of a literary work in translation. Contrasting it to his 1930 work, he chose
not to divide the book into chapters related to different linguistic and stylistic
subsections, but to use variable relations between literary work of different genres
and principles of their translation as a ground for classification. Thus, the book
included such chapters as ‘Translation and criticism,” ‘Types and methods of
translation,” and ‘Translation and literary genres®® (Fedorov, 1941, p.2).
However, it still covered many issues related to linguistics and stylistics, for
instance, translation of wordplay, archaisms, local dialects, or unique style of the
original. Fedorov also maintained some of the discussion of the ‘battle of
elements’ in the chapter on poetry translation. Considering such content, | do not
agree with the view that this book demonstrated a purely literary approach as
opposed to a linguistic approach of Fedorov’s 1953 book, as argued, for instance,
by Schippel (2017) or shown as a confrontation of ideas and agendas by Fokin
(2016). Fedorov’'s 1941 book presented some ideas that were further developed
in his later work. It could be seen as an intermediary between his works of the
1920s-1930s, drawing on his formalist heritage, and the 1953 book, developing
the full-fledged general theory of translation built on his expertise in linguistics,
literary studies, criticism, and history, added to the work that went into the 1941

book and his translation and teaching experience.

It should be noted here that the books and articles discussed in this section
do not exhaust the list of Fedorov’s publications on translation. There are many
more, as the bibliography in Appendix A demonstrates. The publications

discussed in detail in this section have been selected for their focus on theoretical
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aspects and, as such, serving as milestones in the development of Fedorov’s

views leading to the 1953 book.

2.3.3 Unpublished materials

Besides the published books, there are some unpublished materials stored in his
archives that allow us to follow the development of Fedorov’s theoretical views
on translation. One of them is the programme for the proposed course ‘Osnovnye
voprosy perevoda’ [Main issues in translation] (Fedorov, 1937). This document
was an overview of the main topics to be covered during the course, broken down

into eight sections.

The programme anticipated some parts of Fedorov’s 1953 book, such as
genres of translated texts and methods of translation; however, it did not speak
of translation theory as a discipline. Nevertheless, it asserted the relation of the
course to other disciplines, and its specific objectives; it also highlighted the need
for a scientific approach to translation and gave an overview of the history of
theoretical writing on translation. Fedorov also approached the issues of
foreignness in translation, methods of translation, the author’'s style, and
accuracy. Particularly distinguishable here was his differentiation of ‘elementary
accuracy’ and ‘literary accuracy’®' (or artistic) and potential discrepancies
between them (Fedorov, 1937, p.1). Since it was only a plan, a programme, it did
not provide more details about these concepts, which were not found in other
works by Fedorov. Fedorov (1937) introduced some concepts which were later
developed in his 1953 book, including lexical variants and related translation
issues, such as choice of words, context, social connotations, imagery,
translation of tropes, idioms, foreign realia, and terms. He also investigated
differences of syntax between languages and possible ways of translating
syntactical features of the original. The final lessons in the programme were to
discuss the existing literature on translation with the focus on most recent
publications. The whole course was designed for 42-44 hours of teaching.
Although it had a more practical angle overall and did not emphasise the
theoretical aspect, it covered or at least anticipated many of the concepts

developed in Fedorov’'s 1953 book.

There is another manuscript in Fedorov’s archives with a programme for a

practical course in literary translation. The programme, dated 1938, is stated to
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have been co-created with logansonix and hand-written, most likely not by
Fedorov, as far as | can judge. It was aimed at students of the Faculty of German
Philology in their fourth year with the teaching objectives as follows:

Using translation for mastering the means of expression of both

German and Russian language; more advanced understanding of the

correlation between the languages. Developing the ability to perform a

fast and conscious systemic analysis as a prerequisite for translation®?
(Fedorov and loganson, 1938, p.10).

The first topic in the programme assessed requirements for translation:

1) Accuracy (and what is understood by it). 2) Adequacy to the original
in relation to the expressive means of the language. 3) Compliance
with the norms of the translating language®? (Fedorov and loganson,
1938, p.11).

The subsequent topics explored syntax, word meaning and morphology, and
lexis. The concluding classes were to discuss poetry and prose translation. The
programme suggested texts to be used to practice translation, among them were
publications by Lenin, Stalin, Herzen, Gorkii, Chekhov, and Pushkin for
translating into German, and Marx, Engels, Graf, Heine, Goethe, Immermann,
and Seghers for translating into Russian. As it is not clear whether Fedorov was
teaching literary translation himself at the time, it is possible that he was
requested to create the programme for a higher education institution as an

already recognised specialist in the field.

During the same period, in the late 1930s, Fedorov worked on a chapter
on methods of literary translation for a multi-authored book. While the chapter
focused on translation of literary works, as evident from the title, it also
commented on technical translation and translation for training purposes. What
else distinguished this manuscript was the analysis of correspondence of syntax
between the original and the translation. Fedorov (1937-1938, p.46-47) identified

four scenarios of such correspondence:

1) using similar syntactic structures in the translation,
2) using syntactic structures different to those of the original due to the

lack of similar means in the target language,

X This was probably Vilgelm Genrikhovich loganson, author of textbooks on German
and German-Russian military translation (The National Library of Russia, 2021).
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3) the translator violating target syntax norms to match the original syntax,
and
4) the translator choosing to change the syntax of the original even though

the translating language does not require it.

In the 1953 book Fedorov mainly developed the second scenario, discussing two
predominant cases of grammatical disagreement between the original and the
translation: when the target language does not have the same grammatical
category as the original, or when the original does not have the same grammatical
category as the target text, but the translator can be still justified in using it
(followed in Chapter 3). The book for which Fedorov wrote this chapter has never

been published, as indicated in the note in the manuscript.

Fedorov explored theoretical issues in connection to methods of teaching
translation as demonstrated by another unpublished paper. In the draft of the
article entitled ‘K metodike prepodavaniia perevoda s russkogo iazyka na
nemetskii’ [Towards the methods of teaching translation from Russian into
German] Fedorov (1947) already spoke of translation theory and suggested that
the teaching methods needed to borrow the following principles from it:
approaching the original as a coherent semantic whole, aiming at achieving
adequacy of the translating language, and transferring the unique stylistic
features of the original (Fedorov, 1947, p.16). Fedorov insisted on the need for

the teaching to be linked to the practical translation and translation theory.

A year later Fedorov wrote a book proposal to the Leningrad branch of the
publishing house Goslitizdat. In his letter, addressed to the chief editor and dated
25 May 1948, Fedorov (1948-1951) proposed revising and republishing his 1941
book On Literary Translation. He justified it by the demand since it had become
a rare find and also by the need for a revision. The suggested revision would
include examples of translations from national languages of Soviet republics, as
well as new translations from European languages that had appeared since the
book was first published. Fedorov maintained that the theoretical foundations
would mainly remain; however, a new chapter would be added exploring the
notion of translation adequacy, which was not covered in 1941, and an overview

on the development of the Soviet theory of translation. The publication of the
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revised book did not get approved, for unexplained reasons, as Fedorov noted in

the copy of the letter.
2.3.4 Manuscripts leading to the 1953 book

2.3.4.1 Book proposal

In 1947 Fedorov wrote and, probably, in 1949 edited (judging by the note in the
manuscript) his book proposal for Teoriia i Praktika Perevoda [Theory and
Practice of Translation], a textbook for higher education institutions teaching
languages. The handwritten note in the manuscript (Fedorov, 1948-1951) states
that the book was published with significant changes to the initial project in 1953,

i.e., as the first edition of the Introduction to Translation Theory.

The proposal described the book as aimed at university students and
teachers of foreign languages in secondary and higher education institutions
engaged in the main Western-European languages studied at higher education
level: English, French, and German. Fedorov stated the goal of the book to be a
theoretical summary of practical translation observations and introduction of the
main philological issues that formed translation theory. What distinguished this
book from the few existing translation manuals, he argued, was ‘the scientific
theoretical support for the practical work of the translator, as well as preparation
of the teacher of translation as a distinct aspect of foreign language training with
its specific methods’®* (Fedorov, 1948-1951, p.3). He stated that he applied the
same theoretical approach as in the book On Literary Translation (1941) to

translation principles.
The proposed plan of the book included the following six chapters.

1. The introduction presented the notion of translation as a creative activity
and as a research subject and literary translation as an art. The
description of the introduction demonstrates that at this stage Fedorov’s
approach to translation theory was not as comprehensively formulated as
it was in his 1953 book; the view of translation as an art was still present
here. Nevertheless, he investigated the relationship between translation
and other philological disciplines, i.e., recognising it indirectly as one of

them, and the place of translation ‘in the system of linguistic education,
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its cultural and pedagogical role in higher and secondary education’®
(Fedorov, 1948-1951, p.3).

The introduction also critically examined the history of translation
and theoretical perspectives on translation, the writings by Marx, Engels,
and Lenin as related to translation, and the place of translation in Soviet
literature and culture along with the problem of translation in Soviet
philology, including the question of translatability. This concept, that
later became central in the 1953 book, was well developed at this stage:
translatability as possibility of translating the whole original even if
separate elements were impossible to translate exactly, the search for
functional correspondences and substitutions. Fedorov established the
need for the translator to be familiar with the author’s oeuvre and its
historical background. It is noteworthy that Fedorov did not limit the
discussion to literary translation and attested to the need for the technical

and scientific translator to have knowledge of the subject.

The second chapter was dedicated to linguistic issues, or in Fedorov’s
words, ‘General objectives of working on the language’ (Fedorov, 1948-
1951, p.4). This chapter appeared similar to the chapter under the same
title in the published 1953 book. Fedorov opened it with a discussion of
the requirement for high quality language in translation and introduced
the term polnotsennyi iazyk [high-quality, comprehensive, standard
language] which would be the basis for his concept of polnotsennost in

the 1953 book (a detailed analysis of the concept follows in Chapter 3).

Fedorov highlighted the importance of non-violence towards the
translating language, connecting it to accuracy, building on the argument
from his 1928 article. He emphasised there was only a limited number of
cases when a correct translation was also a formally exact or accurate
translation and investigated scenarios when it was not possible (in most
cases) and required the use of linguistic means that had different forms
but similar functions. This chapter also considered the role of context,

translation synonyms, and translation of foreign realia.

The next chapter analysed types of translation and translation objectives

in relation to genres. Fedorov (1948-1951) classified translations into the
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following types of translation based on the source materials: literary
translation, translation of social and political works, translation of scientific

and technical literature, and translation of official documents.

This classification was rather different from his typology in the 1953
book, discussed in Chapter 3. This could be indicative of further work due
to consequent publications on the subject that appeared in 1950
(Sobolev, 1950a; Retsker, 1950). Similarly to his 1953 book, Fedorov
investigated different features of different types and their translation

techniques.

Fedorov dedicated a separate chapter to principles of literary translation.
In contrast, literary translation in the 1953 book constituted only one of
the sections of the last chapter alongside other types of translation. Here
Fedorov (1948-1951, p.5) emphasised the possibility of ‘stylistic
compensations (substitutions)® when formally exact translation of

specific elements was not possible and not needed.

A more detailed discussion than in the 1953 book was suggested
on several classifications and corresponding requirements for translation.
The first of these was the genre of the literary work: poetry, prose,
publitsistika [social and political journalism], criticism, and drama. Then it
was the subject matter: everyday life, history, and others, and the time
when the work was produced and when it was set. Finally, Fedorov (1948-
1951) identified requirements based on the individual style of the author.
These were connected to the use of different language varieties, including
vernacular, and translation of dialectisms, vulgarisms, archaisms, jargon,
proverbs, etc. Fedorov highlighted the need for a deep stylistic analysis
of the literary work as a prerequisite of high-quality translation. This was
linked to conveying in translation the author's vocabulary, the level of
its diversity or uniformity (Fedorov, 1948-1951).

The author's vocabulary was one of Fedorov’s research interests.
According to Alekseeva (2008), Fedorov initiated a new branch of
lexicography: the study of the vocabulary of a writer. As Shestakova
(2011) points out, he was instrumental in the emergence of bilingual

dictionaries of specific writers’ lexis as part of the discipline that later
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became known as author lexicography. Fedorov’s bibliography also
provides evidence to that: starting from the late 1960s Fedorov published
works on lexicography and writers’ vocabularies specifically (Fedorov,
1966; Fedorov, 1969b; Fedorov and Foniakova, 1975; Fedorov et al.,
1975; Fedorov and Trofimkina, 1980; Fedorov, 1981b; Fedorov, 1981a).
During the years of his work at the Leningrad University Fedorov
continued the development of the Interdepartmental Lexical Library®’
founded by Boris Larin (1893-1964), Fedorov’'s teacher and senior

colleague, linguist, slavicist, and lexicographer (Berezin, 2017).

Along the lexical aspect, Fedorov (1948-1951) examined syntaxis,
its semantic function, its role as a feature of the author’s style, and
translation of syntactic characteristics. Another aspect of the form of the
original that Fedorov explored was acoustic: he established that acoustic
features of the original needed to be studied to avoid sound effects in
translation that were not meant by the author and to convey the writer's
euphony (as identified in his 1928 article). This led to the discussion of

poetry translation where such features were of particular importance.

The fifth chapter of the proposed book analysed ‘the concepts of the
theory of translation from the perspectives of general linguistics and
general stylistics’®® (Fedorov, 1948-1951, p.8). Fedorov introduced the
concept of adekvatnyi perevod [adequate translation] and discussed
the possibility of two or more equally good translations of the same text

and the way translations became dated.

In addition to the ‘foreignness’ and ‘foreign-languageness’®® in
translation Fedorov (1948-1951, p.8) highlighted the influence of
literature on the language and the possibility of translating stylistic
features typical to specific languages. Finally, he suggested translation
observations to be used as a basis (which potentially meant a corpus) for

comparative stylistics.

This chapter briefly covered concepts which were explored
thoroughly throughout the 1953 book. It also started a discussion of

translation theory and its place among other disciplines, but it did not give
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it the same autonomous status and the same comprehensive definition
as did the 1953 book later.

6. The last chapter of the book was to reflect on Fedorov’s experience of
teaching translation at higher education level. Fedorov proposed
introducing the objectives and principles of teaching translation, as well
as specific teaching methods, including stylistic analysis of the source

text.

In comparison with the content of the 1953 book, this chapter
explored issues which did not appear in the publication. While some
aspects of stylistics were covered in the 1953 book, no questions of

teaching were investigated in it.

The length of the proposed book was estimated to be 20 printed sheets which
was a conventional measure of a prepress format of 60x90 cm, equalling
approximately 320 A4 pages (GOST R 7.0.3-2006).x

This book proposal draft was an important milestone towards Fedorov’s
Introduction to Translation Theory published in 1953. It demonstrated the
development of his concepts, some of them in their final state, in as early as 1947.
At the same time, it showed several significant distinctions. First of all, it was the
place of translation theory in the book: despite the proposed title Theory and
Practice of Translation, the theory of translation was the focus of only the fifth
chapter, and it was not approached as an autonomous discipline. Another major
difference was the approach to literary translation. It was still presented
separately from other types of translation as a highlight of translation activity. A
letter from Fedorov to the State Publishing House for Literature in Foreign

Languages dated 1951 clarified some other differences.

2.3.4.2 Emergence of references to Stalin in Fedorov’s book

In the letter dated 1951 to the editing office of the State Publishing House for
Literature in Foreign Language, Fedorov (1948-1951, p.10) commented on the

X Federal Agency on Technical Regulating and Metrology of the Russian Federation.
2006. GOST R 7.0.3-2006: System of standards on information, librarianship, and
publishing. Publications. Main elements. Terms and definitions. Moscow:
Standartinform.
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changes made to the draft of the book. | assume it to be the same book as in the
book proposal even though the suggested title now was Printsipy Perevoda
[Principles of Translation] (my assumption is based on the dates and on the fact
that these documents are stored in one file in the archives under the same name
and continued page numbering). This draft was, therefore, also a draft of the 1953

book Introduction to Translation Theory.

Fedorov explained in this letter that the main goal of reworking the draft,
submitted initially in March 1950, was to correct all the flaws related to Marr’'s
theory and to use and refer to Stalin’s papers on linguistics, which had been
published since then. Stalin’s papers on linguistics (analysed in Chapter 1) had
been his main focus, Fedorov wrote, particularly because most of the readers’
reports (such as reports by Smirnov and Sobolev) were written before Stalin’s
publication and it was only the review by Serdiuchenko that was written after and
reflected Stalin’s position. This report has not been found in the archives, but
Fedorov provided detailed comments on it in his letter. Serdiuchenko’s report is
of particular interest because of the significant changes that Fedorov made to the
draft following his feedback. Fedorov (1948-1951, p.12) agreed with most of
Serdiuchenko’s suggestions, pointing out that the most valuable comments
indicated what parts of the draft needed to be rewritten or adjusted in light of

Stalin’s publication.

As it becomes clear from Fedorov’s letter, his manuscript was submitted
to the publisher in March 1950. Smirnov’s reader’s report (1950) was written in
May 1950. Sobolev's reader’s report (1950b) was dated 22 June 1950, but
Fedorov believed it was in fact written earlier, before Stalin’s publications. Stalin’s
papers on linguistics appeared in Pravda in June-August 1950 and affected all
publishing in the field. Serdiuchenko’s reader’s report was written after it, and

therefore indicated the changes that had to follow.

In his letter to the publisher, dated 30 August 1951, Fedorov (1948-1951,
p.10) wrote about such changes made to the draft, as he was submitting a revised
version. He specified how exactly he responded to Serdiuchenko’s feedback.
Fedorov rewrote the introduction following Serdiuchenko’s report which said that
one of the first chapters had to ‘present the statements of Stalin’s teaching on

language which were directly related to translation issues’’® (Serdiuchenko,
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1950, quoted in Fedorov, 1948-1951, p.12) and added relevant discussions at
the beginning of each section of the second part of the draft. Fedorov also
reported extending the conclusion of the book to include the consequences of
Stalin’s writing on ‘the distinctive national character of the Russian language’’*
(Fedorov, 1948-1951, p.12).

Fedorov left some of other Serdiuchenko’s comments for the editor to
make a final decision on as he did not feel they needed to be addressed. Among
them was the supposed need to include ‘translations from Russian to languages
of the peoples of the USSR and from those languages to Russian, and from
Russian to languages of People’s Democracies and back’’? (Fedorov, 1948-
1951, p.14). Fedorov’s response was rather clear: he could not make any claims
or use examples based on translations from Russian to languages of which he
did not have any knowledge. Fedorov considered the possibility of using
interlinear back translations if the editor decided it was strictly necessary, but in
his opinion, it was a risk he did not want to take. As the published 1953 book
shows, such actions were not taken, and illustrative materials largely remained

to be based on the languages on which Fedorov could offer his expert judgment.

It is interesting to note here that professor Georgii Serdiuchenko had been
one of the most active supporters of Marr, enthusiastically attacking anti-Marrists
right up to the moment of Stalin’s publications after which he lost his high post at
the Academy of Sciences, but no other prosecutions followed (Alpatov, 1993).
Serdiuchenko continued his academic work, although immediately on the other
side (denouncing Marr’s theory). His reader’s report on Fedorov's manuscript

must have been submitted within a year of Stalin’s publication.

Another reader’'s report submitted after Stalin’s publications was by
Bakhareva. Maria Bakhareva (1890-1970) was the head of the Translation
Department at the Maurice Thorez Moscow State Pedagogical Institute of
Foreign Languages (Bakhareva, 1953). She was the author of one of the articles
in the collection Issues in Theory and Methodology of Educational Translation
(Garshina and Karpov, 1950): the collection referred to in Fedorov’'s book,
although not Bakhareva's paper which dealt with using translation in secondary
schools (Bakhareva, 1950).
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Bakhareva’s review of Fedorov's book was dated 1951, but probably
written before Fedorov’s revision following Serdiuchenko’s report as she called
for similar major amendments. First of all, she pointed out the need to refer to
Stalin’s papers on linguistics:

The author wrote his book before the outstanding works of creative

Marxism — the genius papers on issues in linguistics by comrade

Stalin — were published. Therefore, he naturally could not use them in

his book. It is exactly why the manuscript needs to undergo some

serious revision now and major corrections need to be made”?

(Bakhareva, 1951, p.10).

These corrections need to be made, first of all, in the foreword (p. iii

and other pages), in the chapter on the history of translation, and in

the section about the main provisions of the Soviet theory of

translation. One of these chapters should have a section dedicated to

the principles of Stalin’s teaching on language which are directly
related to the issues of translation’4 (Bakhareva, 1951, p.11).

It is another piece of evidence that the chapter on Stalin’s articles, which
consequently was incorporated into the first edition of Fedorov’s book, was a
requirement for the publication and not inherent to his ideas. As Bakhareva

specifically highlighted, it was an absolute prerequisite for a book to be published.

2.3.4.3 Other feedback from readers’ reports

Fedorov expressed his gratitude to all reviewers stating that he found their reports
overall positive and helpful with most comments being specific and beneficial to
his work (1948-1951, p.10). One of these reports was provided by Aleksandr
Smirnov. Smirnov’s reader’s report on Fedorov’'s manuscript was dated 1950,
well before Fedorov’s book was published in 1953. Smirnov (1950, p.1) reported:
The manuscript is a significant monograph on all the most important
issues in the theory and practice of translation, a result of many years

of the author’s research and creative work in the field of literary
translation from foreign languages into Russian.”

Smirnov argued that Fedorov’'s book presented a comprehensive system of
concepts where translation was researched thoroughly in all its aspects, with a
convincing and exhaustive analysis of specific issues. Smirnov believed it was
the first work of the kind, a valuable theoretic and scientific contribution, as well

as an interesting book for translators from the perspective of translation practice.

Smirnov agreed with most concepts and principles formulated by Fedorov.

There were some minor, according to Smirnov, issues, about which he had some
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reservations. One of them was Fedorov’s concept of translatability. While
Smirnov (1950, p.2) supported the idea, he did not agree with Fedorov’s
statement that there could be no ‘insurmountable difficulties.” He argued that such
challenges did occur, particularly when translating between languages of different
levels of development and scope, such as, for instance, between Russian,
German, or ltalian, and languages of Soviet republics. Therefore, Smirnov
suggested making the concept of translatability less categorical, recognising that
certain losses were unavoidable in some cases. Overall, Smirnov spoke very
highly of Fedorov’s work, and the similarity of their views was evident from his
review. Fedorov stressed that he had completely agreed with and addressed all
comments made in Smirnov’s reader’s report except one that concerned
translating repetitions in literary works as Fedorov insisted that they could be kept
in translation if they played a stylistic role in the original. (Chapter 4 continues the

investigation of Fedorov's and Smirnov’s communication.)

The reviewer with whom Fedorov agreed the least was Sobolev. Lev
Sobolev was a translator and theorist, and author of materials for training
Russian-French translators (Sobolev, 1948-1954). His most cited paper in
Russian scholarship was on accuracy in translation (Sobolev, 1950a). Sobolev’s
input to the development of the Russian metalanguage of translation theory and
Fedorov’s interaction with it is analysed in Chapter 3. Fedorov frequently referred
to Sobolev in his works. Fedorov (1963) included Sobolev’s publications (1950a;
1952) in the list of recommended reading (Sobolev’s 1952 textbook was reviewed
by Fedorov (1950a) prior to publication and criticised for his definition of

formalism and references to Marr’s theory).

Sobolev created his own programme to teach translation theory at the First
Moscow Pedagogical University of Foreign Languages, the synopsis of which,
dated 1946, has been kept in Fedorov’s archives (Sobolev, 1946). In this 31-page
typed document Sobolev covered some history of translation with references to
Goethe and Humboldt, practical translation and publishing in the Soviet Union,
types of translation, and issues in idiom translation, and some theoretical
concepts including adequate translation and translatability with quotations from
Fedorov’'s 1941 book.
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In his reader’s report, Sobolev (1950b) provided overall positive feedback
on Fedorov’'s book and supported his approach to the theory; however, he
criticised some terms and the description of certain translation techniques. Thus,
he raised questions about the relevance of the term adekvatnost [adequacy] and
its relation to the term tochnost [accuracy]. He argued that the term ‘adequacy’
was used by Fedorov to emphasise the distinction between the old and the
current concepts of ‘accuracy’:

Adequacy underlines the major difference between accuracy as it

used to be understood and as it is still understood in bourgeois

countries, and accuracy as it is understood by the Soviet theory of

translation. Why don’t we say instead: our understanding of accuracy
is fundamentally different’® (Sobolev, 1950b, p.14).

Sobolev claimed such differentiation between accuracy and adequacy created
confusion and was unnecessary because they referred to the same relationship

between the original and the translation.

Fedorov agreed to make the definition less complex stylistically; however,
he argued the definition suggested by Sobolev in its place was too primitive and
vague to be accepted. It was interesting in terms of the metalanguage to note
that at this point Fedorov (1948-1951, p.16) was using the term adekvatnost
[adequacy] to denote the concept which he later referred to as polnotsennost
[full value] of translation, as will be shown in Chapter 3. Fedorov (1948-1951,
p.16) admitted at this stage that he was not quite happy with this Russian term
‘adequacy’ which ‘appeared when there was a trend for everything foreign,” and
which was ‘bulky, inconvenient to write, and morphologically pretentious; ’’
however, he was unwilling to use the term tochnost [accuracy] suggested by
Sobolev, as he believed they referred to different concepts. He, therefore,
intended to follow the existing tradition, using ‘adequacy,” until he could find a

more preferable substitution.

This claim related to a more general objection that Sobolev raised. He
reproached Fedorov for excessive academicism, including unnecessary use of
foreign words:

There is a tradition for an “academic” style of writing for academic

programmes. It is not the tradition that the classics of Marxism-

Leninism have followed in their works. If A. V. Fedorov wanted to
enliven the language of his writing (and | do not say — make it less
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serious), his book would benefit from it in terms of becoming easier to
read, as well as achieving its goals’® (Sobolev, 1950Db, p.19).

Sobolev’s criticism reflected the originality of Fedorov’s book: it was created as a
scholarly work, not a manual or leisurely reading for translators, and as such it
determined the style of writing. Fedorov's response demonstrated some
principled positions which he did not change. Thus, to Sobolev’s advice to
‘enliven” his writing, Fedorov responded that while he considered all stylistic
comments made by the reviewers, he did not think it appropriate to change his
academic writing style in this book (Fedorov, 1948-1951). Nevertheless, he
committed to making the sentence structures less complex and using fewer
foreign and borrowed words where possible, and to making further stylistic
changes during the work with the editor when finalising the text for publication to
make it clearer, more accurate and more comprehensible, but without making his

writing style less academic.

Some of the issues Sobolev brought up were even more determined by
the time and social environment than the Marxism-Leninism writing style. Sobolev
suggested that some specific issues relevant for the current translation context
needed to be addressed:

The author in the foreword promises us to review translation theory

from the perspective of post-war discussions. However, there are no

chapters on formalism and cosmopolitanism in his work, neither does

he discuss the question of applying to translation the rule of reflecting

the principles of the Communist Party in literature”® (Sobolev, 1950b,

p.20).

The mentioned post-war discussions referred to the period after the end of the
Second World War. Formalism and cosmopolitanism, the acute problems in
translation discourse at the time, have been introduced in Chapter 1. Fedorov did
mention formal translation (as shown in Chapter 3), but he argued against
including more detailed discussions of formalism and cosmopolitanism in his
book.

Sobolev concluded that he did not have any fundamental objections to
Fedorov’s book, despite his suggestion that it was not complete and needed to
be edited both in form and content. Sobolev made the case for the book’s correct
principles of the Soviet theory of translation and the vast resources of translation
examples illustrating them. Fedorov (1948-1951, p.14) objected to most of
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Sobolev’s instructions and suggestions; however, he considered them beneficial
to his work as they helped him ‘respond to it [the review] polemically, or, rather,
anticipate and avert in the text of the book some reproaches and criticisms similar

to those expressed by the reviewer.’80

Bakhareva in her report also identified a number of terms which she
suggested needed clarification. Thus, the definitions of adequacy, polnotsennyi
translation, and translation as a practice were further developed by Fedorov in
the published version of the book following her comments. What could be seen
among the most important contributions by Bakhareva was her position on the
status of translation theory. She invited the author to answer the question: ‘We
have been using these definitions [of translation as an art, etc.] for a while now in
our literature, can we already regard translation as a scientific discipline? Isn’t it
time to speak about substituting the art of translation with a science of
translation?8* (1951, p.12). It could, therefore, be concluded, based on
Bakhareva’s criticism and Fedorov’'s published text, that Fedorov made a
stronger claim on the status of translation theory, following her feedback, and

defined it as an autonomous discipline.

Bakhareva in her report praised Fedorov for summarising a significant
volume of literature and supplying it with convincing examples from translated
texts. She recommended the book for publication, subject to the corrections. In a
letter to Fedorov dated 1953, after the publication of his book, Bakhareva wrote
how well Fedorov’'s book was received by colleagues:

Thank you very much for the book you have sent. | am deeply

touched. The book was disseminated very quickly and has been a

great success. Both students and the teaching staff find it very helpful,
and everyone is speaking well of you®? (Bakhareva, 1953, p.2).

The letter suggested Bakhareva was satisfied with the published version of the

book and the way her feedback was used.
2.4 Other publications

2.4.1 Research

Fedorov led an active academic life and was a prolific researcher and translator.
His works on translation often demonstrated his research into other disciplines

and used illustrations from his literary translations. Starting from his first article in
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print (Fedorov, 1927b) discussed above, Fedorov continuously researched,
wrote, translated, and published, though as shown in the previous section, some
of his works remained unpublished. The objective of this section is to summarise
Fedorov’s research interests which were not directly focused on translation

theory, but they were often interlinked.

One of Fedorov’'s areas of expertise where he published regularly was
literary criticism. It was often interconnected with translation criticism, the role of
translation in literature, and relationships between national literatures, as Fedorov
wrote about Russian translations of German and French writers. Thus, in 1929
his first paper dedicated to Heine (Fedorov, 1929b) was published which was
followed by several other studies into Heine’s works and their translations into
Russian. In 1932 Fedorov’s study of Goethe (Fedorov, 1932) was published,
which also became the first one in a series of Fedorov’s publications about the
writer's work and its reception in Russia. In 1934 he wrote the introduction on
Musset's drama works and comments to his own translation (Fedorov, 1934);
Musset was another writer he would return to again. Fedorov’s research interests
in Russian literature embraced Blok, Gorkii, Lermontov, Maiakovskii, Pleshcheev,
and Sluchevskii. One of the recurring themes in his research was the connection
between Russian and Western European literature, for instance, in such works
as Lermontov and Heine (Fedorov, 1940a) and Maiakovskii and Literature of the
West (Fedorov, 1940b). Critics particularly highlight Fedorov’s contribution as a
literary scholar to the rediscovery and recognition of the work of Russian poet
and translator Innokentii Annenskii (Alekseeva, 2008). Fedorov explored theories
and concepts in literary studies and wrote, for instance, on interactions and

mutual enrichment of literatures.

Fedorov was interested in stylistics. He wrote about stylistic concepts,
comparative stylistics of German and Russian, stylistics in relation to general
linguistics, stylistics and translation, and stylistics and the author’s vocabulary.
The latter was closely linked to Fedorov’s interest in lexicography and his original
research in the field as discussed earlier in this chapter. One of Fedorov’s most
prominent books outside translation theory (recommended to today’s students,
as shown in Chapter 5) was published in 1971 and titled Essays on General and

Comparative Stylistics in Russian (Fedorov, 1971). The focus areas of this book
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included the study of stylistics in its relation to general linguistics and translation

theory, and the comparative research in stylistics.

Another significant book was published in 1983. In The Art of Translation
and Life of Literature: Essays Fedorov (1983a) in a captivating narration
examined the history of literary translation in Russia and the beginnings of its
theory, some outstanding examples of poetry translation and their links to world
literature, and included elements of memoirs writing about writers, poets,
theorists, and translators whose works he knew well and with whom he crossed

paths.

The scope of Fedorov’s publications was wide. While the limitations of this
research do not allow looking into them in more detail, it seems important to have
an overview of them to understand Fedorov’s expertise and the competence that
yielded his theory of translation. Chapter 5 continues the study of Fedorov's
publications using a scientometric analysis, and Fedorov’s bibliography can be

found in Appendix A.

2.4.2 Translations

Literary translation was always a significant part of Fedorov’s professional life. In
the early 1930s he was becoming known as a talented translator of German and
French classics into Russian (Anikina et al., 2008). He translated prose, mainly
fiction, by Diderot, Flaubert, France, Goethe, Heine, Hoffmann, Hugo, von Kleist,
Mann, Maupassant, Moliere, Musset, Perrault, Proust, and Sedaine. He also
translated French and German-language prose and letters written by Russian
writer Aleksei Tolstoi. Many of Fedorov’s translations were reprinted several
times during his lifetime, and some of them are still being republished, for
instance Flaubert’s L'Education Sentimentale (BocriumaHue yyecme in Russian)
and Proust's A L'ombre des Jeunes Filles en Fleurs ([Tod ceHbto desywek 8
usemy in Russian) in Fedorov’s translation were published in 2019 and 2018

respectively by Moscow publishing house Veche.

In 1934 his first translations were published: a collection of plays by Alfred
de Musset (La nuit vénitienne, André del Sarto, Les caprices de Marianne,
Fantasio, On ne badine pas avec lI'amour, Lorenzaccio, Le chandelier, Il ne faut
jurer de rien, and On ne saurait penser a tout) for which Fedorov also wrote the

introduction and comments, published by Academia (Fedorov, 1934). Fedorov's



101

cooperation with Academia continued in 1935, 1936, and 1937, bringing to the
readership Kleist’s short story Der Findling [The Foundling] and several volumes
by Heine in the 12-volume complete works. Fedorov’s second published
translation appeared in 1935 and it was Proust’'s A L’'ombre des Jeunes Filles en
Fleurs. This translation work played a significant role for Fedorov, as will be
shown in this section. Between 1935 and 1938 Fedorov had at least two new
translated books published a year (five books by four different authors in 1936).
After the Second World War his translations were published again starting from
1946. Between 1949 and 1953 at least one new translation was published every
year (two in 1953), similarly in 1957-1958, and in 1964.

Between those periods some previous translations were reprinted every
year, as they were afterwards: in 1966, 1969, and every year between 1977 and
1984 (Fedorov, 1985). Fedorov’'s translation of Flaubert's L'Education
Sentimentale [Sentimental Education], first published in 1946, was reprinted the
following year and eleven times altogether throughout Fedorov’s life and has also

been reprinted afterwards.

According to Alekseeva (2008), Fedorov’s translations reflected his
theoretical views, particularly his concept of polnotsennyi translation (adequacy),
and often demonstrated innovation. Alekseeva has noted how Fedorov was
among the first Russian translators in the 20™ century to change the way
phraseology, puns, and neologisms had been translated. Fedorov’s theoretical

conclusions on such translation techniques will be analysed in Chapter 3.

2.4.2.1 An example of the translation process

There is not much material in the archives or among the published works to show
Fedorov’s practices or collaborations as a translator. There is, however, one
valuable source shedding some light on them, and that is his private
correspondence with Dmitrii Usov. As mentioned in Chapter 1, Fedorov and Usov
shared an interest in translation and translation theory. The letters to Fedorov
(Usov, 1927-1941) reveal their close friendship. The letters studied in the
archives have also been published in Russian in a volume dedicated to the life
and poetry of Usov (Neshumova, 2011b). According to Neshumova (2011a),
Fedorov remained one of those friends of Usov who did not stop their

communication after Usov’s arrest, and Fedorov was brave enough to cite the
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work by convicted Usov in the second edition of his Introduction. The cited work
was titled Main Principles of the Translator’s Work (Usov, 1934). In 1935 Usov
was arrested for ‘participation in a counter-revolutionary organisation’ and
sentenced to 5 years in labour camps (Neshumova, 2011a, p.53). After his
release in 1940 he went to remote Kirghizia to join his wife in exile. A year later
they managed to move to Tashkent (the capital of Uzbekistan) where Usov got a
post at the Tashkent State Pedagogical University and could resume his
academic work. They dreamt about returning to Moscow, while the Second World
War brought many of their friends evacuating to Tashkent, but in 1943 Usov died

from a heart condition (Neshumova, 2011a).

In as early as 1927 Usov started teaching literary translation at the Higher
Courses of Foreign Languages at the State Library for Foreign Literature: these
courses later formed the foundation for the Moscow Institute of Foreign
Languages (Neshumova, 2011a). Around this time Usov made friends with
Fedorov as they met during their academic trips to Leningrad and Moscow,
respectively. Usov’s writing in his letters to Fedorov was cordial and very
personal, and at the same time markedly respectful. Thus, he only addressed
Fedorov as ‘highly respected’ or ‘dearest Andrei Venediktovich,” using the
affectionate and respectful adjective preceding the first name followed by
patronymic (Usov, 1927-1941, p.3; 18).

Usov’s letters to Fedorov during this period in the late 1920s-1930s
showed not only their interest in translation theory and Usov's translating projects,
such as his translations of Heine (Usov, 1927-1941, p.4), but also their joint work
on the translation of Flaubert's L'Education Sentimentale, which was interesting
from the point of view of their organisation of work and mutual counselling on
specific translation issues. In a letter from 4 August 1934, Usov (1927-1941, p.6)
suggested to Fedorov how to divide the source text between them. Initially
Fedorov was to translate less than half of the text, but Usov asked him in the
letter to translate 50 per cent. Usov’s arguments in favour of such distribution
were as follows:

1) In autumn | will work slower due to various commitments,

2) If one of the chapters is divided into halves between us, it will create

a rather desirable diffusion of the styles of two translators,

3) It will significantly simplify all calculations of fees — they will be split
equally, and we will not waste time on complicated (and quite
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unproductive!) settlements.

Do you agree?®?

Besides these general arrangements Usov suggested talking through
more details during a meeting face to face when Fedorov visited Moscow, reading
fragments of their translations to each other, and discussing the most difficult
things, such as elements of the romantic style in Flaubert’s work, quoting Henri
de Régnier’s reference to Flaubert as ‘le romantique désabusé’ [the disillusioned
romantic]; he suggested they required the use of substitutes to avoid

‘incomprehensible verbalism®* (Usov, 1927-1941, p.5).

In terms of their translation methods, Usov (1927-1941, p.4) concluded
that they were very similar and only needed the following reminder to maintain
consistency:

| believe our translation techniques are based on absolutely the same

approach to the text, and the translation will therefore demonstrate no

noticeable inconsistencies. It will be enough if | remember well about

the requirement for textual accuracy, and you — about the requirement

for “liveliness” [zhivost] of the language. This will be a sufficient

adjustment for both you and me.

As for the notorious “liveliness,” with some pieces from your previous

translations in mind, I'd like to ask you to use regrouping and

conversational analogues (in dialogues) more frequently — where

necessary, to avoid perevodismi [instances of “Translationese”].8°
This fragment shows that Usov spoke from the position of a more experienced
senior colleague, pointing out what Fedorov could learn as a translator, at the
same time avoiding patronising or giving direct instructions. Usov provided some
examples of his translations to illustrate his points. He concluded his discussion
of the translation by providing a list of transliterated proper names and translated
toponyms that he suggested agreeing upon (see Figure 2-5). Similar lists appear

in a later letter dated 5 October 1934.

The letter provides information about Usov’s appreciation of Fedorov’s
translations, as he praised the fragments he had read, especially Fedorov's
successful translations of puns. It also gives some insight into the technological
processes of their work. Thus, Usov informed Fedorov that the translation of the
novel needed to be rewritten (most likely meaning typed final versions of the

translation) in two copies, one of which was to be on double-sided, and the other
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on single sided sheets of paper. Usov mentioned that he did not make copies for

himself to keep, but they could be made potentially if typed with carbon paper.
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Figure 2-5. Fragment from the letter dd. 04.08.1934 with a list of translated proper
names (Usov, 1927-1941, p.7)

There is a poetic piece of evidence demonstrating the high regard Usov
had for Fedorov’s translation talent and skill, and their friendship dating back to
the late 1920s. In 1928 Usov wrote a poem entitled ‘Perevodchik’ [The translator].
According to Neshumova (2011b, p.581), in 1932 it appeared with a dedication
to Fedorov. A translation into English and analysis of this poem has been

published recently by Dralyuk (2017).
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Fedorov’s translations received some sceptical reviews, as did his theory.
Thus, Rossels (1955b, p.163) wrote:

... translation is being slowed down not just by the lack or lag of the

theory, but by its deviation from the right way, which drags translation

practice along with it. [...] This is the role of lingvostylistics for

translation according to A. V. Fedorov. It indirectly explains a lot about

the stylistic features of his own translations, starting from Sentimental

Education to Musset's Lorenzaccio and Hugo’s dramas to Goethe’s
Elective Affinities.8®

Rossels did not elaborate on what he meant by these stylistic features. It was
therefore only indicative of the general assessment of Fedorov’s translations

agreeing with his theoretical views.

Fedorov himself wrote about his translations reflecting his theoretical
principles in an afterword to a translation of Proust. The short article was about
translator Adrian Frankovskii whom Fedorov believed to masterfully capture the
unique style of the author. Fedorov (1992, p.477) recollected their collaboration
on the translation of Proust’s A la Recherche du Temps Perdu [In Search of Lost
Time]:

We did not have any disagreements concerning the principles of

translation. We both believed it unacceptable to simplify, smooth out,

or lighten up Proust’s style, making it more “pleasant” than it is; first

and foremost, we tried not to break the unity of large and complex

parts and sentences, often not typical for French, which are a

characteristic feature of the original and reflect the nature of the

author’s creative thinking: each of them reflects a complex of thoughts,

details, images, and a specific situation — a given fragment of reality.
And the writer’s statements are always clear and logical.?’

Frankovskii got Fedorov involved in the collaborative translation of seven
volumes of Proust’s epic novel, which became one of the largest translation
projects in the 1930s (Fokin, 2016). Fedorov translated the second volume
(A L'ombre des Jeunes Filles en Fleurs), 1935, and the fourth one (Sodome et
Gomorrhe), 1938 (Fedorov, 1992). Fedorov and Frankovskii’s translations were
later criticised by some scholars for their literalness or foreignisation (Mikhailov,
2012). Fokin (2016) argues that Fedorov’s style was influenced by Frankovskii at
the time, but later it gradually navigated towards more balance between
maintaining the features of the original and adhering to the requirements of the
target language.
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2.4.2.2 Position on the translator’s principles

Another source demonstrating the application of Fedorov’s theoretical principles
in practical translation is his letters of support for translators Lann and Shengeli.
Lann and Shengeli were the best-known representatives of the ‘defeated
literalists’ (from the title of the book by Azov (2013)). They were among those
most affected by the supporters of the realist translation approach promoted by
Kashkin and the two translators whom he attacked the most in his papers.
Kashkin (1954b) claimed that their opposition to realist translation was
manifested in their attention to the form of the original and its detail while
sacrificing the message of the whole. Lann and Shengeli, both talented poets and
translators, working during the same period, had significant differences in their
translation work. Lann mostly translated English prose and was best known for
translating Dickens together with his wife Aleksandra Krivtsova; whereas
Shengeli translated poetry, and among his major works were translations of
Byron, including Don Juan (Azov, 2013). They were, however, grouped by
Kashkin as one hostile camp of literalists. Azov (2013) provides a brilliant account

of this opposition, and of the tragic life and prolific work of both translators.

What is interesting for this study is the position of Fedorov in this conflict.
His archives show that he did not join Kashkin’s polemics but continued to provide
constructive criticism and friendly support to both translators. Thus, in his review
of Lann and Krivtsova’s translation of Dickens’s David Copperfield, Fedorov
(1950b) highlighted the translators’ familiarity with the author’s oeuvre and their
historical knowledge, their knowledge of the source culture and language, and
the quality of the target language that did not erase the original’s style. Fedorov
(1950b, p.2-3) wrote:

The translators have been often accused of formalism, of such
aspiration to translate all semantic and stylistic features of the original
which would lead to calques of the foreign phrase, contradicting the
standard literary, if not grammatical, norms of the Russian realist
prose, to overplay certain stylistic devices used by Dickens (such as
puns, irregular vernacular of a character, or an unusual image).

We find no flaws of this kind in the new translation of Copperfield. It is
a significant milestone in the work of two translators. The main feature
of their new work is the ease of the Russian language which they
successfully use to demonstrate the individual language of the author
— of the narrator and his characters.
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The vocabulary of the translation is nearly impeccable. [...] The only
thing that I'd like to draw more significant attention of two translators is
some instances of syntactically cumbersome and heavy structures
which are only to be found within the first 250 pages [...] and which
are signs of “Translationese” [perevodcheskii iazyk], the inertia of
which is so strong that it manifests itself occasionally even in the best
translations.88

Fedorov’s review reflected his approach to translation: he praised the translators’
mastery of both languages and their knowledge of the subject. The criticism he
offered was specific and constructive. He emphasised there were no signs of
“formalism” in their work, even though he took care to define formalism in a very
specific way oriented towards certain features of the source text, rather than using

it as a generalised accusation typical for Kashkin.

Besides such reviews and the number of published and republished
translations, Fedorov’'s status as translator is demonstrated by his
correspondence with publishing houses. The archival records inventory (Kreslin,
2009a) shows regular requests from publishers, especially starting from the
1940s, addressed to Fedorov, about publications of his translations, editing
translations by other translators, reviewing translations, and participating in

compiling or editing dictionaries.

To summarise, there is substantial evidence to the high status of Fedorov
as a translator. The little insight into his work routine reveals some stages of his
translation process and his willingness to collaborate with other translators and
exchange views and knowledge and provide support. Fedorov was actively
involved in literary translation throughout his professional life. Translation
informed his research and academic writing, and vice versa, his translations

reflected his theoretical work.

Summary

This chapter has taken a microhistorical perspective on the life of a translator and
translation scholar by investigating Fedorov’s background, stages of his life and
academic career, and glimpses of his work routine. The focus on his education is
justified by the significant role it played in the development of Fedorov’s views
and research interests. The knowledge gained during his student years shaped

his first publications and laid foundations for his further research.
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Fedorov’s fruitful literary translation work and his experience as a
translator and interpreter during the war were another important factor in the
development of his theoretical views. Fedorov was never a theorist alienated from
translation practice: despite the fact that his major works were not prescriptive,

they were informed by his translator’s work.

As the development of Fedorov’'s theory of translation went through
several stages: from his early essays to translator training manuals, to the issues
in literary translation, which culminated in the Introduction to Translation Theory,
| argue that his works, both published and unpublished, demonstrate the
evolution of his ideas, but not changes in his views to the opposite pole. This
argument is supported by my analysis of Fedorov’'s unpublished manuscripts
leading to the publication of his 1953 book. The evolution of his ideas continued
in the further revisions of the book (the last one was published during Fedorov’s
life in 1983) and in publications in adjacent research areas. Besides the identified
factors that conditioned his writing and publications, such as his university circle,
translator experience, and political circumstances, there was his communication
with other scholars that contributed to the development of his ideas. This network
of Fedorov’'s communications will be explored in Chapter 4. The next chapter will
analyse the book Introduction to Translation Theory in detail, focusing on its
metalanguage and drawing parallels between concepts introduced by Fedorov

and those used later by Western European scholars.
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Chapter 3. The analysis of Introduction to Translation

Theory and its metalanguage

Chapter 2 has followed the evolution of Fedorov’s concepts and his way to the
publication of his best-known book on translation, first published in 1953 after his
continued work on its drafts and revisions. This chapter will focus on the contents
of the book itself and analyse its metalanguage. The analysis will include a
comparative perspective to study how Fedorov's metalanguage (and more
generally the metalanguage in Russian scholarship on translation) relates to the

metalanguage of TS in English and other languages during the same period.

In early 2021 the first translation of the 1953 book to English was
published, translated, and edited by Baer (2021b), with the appendix translated
by Green. This chapter will refer to this new publication but will mainly rely on my
own translations as this will give the reader the chance firstly to see Fedorov’s
original text which l include in Appendix B for each translated quote, and secondly
to have the choice of two English translations. | think this can stimulate further
discussion and facilitate understanding of Fedorov’s texts. Any cases of crucial

differences in the translation of key concepts will be indicated.

3.1 Overview of Introduction to Translation Theory

Fedorov’s 1953 Introduction to Translation Theory was posited by the author as
an attempt to summarise the main issues in translation and provide a theoretical
basis for the autonomous discipline proposed by Fedorov for the first time as such
in Russian scholarship, or indeed elsewhere, as will be argued in Chapter 5. In
the introduction the author stated that the need for it had been intensified by the
dramatically increased volume of translation activities and translated literature,
and, as a result, the importance of translation to be included in the higher
education and professional training system. Fedorov (1953) also pointed out that
it had become possible to approach translation issues from the linguistic
perspective due to the end of the era of Marrism denounced by Stalin’s articles

on linguistics, discussed in Chapter 1.

The status of the newly established discipline was set out clearly in the
first chapter of Fedorov's book entitled ‘Translation theory as a scholarly

discipline’ (title translated by Baer (2021b, p.4)). The chapter opened with a
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discussion of the concept of translation. Emphasising the wide scope of the
concept, Fedorov determined two provisions that stipulated all aspects of
translation:
1) The aim of translation is to make the reader (or listener) who does
not know the language of the original, as familiar as possible with the
given text (or contents of the speech);
2) To translate means to express accurately and fully by means of one
language what has already been expressed by means of another
language as an inseparable unity of content and form®&® (Fedorov,
1953, p.7).
This brought Fedorov (1953, p.12) to distinguish translation as a creative process
and ‘translation theory as a specialised academic/scholarly discipline.”® The
objective of this discipline was defined as follows:
... to summarise the conclusions from observing specific instances of
translation and to serve as a theoretical foundation for translation
practice which could be guided by the theory in the search for and
selection of required expressive means and could draw from it the

grounds and evidence supporting certain solutions of specific
guestions®! (Fedorov, 1953, p.12).

Fedorov pointed out that the scientific value of translation theory was determined
by the multi-layered interest that was evoked by its object (translation as a
creative process, involving a comparative study of two languages). He
emphasised that it was through research, observation, and synthesis of findings
that translation theory could become ‘an objective scholarly discipline’ (Fedorov,
1953, p.15). Fedorov argued that depending on the research objective,
translation could be viewed through the lens of cultural history, literature, and
psychology; however, first of all, it needed to be studied in the linguistic plane.
He further developed this idea:

The theory of translation as a dedicated branch of the philological

science is first of all a linguistic discipline. Although in some cases it is

closely connected to literary studies — history and theory of literature,

from which it draws some data and postulates, and to history of those
peoples with whose languages it engages®? (Fedorov, 1953, p.12).

Fedorov (1953, p.15-16) suggested subdividing this discipline into three
main components: ‘the history of translation,’” a ‘general translation theory,” and a
‘language-specific translation theory’®® studying two specific languages (this

branch is called ‘a local theory of translation’ in Baer’s translation (2021b, p.10)).
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In Chapter 5, section 5.1 | analyse how this classification compares to

approaches taken by Western European scholars, in particular Holmes.

Following the chapter on translation theory as a discipline, Fedorov
explored the history of translation, identifying two main trends: word-for-word
translation, the examples of which dated back to Greek and Latin translations of
the Bible and translations of Aristotle in the Middle Ages, and translation aimed
at conveying the meaning and adhering to the norms of the target language,
which started from Cicero. Fedorov discussed how Cicero formulated the
objective of such translation in the first century BCE, quoting from the Russian
translation of Cicero published in 1901. The same principle, Fedorov argued, was
applied in the Greek translation of the Old Testament by Symmachus in the
second century CE and later in the Latin translation by Jerome in the fourth
century who defined his task as ‘non verbum e verbo, sed sensum exprimere de
sensu,’ referring to Cicero, but in Fedorov’s view, simplifying it and omitting the
stylistic perspective conveyed by Cicero (Fedorov, 1953, p.20). Fedorov did not
identify the third trend, imitation, as suggested by Dryden in the 17" century
(Blakesley, 2014). Instead, he separated translation and imitation or adaptation
at the very start of his book when defining his concept of translation:

In its fullness and accuracy, translation proper can be distinguished

from reworkings, paraphrases, abridged versions, and every form of
so-called adaptation®* (Fedorov, 1953, translated by Baer, 2021b,

p.4).
There remained therefore only two translation paths for Fedorov.

Fedorov continued his analysis through the 19" century, first in Western
European and then Russian literature. He framed it around the main trends in
translation and the concept of translatability, following them in his in-depth
exploration of the literature on translation by Western philosophers and writers,
including German romantics and French linguists on the one hand, and on the
other hand by Russian thinkers of the 19" and 20™ century including romantics,
realists, Russian symbolists, literary critics from Russian revolutionary
intelligentsia, modernists, and Russian formalists. The study of Russian literature
on translation was followed by the analysis of Russian criticism in the 19t century,
focusing on the classical works by Vissarion Belinskii, Nikolai Chernyshevskii,

and Nikolai Dobroliubov. Fedorov concluded the chapter with a brief analysis of
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the quantity and quality of translated literature in Russia on the turn of the 19t

century.

Two of the chapters that followed in the 1953 edition of the book were
conditioned by the socio-political situation at the time that has been examined in
Chapter 1. Thus, Fedorov dedicated a chapter to writings of Marx, Engels, and
Lenin on translation and another one to Stalin’s papers on linguistics and their
effect on translation theory. This thesis has shown how the chapter on Stalin’s
publications only appeared in the first edition of the book and only after the
revisers’ instructions (as identified in Chapter 2). Fedorov’s chapter on Marxism-
Leninism, on the other hand, remained in all subsequent editions. As Baer
(2021a) has convincingly argued, Fedorov was actually interested in their works,
particularly from the point of view of language and translation, which was
particularly timely since Marx and Engels had been translated to Russian and
published in the late 1930s. In his discussion of Marx and Engels’ works Fedorov
(1953) positively assessed their understanding of language and their own
translation practice. He focused on their views on translation from his research of
their publications, for instance, Engels’ article ‘How not to translate Marx’
(Fedorov, 1953, p.70), agreeing with their statements on the significance of style
in translation and of the translator’s deep understanding of both languages and
background knowledge related to the source text. In the analysis of Lenin’s views
on translation Fedorov followed the same approach. The analysis of Lenin’s
writings related to translation, however, was limited to his criticisms of existing
translations and notes on his own translation work. Fedorov pointed out that
Lenin’s reflections were of scholarly interest and highlighted that Lenin never
spoke of untranslatability, thus presenting it in support of the principle of

translatability that will be analysed below.

Fedorov (1953) explored other current issues in the practice and theory of
translation in the Soviet Union, providing an analysis of their development, the
role of Gorkii and Vsemirnaia Literatura (discussed in Chapter 1), specific
features and principles of literary translation in the Soviet Union. He provided a
valuable summary of Russian-language scholarship on the issues in translation,
starting from Gumilev and Chukovskii (1919) (analysed in Chapter 1 as the early

theoretical works on translation) and including Smirnov (Smirnov and Alekseev,
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1934), Chukovskii (1936), and Finkel (2007 [1939]), which will be further

discussed in Chapter 4 investigating Fedorov’s interactions with other scholars.

The next chapter in Fedorov’s book was dedicated to the concept of
translatability and adequate translation which were vital for his theory and will be
analysed below. The analysis of the metalanguage will also include other terms
and concepts examined by Fedorov in the two last chapters of his book dedicated
to ‘General objectives of working on the language in translation’ (Fedorov, 1953,
p.117) and ‘Types of translation depending on the genre of the original’ (Fedorov,
1953, p.196), including lexical correspondence, translation synonyms, realia,
phraseological units, grammatical accuracy, grammatical concordance,
grammatical variants, genre and characteristics of translations of different
genres. Fedorov supplemented the analysis of most of these concepts with an
exploration of translation techniques. He provided a detailed study of such
techniques demonstrating their use by examples from translations of classical
literature. For example, in the section on lexical correspondence Fedorov
discussed, among other issues, the ways of translating terminology. The
conditions, techniques, and significance of each of the identified ways were
explored and illustrated with examples, with special reference made to the

translation of proper names.

Fedorov completed his 1953 book with an appendix on translation of
poetry. Later editions of the book did not have this appendix. In the foreword to
the second edition Fedorov (1958) noted it, justifying the exclusion by the fact
that poetry translation as a specific research field required a deeper exploration
than the small part of the book that it had been in the first edition. He emphasised
that he believed poetry translation, nevertheless, agreed with the principle of

translatability.

The analysis of the metalanguage that follows has been built around the
concepts, central to Fedorov’'s Vvedenie v Teoriiu Perevoda [Introduction to
Translation Theory] (1953) and its later editions (1958; 1968b; 1983b). Where
deemed necessary, it explores the evolution of concepts, looking back at
Fedorov’s earlier works on translation, of which the main ones have been
discussed in Chapter 2. The 1953 book has been selected as a basis due to its

place in Fedorov’s bibliography and its role in the development of translation
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theory in Russia. It was Fedorov’s second monograph on translation and his first
monograph focused on the general theory of translation summarising the
theoretical advancements of the time, as well as Fedorov’s own research leading

to that publication.

Four editions of this book were published during Fedorov’s life, and the
fifth edition was published in 2002 posthumously. After the first edition of the
Introduction to Translation Theory, published in 1953, the second one followed
five years later in 1958 and the title was supplemented with a subtitle
Lingvisticheskie Problemy [Linguistic Problems]. Starting from the third edition
(Fedorov, 1968b) the book was published under the title Osnovy Obshchei Teorii
Perevoda [Fundamentals of the General Translation Theory] with a subtitle
Lingvisticheskii Ocherk [Linguistic Study], and for the fourth edition again with the
subtitle Linguistic Problems (Fedorov, 1983b). The fifth edition (Fedorov, 2002)
was a reprint of the fourth revision with an added introduction by the editor. The
editor Leonid Barkhudarov noted that the fifth edition had been long awaited by

the readership.
3.2 Analysis of the metalanguage

3.2.1 General terms

This section identifies the terms and concepts which | have labelled general
terms. They describe the discipline itself and those essential items of the

metalanguage required to define any consequent and more specific concepts.

3.2.1.1 Theory of translation as a discipline

As stated above, the first chapter in the Introduction to Translation Theory was
dedicated to the discussion of translation theory as a discipline. Fedorov (1953)
placed it among other philological disciplines as a special area of scientific
knowledge. In his collection of essays published almost three decades later,
Fedorov (1983a) recollected that the term teoriia perevoda [theory of
translation or translation theory] had been used for the first time in Russian
literature in the meaning of a special field of knowledge in his first article (Fedorov,
1927b). At the same time Fedorov (1983a) acknowledged that the foundations
for translation theory had been laid earlier, in the booklets Principles of Literary
Translation (Gumilev and Chukovskii, 1919; Batiushkov et al., 1920) which he
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considered as marking the emergence of the Soviet school of literary translation.
Fedorov (1983a, p.160) pointed out that the booklets did not use ‘translation
theory’ as a term and did not formulate ‘theoretical objectives of scientific study
of translation’, although they outlined some important issues, classifications, and

requirements.

In the same collection of essays Fedorov (1983a) pondered on the
essence of translation theory and the development of the term. On the evolution
of translation theory, Fedorov (1983a, p.156) wrote:

... translation theory starts, when normative concepts and disputes

about how to translate, what is good or bad in translation, accurate or

inaccurate, are replaced by serious attempts to analyse objective

possibilities of translation — depending on the correlation between
languages, cultures, and literatures...%

He argued that translation theory in this understanding had become an
independent discipline in the 20" century and had had its name formulated, which

demonstrated its recognition as such.

Fedorov (1983a, p.157) listed the following terms used in Russian in this
meaning: ‘teoriia perevoda’ [translation theory] as the main term, and its
synonyms: ‘nauka o0 perevode’ [translation science], ‘perevodovedenie’
[translation studies], and the borrowed neologism ‘traduktologiia’ [traductology].
He clarified that these synonyms could be used interchangeably. Translation
theory and translation studies have been used synonymously in Russian
scholarship by contemporary theorists writing in Russian, for instance, by
Alekseeva (2004) and Tyulenev (2004). Thus, in Russian the theory of translation
or translation theory as a discipline was used in the same meaning as translation
studies in English-language sources, and translation theory as a name of a
special discipline was first coined in Russian by Fedorov in 1927. In 1953 he
defined it as a discipline with its scope and conceptual framework, which
significantly later became the focus of scholarly attention in Western European

literature.

3.2.1.2 Original and translation

In his Introduction to Translation Theory Fedorov (1953) did not use the terms
source and target, as in source text and target text or source language and target

language. These terms and their Russian equivalents appeared in the theory of
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translation later as the discipline developed. Fedorov used a number of nouns
and noun phrases to refer to the source and target text and language. There were
a number of variations, and they were not defined as specific terms or concepts.

The source text was referred to by Fedorov (1953) as follows:

- podlinnik [original] (for instance, pp. 10, 12, 18, 35, 62, 85),
- original [original], synonym of podlinnik (p. 9, 95),

- tekst podlinnika [text of the original] (p. 85),

- tekst originala [text of the original] (p. 32),

- perevodimyi material [material being translated] (p.7, 98),

- perevodimyi tekst [text being translated] (p.33, 99).
The source language was correspondingly referred to as:

- iazyk podlinnika [language of the original] (p. 7, 15, 165),
- lazyk originala [language of the original] (p. 106).

The target text was mainly called perevod [translation] throughout the book. The

target language had more variants:

iazyk perevoda [language of the translation] (p. 17, 111, 122, 165),

- iazyk v perevode [language in translation] (p. 117, 119),

- rodnoi iazyk (perevodchika) [native language (of the translator)] (p.
36, 99),

- lazyk, na kotoryi delaetsia perevod [language into which the
translation is produced] (p.122, 195),

- lazyk, na kotoryi podlinnik perevoditsia [language into which the

original is translated] (p. 18).

This shows a lack of defined, translation-specific terminology related to the
source and target at this stage in Fedorov’s texts. The English terms source and
target, when used in this thesis, are only for clarification and not cited from

Fedorov’s original works until the fourth edition of his book published in 1983.

In the fourth, and Fedorov’s last, revision of the book (1983b) he started
using (not exceptionally) Russian equivalents of the source and target language
which had become accepted in Russian and in English by then. Fedorov (1983b,
p.10) clarified these terms in the fourth edition as follows: iskhodnyi iazyk

(ucxo0HbIl 53bIK IN Russian, abbreviated as M5 for SL) corresponding to the
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source language and perevodiashchii iazyk (mepesodswuli s3bik in Russian,
abbreviated as /15 for TL) corresponding to the target language. Fedorov
emphasised the contribution of Barkhudarov’s book on this issue. Barkhudarov
(1975, p.10) borrowed the English terms ‘source language’ and ‘target language,’
while he continued using the previously established terms for the source text

(tekst podlinnika) and the target text (tekst perevoda).

In English-language literature, Nida and Catford were probably the first
scholars to define these terms. Nida used the term ‘source language’ and
‘receptor (or target) language’ (Nida, 1964, p.9). Catford (1965) defined these
phrases as specific terms of translation theory. He introduced the source
language and target language, and their abbreviations SL and LT, and used them
to identify corresponding texts as ‘SL text’ and ‘TL text’ (Catford, 1965, p.21).
Both scholars’ works were well known in Russia in the mid-1970s when
Barkhudarov published his book, citing them. These more economic terms,

specific to TS, were then introduced.
3.2.2 Translatability and terms for the ideal translation

3.2.2.1 Development of the translatability principle

In the Introduction to Translation Theory Fedorov (1953) established that it was
one of the topical tasks of the Soviet theory of translation to specify the principle
of perevodimost [translatability] which he defined as ‘the possibility of
polnotsennyi [full value] translation’® (1953, p.103). He pointed out that
translatability did not necessarily mean formal similarity of the original and
translation, and translatability of a whole was not a sum of its translated
components:

... what may be impossible for a specific element, can be possible for

the complex whole — based on the identification and transfer of

semantic and stylistic functions of separate units that cannot be

reproduced strictly and formally; it is possible however to understand

and transfer these functions based on those semantic connections

that exist between parts of the system of a whole®’ (Fedorov, 1953,

p.106).
The discussion remains relevant today, as some of the elements of this concept,
reflecting the semantic meaning, adequacy, and formal differences, compare well

to the modern-day definition of the term in Anglophone TS:



118

Translatability is a relative notion and has to do with the extent to
which, despite obvious differences in linguistic structure (grammar,
vocabulary, etc.), meaning can still be adequately expressed across
languages (Hatim and Munday, 2019, p.15).

Fedorov argued that translatability was proven by translation practice. He
specified certain limitations of translatability which, he emphasised, did not imply
untranslatability. Such limitations were mostly connected with cases of local or
demographic deviations from the standard language. Fedorov (1953) insisted
that even in such cases translation was possible, although limited to some of the

original’s functions.

Fedorov started analysing the concept of translatability before the 1953
publication. It was defined in his 1941 book with some aspects developed from
his earlier works (see Chapter 2, section 2.3.2). In the section devoted to
translatability in his 1953 book, Fedorov commented on the evolution of his
approach to it. Thus, he pointed out that in his 1941 book the problem of
translatability had been simplified and resolved too straightforwardly. He still
believed in the foundational principle of the connection between materiality and
cognisability of the world (as the cornerstones of dialectical materialism) on the
one hand, and translatability, on the other; however, he stated that in his earlier
book this connection had not been clarified and could misleadingly be interpreted
as complete accuracy and possibility of adequate translation under any
circumstances (Fedorov, 1953, p.110). His views, as expressed in 1941,
however, were supported by other scholars: for instance, Sobolev (1946) referred

to them, positively discussing translatability in his unpublished manuscript.

In the 1950s promoting the idea of translatability agreed with the ideology
in the Soviet Union and the outlook on language. Thus, at the second All-Union
Convention of Soviet Writers in 1954 it was announced:

We proclaim the possibility of translation, translatability, from any

language to any other language. Translatability equals the possibility

of communication between peoples. This is the foundation for the

whole world culture. It is one of the prerequisites of its development®®

(Antokolskii et al., 1955, p.11).

It was, however, not only the current political discourse and dialectical
materialism that guided Fedorov’s study of translatability. He looked into the

history of the problem in Western European literature, including representatives
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of Romanticism, and Humboldt among them as one of the most unreserved
supporters of the idea of untranslatability. Fedorov contrasted his views
particularly to those of Schleiermacher and Goethe (referring to the original
works) who argued in favour of translatability (Fedorov, 1953, p.26). Fedorov
mentioned other studies that looked into the possibility or impossibility of
translation later in the 19" century, such as works by Julius Keller, Otto F.
Gruppe, and Tycho Mommsen, although he claimed that after Goethe no
comprehensive scholarly contribution had been made in Western European

literature to the issue of translatability.

As he analysed Russian scholarship on the subject, Fedorov (1953)
argued that translatability had mostly become acceptable in the 20" century;
however, before that many writers supported it too. Among them were Belinkskii,
Chernyshevskii, Dobroliubov, Gogol, Mikhailov, Pushkin, Turgenev, and other
Russian writers and critics of the 19" century who did not show any support of
untranslatability and often spoke about achieving translation objectives positively.
Contrary to these views, in the late 19" — early 20™ century the psychological
school in linguistics and Symbolism in Russian literature reinforced the idea of
inferiority of translation compared to the original. It was then, Fedorov argued,
despite the latter trend and largely due to Gorkii and Vsemirnaia Literatura that
the idea of translatability was reinstated, just before the Russian Revolution of

1917 and after it during the first years of the new Soviet state.

In other countries and traditions at the time translatability was not so
unanimously accepted. For instance, Fedorov’s approach to translatability was
criticised by Cary (1957). Cary acknowledged the significance of Fedorov’s work
and valued it very highly, as will be shown in Chapter 4; however, this was one
of the issues they disagreed on. Cary argued that translatability was not to be
approached as such a straightforward dilemma, and he was not persuaded by
Fedorov’s arguments. Discussing the concepts raised by Fedorov, Cary provided
his translations in French: possibilit¢é de la traduction [translatability], pleine
équivalence [adequacy], and exactitude [accuracy]. In a paper published two
years later, well known in TS today, Jakobson famously argued for
untranslatability of poetry; Jakobson (1959, p.238) suggested that instead of
translation only ‘creative transposition’ was possible, either between different

poetic forms, languages, or sign systems.
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Coming from the tradition of systemic functional linguistics, in the following
decade Catford (1965, p.93) also held a less certain position than Fedorov:

Indeed, translatability here appears, intuitively, to be a cline rather

than a clear-cut dichotomy. SL texts and items are more or less

translatable rather than absolutely translatable or untranslatable. In

total translation, translation equivalence depends on the

interchangeability of the SL and TL text in the same situation —

ultimately, that is, on relationship of SL and TL texts to (at least some
of) the same relevant features of situation-substance.

At the same time this shows that Catford and Fedorov shared the view of
translatability being determined by the performance of the target text and its
relationship with the source text. As Catford (1965, p.94) further clarified, ‘For
translation equivalence to occur, then, both SL and TL text must be relatable to
the functionally relevant features of the situation.” Depending on such relevant
features Catford distinguished linguistic and cultural untranslatability and
observed a certain co-occurrence of these types of untranslatability. Fedorov in
different terms described a similar phenomenon when speaking about translation
of foreign realia, which will be discussed below in this chapter, however, to him it
was not a case of untranslatability. Some of the direct responses to Fedorov’s
view on translatability, presented in reviews of his book, will be analysed in
Chapter 4.

3.2.2.2 Accuracy, not formalism

Fedorov emphasised that translatability was the central issue in translation
theory. It required some associated concepts to be defined, such as accuracy,

adequacy, and formalism in translation (Fedorov, 1953, p.110).

Formalism at the time was often used as an accusation of non-
conformance (see Chapter 1). In this connection, Fedorov argued that the
meaning of formalism which applied to translation needed to be clarified. Fedorov
(1953, p.110) defined formalism in translation as ‘a concept of separation of
form and content.®® Fedorov had already shared this definition of formalism with
a smaller audience a year earlier in his paper presented at a meeting in Leningrad
in 1952 to discuss the results of the All-Union Conference of Translators held in
Moscow in December 1951. The meeting was co-organised by the Translators’
section under the Leningrad branch of the All-Union Association of Writers, the

Committee on Criticism and Theory of Literature of the Leningrad Union of Soviet
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Writers, the Translation Department of the First Leningrad Pedagogical Institute
of Foreign Languages (where Fedorov worked at the time and was the chair of
the department), and the Translation Department of the Zhdanov Leningrad
University.x The main report on the results of the conference and the concluding
remarks after the papers, presented by Fedorov, Smirnov, and others, were given

by leremiia Aizenshtok.

Aizenshtok was a Ukrainian and Russian literary scholar. After the
pogroms in 1933 he fled Ukraine and settled in Leningrad where he worked at
the Institute of Russian Literature of the Russian Academy of Sciences (the
Pushkin House) and then at Leningrad State University (Seliverstova, 2008).
Thus, Aizenshtok represented one of the institutions co-organising the meeting
(Zhdanov Leningrad University) and Fedorov represented another (the First
Leningrad Pedagogical Institute of Foreign Languages). Fedorov, assistant
professor at the Institute at the time, was the chair of the meeting and introduced
the report presented by Professor Aizenshtok, a recognised authority at this
meeting. In his report Aizenshtok mentioned Fedorov's books among the few
existing theoretical works but diminished their value by saying they had become
outdated as they reflected some ‘bourgeois formalist theories of translation’®
(Fedorov et al., 1952, p.20). In his paper presented at the meeting Fedorov
responded to this criticism:

Formalism in the field of translation is first of all separation of form

from the content, transfer of the form on its own regardless of the

content it expresses which means the content is distorted. [...]

However, when a focus on the form, the linguistic form in particular, is

referred to as formalism, | think it is unfair, to say the least!°! (Fedorov
etal., 1952, p.60).

In his book Fedorov (1953, p.111) continued the same thought, stressing that ‘a
conscious desire to convey the form as a means to reveal the content, in
compliance with the stylistic possibilities of the translating language, is not in the
least formalism.’192 At the same time, Fedorov (1953, p.111) pointed out, ‘formal,

literal accuracy’ did not ensure ‘stylistic and semantic faithfulness to the

xi The First Leningrad Pedagogical Institute of Foreign Languages in 1956 became
part of the Leningrad State University (also known at the time as Zhdanov Leningrad
University) as the Faculty of Foreign Languages; Zhdanov State Leningrad University at
present is known as Saint Petersburg State University (Central State Archives of Saint
Petersburg, 2020).
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original,’t% and it was often impossible to achieve both as correct translation and

formal accuracy were often incompatible.

Fedorov continued to investigate terms related to formalism in translation.
He analysed the use of the term tochnost [accuracy or precision] in Russian
literature. He argued that its definitiveness and the whole concept had been
guestioned in the scholarship on translation. Fedorov (1927a; 1928; 1930)
himself emphasised its relativity, as shown in Chapter 2. Therefore, Fedorov
(1953) argued, the term adekvatnost [adequacy] had come into use instead, to
substitute the term ‘accuracy’ with its references to formal similarities above

anything else.

3.2.3 Adequacy and polnotsennost

Speaking of adekvatnost [adequacy] as a translation characteristic, Fedorov
referred to a definition by Smirnov as the most comprehensive one existing in
previous studies. The article on translation by Smirnov and Alekseev published
in 1934 was an important work and reference point. It was cited in many works
on translation appearing in the 1930s onwards through the 1970s. Fedorov
(1953, p.95) referred to it as ‘the first work attempting to apply the principles of
the Marxist-Leninist methodology to translation’'%4 and introducing adequacy as
one of the fundamental concepts of translation theory. Translator and critic Etkind
(1970, p.28) listed it among the first works of the Soviet school of translation
demonstrating the ‘aesthetic approach’ along with Alekseev (1931) and Fedorov
(1941). Cary (1957, p.184) cited Smirnov’s article for his definition of the concept
of adequacy or ‘pleine équivalence.’ Finkel (2007 [1939]) built his argument for
translatability based on Smirnov’s definition of adequate translation; Finkel
argued that accuracy was the opposite of literalness, as accuracy aimed at
adequacy.

Smirnov’s definition of adequate translation, to which Fedorov referred,
has been quoted in section 1.4.1 above. Smirnov further argued that ‘maintaining
wherever possible [by means of exact equivalents or acceptable substitutes] all
the author's imagery, tone, rhythm, and other resources’ invariably meant
‘sacrificing something’'®® (Smirnov and Alekseev, 1934, p.527). Fedorov
believed, however, that Smirnov’s definition contained a contradiction concerning

translatability. In Fedorov’s view, the statement about sacrificing was a presented
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as a compromise. Fedorov saw it as claiming a concession or an exception, while
in his argument such sacrifices were implied in the principle of adequacy and did

not contradict it.

The concept of adequacy was discussed in Soviet scholarship before
Smirnov too. Kalnychenko (2015) (and Pym (2016), following him) explored its
use in the works by Ukrainian scholar Derzhavin (2015 [1927]) and pointed out
that it most probably linked back to Batiushkov (1920a) and other earlier theorists.
Batiushkov (1920a, p.12) indeed argued that it was ‘the principle of a true literary
translation’ to aim ‘at achieving adequacy.’'% However, adequacy in Batiushkov’s
article was not summarised at the theoretical level as a concept. Azov (2013,
p.33) argues that ‘adequate translation’ was used in Russian criticism before
Batiushkov, although he agrees that in Soviet Russia Batiushkov was probably

the first to address it.

Speaking of adequacy in Fedorov’s 1953 book, Baer (2021c, p.xi) argues
that the Russian (and Fedorov's) term adekvatnost [adequacy] is a translators’
false friend based on the differences in meanings of the Russian and English
terms; | disagree with this interpretation. Referring to the Explanatory Dictionary
of the Russian Language contemporary to Fedorov’s earlier works, adekvatnyi
[adequate] was defined ‘from Latin adaequtus’ as ‘quite corresponding,
equivalent’'?” (Ushakov, 1939, col.17); in a more contemporary dictionary it has
maintained a similar definition: ‘quite corresponding, matching’'°® (Evgeneva,
1999, p.25). The first definition of the English adjective ‘adequate’ is very close
to Russian definitions: ‘Equal in size or extent; exactly equivalent in form;
however it has a note ‘Obsolete’ (OED Online, 2021). The second definition
reads: ‘Of an idea, concept, etc.: fully and exactly representing its object,” also
proving suitable to translate the Russian term. It is only the third defined meaning
of the English adjective that bears a considerable difference: ‘Fully satisfying
what is required; quite sufficient, suitable, or acceptable in quality or quantity,’
‘Satisfactory, but worthy of no stronger praise or recommendation’ (OED Online,
2021). Considering these definitions of the Russian and English adjectives | do
not think they should be regarded as false friends and ‘adequate’ and ‘adequacy’
can be used to translate Fedorov’'s adekvatnyi and adekvatnost, while

acknowledging that their meanings do not completely overlap.
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Continuing his discussion of adequate translations, Fedorov (1953, p.111)
suggested a Russian word, polnotsennost, that could be used as an alternative
to the Latin-derived term adekvatnost [adequacy]. The Russian noun
polnotsennost is derived from the adjective polnotsennyi defined in the
abovementioned Explanatory Dictionary of the Russian Language, published in
the 1930s, as follows: 1. maintaining the nominal or normal value (mainly about
coins or currencies); 2. worthy, valuable, meeting the highest requirements
(Ushakov, 1939, column 530). In a more contemporary dictionary, the second
meaning of the adjective reflects the qualities of the object it describes:
‘possessing the required characteristics, qualities in full measure’'%® (Evgeneva,
1999, p. 264).

Polnotsennost of translation and polnotsennyi translation (as a translation
that is defined by the required quality of polnotsennost) were among the most
central and important concepts in Fedorov’'s theory. It is unfortunate that
translating them into English is not so straightforward as would demonstrate the
full scope of their meaning. This difficulty has been also acknowledged by Baer
(2021c, p.xxxix) who uses the translation ‘full value,” for both the noun and the
adjective, as several scholars have done before too, including Ayvazyan and Pym
(2017), Borisova, E.B. et al. (2018), and Shakhova (2021). While this translation
seems to me to be problematic since it does not convey the meaning of the
definitions quoted above (being valuable, meeting the highest requirements
(Ushakov, 1939) and possessing the required qualities in full measure
(Evgeneva, 1999)), there is an already established tradition of using it to translate
Fedorov’s term. | therefore use this translation in my thesis, acknowledging its

limitations, along the transliterated Russian term where appropriate.

Fedorov’s suggestion to use a Russian origin term could be partly based
on the consideration of the inner form of the word (or ‘inner speech form’
according to Anton Marty (Kuroda, 1972, p.8)). The term inner form, introduced
by Humboldt as innere Form der Sprache [inner form of the language], was
brought to Russian linguistics by Potebnia in the late 19" century who started
using it in a rather different sense, connecting vnutrenniaia forma [inner form] with
the etymology and psychological motivations of word meaning (Baranov, 2010).
The concept was adopted by Russian formalists in the 1920s who, nevertheless,

guestioned Potebnia’s psychological aspect of it (Pilshchikov, 2014). In the 2000s
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an interest in the concept appears to have been revived in Russian linguistics,
specifically for the analysis of idioms (Baranov and Dobrovolskii, 2009). My
research has considered the possibility of Fedorov taking into account the inner
form based on his discussion of the concept in an earlier work, where Fedorov
(1930, p.177) defined the inner form as follows:

Inner form is a connection of the word with the initial meaning of its

root, the connection which is not normally perceived due to the fact

that it has been obscured by the changes that have occurred in the

word usage, but which can become noticeable again in a certain
context.10

Thus, Fedorov could have considered the inner form of the word polnotsennost
to make the new term of the new discipline more intuitively understandable to
speakers of Russian, as well as to differentiate it from the previous associations
of ‘adequacy.” The word itself was not new. Fedorov used this noun and its
cognates in his earlier works, and it can be traced back to other authors using it
in relation to translation as well, such as Retsker's 1934 book Methods of
Technical Translation, introduced here in Chapter 2. In a later edition of his
Introduction Fedorov referred to Retsker’s book as one of the first publications on
translation issues which were mainly practical and prescriptive. There was,
however, some theoretical content; Retsker argued that the suggested translation
methods ensured the resulting translation was polnotsennyi and prescribed such
translation to be ‘accurate, clear, compact and literarily correct'*'! (Retsker, 1934,
cited in Borisova, L., 2016, p.43).

Despite the fact that Fedorov was not the first scholar to start using the
word in relation to translation, he is to be credited with introducing polnotsennost
as a translation theory-specific term and defining its meaning and scope of
application. Some scholars, including Kalnychenko (2015), similarly suggest that
Fedorov russified the existing term ‘adequacy’ and ‘adequate translation’ by

introducing it.

Pointing out that Smirnov’s definition of adequacy was still the only related
definition existing, Fedorov (1953, p.114) suggested his own:
Polnotsennost of translation means an exhaustive accuracy in the

transfer of the semantic content of the original and a complete
functional-stylistic correspondence to it.}*?
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Fedorov (1953, p.111) clarified that polnotsennost in relation to translation had
two components: full value transfer of the content and ‘full value language and

style,’*'® meaning high-quality language and appropriate style of the translation.

As polnotsennost/adequacy in Fedorov’s theory implied functional
correspondence to the original, it differed from adequacy as understood later by
Vermeer in his skopos theory which he formulated in the 1970s and later
collaborated on with Reiss. Vermeer (2012 [1989]) argued that adequacy was
determined by the target culture; the translation was considered adequate if it

fulfilled its purpose (skopos) for the target audience.

At the same time Fedorov’s definition showed conceptual similarity to the
definition proposed by Even-Zohar, also in the 1970s, which featured in his
polysystem theory: ‘An adequate translation is a translation which realizes in the
target language the textual relationships of a source text with no breach of its own
[basic] linguistic system’ (Even-Zohar, 1975, cited in Toury, 2012, p.79). This
definition focused on the characteristics of translation which were emphasised by
Fedorov: the relationship between the source and target text in terms of their
content and style together with quality of the target language. Fedorov (1953,
p.114) clarified that polnotsennost/adequacy meant ‘rendering the relationship
between content and form, specific to the original, by reproducing the
characteristic features of the form (if the language allowed) or creating functional
equivalents to such features.’''# Functional equivalents or correspondences,
depending on the translation from Russian into English (Baer (2021b) uses both,

although predominantly the latter) are analysed in the next subsection.

3.2.4 Functional equivalents

The concept of funktsionalnye sootvetstviia [functional equivalents/
correspondences] had a significant place in Fedorov’s theory. Fedorov (1953)
defined this concept as such language features that might not formally match the
linguistic elements of the original but perform a similar expressive function in the
complex, in the phrase or text as a whole. The relationship between a specific
element, a part and the whole literary work affected polnotsennost of the
translation, because it determined the relationship between content and form; full
value translation did not necessarily require formally matching translation of every

segment. In Fedorov’s early works ‘function’ and related terms referred back to
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Tynianov’s understanding of function, as shown in Chapter 2. When speaking
about the function of a specific element of translation, Fedorov identified its
semantic and aesthetic or stylistic function. Function then, in Fedorov’s theory,
was differentiated from form and could be used more generally in the same

meaning as content when differentiated from form.

Fedorov provided this definition of functional equivalents/correspondences
as a concept in his 1953 book, but he had used the term in his earlier works. For
instance, he mentioned functional correspondences in his second publication
(Fedorov, 1928, p.55) and in his monograph (Fedorov, 1941, p.96). The term was
later partially used by other Russian authors. Retsker (1950, p.156) in his article
‘On regular correspondences in translation into Russian,” quoted by Fedorov
(1953) examined ‘zakonomernye sootvetstviia’ [regular correspondences] as
translation techniques that led to achieving adequacy of translation and
subdivided them into translation using ‘ekvivalent’ [an equivalent], ‘analog’ [an

analogue], or ‘adekvatnaia zamena’ [an adequate substitution].

The concept of functional correspondences in Fedorov’s works could have
also been inspired by Bally’s functional equivalences, équivalences
fonctionnelles, as defined in Bally (1944), also known to be used by Vinay and
Darbelnet in their taxonomy of translation techniques. It is a logical assumption,
based on the evidence which | will present here, and which makes me disagree
with the following statement by Ayvazyan and Pym (2017, p.233):

Much as we would like to show someone like Bally influencing the

Russians’ stylistics of the early twentieth century, we are in no position
to make any strong claims in that regard.

There are sources demonstrating that Charles Bally, the Swiss linguist and a pupil
of Ferdinand de Saussure, did influence Russian stylistics and linguistics. In as
early as the 1920s, the prominent linguist and Fedorov’'s teacher Viktor
Vinogradov was known to be studying the ideas of the Geneva School of
Linguistics and Bally in particular. Vinogradov largely drew on Bally when creating
his classification of phraseology, and as shown by Alpatov (2005), Bally and
probably even Saussure’s works were revealed to many Russian audiences

through his publications in as early as the 1920s.

Other Russian scholars in the 1920s directly referring to Bally included

Fedorov’s teacher and senior colleague Larin (1923) in his research on variations
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of literary language, Jakobson (1923) in his comparative study of Czech and
Russian verse, Zhirmunskii (1937 [1927]) in his overview of literature on stylistics.
In more depth, Russian linguist Vinokur in 1929 in the second edition of his book
(I have not had access to the first one) discussed the studies of Saussure and
Bally, and particularly their views on linguistics as a social science and on
stylistics (Luzina, 2017; Vinokur, 1929). Since the first Russian translation of
Bally’s works appeared much later, in 1955, when his Linguistique Générale et
Linguistique Frangaise was published in Russian (Bally, 1955), the Russian
linguists in the 1920s referred to his original works in French, mainly Traité de

Stylistique Francaise, 1909 and Le Langage et la Vie, 1913.

While Fedorov did not cite Bally directly in his 1953 book, he used
Vinogradov’s classification of phraseology, thus, at least indirectly drawing on
Bally (I say at least, because it was possible that he chose not to quote Bally
because of the official attitude to his school in the early 1950s, as explained
below). In the third edition of his book Fedorov (1968b) directly discussed Bally’s
approach to phraseology. He also cited Bally elsewhere when discussing
translation of allegoricality: ‘Ch. Bally in his Traité de Stylistique Francaise speaks
of “mentalité européenne” — a European mentality, shared by many peoples and
allowing for an easy comparison between stylistic phenomena in different
languages of Western Europe’*'®> (Fedorov, 1962, p.17). This shows that Bally
indeed was well studied and referred to by Russian scholars in their works related
to linguistics, stylistics, and translation, starting from at least the 1920s and

throughout the 20" century.

Bally’s teacher Ferdinand de Saussure was a key figure in the
development of linguistics in Russia, too, in the 19-20™ centuries, as
demonstrated, for instance, by the collection of papers in the reader on linguistics
(Zvegintsev, 1956). However, in the early 1950s he became criticised in the
Soviet Union as the proponent of a ‘bourgeois’ theory that was ‘diametrically
opposed to Stalin’s teaching on language which draws on the dialectical
materialistic understanding of the social nature of language’'''® (Voprosy
Jazykoznanija, 1952, p.10). The same idea was expressed by Vinogradov (1952,
p.40) the same year in the next issue of the same journal Voprosy Jazykoznanija.
The development of the attitude can be followed through the history of the journal

which Vinogradov himself edited. Voprosy Jazykoznanija [Issues in Linguistics]
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was founded in 1950 (with the first issue published in 1952), just days after the
publication of Stalin’s papers and significantly under their influence, like all other
academic efforts in the early 1950s. However, it remained a valuable source of
materials on achievements of Soviet linguists, and also provided some
information on foreign developments in linguistics which at that time could not be
free from ideological bias (Alpatov, 2002). The significance of Saussure’s works
was reinstated in the 1960s, as demonstrated by Apresyan (1966) who analysed
his works and their legacy for linguistics, also examining the links between them
and the works by Russian linguist Filipp Fortunatov and Polish-Russian linguist

Jan Baudouin de Courtenay.

The role of functional equivalents featured in works of other translation
scholars, starting from the 1960s. Fedorov's understanding of full value
translation as creation of functional equivalents was not dissimilar to Levy’s
position in his 1963 book. | rely here on the Russian translation published in 1974,
where Levy (1974, p.48) established his view on the aim of translation:

... we shall demand the translation and the original to perform the

same function in the system of cultural and historical links of the

readers of the original and the translation; we shall be guided by the

need for a part to be subject to the whole in accordance with the
requirements for the functional similarity.*’

Levy knew Fedorov’s works well and cited them in his book. Levy and Fedorov,
although traditionally viewed as representing different approaches to translation
theory, shared some ideas; this also showed in their communication which will

be discussed in Chapter 4.

Another similar understanding of function was demonstrated (without
direct links to Fedorov) by Nida (1964). In Nida’s terms, response and efficiency
were among the main characteristics and criteria of translation quality. Nida also
emphasised the relationship between a part and the whole:

... there can be no absolute correspondence between languages.

Hence there can be no fully exact translations. The total impact of a

translation may be reasonably close to the original, but there can be

no identity in detail (Nida, 1964, p.156).

Thus, the impact of the whole, rather than its parts, as in Fedorov, defined
translation. | quote here Nida’s first major monograph on theoretical issues of

translation after a book focused specifically on Bible translation (1961); however,
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as he published starting from the 1940s, mainly on linguistics and language
teaching, Nida (1950) in one of his earlier works already stated a similar idea,

therefore coinciding with Fedorov.
3.2.5 Correspondence and related concepts

3.2.5.1 Equivalence and correspondence

Functional correspondence as a factor of achieving full value translation, in
Fedorov’'s theory, was differentiated from correspondence at the level of
vocabulary or syntax. This concept of sootvetstvie [correspondence] was very
similar to the term ekvivalentnost [equivalence] used in later works in Russian
and in other languages, including Fedorov’s later publications. In the first edition
of his Introduction Fedorov did not use the term ‘equivalence’ and only mentioned
the term ekvivalent [equivalent] when analysing the article by Smirnov discussed
above in this chapter. Smirnov (Smirnov and Alekseev, 1934, p.527) spoke of
using ‘exact equivalents’ as a translation technique along the use of ‘acceptable
substitutes.” Fedorov (1953, p.113) underlined the importance of Smirnov’s terms

‘equivalent’ and ‘substitute’ for the study of adequacy in translation.

Notwithstanding the lack of a discussion on equivalence, Fedorov
suggested an analysis of equivalent relationships between source and target
texts, in his terms such relationships of equivalence were called sootvetstvie
[correspondence]. He identified different levels of correspondence and classified
several typical scenarios in each of them. Speaking of correspondence between
vocabulary units Fedorov distinguished three types of relationships: 1) no
correspondence in the target language altogether or to the specific meaning of
the source language word; 2) partial correspondence, when only some meanings
of a polysemantic word are covered by the word in the target language; 3)
different meanings of a polysemantic word correspond to different words in the
target language (1953, p.122). Fedorov emphasised how rarely it occurred that a
monosemantic word in the source language would have a monosemantic
correspondence. Such correspondence, he clarified, was essentially limited to
terminology; similarly rare were the cases when no corresponding word could be

found in the target language.
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3.2.5.2 Lack of equivalence

Fedorov argued that cases where the translating language did not have a
corresponding word for a lexical unit of the original were mostly connected to the
translation of foreign realia. They denoted ‘realia of social and everyday life
specific to the particular people and country’*® (Fedorov, 1953, p.136). Fedorov

dedicated a separate section to the translation of foreign realia.

In the second edition of his Introduction Fedorov introduced the term
bezekvivalentnost [non-equivalence] to identify this type of lexical
correspondence (1958, p.145). The term ‘non-equivalent words’ had been used
earlier by Sobolev (1950a, p.143) who explored such words as part of his
discussion on translatability and accuracy in translation and pointed out that
measurement of accuracy changed depending on the purpose of translation,
character of the text, and target reader. Fedorov developed this concept,
provided a theoretical justification for it, and suggested translation techniques to
address it. Fedorov’s concept of non-equivalent words could be compared to
‘lacunae’ in Vinay and Darbelnet’s terms (1995, p.65). They defined it as gaps in
the target language which could be determined by the target culture. Vinay and
Darbelnet approached lacunae similarly to Fedorov, proposing translation

techniques to fill these gaps.

Fedorov stressed the need for factual knowledge to translate such words.
He distinguished three ways to translate words denoting language-specific realia:
1) transliteration, 2) creating a new word or word combination based on existing
elements and morphology, and 3) using a word which is close to the original in
its function: an approximate translation determined by the context (1953, p.139).
Fedorov noted that the choice of the translation technique depended on the
stylistic requirements, the need for a specific component of the semantic meaning
to be maintained, and on the context, which played an important role in the
understanding of the stylistic function of a vocabulary unit. Fedorov (1953, p.123)
described ‘a lack of correspondence in the stylistic colouring’ as ‘unsuitability of

the corresponding word for a specific case.’*°

While Fedorov did not identify context as a concept specific to translation
theory, he repeatedly emphasised its importance. Fedorov (1953, p.122)

specifically highlighted the value of context in the translation of polysemantic
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words. He differentiated between ‘bolee uzkii kontekst’ [a nharrower context] and
‘bolee shirokii kontekst’ [a broader context]. The narrow context could be a single
sentence, while the broader context could be the sentences around the narrower
context, a paragraph, or a chapter, and both of them influenced the choice of
words that would make a phrase in the target language. Context, in Fedorov’s
theory, was determined by style and text types, which will be analysed below in
this chapter.

3.2.5.3 Correspondence and phraseology

Correspondence for Fedorov was not a permanent category. The levels and limits
of correspondence could shift as the language developed and the vocabulary
system expanded. The lack of exact or regular lexical correspondence, according
to Fedorov (1953, p.125), meant neither its untranslatability in the given context,

nor the impossibility of correspondence in the future.

One of the specific lexical categories that Fedorov identified in relation to
correspondence and translation techniques was phraseology. Fedorov followed
the classification by aforementioned Vinogradov. Vinogradov (1946, cited in
Fedorov, 1953, p.148) subdivided frazeologicheskie edinitsy [phraseological
units] into three types: frazeologicheskie srashcheniia [phraseological fusions],
frazeologicheskie edinstva [phraseological unities], and frazeologicheskie
sochetaniia [phraseological combinations]. For the purposes of the theory and
practice of translation Fedorov suggested distinguishing only two groups: 1)
translation of idioms, proverbs, and sayings, and 2) translation of phraseological

combinations.

For the first group Fedorov identified three possible translation techniques.
The first one was accurate translation which maintained both the phraseological
meaning of the unit and the literal meanings of its components. The second
technique involved some transformation of the lexical meaning of individual
elements to recreate the imagery and phraseological meaning of the unit. The
third one consisted in the use of already existing phraseological units of the target
language to create the same aphoristic effect as the original. This technique, as
Fedorov emphasised, did not necessarily mean domestication (change of the
national, local, or historical coloration, in Fedorov’s terms (1953, p.151)), as long

as it did not refer to any target culture realia that could contradict the original.
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Fedorov illustrated these techniques with examples of proverbs in French and
German with their Russian translations from literary works. The second group of
phraseological units was mainly represented by collocations or word
combinations of limited co-occurrence. Here Fedorov stressed that literal
translation would often produce unacceptable results, and adequate translation
would require replacing one of the words or restructuring the syntax. He argued
that detailed analyses of existing translations could build a corpus of acceptable

and unacceptable combinations for specific words.

When discussing features of literary translation Fedorov (1953) explored
a literary device, wordplay, which | would add to his analysis of lexical
correspondence. Fedorov (1953, p.276) identified here cases of ‘ozhnaia

(221
|

etimologiia’ [false etymology] and “igra slov” (kalambur)’ [wordplay (pun)]. He
argued that in Russian translated literature in the 19" century wordplays and false
etymologies were most often translated using the lexical meaning of their
elements or only one of the meanings of a polysemantic word with sometimes a
footnote indicating an ‘untranslatable play on words’*?° (Fedorov, 1953, p.276).
As Baer (2021a) pointed out, the same approach was used by Anglo-American
translators until recently. Fedorov emphasised that only lately had Soviet
translators approached it differently, finding such corresponding homonyms in
the target language that would allow translating lexical meaning of the similarly
sounding words and their role in the context. He presented examples from
translations by Mikhail Lozinskii. Fedorov stressed the unique relationship
between the form and content, including the imagery value of wordplays, and the

importance of their translation in literary works.

It is interesting to note that House (1973) later outlined four instances of
untranslatability, which included translation of puns and wordplays, in opposition
to what was done by Fedorov. She suggested that it was one of the cases ‘in
which language is used differently from its communicative function’ and due to
the differences between language systems and semantic meanings of their
polysemantic words translation was not possible (House, 1973, p.167). Another
instance of untranslatability, according to House (1973, p.167) was translation of
metalanguage, or ‘all cases in which language is not only the medium of
communication, but also the object of communication.” Multilingual TS research

and publications demonstrate that metalanguage (metalanguage of TS in this
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case) can be translated, although it is always a challenge and requires the
existence or creation of comparable conceptual maps and terminologies. This

thesis is another attempt of translating TS metalanguage.

3.2.5.4 Grammatical correspondence

Correspondence in Fedorov’'s theory was not limited to the discussion of
vocabulary units and was not to be studied in isolation. Fedorov suggested the
concepts of grammaticheskoe sootvetstvie [grammatical correspondence]
and grammaticheskaia tochnost [grammatical accuracy]. Grammatical
correspondence implied the existence of grammatical categories in the target
language similar to those in the source language. Grammatical accuracy was
formal, it meant a translation using ‘matching word order and grammatical
categories'*?! (Fedorov, 1953, p.163). Fedorov emphasised that such

grammatical accuracy was non-standard.

Fedorov classified grammatical disagreement between the original and
translation into two main groups: 1) cases when a grammatical element in the
source language does not have a formal grammatical correspondence in the
target language, and 2) when a grammatical element used in the translation is
specific to the target language and does not have a corresponding element in the
source language. He supplemented this analysis with examples for both groups,
focusing on some typical cases, based on Russian translations, and
demonstrating translation techniques. Thus, the first group was illustrated with
examples which involved translating the grammatical category of the article, not
existing in Russian, and of generic personal pronouns, not typical for Russian. In
the second group he discussed the use of the aspect as a grammatical category
specific to Russian, the use of participles which was more frequent and versatile
in Russian compared to Romanic and Germanic languages, the use of diminutive
and subjective evaluation suffixes, and syntactic choices in Russian due to the

inflectional system of the language.

This classification was closely linked to Fedorov's concept of the
grammaticheskii variant [grammatical variant] in translation. Fedorov defined
a grammatical variant as one of the possible grammatical forms, synonymous in
a given context. The content, form, and context together with the style and text

type (‘type of the translated material’) determined the choice of a grammatical
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variant (Fedorov, 1953, p.190). Unlike lexical synonyms, Fedorov stressed,
grammatical variants could not be broken down to single words: they shaped

relationships between words and word combinations.

This section has identified the broad area of use of the concept of
correspondence in Fedorov’s translation theory metalanguage, as it embraced
lexical and grammatical categories. There was a correlation in some elements of
this concept with equivalence in English metalanguage, and lacunae as a lack of
equivalence. Besides Fedorov's work there was little research at the time (1940-
1950s) in Russian or in other languages into issues related to correspondence,
such as translation of phraseology, lacunae, grammatical disagreement, and

wordplay, which showed novelty of Fedorov’s research for TS worldwide.

3.2.6 Text type and genre

In as early as 1930 Fedorov argued that the translator’'s work was influenced by
a number of factors, such as the genre of the original work, the style of the author,
features of the source and target language, requirements for translations specific
to the current time period, and the objectives and the means of the translator
(Fedorov, 1930, p.91).1?? All these factors Fedorov considered important for the
guality of translation and crucial for the assessment and analysis of translated
literature, to which the 1930 book was devoted. Within the genre of literary
translation Fedorov distinguished two categories (poetry and prose) and
discussed different approaches to translation of poetry and prose quoting French
theorists of the 18™ century: Batteux, Marmontel, and Delisle, and German
Gottsched.

This exploration was significantly expanded in the Introduction to
Translation Theory. Fedorov (1953, p.196) opened his discussion of ‘genre
types of translated material*?® by arguing that every genre determined specific
requirements for translation. He summarised existing publications that had
addressed the need for the requirements for translation to take into account the
character or genre of the text (Sobolev, 1950a; Retsker, 1950; Morozov, 1932-
1935; Fedorov, 1932-1936), pointing out that there had been no comprehensive

classification based on linguistic and stylistic features.

Fedorov argued that it was a priority for translation theory with regard to

the classification of the types of ‘material’ to determine their unique features in
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terms of ‘the relationships between elements of the main word-stock with
elements of different layers of the vocabulary of the language, and in terms of the
selection and use of different means of the grammatical system’'?4 (1953, p.197).
Thus, he did not claim authorship of the classification, but provided a thorough
analysis from the translation perspective of the linguistic features specific to each

genre and translation techniques to address them.

Fedorov (1953, p.198) classified texts into three main groups: ‘1)
newspaper and informational, documentational, and scientific texts, 2) social and
political journalism works, and 3) literary works.’'?> He noted that a similar
grouping has been suggested by Sobolev (1950a, p.143) who explored the
measure of accuracy in translation depending on the ‘character of texts:” business
texts, publitsistika [social and political journalism], and literary works. Analysing
the relationship between grammatical and lexical categories within each genre,
Fedorov argued that elements of the main word-stock were present in all of them,
creating the background, against which elements of different layers of the
vocabulary of the language could be identified. Thus, the first group was
characterised by the presence of terms, proper names, and certain
phraseological combinations, and by the absence of connotations distinguishing
other vocabulary layers. Syntactically it tended to be composed of complex and
compound sentences, avoiding any markers of oral speech. The sentence
structure depended on a specific subcategory within the group, for instance,
dictionary articles and technical specifications, Fedorov pointed out, often
featured one-part sentences. As Fedorov (1953) dedicated a separate section to
analyse how each text type in his classification affected translation, for the first
group he provided examples and examined translation of the identified
characteristics of this type. He summarised this analysis by establishing an
existing trend in translations of this genre to follow stylistic norms of the target
language applied to texts of the same genre. It is important to note that while
Fedorov did not discuss a target audience as a specific concept of his theory, he
argued that within each genre translations could differ depending on their
potential readership; for example, a scientific translation for a general
encyclopaedia or a textbook would be distinguished from a scientific translation

for a specialised academic journal.
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The second group in Fedorov’s classification comprised social, political,
and philosophical works that had a clear propaganda agenda or were aimed at
creating a social impact. This group combined features of scientific and literary
works, and as such was characterised by a limited use of tropes and terminology,
which approximated to everyday language in its widespread use, and by
stylistically marked vocabulary units. It could contain salutations addressing the
audience (the reader, listener, or opponent) and emotionally marked
constructions: exclamatory, interrogatory, and rhetorical statements. Repetitions
and syntactic parallelisms were typical for this group. In his analysis of examples
Fedorov suggested that translation of this type of material showed importance of
terminology and nomenclature as well as emotional and individual features of the
author's language; it allowed a simplified syntax, including breaking long

sentences into shorter ones to avoid misunderstanding.

The third group, literary works, was distinguished by a wide variety of
lexical elements from different vocabulary layers, including dialect, professional
jargon, foreign, and archaic words, as well as tropes and figures of speech.
Syntactic structures were similarly versatile; they varied depending on the
content, style, country, and time, among other factors, and aimed at creating
convincing images and characters. Fedorov pointed out that there was more
scholarship on literary translation than on other types. He emphasised his major
points on translating texts of this group: the need for a thorough stylistic analysis
to understand and to translate the individual character of the original (investigated
in section 3.2.8 below), and translatability of the whole even if certain elements

underwent transformations to perform the same function.

Fedorov did not use the word ‘text’ consistently as a term in his typology.
He referred to texts mainly as materials, works, and, occasionally, texts. The
theory of text or text linguistics as a field of knowledge did not yet exist. However,
it was text types that he explored. This was similar to the choice of words by
Catford (1962, p.2; 1965, p.20), who defined translation as ‘the replacement of
textual material in one language (SL), by equivalent textual material in another
language (TL).” Fedorov started approaching the subject in his earlier works. In
his translator training programme Fedorov (1937, p.2) dedicated a section to
translating tropes ‘in literature, in political prose, in scientific and educational

texts.’
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Text types and genres as related to TS remained understudied in Western-
European languages until the late 20" century (Trosborg, 1997). Catford, for
example, while recognising the need for a classification of translated material, did
not explore these categories. He proposed the analysis of ‘varieties’ or ‘sub-
languages’ that could be distinguished in a language: ‘idiolects, dialects,
registers, styles and modes’ (1965, p.83). However, in the late 1970s there
appeared a fundamental classification of text types based on their communicative

functions, attributed to the German scholars Katharina Reiss and Hans Vermeer.

Reiss (1989 [1977]) identified three types of texts based on Karl Buhler’s
functions of a linguistic sign: informative, expressive, and operative. One of the
scholars she repeatedly referred to in her work was Yuri Lotman and the 1972
German translation of his book The Structure of the Literary Text (in Russian,
1971). This was a link back to structuralists and Russian formalists, as Lotman
developed their ideas building the Tartu-Moscow Semiotic School. In Lotman’s
book, cited by Reiss, references were made to the works by Eikhenbaum,

Jakobson, Shklovskii, Tynianov, and Zhirmunskii (Lotman, 1971).

Reiss argued that it was essential for the translator to identify the text type
of the original to be able to create a translation that had a similar effect on the
reader. It was not the only characteristic of the text that had to be taken into
account, following Reiss. Closer to the concept of genre in her terms could be
text variety (Textsorte):

Text varieties have been identified by Christa Gniffke-Hubrig (1972) as

“fixed forms of public and private communication”, which develop

historically in language communities in response to frequently

recurring constellations of linguistic performance (e.g., letter, recipe,

sonnet, fairy-tale, etc). Text varieties can also realize different text

types; e.g. letter: private letter about a personal matter -> informative

type; epistolary novel -> expressive type; begging letter -> operative

type (Reiss, 1989 [1977], p.110).

It did not equal genre though, as it was a more specific category. As Reiss (1981,
p.126) explained in a later publication, text variety was understood as 'the
classification of a given text according to specifically structured socio-cultural
patterns of communication belonging to specific language communities.” She
further defined text varieties as ‘super-individual acts of speech or writing, which
are linked to recurrent actions of communications and in which particular patterns

of language and structure have developed because of their recurrence in similar
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communicative constellations.” Reiss clarified that text varieties were not

language specific.

In her subsequent work we see a further development of the concept.
Reiss and Vermeer (2013 [1984], p.156) defined text variety, which was now
linked to the German term Textart, as ‘semiotic concept employed to distinguish
texts produced within different sign systems, e.g. visual vs. verbal, written vs.
oral, text in Morse code or musical score.” They also introduced the term genre
(Textgattung) to identify ‘any category of literary work, such as comedy or science
fiction’ (2013 [1984], p.156). In the footnote by the translator, Christiane Nord (on
the same page) assessed the change in the terminology:

In English, the term genre has of late been extended to non-literary

texts (in German: Textsorte), replacing the term text type, which had

been found for this text category before (cf. Basil Hatim and lan

Mason (1990) Discourse and the Translator, London: Longman). We

will therefore use genre for both literary and non-literary incidences of
text classification.

Thus, genre was beginning to be used in the meaning similar to Fedorov’s. At the
same time, based on the use of the German term Textsorte throughout Reiss’s
works, it could be supposed that it was what she meant from the start, and that it
was the English translations of Textsorte as text variety and genre that created

the differences.

Reiss was aware of Fedorov’'s work on the classification of genres for
purposes of translation theory. Reiss (2000 [1971]) discussed Fedorov’s
classification, although she stated that the original Russian publication was not
available, so her discussion was based on the review by Brang (1963). Reiss
criticised Fedorov’s classification, and particularly his separation of the second
group, as she saw the ‘organizational and political texts’ as belonging to either
the first or the second group (2000 [1971], p.20). At the same time, she argued
against the grouping of all literary works together in the third category since they
were too versatile in their characteristics to be treated as one type. Reiss similarly
analysed the classifications suggested by Mounin and Kade, finding them also
inadequate. She argued that the classification of texts for translation, or
identification of text types, would inform the translator to choose a translation
method (referring to Schleiermacher (2012 [1813]), as did Fedorov), and that
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such classification had to be based on the function that the language of the text

performed, and this was where Buhler’s functions informed her typology.

Different as Reiss’s typology appears to Fedorov’s classification of genres,
her justification of it reveals certain similarities. Thus, to introduce the categories,
Reiss (2000 [1971], p.25) initially stated that texts could be traditionally divided
into ‘pragmatic (emphasizing content) and literary (emphasizing form).” In
addition to these, she suggested that a third type needed to be added: texts which
emphasised appeal. These texts then corresponded to informative, expressive,
and operative types and represented respectively the depictive, expressive, and
persuasive functions. If we ignore the titles and look at the focus of these text
types, and the examples given, there is a strong resemblance to Fedorov’s three
groups. Reiss’s content-focused or informative text type corresponded to
Fedorov’s newspaper and informational, documentational, and scientific texts;
Reiss’s form-focused or expressive texts could be compared to Fedorov’s
category of literary works, and her appeal-focused or operative type was similar

to Fedorov’s publitsisticheskie works [social and political journalism].

Also similarly to Fedorov, Reiss (2000 [1971], p.27) proceeded to
investigate characteristics of each type in terms of translation, clarifying firstly the
difference between ‘type’ and ‘kind’:

While the type of a text concerns essentially the translation method

and the relative priorities of what is to be preserved in the target

language, the kind of text concerns the linguistic elements to be
considered when translating.

Reiss’s discussion of the kinds of texts in each text type supported the argument
on the resemblance to Fedorov’s classification. Thus, her content-focused type
included such kinds of text as ‘press-releases and comments, news reports,
commercial correspondence, inventories of merchandise, operating instructions,
directions for use, patent specifications,” and other technical and scientific texts
(2000 [1971], p.27).

Reiss’s study of the kinds of text in the form-focused type provided even
stronger evidence to the argument as it included ‘literary prose (essays,
biographies, belles-lettres), imaginative prose (anecdotes, short stories, novellas,
romances), and poetry in all its forms (2000 [1971], p.35). This appeared to be

almost exactly the same as Fedorov’s genre type of literary works which Reiss
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criticised in the same book for combining all kinds of prose and poetry texts,
although she proposed the same combination. Therefore, despite Reiss’s
denunciation of Fedorov’s classification based on Brang’s review, her typology of
texts demonstrated a high degree of similarity to the classification of genre types

for translation proposed by Fedorov.

The analysis of Fedorov’s justification for classifying and studying features
of different text types reveals more similarities. Fedorov (1953, p.198) argued the
rationale for such a study could be based on ‘the notion of their purposefulness,
their functions, and on the basis of comparison with the target language.’*?¢ It
was also significant that Fedorov (1953) highlighted that zadacha [purpose, goal]
of translation of texts of different genres could be different. In the second edition
of the book, he made this point even more specific, highlighting the goal of each
genre; for instance, when translating an informational text, the main goal would
be ‘to convey to the reader the content in the clearest way and standard form’*2’
(Fedorov, 1958, p.243). In comparison to this genre, the goal of translation of
social and political journalism texts included ‘maintaining the expressive features
of the original and its general tone’'?® (Fedorov, 1958, p.275). Fedorov's
classification and reflection on genre types anticipated the text theory and text
typologies, preparing the ground for advancements in these areas made by
Russian speaking scholars, and theorists writing in other languages such as

Reiss.
3.2.7 Translation techniques and methods

3.2.7.1 Techniques or procedures

This section investigates less abstract concepts: translation procedures or
techniques, and the way they were defined and described. In his earlier works,
Fedorov started exploring techniques used by translators to address specific
challenges. In one of his early theoretical publications Fedorov (1930) defined it
as priemy perevoda [translation devices], the term potentially drawn from Russian
formalists, as pointed out by Schippel (2017) and Tyulenev (2019). In an even
earlier article, in his first publication, Fedorov (1927b, p.106) provided a
classification of ‘violations’ in translation from the perspective of the original text

which in effect constituted translation techniques (established in Chapter 2).
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In the 1953 book Fedorov (1953, p.139) defined them as ‘sposoby
perevoda’ what could be translated into English as ways of translation,
translation techniques or translation procedures. The techniques of
translating realia and phraseological units have been discussed in this chapter
above. General translation techniques were not presented as systematically in
Fedorov’'s 1953 book, but rather dispersed throughout it and provided as a
supplement in different chapters dedicated to different theoretical concepts or
categories. In this section translation techniques will be summarised and
compared to those by scholars, contemporary to Fedorov, writing in other

languages.

The concept and terminology of translation techniques is universally rather
problematic, similarly to text types, discussed above. One of the most widely
accepted accounts of translation methodology was presented by Vinay and
Darbelnet (1958). In their terminology it was ‘les procédés techniques de la
traduction’ (1958, p.46), which in the English translation of the book were termed
‘methods of translation’ or ‘procedures’ (1995, p.30). The first procedure identified
by Vinay and Darbelnet was borrowing, defining cases when a foreign word was
introduced into the target language to fill a lacuna. The procedure matched nearly
exactly the first technique identified by Fedorov to translate words denoting
culture-specific realia: transliteration, one of the types of borrowing along with
transcription. Fedorov (1953, p.140) emphasised that transliteration needed to
be justified by the importance of maintaining the form and the nature of the word,
specific to the source culture. He suggested that when a transliterated word was
used infrequently or for the first time, it could be supplemented with an

explanatory note or a comment.

The second translation procedure defined by Vinay and Darbelnet was
calque: ‘a special kind of borrowing whereby a language borrows an expression
form of another, but then translates literally each of its elements’ (1995, p.32). In
Fedorov’s classification of translation techniques for foreign realia the second
technique appeared very similar, except the name of the procedure. Fedorov did
not provide a term for it, rather a description of the technique which consisted in
creating a new word, compound word, or word combination based on the
elements and morphological relationships that already existed in the target

language. He illustrated it with the etymological example of translating the English
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word ‘skyscraper’ into Russian by creating a compound from the Russian noun
denoting ‘sky’ and the inflected noun based on the verb ‘to scrape’ using an

appropriate morphological interface (1953, p.143).

The procedure that Vinay and Darbelnet (1995, p.38) named équivalence
(‘the method which produces equivalent texts’) could be seen as combining two
techniques identified by Fedorov. The first one was the technique of translating
foreign realia: an approximate translation when there was no existing lexical unit
in the target language, using a word that performs a similar function to that of the
original. The second technique was used to translate phraseological units. It
similarly employed equivalents, already available in the target language, to create
a similar phraseological effect. In the same vein, Vinay and Darbelnet highlighted

the use of équivalence to translate phraseology.

Some similarities could be found between the approach to translation
techniques of Fedorov and Levy. Pym (2016) provides an analysis of Levy’s
translation solutions and notes the points similar to Fedorov and to Vinay and
Darbelnet. Pym does not make conclusions on influences between them,
suggesting that Levy could draw on Catford whom he also cited. However, the
references to Catford (1965) must have been added in subsequent editions of
Levy’s book, because Levy’s original book was published in Czech in 1963, prior
to Catford’s. If these similarities were present in Levy’s first edition of Uméni
Prekladu, published in 1963, then it would show that Levy either drew on Fedorov,
or Vinay and Darbelnet, or presented his own similar but independent ideas. To
make a definitive conclusion on this would require a close textual analysis of the

first edition of Levy’s book in Czech.

Catford did not summarise translation techniques as such. His concept of
translation shifts, however, stood very close. Catford’s definition of shifts as
‘departures from formal correspondence in the process of going from the SL to
the TL’ (Catford, 1965, p.73) showed some relation of his concept to Vinay and
Darbelnet’'s procedures and Fedorov’s methods. They were even closer to

Fedorov’s earlier concept of violations (1927, discussed in Chapter 2).

3.2.7.2 Translation method

Closely connected to translation techniques is the concept of the method of

translation. Most of the theorists during the period in question, regardless of their
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language and country, referred to German romantics, and specifically
Schleiermacher, as the fundamental point of reference. Therefore, there were

many predicted similarities and shared ideas in their works.

Fedorov (1953, p.26) discussed Schleiermacher’s study of translation
methods when he explored the history of the concept of translatability. He quoted
Schleiermacher’s statement on the possibility of a translation to convey ‘not only
the spirit of the language but also the author's characteristic spirit’
(Schleiermacher, 2012 [1813], p.54-55). Fedorov agreed with this approach and
linked “the author’s characteristic spirit” to the then contemporary concept of
style; however, he pointed out the abstract and non-specific character of
Schleiermacher’'s essay. Fedorov’s citations were his translations from
Schleiermacher’s text in German published in 1838. He did the same to quote
Goethe on two principles of translation: adapting the language of the foreign
author to make it sound familiar to the reader or bringing the reader to experience
the foreign language and environment (Fedorov, 1953, p.26). Fedorov noted that
unlike Humboldt, Goethe did not see these two ways as risks or dangers, but as

two trends which could be combined in any translation.

This position was close to Fedorov’s views on the methods of translation,
first explored in his 1930 book. Here Fedorov discussed ustanovki [directions or
approaches] to translation rather than methods and identified three main
approaches. However, unlike Humboldt (and Venuti with his domestication and
foreignisation), Fedorov (1930, p.126) identified the third method as neutralising,
‘smoothing out translation’ (the publication is discussed in more detail in Chapter
2). This approach was then developed by Smirnov (Smirnov and Alekseev, 1934,
p.515) who suggested smoothing translation was one of three types of inaccurate
translation, alongside explaining or simplifying translation and adorning or
improving translation. In his book On Literary Translation Fedorov (1941)
discussed these methods, focusing on the first two methods, as my analysis in

Chapter 2 shows.

Similar methods were explored by Levy, investigating how different levels
of pfekladovost [translativity] were achieved (Jettmarova, 2011). Levy spoke
about ‘exoticizing or creolizing’ translation on the one end of the spectrum, and

‘naturalizing’ translation on the other (Jettmarova, 2017, p.109). These methods
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and the concept of ‘translativity’ were used in relation to translating national and
individual characteristics or specificity of the original (Levy, 2011). Jettmarova
points out that the English term ‘translativity’ was suggested by Popovi¢ (1976)
as there was no equivalent concept in English until Levy’s work (Levy, 2011,
Editor's note on p.70). The idea of translativity was related to maintaining the

distinctness of the original in Fedorov’s terms.

3.2.8 Distinctness of the original

Fedorov identified a number of translation problems which were specific to literary
translation. He pointed out that they were important to be aware of when
translating texts of other genres as well, but it was in literary works that they
presented most challenges as they were a vital part of the imagery created.
Among them was the ‘national distinctness of the original’ or ‘national
colouring’*?® (Fedorov, 1953, p.291). The question here, according to Fedorov,
was whether it was possible to translate national distinctness to the level

determined by the original language.

Drawing on the 19" century Russian literary critic Belinskii, Fedorov
argued that the complexity of the question was two-fold: the national distinctness
of the imagery in a literary work was determined by its content, portraying the
reality specific to a nation or a community, and by the linguistic categories used
to convey it. Fedorov suggested that national identity of a text was not limited to
a single specific feature of the form, but involved a whole system of
characteristics; therefore, in terms of translation, no single technique could be
prescribed to address it. He demonstrated it with an example of what he
considered a successful translation of Romain Rolland’s Colas Breugnon by
Lozinskii. He observed such techniques in Lozinskii’'s method of translation as
exact equivalents of the original’s references to France and descriptions of
French realia, maintaining the national character in the description of the
protagonist’s personality, the use of a wide range of linguistic devices in Russian,
including idiomacy and phraseology, without leaning towards russification, and

infrequent use of borrowings.

The concept was later explored by other Soviet scholars. In the collection
of articles Masterstvo Perevoda [The Mastery of Translation] it was addressed by
Toper (1959) and Etkind (1959). Their views on the ‘national character’ and
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‘national colour’ of the language were reviewed by Cary (1960, p.20). Although,
according to Cary, the contributors to the collection opposed Fedorov by
regarding translation primarily as an art, they developed this concept in a similar

plane.

This concept was related to what Vinay and Darbelnet coined a few years
later as ‘le génie de la langue’ (1958, p.258). They described it as a certain
metalinguistic relationship, the ‘culture-specific nature of a language’ (Vinay and
Darbelnet, 1995, p.278). It had some similar defining characteristics to the
concept of national distinctness, for example, ‘relationships which link social,
cultural and psychological facts to linguistic structures’ (Vinay and Darbelnet,
1995, p.278). However, these concepts did not completely overlap. Le génie de
la langue was drawn on the idea proposed by Humboldt and developed by Whorf
(1956), associated with the worldview, Weltanschauung, different perception and
segmentation of reality by different languages. This concept was also explored in
Russian theoretical works. The abovementioned Etkind (1970) explored
Humboldt's ideas and the Sapir-Whorf hypothesis, focusing on the concept of
Weltbild, translated into Russian as kartina mira. A similar term, ‘visions du
monde,’ was suggested by Mounin (1963b, p.191) discussing the ideas of Whorf,
among others. Referencing Vinay and Darbelnet, Mounin did not borrow their le
génie de la langue, and instead contrasted the differences in worldviews to
language universals following Buht and Aginsky (1948). In the same book Mounin
traced a distinct similarity between the views of Fedorov and Vinay and

Darbelnet, as discussed in Chapter 4.

National distinctness of translated literature was also explored by Levy
(2011). He pointed out that readership was an important factor when the decision
to the level of national identity in translation was made:

Translators are in a position to preserve national characteristics in a

work in total or in part, according to the knowledge of the foreign

culture that can be expected of readers. At the same time, however,

they have the opportunity to educate the readers and enhance their
apprehension of foreign literature (Levy, 2011, p.70).

Levy shared Fedorov’s interest in the value of these attributes. Besides national
colouring, it was also individual characteristics of the author’s writing, as well as
temporal and spatial distance between the original and translation that influenced

translativity, according to Levy.
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Along the national distinctness of the original, Fedorov established, it was
its historic specificity that created challenges in translation. They arose when
the original work was created during a different period in history; therefore, the
language of the time when it had been created and when it was being translated
were distanced from each other. According to Fedorov, the challenge could be
easily solved if the main aim of the translation were to reach the contemporary
reader. It implied the use of modern language, while preserving certain lexical
and syntactical elements to allow creating the required historical perspective
(1953, p.299). Even more important in creating it, Fedorov argued, could be
ensuring no neologisms and words which clearly belonged to the contemporary

language were used.

Finally, Fedorov (1953, p.309) identified ‘individualnoe svoeobrazie’
[individual distinctness] of the original, of the author’'s writing as another
category among the characteristics of the original work that created challenges
in translation, especially in literary translation. Fedorov (1953, p.310) argued that
the individual distinctness of an author's work ‘manifests itself in the system of
linguistic categories; their relationships integrate with the content and carry the
national and historical specificity.’'3° He believed that the individual distinctness
of an author’s literary work, expressed via linguistic means, was connected to
their worldview and aesthetics, as well as the aesthetics of their literary school

and the historic period.

Fedorov emphasised it was one of the most difficult issues in translation,
as it was a complex system of different linguistic, stylistic, and cultural elements
that entwined both form and content of a literary work. Summarising his research
findings, he identified four trends (specifying that there could numerous

variations) in translating the individual specificity of the original:

1) Smoothing, neutralising in favour of misinterpreted requirements of
the literary norm of the target language and tastes of a certain literary
trend;

2) Attempting to reproduce certain elements of the original with a
formal accuracy against the requirements of the target language (a
phenomenon that results in the violence over this language and
stylistic inadequacy);

3) Distorting the individual distinctness of the original work as a result
of the random choice of linguistic means and random substitution of
some features with others;

4) Conveying the individual distinctness of the original adequately,



148

taking into consideration all its significant features and requirements of
the target language®*! (Fedorov, 1953, p.310-311).

Fedorov criticised the first three trends as not only distorting the individual

features of the original but negatively effecting its other characteristics.

While Fedorov defined these trends specifically to describe the individual
distinctness of the original in translation, they could apply to translation more
generally. The focus on the norms of either the source or the target language,
especially in the first two trends quoted, compares well to what Toury (2012) did
for Descriptive Translation Studies later. Toury sought to establish norms in
translation activities, observing trends similar to Fedorov. The initial norm in
Toury’s theory determined either adequacy or acceptability of translation which,
in short, defined adherence to either the source or the target language and culture
respectively (following Even-Zohar’s definition of adequacy discussed in section
3.2.3).

The concepts of national, historical, and individual distinctness of the
source text in relation to its translation were important to the Soviet school of
translation, and developed, for instance, by Kashkin (1954a), who, however,
managed to almost reverse it from Fedorov’s orientation and direct it towards the
domesticating realist method of translation (discussed in Chapter 1). In Western
European literature these concepts were not defined as specific goals or issues
in translation, but rather characteristics of the source text. Thus, Catford
discusses ‘idiolectal’ features of ‘the individual “style” of a particular author’ and
the need to find equivalent features in the target language in case of a literary
translation (1965, p.86). Similar issues were approached later from the point of
view of their relation to register (Halliday, 1978; developed in Hatim and Mason,
1996) and style (Nida and Taber, 1969).

Summary

Fedorov’s Introduction to Translation Theory in 1953 was the first comprehensive
work in Russian to define translation theory as an autonomous discipline with its
own metalanguage and to summarise theoretical thought on translation,
accumulated by the time. As this chapter has shown, Fedorov created a
conceptual framework for the new discipline of translation theory. The main

concepts were developed from Fedorov’s earlier works and publications by other
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scholars, synthesised, and systemised with a focus on the linguistic features and
relationships between the function and the form, highlighting the importance of
style. Paramount to Fedorov’s translation theory was his concept of
polnotsennost (full value of translation) based on his interpretation of adequacy
and the principle of translatability, which have remained among the most
debatable in TS. Fedorov’s conceptual framework included other concepts, such
as correspondence, non-equivalence, and text types, and translation techniques
for phraseology, which had not been systematically investigated before his
pioneering work. | have argued in this chapter that some of these concepts,
including Fedorov’s typology of genre types, influenced subsequent theoretical
ideas in TS.

Fedorov’s non-prescriptive theoretical writing, descriptive and not built
around an analysis of translators’ mistakes, was a distinctive feature of his book
compared to previous publications in Russian. The foundation for such approach
was supported by Fedorov’'s competence in general linguistics, stylistics,
lexicography, and literary studies, besides translation. The inevitable interaction
with Stalin’s papers on linguistics, which was added to the book during
manuscript editing in response to the readers’ reports, analysed in the previous
chapter, did not overshadow the conceptual value of the book, and seamlessly
disappeared from subsequent editions. Despite Fedorov’'s argumentation using
Marxist ideas, his conceptualisation was informed by French linguists of the 19-
20" century and German romantics, thus sharing common ground with European
theorists. At the same time, it was rooted in the Russian literary and linguistic
tradition from the 19-20" century, and Fedorov’s philological background and
innovative theoretical approaches. The links to German romantics and French
linguists help to understand the similarity between some of Fedorov’s concepts
and those developed later by Western European scholars, including adequacy,
correspondence and equivalence, text type and genre, translation technique and

method.
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Chapter 4. Fedorov’s network and the reception of his
book

When Fedorov’s first edition of his comprehensive book on translation theory was
published in 1953, his readership was limited to Russian speaking audiences,
due to the language of the publication, and by the geopolitical constraints to the
countries ideologically friendly to the Soviet Union. The complications of scholarly
research circulation during the years of the Cold War have been discussed in
relation to TS, for instance, by Pym (2016) and Schéaffner (2017). | argue in this
chapter that while the communication between TS scholars in the Eastern and
Western Bloc was limited, it still existed, as demonstrated by Fedorov’s
correspondence found in his archives, reviews of his work published in some
Western European outlets, and references to it. In this analysis of their
communication, | highlight the process of the intercrossing of ideas as well as
agents, in this case translation scholars, in a specific historical setting and in

different physical and linguistic spaces.

As stated in the methodology section in the Introduction, two main groups
of reviews of Fedorov’s book are analysed in this chapter: published and
unpublished. The unpublished reports on his book drafts have been located in
Fedorov’s archives. These are mostly the reviews by Russian scholars, such as
Smirnov and Sobolev, and they have not been previously studied. As for the
published reviews, they have included reviews in Russian, mentioned by Fedorov
in the second edition of his book (1958), and therefore, known to researchers
although not closely analysed, such as Feldman’s review, and reviews in journals
of Eastern European countries which have not been investigated in studies on
Fedorov before; these include reviews by Ljudskanov and Svagrovsky. Another
group of published reviews has included reviews in Western European
publications, including some better-known papers such as those by Cary and
Brang and those discussed in literature for the first time now, such as a review
by CyZevskyj.

An analysis of these reviews complements the investigation of Fedorov’s
network of connections with scholars within and outside the Soviet Union,
including correspondence, meetings, and other communication between Fedorov

and some key figures in TS at the time. This part of the analysis is also based on
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sources of several types. They are published works, including Fedorov's
publications and those by or about his correspondents, but predominantly they
are unpublished documents, including letters and manuscripts of unpublished
papers, accessed from Fedorov’s archives, and presenting original findings.
Fedorov’'s communication with Mounin in particular provides new insights into
cooperation and exchange of ideas between Russian and French scholars, as

well as into Fedorov’s network.

The chapter is subdivided into three main sections: communication with
scholars in the Soviet Union, the Easter Bloc, and the Western Bloc, each of them
investigating book reviews and personal communication, with a summary
concluding on the reception of Fedorov’s book and his links to scholars in different

countries.
4.1 Communication with scholars in the Soviet Union

4.1.1 Feedback from a key Russian scholar

The analysis of the book drafts and readers’ reports in Chapter 2 has
demonstrated the long process of preparing Fedorov’s Introduction to Translation
Theory for publication in 1953. Some of them showed recognition of Fedorov’s
work by experts in the field. Among them was Smirnov’s report, investigated in
Chapter 2. Aleksandr Smirnov (1883-1962) was a translator, translation scholar,
and literary critic, specialising in Celtic and Romance philology and Western
European literature, teaching at different universities and professor at the
Leningrad University until 1958 (Kukushkina, 2014). He was a senior colleague
of Fedorov, and the years they taught at the same Leningrad University coincided
but only by two years: Fedorov joined it in 1956, after teaching in other higher

education institutions since 1930.

Smirnov and Fedorov met long before that. Smirnov was among the first
members of the Translators’ Section under the Leningrad branch of the All-
Russian Union of Writers; while it is unclear when exactly Fedorov joined the
organisation, in 1929 he presented his paper at one of its meetings where they
must have met if they had not before (the work of the section has been explored
in Chapter 1). Smirnov was also one of the initiators of the appeal submitted in

response to Fedorov’s expulsion from the section following the purge of 1930-
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1931. There is no sufficient evidence as to whether Fedorov was reinstated in the
section as a result of this support. There are indications of Smirnov and Fedorov
meeting in person later; for example, a letter to Fedorov (Leningrad Branch of the
Soviet Writers’ Union, 1947, p.1) has shown that they were both invited speakers
at the meeting celebrating ‘30 years of Soviet translation’ of the Translators’
Section Bureau on 21 April 1947. At the meeting Smirnov presented a paper
entitled ‘Literary translations from western European languages,” and Fedorov

presented ‘Theory of translation in the Soviet literary studies.’

Smirnov was one of the first recognised Soviet scholars writing about
translation: his paper (part of the jointly published article in Smirnov and Alekseev
(1934)) was widely quoted, including by Fedorov in his 1953 book (as indicated
in Chapter 3). Smirnov (1935) then developed his ideas in his paper ‘Objectives
and means of literary translation’ prepared for the All-Union Conference of
Translators, held a year later, where he was one of the keynote speakers.
Fedorov (1958) mentioned Smirnov as one of the central figures in the translation

project of the publishing house Vsemirnaia Literatura (see Chapter 1).

Considering the recognised position of Smirnov as a translation scholar,
his participation in Fedorov’s career and his reader’s report (analysed in Chapter
2) in particular was most likely to be highly appreciated by Fedorov.
Notwithstanding the lack of Fedorov’s letters to Smirnov, kept in the archives,
Fedorov’'s agreement with Smirnov's views, his references, and comments
provide evidence of it. Smirnov’s letters to Fedorov also demonstrate their mutual
regard. In a letter dated the year he retired from the university, Smirnov (1958,
p.2) thanked Fedorov for sending him his book on translation (presumably, based
on the date, the second edition of Fedorov’s Introduction) and for remembering
about the “hermit” as he referred to himself, and expressed his hopes for a

meeting and his feelings of friendship.

4.1.2 Published critical reviews

In 1954, the year after the launch of Fedorov’s Introduction to Translation Theory,
two reviews were published with detailed comments on pros and cons of the
book, but mainly focusing on the novelty of Fedorov’s focus on the linguistic
aspect of translation. The article ‘Poetika perevoda’ [The poetics of translation]

by Lev Borovoi, published in the literary journal Druzhba Narodov was one of
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them. Druzhba Narodov [literally ‘friendship of peoples’ in Russian] was initiated
by Gorkii as an almanac aimed at popularising literature from different ethnicities
of the Soviet Union translated into Russian; it included articles in related fields,
such as literary criticism and translation. Borovoi (1954, p.249) opened his article
in this important periodical by expressing his support of Fedorov’s work and its
originality and contrasting it to the existing scholarly tradition:

In the works by literary scholars and literary translation critics the

same thing happens nearly every time. The researcher would start

with a general overview of the writer's world view which defines all his

poetics. But when it is time to examine the form which is used to

express this world view, the research would seldom be able to reveal

the unity of form and content, the features, and the background of the

form. As a result, the primary element of literary work which is the

language of the writer (in the original and in translation) is
overlooked).®?

Therefore, he argued, it was timely and important to examine translation as,
guoting Fedorov, ‘a form of creative work in the field of the language’2 (Borovoi,
1954, p.250). Borovoi suggested it was particularly necessary due to the fact that
recent translations had seen many violations of the original language and

meaning justified by the goal of making them more accessible or less literal.

Acknowledging the need for a linguistic study of translation phenomena,
Borovoi, nevertheless, criticised Fedorov for insufficient attention to literary
translation and insisted on its special place:

Andrei Fedorov’s book is dedicated not to the theory of literary

translation, but theory of translation in general. However, literary

translation, as the most difficult kind of translation, requiring the

highest “degree of accuracy” (the term which we shall discuss later

here), should occupy the most prominent place. It is certainly in literary

translation that “the main challenges of translation” are being solved3*

(Borovoi, 1954, p.250).

The idea of supremacy of literary translation was predominant at the time, as
seen in the earlier theoretical publications, discussed in Chapter 1, including
Fedorov’s earlier works, discussed in Chapter 2. This was a distinguishing feature
of Fedorov’'s Introduction to Translation Theory: building the theoretical
framework for the discipline overall, with a place for genre classification within it;

without isolating literary translation or focusing on it exclusively.
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Discussing the concept of varying degrees or ‘measures of accuracy’
applied to translation of different text types, Borovoi (1954, p.251) disagreed with
Fedorov, arguing that the translator should always aim at complete accuracy, and
again insisted that literary translation had to be approached differently from other
types. He claimed that specific features of translation suggested by Fedorov,
such as grammatical and lexical synonyms and national distinctness of the
original, were closely related to the issue of accuracy of literary translation and

poetics and remained understudied in the book.

On a larger scale, Borovoi criticised Fedorov’s statement that translation
theory was connected, among other disciplines, most closely to stylistics.
Borovoi’'s argument relied on the assumption that stylistics as a branch of
linguistics had not yet been developed, and it was not reasonable to build
translation theory on a discipline whose subject was not shaped yet. Quoting
Reformatskii (his article was published in 1952), Borovoi (1954, p.252-253)
concluded on the inadequacy of the linguistic framework of translation theory:

“Translation can and should be included into the linguistic terms of
reference, and linguistics is the only science without which issues of
any kind of translation cannot be solved; it does not mean, however,
that a theory of translation can be created relying on linguistics only.” |
believe this is irrefutable, and A. Fedorov’s book in fact proves this
concussion by A. Reformatskii.

It is appropriate to note here that literary studies is also a science, and
poetics, which for so long has been a captive of formalists, can and
should finally become a science. [...]

It is true that linguistics alone cannot be the foundation for studying the
theory of translation. We hope the new edition of the book will see
linguistics enter into appropriate relations with the science of poetics
and the science of literary studies. Then many regrettable gaps of
Fedorov’s interesting book will be filled.3®

Borovoi's review was cited by the proponents of the literary approach to

translation, for instance, by Kashkin (1955).

This linguistic focus in Fedorov’s book, overstated by the critics, was the

most criticised aspect, as Fedorov noted in the foreword to the second edition:

The main objections by our [Soviet] critics focused on pointing out that
in the first edition of the book | extended unduly the competence of
linguistics in the issues of translation, especially literary translation,
and that literary translation was not covered sufficiently and discussed
too narrowly and rigidly. These objections are expressed in Feldman’s
review as well, although it was written from the linguistic perspective,
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too. It seems evident that such criticism is based on the excessively
strong statements of the first edition as related to the importance of
the linguistic approach to the problem. These categorical statements,
apparently, overshadowed everything that was said in the first edition
about translation requiring a multifaceted study and about different
possible approaches to translation research which are not mutually
exclusive. [...] Acknowledging the importance and value of studying
literary translation from the perspectives of literary studies and even
more so with the objectives of history and literary studies in mind, in
this book | investigate the linguistic aspect of the subject which has not
yet been thoroughly researched or adequately systematised; its
development is a crucial phase in the construction of translation theory
as a complex general philological discipline'3® (Fedorov, 1958, p.3-4).

Fedorov did not agree, however, that his work could be summed up as a linguistic

study or that translation theory could exclude linguistic explorations.

The article by Natalia Feldman, mentioned by Fedorov, was another
important review, as it was published in the influential journal Voprosy
Jazykoznanija and could be seen as voicing the established discourse. Feldman
indeed supported the linguistic approach to the general theory of translation.
Being a linguist and translator herself, Feldman (1954) argued that the book had
a high scientific value and demonstrated the development of Fedorov’s views on
translation through the period of over twenty years. She discussed in detail some
of Fedorov’s concepts and parts of the book, making rather strong claims about
them being correct or incorrect. Her argument against the linguistic approach
concerned only literary translation which she believed was not to be discussed
as part of the general theory of translation, but to be distinguished as a branch to
form a specific theory of translation. Then the specific theory of translation would
be characterised by its own objectives and methodology. Since literature is an
art, she claimed, the theory of literary translation should aim first of all at exploring
the ways of translating specific expressive means of literature as an art by means
of another language, and here the literary studies perspective would play a
dominant role over the linguistic one. It is noteworthy that at the same time
Feldman (1954) recognised the need for translators, including translators of
literary works, to develop certain technical skills which had to be based on the
knowledge of linguistics. Thus, her main criticism of the linguistic approach was
in fact not against the linguistic approach to translation altogether, but against

including the issues of literary translation in the general theory of translation. She
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agreed with Fedorov’s claim that translation theory was first of all a linguistic

discipline, as long as it did not include literary translation.

From such a predominantly linguistic perspective Feldman discussed
specific aspects in translation theory suggested by Fedorov. She pointed out that
some important questions were ignored in the book. Among them were some
translation techniques, such as doslovnyi perevod [literal translation] as an
auxiliary technique and podstrochnyi perevod [interlinear translation]. The latter,
she clarified, pertained to the theory of literary translation. A more serious flaw of
Fedorov’s theory, according to Feldman, was his misuse of the term ‘synonym;’
she argued that Fedorov understood the term as it had been defined by
Tomashevskii which divested it of any linguistic meaning (Feldman, 1954, p.118).
Fedorov indeed suggested applying the term ‘synonym’ to translation theory in a
broader and redefined meaning to denote such words of the target language,
which became synonymous in a certain context, and could be used
interchangeably to translate a certain word of the source text. He specified that
the concept of lexical synonyms was limited to the same grammatical category
and syntactic function of the word (Fedorov, 1953, p.135). Fedorov evidently
responded to this constructive criticism by Feldman when in the second edition
of the book he replaced ‘synonym’ with a new term: leksicheskii variant [lexical
variant]. He clarified: ‘... in cases when words, the meanings of which do not
relate, become parallel in the specific context, it is more correct to describe them
as lexical variants rather than synonyms’*®’, since they were not synonyms in the
exact linguistic sense of the term (Fedorov, 1958, p.153). The rest of the section
devoted to this concept remained absolutely the same as in the first edition,
showing that Fedorov did not abandon the idea, but chose a more precise term

to define it within translation theory in response to the criticism.

Feldman’s review provided a valuable assessment of Fedorov’'s book.
Feldman observed that translation had been taught at higher education level in
the Soviet Union for over ten years, but translation theory had not yet been
developed, arguing that Fedorov’s book could be contributing to such ‘science of
translation, the general theory of translation’ (1954, p.117). She highlighted some
of the theoretical conclusions that were vital for such theory and mentioned that
the book had been accepted by the Ministry of Culture as the textbook for

institutes of foreign languages. However, the review failed to acknowledge the
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significance of the translation theory concepts introduced by Fedorov and the
synthesis and summarisation of previous theoretical efforts in the field of
translation. Nevertheless, Feldman did not attempt to denounce his work or join
the witch-hunt against the opponents of the literary approach to TS, and agreed

with many of Fedorov’s arguments, providing mostly constructive criticism.

4.1.3 Opponents of the linguistic approach

Feldman’s constructive criticism played a positive role for further work and
consequent editions of the book, according to Fedorov. Some criticism, however,
was not considered by him to be so helpful, including the pressure from some
critics to disregard the linguistic aspects in literary translation. Thus, Fedorov
(1958, p.4) wrote:
The opponents of the linguistic approach to the problem use such
arguments as the lack of permanent unambiguous correspondences

between two languages (especially in literary translation) or the need
to limit each observation to a pair of specific languages.'®

In this paragraph Fedorov referred to the article by Kashkin (1954a). Kashkin’s
article was not a review of Fedorov’s book, he only briefly mentioned it to support
his point that literary translation could not be governed by principles of linguistic
analysis, proposed, as he claimed, by Fedorov. He characterised Fedorov’s book
as ‘eclectic in spirit and linguistically stylistic in method’ and reproached him for
downplaying the literary features in favour of linguistics (1954a, p.150). In
opposition to Fedorov’s approach, Kashkin (1954a, p.151) presented claims of
what ‘the best Soviet translators’'3® believed. Their beliefs, according to Kashkin,
included:

... the leading method for us today is Soviet realist translation. It is just

important in every case to identify and accept the most fundamental

and important thing that is the style and method of translation and that

is defined by the time, place, and social conditions. This most

fundamental and important thing for us today is the theory and
practice of the art of Socialist realism*4° (Kashkin, 1954a, p.153).

The article was not unanimously accepted. Difficult as it was to argue with
Kashkin’s politically charged rhetoric, some scholars openly opposed it. Thus,
Retsker (1953-1975, p.34) showed his support in a letter to Fedorov the same

year: ‘| was appalled to read the almost hooligan attack on your book in the article
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by the respected lvan Kashkin. Only a mentally unstable person can go as low

as disguising silly anecdotes as a serious critique.’4!

The idea that literary translation should be separated from other genres
and types of translation was common at the time. Feldman and Kashkin,
representing perhaps two poles of the anti-linguistic spectrum, were among many
who argued for literary translation to be the highest art and requiring an approach
distinguishing it from translation of non-literary texts. Among other publications
supporting this view was a collection of articles edited by Rossels (1955a), one
of which was a paper presented at the Second All-Union Convention of Soviet
Writers in 1954, and the others were collected articles on different issues in
literary translation, most of them united by their opposition to Fedorov. Literary
critic and poet Pavel Antokolskii, who presented at the Convention the paper
‘Literary Translation of Literature by Peoples of the USSR’ co-written with Auezov
and Rylsky, claimed that Fedorov’s book, although important, represented an
approach to translation theory that leaned towards linguistics. Fedorov’s analysis
of texts of different genres translated from different languages but without due
consideration to literary translation, and especially poetry translation, according
to Antokolskii et al. (1955, p.9), led to a serious gap in his work, which could be
filled with ‘another approach — to focus on the empty space of the aesthetics and

to discuss translation as a verbal art, that is, not linguistically, but literarily.’24?

Similarly, in the same volume, literary critic Aleksandr Leytes (1955, p.103)
criticised Fedorov in the same plane of literary vs. non-literary translation:

In this book, translation, including literary translation, is characterised

as “a form of creative work in the field of the language.”

Correspondingly, the theory of literary translation is examined as a

special branch of linguistics, and the concept of literary translation is

effectively excluded from the scope of literary concepts and

categories. A. V. Fedorov’s book never mentions that literary
translation is a form of creative work in the field of literature.'43

These authors overlooked the broad meaning in which the language was used,
where literature could not be opposed to it, because they were closely related.
They also failed to acknowledge the value assigned to literature and literary
studies by Fedorov. He did not reject them; he called for a comprehensive view
that encompassed different perspectives. Most importantly, in their efforts to

contradict Fedorov, they ignored his argument where he had already established
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the creative significance of literary translation, which they sought to reassert. In
Fedorov’s argument there was no conflict between such creative value and the
linguistic aspect:
... translation work implies constant searching for the linguistic means
that would express the unity of form and content of the original and
choosing between several possible ways of transferring it. This search
and choice are always a creative effort. While translation of
literature as well as socio-political and scientific works featuring the
use of expressive language is an art and requires literary talent'#4
(Fedorov, 1953, p.12, emphasis in original).
Therefore, Fedorov did not reject the artistic nature of literary translation and its
relation to literary studies, as his opponents argued; he recognised it as an art,
perhaps more so than theorists today would be willing to do. At the same time,
his research into translation, focused on the linguistic issues, did not exclude
literary translation; he justified his inclusion of translation of all genres based on

the similarity of their processes and products.

Kashkin in his paper in the volume again charged Fedorov with defining
literary translation solely from the perspectives of linguistics and stylistics.
Kashkin did not deny the importance of linguistics altogether, but he maintained
that the theory of literary translation ‘must not be absorbed by linguistics and must
not become a purely linguistic discipline which Fedorov appeals for'4> (1955,
p.152). While it was clear from Fedorov’s texts that this was not what he appealed
for, Kashkin did not support his claims by any evidence or critical analysis. What
did he strive for with his emotional and provocative writing? One of the
paragraphs in his paper might clarify his agenda:

| think all the knowledge, experience, and effort, wasted on this

manufactured theorising, could be put to better use. Because all of us

together still need to develop a generally accepted theory or poetics of
literary translation that will be based on the achievements of soviet
linguistics and just as closely linked to our Soviet literary studies; the
theory that will study specific methods of selecting specific means of
expression in the given historic environment; the theory that will help

the translator set high ideological and literary goals and achieve them
in their practical work!46 (1955, p.163-164).

Kashkin did not have many objective criticisms that went beyond the fact that it
was Fedorov’s theory, while he himself might have had his plans for leadership
in this direction. He effectively brushed Fedorov’'s book aside in this paragraph

as not a developed theory, but useless theorising, while the true theory was still
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to be developed, by some scholars, including him, “together.” My understanding
of Kashkin’s conflicting attempts is shared by Azov (2013, p.97) who argues that
Kashkin envisaged himself to be the author of the ‘unified Soviet theory of
translation’ based on his method of realist translation which is discussed here in
Chapter 1. With such a clearly different agenda to that of Fedorov, Kashkin (1955)
accused Fedorov of hindering the development of Soviet translation; he insisted
on the term ‘Soviet school of translation’ and promoted its use as a synonym to
his method of realist translation. Kashkin’s ideas were continuously repeated and

rephrased by his followers as the discussed volume shows.

Reading literature on the development of two main approaches to
translation theory at the time (literary and linguistic), it is easy to start seeing it as
an on-going battle, as an opposition between scholars promoting either side. It
might have been; however, the study of their interpersonal communication
reveals that it was not limited to that. Thus, while Kashkin’s attacks in print on
Fedorov's works became one of the most exemplary confrontations, the
unpublished archival materials have shown an unknown side of Kashkin and
Fedorov’s relationship, which was more balanced and showed at least reciprocal

respect and often understanding of their similar goals.

In his letters to Fedorov, Kashkin was invariably respectful and often
demonstrated if not support then at least willingness to cooperate. For instance,
in a letter dated 1953, Kashkin (1953-1960, p.1) thanked Fedorov for a book sent
to him which showed a certain professional relationship that encouraged Fedorov
to send the book to his colleague and Kashkin to acknowledge it. Kashkin also
apologised to Fedorov, as a precautionary measure, ‘in case he had said
something wrong about [Fedorov’s] old review.’*4’” This could though be an
indication of Kashkin’s realisation of his previous attack hindering the potential
cooperation that he needed and trying to improve the situation. Their cooperation
is evidenced in Kashkin’s letter from 1960 (1953-1960, p.3):

Dearest Andrei Venediktovich,

| am very sorry neither you, nor Rozhdestvenskii or Morozov attended

the meeting of the Union of Writers on literary translation, where so

many Leningrad translators, including Azarov, were present. Although

you were invisibly present (as you must have seen in the newspaper

reports) by means of frequent quotations from your latest book on

writers’ sayings on translation. [...]
You are doing an important job, at least by knocking some sense into
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modern writers’ heads with their esteemed predecessors’ thoughts on
translation. It is already a step towards the history of translation.
Wishing you success in this endeavour as well.148

This might not read as a letter of a friend; however, it demonstrates Kashkin’s
interest in Fedorov’'s work, and the crossed paths in their activities. They were
both expected to attend certain meetings related to theoretical and practical
translation, and sometimes acting as representatives of two different schools:

Fedorov of Leningrad translators, and Kashkin of the Moscow circle.

Sobolev, whose reader’s report was discussed in Chapter 2, could be
considered part of the Moscow circle. He was also one of the contributors in the
edited volume of Kashkin’s supporters (Rossels, 1955a), published as a
counterargument to Fedorov. Against them Sobolev’s article seemed less critical:
his main criticism of Fedorov (1952b) was summarised as follows:

We must not claim that the theory of translation is a “linguistic issue.” It

is an issue of both linguistics (translation of a specific phrase) and

literary studies (the inseparability of the narrow and broad context

which involves the translator in the whole complex of questions of
literary studies)'*® (Sobolev, 1955, p.263).

Thus, despite contributing to this volume, Sobolev appeared to be more neutral
to both sides.

In their private correspondence Sobolev also sounded this way. In a letter
dated 1948, Sobolev (1948-1954, p.2) wrote to Fedorov to agree on a date of
Fedorov’s paper to be presented in Moscow and to ask for more details about it,
along with sending him greetings from Kashkin who had approved any suggested
presentation dates in advance (as the head of the Translators’ Section at the
Union of Writers at the time). In a letter from 1949 Sobolev invited Fedorov to
participate in the discussion of a new translation of a collection of Maupassant’s
works published by Gosudarstvennoe izdatelstvo khudozhestvennoi literatury
[State publishing house of literary fiction] and to present his review of some of the
translations. Sobolev (1948-1954, p.4) on behalf of the Translators’ Section urged
Fedorov:

It is very important for us to provide an objective assessment of the

publication [...] Your opinion would be particularly valuable to us as

you are the person most competent in this issue both as a translation
theorist and as the editor of one of the volumes of the collection, and
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finally as a specialist from Leningrad, not affiliated with the Moscow
group and with the publisher.1%°

Recognising their different affiliation and approaches, the scholars found
ways to collaborate and work towards the goal many of them shared: developing
the theoretical knowledge on translation and improving the quality of translations.
My research agrees with Azov (2013) who has found that the dispute over
linguistics vs. literary studies as the basis for translation theory was gradually
resolved by the mid-1960s. In the early 1960s, Boris Larin (1962a) argued that
this dispute demonstrated how immature the theory had been and it was time to
leave it behind and continue theoretic efforts based on the framework of both

disciplines.

4.1.4 Fedorov and realist translation in Georgia

Fedorov’s connections extended beyond Russia to many Soviet republics,
specifically those with university cities and translation centres. In Georgia
translation theory at the time was developing mostly following the literary and

realist approach promoted by Kashkin.

With a more comprehensive and scholarly take on it, the approach was
developed by Givi Gachechiladze, an English-Georgian translator and translation
theorist, professor and chair of the Department of English Philology at the
University in Thilisi who defended his doctoral thesis on the theory of realist
translation in 1959 (Gachechiladze, 1965-1970). The same year he published a
book in Georgian entitled Issues in the Theory of Literary Translation, and later
its Russian version was published (Gachechiladze, 1964); his second major book
Introduction to Literary Translation Theory appeared in Georgian in 1966, and in
Russian in 1970 (Toper, 1980). He went beyond Kashkin in building a
comprehensive theory where realist translation was a term comparable to
adequate or full value translation, describing the Soviet method of translation,
with a significant change from Kashkin. This change was convincingly analysed
by Azov (2012): it was the change in how they approached what reality was for
realist translation. For Kashkin the reality was the perceived thoughts and
feelings of the author, reflected by the translator through the lens of the current
time and ideology, while for Gachechiladze the reality was represented by the

original literary text.
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Despite the seemingly opposite theoretical views, Fedorov and
Gachechiladze maintained a close professional relationship and friendship. They
criticised each other's approaches in their publications in a justified academic
manner (for instance, in Fedorov (1968b) and Gachechiladze (1980)), while their
personal correspondence demonstrated their mutual understanding and respect
of the other’s work. Thus, in a letter dated 1965, Gachechiladze (1965-1970, p.1)

wrote to Fedorov:

Dearest Andrei Venediktovich,

| had been anxious to receive your review and was so pleased to see
how well and correctly you understood me. It would be an honour to
me if we could make it public, but | don’t know what you will think
about it. The idea has been brought to me by the editors of the journal
Literary Georgia and they are ready to publish any of your papers. The
journal aims to cover all possible aspects of translation theory wider.
In the fourth issue the journal is publishing Edmond Cary’s article from
Babel (issue X-I, 1964) about me. By the way, in Babel X-3 my article
‘Literary Translation in Georgia’ was published in English which | am
sending you now.

| hope you will be able to visit us. We'll all be very happy to have
you.15!

In a letter from 1969, Gachechiladze (1965-1970, p.7) spoke about the

differences in their approaches:

Having looked through your book, | have once again been reassured
that reasonable people who pursue the common goal above all,
cannot have insurmountable disagreements. [...]

You were one of the first people to understand me correctly, but
perhaps | should have been more vocal in stating that the literary
approach even in the “purest” literary studies must include the organic
stylistic (or linguo-stylistic) analysis that has been so naturally
(although only in the comparative perspective) included in translation
theory. | think the lack of it (which is very conventional too!) is a
significant flaw of our literary studies. Language and literature do not
contradict each other, more than that: they cannot exist without each
other...1%2

This letter supports the argument that the two scholars representing the opposing
approaches to translation theory shared the same objective: developing a theory
of translation, theorising translation issues, summarising the existing thought on
the subject, rather than defending their own positions. Even though the studied
archives only contain the letters from Gachechiladze to Fedorov, and no letters
in the other direction, their bilateral communication becomes clear from

Gachechiladze’s responses. Fedorov’s pupil Alekseeva (2018) has supported the
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statement that their communication extended to friendship between their whole

families and close professional ties.

4.1.5 The role of Ukrainian theoretical works

Fedorov maintained ties with translation theorists in Ukraine, specifically with the
professor at the Kharkiv University Oleksandr Finkel (1899-1968). Finkel and
Fedorov had similar views on translation theory. Kalnychenko and Kamovnikova
(2019) attributed the first book on translation theory in the then Soviet Union to
Finkel. | agree with them, as much as my research scope allows; while Finkel’s
book did not approach translation theory as a discipline, it had a highly theoretical

content.

The book (Finkel, 2007 [1929]) was first published in as early as 1929 in
Ukrainian. However, it did not receive wide recognition among non-Ukrainian
speaking scholars at the time, unlike Finkel’s article published ten years later in
Russian (Finkel, 2007 [1939]) which was cited by many scholars including
Fedorov as discussed in Chapter 3. Finkel was also one of the first theorists to
explore the phenomenon of self-translation, which he first wrote about again in
Ukrainian in 1929 (published in Russian much later (Finkel, 1962)), thus,
anticipating Western European writers, as explored by Popovi¢ (Kalnychenko

and Kamovnikova, 2019).

Fedorov’s and Finkel’s approaches both demonstrated their belief in the
need for translation theory to be based on linguistics. Their shared views are
traceable not only in the content of their publications, but also in their mutual
references to each other's works. They appeared almost like a dialogue between
consequent papers of the scholars. Thus, in his 1929 book Finkel cited Fedorov's
1927 article, then in his paper from 1939 Finkel referred to Fedorov’s article from
1930. In his book from 1941 Fedorov quoted Finkel from 1939, also stating that
Finkel’s wording was preferable for the specific principle they discussed
(Fedorov, 1941, p.248).

Their academic connection was supported by their private
correspondence found in the archives. Finkel's letters (Finkel, 1953-1967) often
expressed his gratitude for the books sent to him by Fedorov (in 1953, 1960,
1961, and 1962) and also showed that Finkel in his turn sent Fedorov some of

his works. Among them was an article on translation in schools written in
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Ukrainian and Finkel’s translations of Shakespeare, both in 1953. Finkel’s letters
showed his support of Fedorov against Kashkin’s criticism; thus, in November
1954 Finkel (1953-1967, p.4) wrote:

You have, of course, read Kashkin’s article in Znamia with absolutely
unjustified attacks on linguo-stylistics, on your works, and on strict
requirements for translations. There was a negative review of the
article at our department.153

In another letter Finkel (1953-1967, p.8) informed Fedorov that the book to which
they had both contributed, Theory and Criticism of Translation (Larin, 1962b), had
been published in 4000 copies, and in Finkel's opinion they were going to be in
high demand. This further demonstrates their continued cooperation and

correspondence which continued nearly till the end of Finkel’s life.

4.2 Correspondence and feedback from other countries of the
Eastern Bloc

Published reviews and unpublished correspondence in Fedorov's archives
demonstrate that his works managed to cross borders to become known in some
countries outside the Soviet Union, predominantly in the mid-1950s and later.
This and the following section will discuss some of these reviews and
communication with scholars from the Eastern and Western Bloc respectively, to
analyse how these works were receiving coverage in foreign publications, how
contacts were established and how Fedorov's contributions influenced the

national traditions in other countries.

4.2.1 Ljudskanov and translation theory in Bulgaria

One of the published reviews of Fedorov’s book that did not receive attention
either in Russian-language publications at the time or in recent scholarship in
English was a review by Ljudskanov published in the Bulgarian journal Ezik i
Literatura [Language and Literature]. Alexander Ljudskanov (1926-1976) was a
Bulgarian translator (translating from Russian), a translation theory scholar, ‘the
pioneer of machine translation in Bulgaria and author of a comprehensive
semiotic theory in translation studies’ (Laskova and Slavkova, 2015, p.171). His
1968 monograph on machine translation Prevezhdat Chovekt i Mashinata [Man
and Machine Translate], based on his PhD thesis, which brought him the award

of the degree of Doctor of Sciences from the University of Leipzig, was self-
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translated into French and published in 1969, and later translated into German
and Polish (Laskova and Slavkova, 2015).

Ljudskanov (1958a) acknowledged Fedorov’s contribution to the
development of translation theory as an independent discipline and his role in the
increased scholarly interest to it in Bulgaria. However, Ljudskanov argued that
there were some limitations and unclear concepts that prevented it (speaking
already of the second edition of the book) from becoming a fundamental study
on linguistic issues in translation theory. Among his main criticisms was the
linguistic vs. literary approach, although Ljudskanov argued it was not their
opposition that lay at the centre of the dispute, but Fedorov’s misinterpretation of
them and his supposed focus and title of the book. Ljudskanov believed
translation theory needed to be comprehensive, including both perspectives of
linguistics and literary studies, and the title of Fedorov’s book, Introduction to
Translation Theory, did not exempt him from studying all aspects of it, despite the

subtitle (Linguistic Issues) in its second edition.

Besides this presumed discrepancy, Ljudskanov argued that Fedorov,
even if focusing only on linguistic issues, failed to fully capture them. Some of the
problems that he argued Fedorov had overlooked included: the relations between
the medium of the original and the translation; the lack of definitions for wide and
local context, form and content, and linguistic and literary image; the lack of
established principles for translation analysis; the examination of the relationship
between the source and target text and the reality, and some specific translation
challenges. Therefore, Ljudskanov maintained that only basic linguistic problems
were covered in the book, while many issues remained excluded, along with the
problems of literary translation, poetry, and machine translation. Concerning the
latter, as Fedorov (2002) himself noted, similar reproaches were made by Revzin
and Rozentsveig (1964), the authors of Osnovy Obshchego i Mashinnogo
Perevoda [Fundamentals of General and Machine Translation], of which Fedorov
spoke highly; this point was addressed in consequent editions of his book, where
Fedorov discussed the advancements of machine translation. Revzin and
Rozentsveig (1964), similarly to Ljudskanov, criticised Fedorov’s investigation as
insufficiently linguistic; paradoxically, if both major criticisms were considered: too
linguistic/not linguistic enough. Ljudskanov concluded his argument, defending

the literary approach supporters, by saying they did not deny the significance of
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linguistic aspects, but emphasised the importance of non-linguistic principles and
factors. My counterargument is that Fedorov recognised their importance too and
clearly spoke about it. For instance, Fedorov (1958, p.17) argued that some of
the translator’s decisions could be dictated by their interpretation of the source
text or ‘by the ideology and aesthetics of the translator or of the literary
movement, i.e. by the factors not related to linguistics.’*>* In later editions of the
book (starting from the third one in 1968) Fedorov specified non-linguistic factors,
following up on the criticism and new publications, such as Mounin (1963) and
Revzin and Rozentsveig (1964), and later Shveitser (1973), Barkhudarov (1975),
and Kade (1979).

Another principal disagreement between Fedorov and Ljudskanov
concerned the objectives of translation theory. Ljudskanov (1958a, p.454)
disagreed with Fedorov’s statements that translation theory was not to provide
normative rules and guidelines:

It is natural that translation theory cannot provide specific recipes, but

it must, and normatively, establish those general laws, on the basis of

which specific translation theory will establish the principles and rules

for the transmission of particular categories of linguistic means in
connection with specific genres and languages.*>®

The non-prescriptive approach was fundamental to Fedorov. Even though
Ljudskanov suggested the norms and rules would not need to be absolute and

would stipulate deviations, this was an important difference in their views.

Ljudskanov essentially agreed with Fedorov’'s definition of translation,
whilst also finding it incomplete; he emphasised that language was a means of
communication, and, therefore, translation had primarily a communicative
purpose. Moreover, Ljudskanov repeatedly underlined his disagreement with
Fedorov’s idea that translation could have different purposes, as he believed it
only had one purpose and that was ‘to allow language communication in the
context of two languages. The purposes of the originals are different — document,
scientific text, story — and the translation must preserve their purpose’®® (1958a,
p. 458). This highlighted Fedorov’s progressive view on what would later become
known as skopos, the notion of the translation agenda and different purposes a
translation might have, besides fulfilling the same purpose as the original. The
view was not widely accepted during their time, as Ljudskanov’'s paper

demonstrated.
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Ljudskanov provided an analysis of Fedorov’s study into lexical issues in
translation. Thus, he discussed his concept of lexical variant, translation of realia,
proper names, and phraseology. Notwithstanding some objections and
suggestions, he mainly evaluated them as ‘correct” The most valuable
contribution in Fedorov’s book, though, according to Ljudskanov, was the study
of grammatical issues in translation. And here he only had one criticism:

Why, for grammatical issues, unlike lexical ones, Fedorov establishes

only cases of disagreement, and does not generally establish cases of

correlation? Both, cases of non-concordance and cases of

concordance, are equally important for the theory and practice of
translation'®” (Ljudskanov, 1958a, p.462).

With this suggestion, Ljudskanov expressed a wish that Fedorov revise the lexical
issues to match the level of depth and value of the grammatical issues for his
next edition of the book. He also suggested that Fedorov bring his discussion to
a more generalised level to investigate further the concept of functional
equivalents rather than a lexical or grammatical variant which limited the

possibilities of a comprehensive analysis to either of two categories.

Functional equivalents or functional correspondences (depending on
translation, as established in Chapter 3) was indeed one of the concepts used by
Fedorov. Ljudskanov put more emphasis on this concept. He introduced it as one
of the central notions in translation theory that he proposed, referring to his article
‘Printsipt na funktsionalnite ekvivalenti — osnova na prevodacheskoto izkustvo’
[The principle of functional equivalents is the basis of the art of translation]. Thus,
Ljudskanov (1958a, p.456) suggested his own definition:

Functional equivalents are such constructive units of translation,

linguistic means, which perform in the context system the same

functions as the means of the original, and in their totality as a whole

give the translation the same semantic, ideological, aesthetic, and
emotional functionality as the original.t>®

His definition was very similar to that of Fedorov (1953), quoted above in Chapter
3. It is true that Fedorov did not highlight it as the central concept, unlike
Ljudskanov (1958a, p.456) who wrote: ‘Since the use of functional equivalents is
the only possible way to produce a full value translation, it becomes a basic
principle of translation, and the concept of functional equivalent is the core

concept of translation theory.’*®® Ljudskanov, therefore, did not contradict
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Fedorov, but rather developed his idea, insisting on the broader and more

focused use of the term.

Ljudskanov concluded his review with an acknowledgement of the value
of Fedorov’'s book. He noted that his criticisms and suggestions were not to
diminish its scientific significance and the contribution to the creation of
translation theory. It is likely that Ljudskanov and Fedorov met later at the 5%
International Congress of Slavists in Sofia, Bulgaria. Ljudskanov presented two
papers on machine translation at the Congress (Paskaleva, 2000). Fedorov’s
participation is demonstrated by two sources. Firstly, it is a record in his
bibliography (Fedorov, 1985) of his responses submitted to the questionnaire for
Congress and published as part of the Congress proceedings and materials in
1963 (full bibliographic details are presented in Appendix A). Secondly, it is a
letter from Antokolskii dated 1963 enquiring about Fedorov’s trip to Sofia the
same year (Antokolskii, 1963-1971, p.2). Among participants in the American
delegation was Jakobson who presented a paper at the Congress (Lunt, 1964).
This was at least a second conference where Jakobson and Fedorov could meet,
after the 4" International Congress of Slavists in Moscow, as established in
Chapter 1. Fedorov could also meet Czech and Slovak colleagues at the

Congress.

4.2.2 Levy and other Czech and Slovak scholars

Some links between Russian and Eastern European scholars could be expected
due to the geographical and linguistic proximity between some of the countries
and their position as part of the Eastern Bloc during the Cold War, facilitating
easier communication. This applies to the Czech Republic and Slovakia similarly,
for example, to the cases of communication with Ukrainian and Bulgarian

scholars.

There has been some disagreement between scholars regarding the
background of the main schools developed in the early 20" century. Thus,
Gentzler (2001) argues that Russian formalists had a direct influence on Czech
and Slovak theorists; this view is opposed by Jettmarova (2017, p.104) who
believes that ‘Czech functional structuralism developed from its own roots and
absorbed a whole number of influences during its “classic period” of the 1920s-

1940s.’” Jettmarova specifically suggests that Jakobson, who is often seen as the
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link between Russian Formalism and Czech and Slovak Structuralism, left
Prague too early (1939) to be a direct influence. While links between these
schools undoubtedly existed, and, consequently, the links between the
corresponding TS schools, not necessarily by the evolution of one from the other
but as intercrossings of ideas, within the scope of this thesis | will not explore
them but focus on specific evidence of communication that existed between

Fedorov and Czech and Slovak scholars.

Fedorov corresponded with several scholars from the former
Czechoslovakia, as demonstrated by archival materials, including Jifi Levy,
Ulicna Olga, and Aleksandr IsaCenko, and received reviews on his book from
several others as will be shown here. Particularly, Levy and Fedorov provided

reviews of each other’s books and exchanged letters.

The file of manuscripts related to Levy in Fedorov’s archives contains a
note, indicating that Levy (1926-1967) was an Anglicist, translation theorist,
assistant professor at a university in Brno (Levy, 1959-1963, p.1). The university
was in fact the Masaryk University, one of the largest universities in the Czech
Republic. The university today recognises Levy’s key role in the development of
TS, which was demonstrated by the translation conference of 2017 being
dedicated to him (Masaryk University, 2017). There is no evidence of earlier
correspondence, but in 1959 Levy (1959-1963, p.2) wrote to Fedorov (in English,
see Figure 4-1):

Professor A. V. IsaCenko informed me that you very kindly offered to
make arrangements for a review of my book Ceské Theorie Prekladu
in one of the Soviet periodicals. | thank you very much for your
kindness and | take the liberty to forward a copy of the book to your
address. Dr Raab from Greifswald wrote me that you and Dr Levin
were preparing a similar volume on the Russian theories of translation.
| am sure it will be an important contribution to the research in the
Theory of Translation, of fundamental importance for Czech
translators as well — just as your older books on this theme. It is a pity
that the idea of undertaking an international discussion of problems of
translation in Negyvilag has been evidently abandoned; Dr Dobossy,
who asked me to contribute in 1956, wrote me at that time, that you,
too, promised a contribution.

| beg you once more to accept my sincerest thanks for your interest in
my book. | will be very glad indeed if you can have it reviewed in one
of your periodicals.
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Brno, 20th Jem. 1959.

Deer Professor Fedorov,

Professor A.V.Isefenko informed me thet you very kindly
offered to make arrangements for e review of my book "Seské theorie prekladu”,
in one of the Soviet pericdicels. I thnk you very much ’for your kindness and I
take the liberty to forward & copy of the book to your address. Dr. Rasb from
Greifswald wrote me thet you end Dr Levin were prepering & similer volume on
the Russian theories of translation. I am sure it will be en importent contribution
to the resesrch in the Theory of Translstion, of fundamental importamce for Czech
trenslators es well - just as your older books on this theme. It is & pity that
the ides of underteking an internmestioml discussion of problsms of tramslatiom in
Negyvildg has been evidently sbendoned; Dr, Dobossy, who ssked me to contribute in

1956, wrote me at thet time, thet you,too, promised s contribution.
I beg you once more to scoept my sincerest themks for

your interest in my book; I will be very gled indeed if you cen heve it reviewed
in one of your periodicals.

Yours respectfully 5
Dr Jifi Levy,

Stojenove 3,

BRNO, dsr.

Figure 4-1. Levy’s letter dd. 20 January 1959 (1959-1963, p.2)

Fedorov indeed co-authored a very positive review of Levy’s Ceské
Theorie Prekladu [Czech Translation Theories]: Fedorov and Trofimkina (1963)
argued that Levy’s book, published in Prague in 1957, had made him known as
an outstanding expert and researcher of translation history and theory. They
praised Levy’s investigation into Czech translation history, and his linguistic and
stylistic analysis of translation examples. Fedorov and Trofimkina (1963)
provided a detailed overview of the book and highlighted the importance of the
bibliography in it as a significant contribution to the general bibliography of the
theory and history of translation. They concluded on the high value of Levy’s book

recommending it to Soviet scholars and literary translation critics. Levy
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responded to the publication with a postcard sent in 1963 (see Figure 4-2), this

time handwritten in Russian, which said:

Thank you very much for the book you have sent and for the very
favourable review! Your commending view of my work will be very
valuable and encouraging for me. Last week | sent you my new book
The Art of Translation which | hope you may find interesting6®
(Levy,1959-1963, p.7).
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Figure 4-2. Levy’s postcard addressed to Professor Fedorov in 1963 (1959-1963, p.7)

This new book was Levy’s fundamental work Umeéni Prekladu [The Art of
Translation] first published in Czech in 1963. In 1968 two chapters from the
original were printed in Russian, and in 1969 a German translation of the book
was published; in 1974 a complete Russian translation of the revised edition
appeared (Levy, 1974), after Levy’s death. In 2011 the book was published in
English (Levy, 2011).

Fedorov provided a reader’s report on the manuscript of the complete
Russian version (before publication) translated by Rossels. In his report Fedorov
(1969a) emphasised the important contribution of the book. He commented on
the similarity of their background, stating that Levy considered himself to be a

follower of Prague structuralism: the movement of structuralism that was ‘the



173

most fruitful and had been ‘the most explored one in Russian philosophy with
which it also turned out to be the most harmonious, compared to Danish or
American structuralism’®! (Fedorov, 1969a, p.4). He commended Levy's
comprehensive approach, his extensive linguistic knowledge, and his focus on
linguistic issues in translation, despite the fact that Levy ‘considered his work and
his method to be drawing on literary studies’'%? (Fedorov, 1969a, p.3). At the
same time Fedorov (1969a, p.6) pointed out the prescriptive character of Levy’s
work:
Notwithstanding the theoretical essence of the book, as it raises some
general or specific questions [...], responds to them, and depending
on them provides translation quality assessments which therefore
become more objective, it still appears normative, since the author
formulates it as advice, recommendations, and instructions, using
such phrases as “it is required,” “it should,” “it is desirable,” and so on.
In most cases such normativity is nominal, providing a definition of
certain patterns in the relationship between known characteristics of
the original and different possibilities of their translation with specific
linguistic, historical, and literary data considered. In some other cases
the author gives recommendations to the translator explicitly (although
always considering specific conditions), drawing mainly on the Czech
national translation tradition which is unavoidably and naturally
limited.163
Fedorov’s report also included a list of suggestions for the Russian translator.
Fedorov (1969a, p.16) indicated the translator’'s misprints and mistakes, or

‘pedantries’ as he self-deprecatingly referred to his comments on the translation.

Levy in his turn did not review Fedorov’'s book, but he wrote about his
overall understanding of its value in a personal letter to Fedorov in 1962 (see the

letter in full in Figure 4-3):

You may be interested to know, that your ‘Vvedenije’ is used as a
reference book in this country, and that there was a plan, some 8
years ago, that | should translate and adapt it for a Czech edition; but
nothing came of it (Levy, 1959-1963, p.5).

'Vvedenije’ here referred to Fedorov’s Introduction to Translation Theory (from
the Russian word sgsedeHue [introduction]). Levy’s letter clearly expressed his
high opinion of the book and demonstrates the importance it had in

Czechoslovakia at the time.
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DOC. Dr. JIRI LEVY
Haviizkova 27, Brno (tel. 387 85)

Brno, 16th April 1962,

Dear Professor Fedorov,

Will you excuse my writing to you in English? It is
much easier for me, especially the typewriting.

Bhank you very much for your kindness in sending to
me the book you and your collaborastors have just published; it
will be valuable for me both for its contents and as a remembrance
of your friendly feelings. My colleague doc. Roman Mrdzek promised
to contribute a review on it to one of our periodicals. I will send
it to you when it is published.

I was very much pleased to hear that a review on my "leské
theorie prekladu" is going to appear in the USSR. I need not say
that T am grateful to you for your interest in my work and that I am
looking forward to reading the review,

I wonder whether you are continuing your research work in
the theory of trenslation? You may be interested to know, that your
"Vvedenije" is used as a reference book in this country,and thet there
was a plan, some 8 years ago, that I should trenslate and adapt it
for a Czech edition; but nothing ceme of it. I was asgked lately by
our publishing house "s. spisovatel" to collect and complete my essays
on this subject into a book, which ought to be published at the be-
ginning of 1963, This volume should contain an analysis of the prob-
lems of transletion from the literary /not linguistic/ point of view.
Ily chief branch of interest, at present, is commparative versification
Z I was much impressed by your easrly essay on the translating of verse
in Poetika II/. I hope to have offprints of some of my essays on this
subject within the next few months and T shall teke the liberty to
send them to you.

Thenking you once more for your friendly gift, I remein

Yours respectfully, /
ﬂ'k-&cu\ :

Figure 4-3. Levy’s letter dd. 16 April 1962 (1959-1963, p.5)

Some of Fedorov’s works were published in Czechoslovakia, including his
article ‘On semantic multidimensionality of the word as an issue in literary
translation’ (1962) which was translated and published in Pfeklad Literarniho
Dila: Sbornik Souéasnych Zahranic¢nich Studii [Translation of Literary Works:
Collection of Contemporary Foreign Studies] in 1970. The article was reviewed
earlier by Bohuslav llek in 1964, as was the book Russian Writers about
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Translation coedited by Fedorov and Levin (1961): a review by llek appeared in
Ceskoslovenska Rusistika in 1962. (I have read about them in the bibliography
that Fedorov compiled himself (Fedorov, 1975), but, unfortunately, | have not
been able to locate these papers; Svagrovsky (1971), in the article discussed
below, also mentioned llek’s reviews of Fedorov’s 1953 book and its second

edition in Ceskoslovenska Rusistika).

Finally, in 1971 a review of the third edition (Fedorov, 1968b) of Fedorov’s
1953 book (the third edition was entitled Osnovy Obshchei Teorii Perevoda
(Lingvisticheskii Ocherk) [Fundamentals of the General Translation Theory
(Linguistic Essay)]) was published in Czech in Ceskoslovenska Rusistika. In his
review, Slovak scholar of Russian studies Stefan Svagrovsky acknowledged
Fedorov as a prominent translator, academic, and researcher in translation,
stylistics, and literary studies. Svagrovsky (1971, p.94) noted that the third edition
of Fedorov’s book ‘which is published after ten years with a modified title, shows
that the approach to solving questions of translation theory chosen by the author
in the first edition is still up to date.®* He clarified what approach it was and what
role Fedorov played in it: ‘Fedorov was the first researcher to approach translation
as a linguistic phenomenon‘1%® (1971, p.95). This was written, of course, much
later than the first publication of Fedorov’s book; therefore, Svagrovsky could now
claim with certainty that disputes around the linguistic and literary approaches
had been settled, and the role of both in the theory of translation was recognised.
Svagrovsky (1971, p.95) argued that Fedorov’s book was criticised back in the
1950s mainly by supporters of the literary approach for his linguistic focus. Some
linguists, however, also criticised Fedorov, but on different grounds, which,
according to Svagrovsky, did not fall within general linguistics of translation
theory, but belonged to machine translation and structural linguistics. He named
among them Revzin and Rozentsveig, whose views were shared by Ljudskanov,
as discussed above in this chapter. Svagrovsky responded to their claims by
stating that Fedorov’s theory was not meant to be applied to machine translation
since machine translation as an automated process went beyond the traditional

limits of translation as a linguistic problem.

Svagrovsky (1971, p.95) concluded that Fedorov’s book was still ‘the only
systematic guide on linguistic problems of translation.” This was written 18 years

after the publication of the first edition of the book, with many other attempts of
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systemising translation theory published during this period, including in
Czechoslovakia. Among them was the book mentioned by Svagrovsky as
applying a methodology similar to Fedorov’s: Karel Horalek's PFfispévky k Teorii
Prekladu [Contributions to Translation Theory] published in 1966 (this was a

revised edition of Horalek's series of articles initially published in 1957).

There is also a connection between Fedorov and a prominent Slovak
translation scholar Anton Popovi€. Although without evidence of direct
correspondence, Popovi€ referred to Fedorov’s works: the references are found
in his articles starting from the late 1960s, including several publications in
English in Babel. Popovi¢ (1968) was critical of Fedorov’'s work, arguing that
some of Fedorov’s views had since been disproved. It showed, however, that
Popovi¢ knew Fedorov’'s work well to criticise it. At the same time Popovic
cooperated with Holmes: the same year in 1968 the International Conference on
Translation as an Art was held in Bratislava organised by FIT and the Slovak
Writers Union; the proceedings were published as The Nature of Translation:
Essays on the Theory and Practice of Literary Translation edited by Holmes with
Popovi€ as an associate editor along de Haan (Holmes et al., 1970). This link
supplements the discussion on parallels between Fedorov and Holmes that

follows in Chapter 5.

4.2.3 Reception in Poland

There is limited evidence to Fedorov’'s communication with Polish scholars, with
the exception of correspondence with Polish translator and scholar in translation
and Slavonic studies Zygmunt Grosbart at the University of Lodz that continued
during a later period, between 1976 and 1984. Further evidence of
communication with Polish colleagues stored in the archives was a manuscript of
Tadeusz Robak’s review on Fedorov's book (Robak, 1957b). There is little
information to be found about Robak; he was mentioned by Zhivov (1963, p.417)
as ‘a young Polish literary critic’ and author of studies on Polish translations of

Russian literature.

Robak’s rather critical review was published in the Polish journal Slavia
Orientalis in 1957. Robak (1957a) set out to address the question: could
Fedorov's 1953 book be considered a comprehensive general theory of

translation? Robak appeared to be familiar with Fedorov’s previous works from
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1927, 1941, and 1952, and recognised him as an important contributor to the
theoretical thought on translation, and therefore looking into the new book as a

continuation of his work.

Robak agreed with the ideas proposed by Fedorov in the first chapter
which defined translation theory and placed it among other disciplines. He shared
Fedorov’s views on the ideology of translation, noting that the choice of literary
works to be translated might be determined by ideological factors, and the place
of a translated work in the receiving culture might have an ideological value.
There was more disagreement on the following chapters. Thus, Robak disputed
Fedorov’'s chapter on the history of translation as too detailed for a general
translation theory, while the content of the next two chapters, dedicated to the
writings by Marx, Engels, Lenin, and Stalin, in Robak’s view could only be justified
by ‘the cult of quotation®® (1957a, p.319). He did not develop this into an
extensive debate: the political factors occupied an insignificant place in this

paper, and he proceeded to discuss the main contributions made by Fedorov.

Robak (1957a) believed that translatability was one of the fundamental
concepts in Fedorov’s work. He was not convinced, however, that this notion had
to take such a place in the theory, and he was not persuaded by Fedorov’s
argumentation in support of translatability, which, he claimed, could easily be
proven referring to Croce's aesthetics. He acknowledged, though, that translation
practice could serve as evidence of translatability, and that Fedorov provided
plenty of examples. Adopting a similar position on the idea of translatability
overall, Robak developed Fedorov’s statement further to claim that translatability
implied conveying the most important elements (the content and ideology of the
source) while the formal features could be replaced to achieve this goal. He
supported this claim referring to Fedorov’s statements on the importance of
function, and its predominant value over form in the selection of equivalents.
Robak’s discussion of translatability took another turn when he looked at
Fedorov’s concept of the individual language and style of an author only to make

an unexpected conclusion that such features could be deemed untranslatable.

Fedorov’s classification of texts was not reflected in Robak’s review as a
contribution of its own. Robak briefly presented it only to discuss specific features

of some of the genres. He was particularly interested in the typical challenges in



178

the translation of fiction suggested by Fedorov, such as the national character,
features related to the time of the original creation, translation of idioms,
dialectisms, and archaisms. Providing some more examples of his own from
Polish translations to support some of Fedorov's statements here, Robak

reported his approach to the translation of archaisms as extreme.

Robak concluded his review returning to his initial question, whether
Fedorov’'s book was a systematic and consistent general theory of translation.
His conclusion stated that it was not. He believed his analysis supported this
claim, recognising, nevertheless, that it focused only on selected, problematic
issues. Robak (1957a, p.324) commented: ‘“This seemingly negative statement is
not really a negative assessment of the book. It just shows that research in this
field is not yet sufficiently advanced for a complete translation theory to be
developed.'*®” He argued that Fedorov effectively contributed to preparing the
ground for such theory to be developed in the future and opened a discussion of

some of the concepts he formulated.

4.2.4 Fedorov’s position in East Germany

In East Germany in the mid-20" century Fedorov was a well-known translation
theorist. Shakhova (2021, p.165) argues that his position in GDR was very similar

to his position in the Soviet Union:

Fedorov’s theory was neither missing nor consequently rediscovered
there. However, it should be mentioned that this image has always
been a very positive one. For example, East German scholars, such
as Otto Kade and other representatives of the so-called Leipzig
School, often used quotations from Fedorov’s book to justify their own
statements. His theses were summarized and repeatedly referred to in
their scientific writing, especially when some ideological issues were
concerned. Nevertheless, Fedorov’s work was not translated into
German by East German translation scholars due to the fact that most
of them could read in Russian and perceived Fedorov’s ideas in the
original.

Otto Kade, teacher of Czech and Russian and interpreter, in the late 1950s
became a translation scholar at the University of Leipzig (P6chhacker, 2016).
Schéffner (2017) and Pym (2016) emphasise the special connections between
the Soviet and Leipzig schools of translation, and the evidence to it in Kade's
works, specifically the references to Fedorov in his Zufall und Gesetzmafigkeit

in der Ubersetzung [Coincidence and Regularity in Translation68]. There is no
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published review of Fedorov’s book by Kade that | have been able to establish,
however, the numerous references to Fedorov in Kade's works make it
unguestionable that he was very familiar with it. Kade wrote his thesis Zufall und
GesetzmaRigkeit in der Ubersetzung in 1965 which was published in 1968 and
was a major contribution to TS in GDR (Schaffner, 2003). Kade’s focus on
linguistic aspects of translation and direct references to Fedorov show Fedorov's

influence on the development of the discipline in East Germany.

No correspondence between Kade and Fedorov has been stored in the
archives; there are, however, some letters from other scholars from Leipzig.
Thus, in his letter to Fedorov, Josef Mattausch, a Germanist and lexicographer,
thanked Fedorov for the book he had sent. The book was said to be on translation
theory, and based on the year, it could be the Fundamentals of Translation
Theory (Fedorov, 1968b). Mattausch (1969) argued that there was nothing yet
published in German that could compare to Fedorov's work in the
comprehensiveness and depth of study. He also recollected the time of his stay
in Leningrad, Russia, the year earlier and, presumably, their meeting at the
Leningrad University. A similar letter was sent to Fedorov by Gerlind Konig, a
slavist from the Rostock University in East Germany. Konig (1970) also wrote
about his visit to the Leningrad University: she came to Leningrad for a doctoral
internship under Professor Zhirmunskii at the Department for German Philology
which was chaired by Fedorov between 1963 and 1979. These materials
demonstrate not only personal links between Fedorov and the German scholars,
but also the cooperation between Russian (or at least Leningrad) and East

German universities extending to international internships and research trips.

Besides these scholars, Fedorov’s correspondence with scholars from
East Germany, based on the archival records, also included letters from
Wolfgang Fleischer (germanist, professor at Leipzig University (Fleischer, 1967-
1969)), and single letters from several other linguists and literary scholars from
GDR (Kreslin, 2009b). Among them was Wolfgang Gladrow, linguist, researcher
in Russian linguistics and comparative studies of German and Russian, professor
at Humboldt University of Berlin, who during his postgraduate studies spent 5
months in 1965 in Leningrad supervised by Fedorov (Humboldt-Universitat zu

Berlin, 2020), and Nyota Thun, professor at Humboldt University of Berlin,
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scholar, and author of publications on Russian literature, including Tynianov
(Humboldt-Universitat zu Berlin, 2021).

4.2.5 Outside Europe: Reception in China

It is known that the first edition of Fedorov’'s 1953 book was translated into
Chinese in 1955: this has been indicated by researchers and was stated by
Fedorov himself in his bibliographical records (Fedorov, 1985). It was the first
book by a Soviet or Western European translation theorist to be translated into
Chinese (Chan, 2004).

The book was cited in Loh Dian-yang’s Translation: Its Principles and
Techniques, 1958, which drew on Fedorov (Zhang and Pan, 2009; Pym, 2014;
Munday, 2016). For example, Zhang and Pan (2009, p.356) point out that Loh
used Fedorov’s term ‘adequate translation’ to define ‘a translation that is “both
faithful and smooth”.” Indeed, in the first part of his book Loh Dian-yang (1958a,
p.16) referred to Fedorov as an author of ‘a sound system of theory on
translation,” which has provided the ‘guidance’ for Chinese scholars to now ‘set
up new principles of our own for translation to meet the urgent demand in our
colleges and universities’ (I quote from the publication dated 1959, while the other
scholars date it 1958, so it could have been a subsequent reprint). Loh included
Fedorov’s book (the name spelled as ‘A. B. FeedoroV’) in his list of reference
books (p. 356). Loh then returned to Fedorov and the concept of adequacy in the
second volume of the book, to remind the reader about it in a chapter dedicated
to it and introduced ‘the truth of the principle of Translatability [...] suggested by
Feedorov’ (Loh Dian-yang, 1958b, p.78). Loh’s book was written as a textbook
for university students, mainly as a practical manual on translation between
English and Chinese. His theoretical observations also had a rather practical

orientation, linking to specific translation techniques, examples, and exercises.

Besides these artefacts demonstrating Fedorov’s influence on the
development of translation theory in China, there is an unpublished source that
provides additional evidence of Fedorov’'s book circulation in China. In a letter
from the translation bureau at the People’s University of China, typewritten in
Russian, the authors, who were translators at the bureau, thanked Fedorov for

sending his latest book, which must have been the second edition of the
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Introduction. They also commented on how useful the first edition had been for

their work and their attitude to the theory:
Thank you very much for your precious book that has evoked a huge
interest among us. We remember how about three years ago we
studied your book with great interest. We were so eager to study it that
we had to stop our work for weeks. Your theoretical statements in your
book and your valued opinions that you gave us in response to our
letter have helped us very much in solving the practical challenges in
our work. Since then, we have paid special attention to translation
theory, trying to apply it in our practical work, to achieve the
‘polnotsennyi translation’ in practice. It has led to an increased quality
of our translations. We believe your new book will benefit our work

even more, and we hope you will continue responding to our letters
concerning translation theory'®® (People’s University of China, 1958,

p.2).
Itis an additional piece of evidence of Fedorov’s theory becoming known in China

and of his communication with Chinese translators who followed his publications.

4.3 Communication with scholars from the Western Bloc

Fedorov’'s communication with scholars from the Wester Bloc was more limited
than with those from the Eastern Bloc, as demonstrated by the number of letters
which have been preserved in the archives. Out of the total number of 32 foreign
correspondents (from outside the former Soviet Union) writing to Fedorov, 11
were from the Western Bloc countries. At the same time these numbers provide
evidence that direct communication by means of correspondence still existed
between them. Besides the direct exchange of letters, their communication took
the form of reviews. This section will investigate both and analyse important links

between Fedorov and some scholars from the Western Bloc.

4.3.1 Reviews in West Germany

The foreword to the second edition of Fedorov’s Introduction gives a summary of
the criticism of the first edition. Besides Russian reviews, Fedorov acknowledged
reviews published in other languages, including papers published in German in
West Germany. One of them was the summary and review by Brang (1955) in
Sprachforum and the other one an article by Cyzevskyj (1956) in Zeitschrift fiir
slavische Philologie.

The review in Sprachforum was one of the earliest publications by the late

Peter Brang (1924-2019), a scholar in Slavonic studies, linguistics, and Russian
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literature, and professor emeritus of Slavic Philology at the University of Zurich
(The University of Zurich, 2018). He later edited it and published as a book
chapter ‘Das Problem der Ubersetzung in sowjetischer Sicht’ [The problem of
translation from the Soviet perspective] in the edited volume Das Problem des
Ubersetzens [The Problem of Translation]. The chapter did not differ much from
the initial article with the exception of this important opening note added by Brang
(1963, p.410):

The following essay ‘The problem of translation from the Soviet

perspective’ has been published in the journal Sprachforum, Vol.1,

Issue 21, 1955, pp. 124-134. The originally planned inclusion of a

chapter from the book of Fedorov, which is referenced here, had to be

abandoned. Although it was possible to procure the Russian edition, it

turned out that the valuable practical part of the book consists of

Russian translation examples, which mean little to the German reader

and, moreover, are untranslatable; Fedorov's theoretical explanations,

on the other hand, are mainly based on Stalin's essays on linguistics,
and are unlikely to have any significance even in the Soviet Union.1"°

This paragraph summarised well what Brang thought of the theoretical value of
Fedorov’s work. He limited the book’s value to translation examples and denied
its theoretical significance due to ideological references. At the same time,
despite this diminishing introduction, Brang provided a detailed overview of
Fedorov’s book and significant information about his arguments and concepts,

which were used and carefully studied by Reiss, as analysed in Chapter 3.

Brang’s review has been examined by Shakhova (2021), following Pym
and Ayvazyan (2015). Shakhova argues that Brang emphasised the ideological
ideas in the book, and therefore, the ideological opposition between the Soviet
Union and West Germany. At the same time, as Shakhova (2021, p.174) argues,

Brang indeed pointed out that Fedorov’s book paved the way to the

development of TS as an academic discipline with its own specific

object of studies [...], and explained Fedorov’s theses concerning

translatability, functional correspondence in the source and target
languages, text typology, and the practical tasks of translators.

Shakhova’s study suggests that despite these strengths, identified by Brang in
Fedorov’s book, the ideological incompatibility between Fedorov’'s text and
Brang’s views prevented Brang from accepting Fedorov’s book as an influential
work and prompted his reporting of it from the perspective of an adversary. Pym

(2016) suggests such perception of Fedorov could be one of the reasons why his
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work did not get more prominence in the West. Despite the opposition and
Brang’s lack of belief in the vitality of Fedorov’'s contribution, Brang’s report
played an important role in distributing Fedorov’s ideas in Germany, as Reiss’

publication showed.

The other review published in West Germany was the article in Zeitschrift
fir slavische Philologie by CyZevskyj. Dmitrii or Dmytro CyZzevskyj (1894-1977)
was a Ukrainian-Russian-German scholar, slavicist, specialist in Russian and
Ukrainian literature, who had worked in Kiev, Prague, and several German
universities, mainly in Heidelberg where he moved in 1956, having spent some
time in the USA after fleeing Nazi Germany (Polonskii, 2008). Researchers have
indicated links and shared ideas between CyZevskyj and Jakobson (studied, for
instance, by Blashkiv and Mnich (2016)).

Cyzevskyj’s article was published in 1956; however, there is a manuscript
in Fedorov’s archives dated a year earlier (CyZevskyj, 1955), suggesting that
Fedorov and CyZevskyj were in contact. CyZevskyj (1955), as evident from the
article, was well acquainted with previous works by Fedorov, as well as other
Russian scholars in TS, linguistics, and literary studies, and rather critical of
Fedorov’'s book. He questioned Fedorov’'s writing related to the history of
translation, specifically pointing out the insufficiency of information about Russian
symbolists and romantics, the brevity of references to translations of ancient texts
and the Bible, and, on the other hand, the abundance of references to Marx,
Engels, and Lenin. He challenged Fedorov’s belief in fundamental translatability,
specifically the limitations of Fedorov’s study of examples only from a few
European languages (mostly German, French, and English), while Cyzevskyj
claimed that the discussion of translatability could not be sustained without

including translations between Russian and non-Indo-European languages.

One of the observations made by Cyzevskyj concerned the relationship
between the translation and the audience’s response, which was a novel and
important idea introduced by Fedorov. Cyzevskyj (1955, p.429) noted: ‘It seems
to me impossible to want to measure the quality of translations according to their
success with the readers.”*’! This statement referred to Fedorov (1953, p.115)
asserting that ‘viability of a translation’ was one of the derivative signs of its

quality, of the “full value of a translation.” Fedorov clarified that viability was the
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value of a translation maintained through years and the readership’s
appreciation. Another issue that Cyzevskyj (1955, p.429) raised was the ‘the
balance between the reproduction of content and the imitation of form.’1”2 He
claimed that Fedorov did not explore it enough due to Fedorov’s lack of interest
in the formal aspect. This, alongside Fedorov’'s ignoring the problem of
interpretation was the main drawback of the book, according to CyZevskyj, which
he, nevertheless, recognised as a valuable and useful publication. Fedorov
indeed did not specify that his book (in its first editions) was restricted to written
translation, and he did not investigate interpreting. In the fourth edition of his book
Fedorov (1983b) included it in general statements, for instance, when defining
the overall principles of translation and interpreting; however, he clarified that
interpreting was beyond the scope of his book and by the time some publications

had appeared dedicated to it.
4.3.2 French theorists and FIT

4.3.2.1 Cary and FIT

The collection of papers edited by Rossels (1955), discussed in section 4.1
above, was followed with great interest by Edmond Cary and reported in Babel.
Babel at the time was an influential journal published by the newly established
International Federation of Translators (FIT, Fédération Internationale des
Traducteurs) with the support from UNESCO, and Cary was Secretary General
of FIT (Cary, 1956). His paper ‘Théories Soviétiques de la traduction’ [Soviet
theories of translation] opened the fourth issue of Babel in 1957 and consisted of
a detailed review of Fedorov’'s book and some of his critics’ publications. Pym
(2016) provides a note on Cary’s biography and his Russian roots, as well as an
overview of his disagreement with Fedorov on the linguistic vs. literary

foundations of translation theory.

When reading Cary’s 1957 article, it is clear that he had a thorough
knowledge of translation work in pre-Soviet Russia and the Soviet Union, and
even admiration towards the efforts of Russian literary translators and theorists.
Cary (1957) argued that one could now distinguish a Soviet school of translation
which was becoming known by significant achievements both in the theory and
practice of translation, with Fedorov’s book being the first attempt of an academic

summary of the discipline of translation. It was ‘undoubtedly a major contribution



185

to the theoretical thought on translation,’’® wrote Cary (1957, p.185). Cary
admitted that the collection of papers criticising Fedorov (Rossels, 1955a), even
though he supported the literary approach, failed to present strong arguments or
theorising statements that could be compared to Fedorov’s. Overall, Cary’s

response to Fedorov’s work did not boil down to opposing Fedorov’s approach.

Two years later Cary (1959) published an article which was a more
detailed review of Fedorov’s book, following the publication of the second edition,
‘Andréi Fedorov: Introduction a la Théorie de la Traduction’ [Andrei Fedorov:
Introduction to Translation Theory]. Cary (1959) welcomed the changes made in
the newly published book, compared to the first edition, noting that it had become
more realistic since it recognised that philology provided only one of the
perspectives to explore translation. The linguistic discussion seemed to Cary to
be more nuanced and more complex. He also commended the edited section on
the history of translation thought as it now included Western European works up
to the present and mentioned the role of Babel. The second edition indeed
showed Fedorov’s awareness of achievements in translation theory and practice
outside the Soviet Union. Following a discussion of the contents of the book, Cary
concluded that it was a fundamental work for both fields (translation theory and
practice) due to the careful analysis of translations Fedorov provided to illustrate

his theoretical statements.

Cary’s high esteem of Fedorov is evident in their correspondence. In 1959
Cary sent a copy of his article in Babel with a personal letter to Fedorov, praising
his book which he called ‘remarkable’ (Cary, 1959-1963, p.2). It was probably the
first letter exchanged between them and it appeared rather formal and less
personal than the consequent ones. Cary invited Fedorov to contribute to the
discussion in Babel and mentioned a formal invitation to the FIT Congress sent
to the Union of Writers of the USSR; however, it was Fedorov specifically whom
he wanted to see at the Congress, and at the literary translation panel in
particular, as well as at informal meetings and discussions with delegates.
Fedorov replied with a similarly respectful and cordial letter (see Figure 4-4 for
the letter in Russian). He responded that he was pleased with Cary’s review, and
expressed his regrets about not being able to participate in the Congress
(Fedorov, 1959-1963, p.1):
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Dear Mr Cary,

| am very grateful for your invitation to the Congress and for sending
me the journal and the materials about the Congress. | was very much
interested and pleased to read your review on my book.

It is with my deepest regret that | have to say | will not be able to
accept your kind invitation due to the extended course of medical
treatment that | am going to undertake this summer which cannot be
postponed or interrupted.

| sincerely hope the Congress is a success and | am truly sorry | will
not be able to participate in it. | hope to read about it in your journal.
| am sending you my kind regards and best wishes.

Yours respectfully,

A.V. Fedorov.
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Figure 4-4. Fedorov’s letter to Cary dd. 16 April 1959 (Fedorov, 1959-1963, p.1)

It is unclear why Fedorov’s letter was dated earlier than Cary’s, there could be a

mistake in one of their letters. Besides, this letter was reported to someone called

Boris Nikolaevich (see Figure 4-5), representing some controlling body, to be

approved before being sent to Cary:

| am sending you a copy (in French) of the letter that | received via the
Foreign Committee of the Union of Writers from the Secretary General
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of the International Federation of Translators (under UNESCO), a
translation of this letter, and a draft of my reply to it. All the texts are
attached in two copies.

If you do not have any objections to the format of the draft of my letter,
could you please instruct the Foreign Committee to send it to France
to the following address: Monsieur Edmond Cary, 21 rue Georges
Vogt, Bellevue (S et O), France (Fedorov, 1959-1963, p.2).

2ro BO OQpamuumw / mo ampe \HIliA, BeibBio, YJIMAL
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Figure 4-5. Fedorov’s letter to Boris Nikolaevich from 1959 (Fedorov, 1959-1963, p.2)

This required approval sheds a different light on Fedorov’s letter to Cary and
might suggest that his decision not to join the FIT Congress the coming summer
was based on other circumstances rather than his health concerns. | do not,
however, have any evidence showing either that Fedorov did indeed take a long
course of treatment that year or that he did not. The fact is that Fedorov did not
join the FIT Congress in 1959 and based on the list of participants in the
proceedings (Cary and Jumpelt, 1963) neither did any representative of the
Soviet Union of Writers or any Soviet scholar altogether. The participants of the
Congress in Bad Godesberg, however, discussed Fedorov’s work: Cary (1963)
in his paper talked about Fedorov’s 1953 book and the debate it caused between
linguistic and literary approach proponents, whereas Mounin (1963a) expressed
his support of Fedorov’s approach by extending the scope of linguistics (his

argument was based on the analysis of Fedorov’'s work in Cary’s earlier articles).
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Cary’s letter that followed (see Figure 4-6) was highly complementary of
Fedorov’'s book. He suggested, while admitting the differences of their

approaches to translation theory, that their disagreements were rather superficial
(Cary, 1959-1963, p.3).

ELE

FEDERATION INTERNATIONALE DES TRADUCTEURS 1" CONGRES
66, RUE PIERRECHARRON (Moison Inlermaticnole des PEN.Clubs) PARIS 8¢ CONGRES INTERNATIONAL

2.C./C.W.

DE LA TRADUCTION
hm.--*blmm
Paris, le 11 Juin 1959 Renconire de Troducleurs Litlé

Calloque de ks Traduch
Scientdique of Technique
BAD-GODESBERG  (Allemogne)

Konafeur 4.V, FEDOROY 27 Julllet - 1° Aot 1959
Commisaion Btranshre de

Comité d'Organisation
1'Union des Ecrivains de 1'uRSS mmzs‘m
mue Vorovaki 52

5 3

Chor Honsieur Pedorov,

C'est senlement maintenant que me parvient votrse
lettre datée du 16 Avril, J'apprenis aves un vif regret gue votre état
de sonté vous interdit d'assister & notre Congrds, ce qui n'attriste
profondément, ot So forme des voeux pour voire prompt rétabliszzement.
Jtespire que 1'occasion se présenters pour nous de faire votre comnais-
sances

C'oat un voou que je forme porsonnellement avec
un gentiment tout particulier. Vous saves peut-2tre que j'ai commin
¥ a guelsues mécs,unpetitummhtmtim.dath,
fdition doit, du reste, paraftre prochsinement, et qué o ne msnguerat
pos de vous adreasssr comme Je R'al fait pour 1z premidre’

Vous comprendres que c'est avec un intérdt
que j'al pris connaisssnce de votre livre admirgble lorsgu'il est
parvenu entre mes zainge Vous permettrez 1'épithdte qui est d'su
aincdre que vous connafssez los différences d'opinicn qui nous
gur le principe mlze do 1'opdration do la traduction, bien que
gonne que ces différences soient plus artificislles que rhuu
nombreux livres qu'il m'a été domné de lire sur 1s
ce quucmmoqmlcvbtroutdoldnhpmw
plus utile pratiquements J'esphre que vous nous donneres
ouvrage de la slme veines

Veuillez agréer, mon
les plus cordisles, »

Pods = Pridre d'udresser la correspo
E. CATY, 21 rue m'm

Figure 4-6. Cary’s letter to Fedorov dd. 11 June 1959 (Cary, 1959-1963, p.3)

Cary continued his attempts to involve Fedorov in FIT activities. In 1963

Cary invited him to the next FIT Congress in Dubrovnik and suggested
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participating in another FIT meeting that was to be held for literary translators as
a less official occasion to discuss more specific questions (Cary, 1959-1963, p.5).
It was in this letter (see Figure 4-7) that Cary mentioned his friend Mounin among

other experts he thought Fedorov would be interested in meeting.

COMMISSION PERMANENTI IT
DE o ) TonR
ES RFN(,ONIRI;S DE TRADUCTEURS LITTERAIRES F

FEDERATION INTERNATIONALE DES TRADUCTEURS
INTERNATIONAL FEDERATION OF TRANSLATORS

Adres
dresser |a correspondance i :

E. CARY, 42, Bd Lefébvre - PARIS (XVe)
TéL : BLOmet 84-12

paris, le 19 movembre 1962

Monsieur Andréi V.,JFédorov
Union des Ecrivains de 1'URSS

Mon cher Confrére,

Je suis trés heureux de pouvoir vous envoyer un tiré & part
de mon article qui vient de paraftre dans"Diogéne" (Revue du Conseil intern.
de Philosophie et des Sciences humaines publiée sous les auspices de 1'UNESCO).
Je 1tavais intituld "Proldgoménes pouvant servir & 1'établissement d'une
théorie de la traduction"s le Rédacteur en chef a (fort judicieusement) jugé
plus sensé de 1'intituler simplement "Pour une théorie de la Traduction",

Vous me permettrew de dire trés simplement que c'est & vous que je dois
d'avoir pris plus clairement conscience de ces probkémes et de m?!&tre moi-m@me
astreint & un effort de pensée dont votre livre demeure la base premiére.

Ce serait une grande joie pour moi si vous vouliez bien me faire connaftre
votre avis sur les idées que j'avance dans cet essai = soit personnellement ¥
soit & 1'occasion d'une publication dans la presse, Je suppose que certains
jugements de me part souldveront des répliques mm et des objections de votre
part; soyez certain que je les recevrai avec la plus grande attention et y
trouverai certainement un enrihissement.

Vous savez peut=8tre que notre Fédération des traducteurs
tient son prochain Congrés au début septembre 1963 & Dubrovnik. Croyez-vous
qu'il vous serait possible de vous y rendre? Par ailleursy la FIT a institué
une "Commission des Rencontres de Traducteurs littéraires" qui doit fournir
1'occasion de réunions moins "officielles" et consacrées & des sujets plus
intéressants que la simple discussion de la vie statutaire d'une organisation;
nous trouverions peut-8tre 13 encore 1l'occasion d'une discussion de problémes
qui intéressent un nombre croissant d'esprits. Je pense par exemple & mon ami
Georges Mounin qui défend trés énergiquement votre facon d'aborder les problémes
(et qui doit faire paraftre incessamment un livre & la NRF sur les "Problémes
théoriques de la traduction") et & quelques autres. Que penseriez=vous d'une
rencontre de ce genre? J'espére vivement que votre santé vous permettra dry
prendre part ¢ pour ma part, ce serait une réunion que Jje serais trés heureux
dtessayer d'organiser,

Acceptez, mon cher Confrére, l'expression de mes sentiments
les meilleurs.

g
=0 A

Figure 4-7. Cary’s letter to Fedorov dd. 19 November 1962 (Cary, 1959-1963, p.5)
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The correspondence between Fedorov and Cary continued nearly until
Cary’s death in 1966 (the letters in the archives date from 1959 through 1963)

and discussed consequent publications.

Fedorov did attend the 4™ FIT World Congress, held on 31 August — 7
September 1963 in Dubrovnik (Yugoslavia at the time). The list of participants of
the FIT Congress did not include his name, for some reason; the delegation from
the Soviet Union listed Antokolskii, Gachechiladze, Gatov, Kalashnikova, and
Kundzich (Citroen, 1967, p.392). Among the participants from other countries at
the Congress were Levy and llek from Czechoslovakia, Meynieux from France.
In a report on the Congress, published next year, Etkind (1964), who also
evidently attended without his name being in the list, stated that a group of Soviet
writers and translators were present at the Congress as observers during their
tourist visit to Yugoslavia. Despite some political intrigues, Fedorov must have
met his international colleagues. Several sources confirm his participation. These
include the photos in Fedorov’s archives documenting his attendance. One of

them is presented in Figure 4-8.

Figure 4-8. Photograph from the Congress in Dubrovnik in September 1963
(®omoepacpuu A.B. ®edoposa..., 1963, p.1)
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The inscription at the back of the photo states that it was taken in Dubrovnik in
1963. The person standing is Fedorov. From a more detailed inscription on
another photo, it is clear that two people sitting on the right are Givi
Gachechiladze and his wife I. Gachechiladze, and that the photo was taken at

the Congress.

Another piece of evidence was a card from Meynieux recollecting the
meeting in Dubrovnik in 1963, sent in December the same year (in Russian):

To dearest B. A. Larin and A.V. Fedorov with best memories of the

meetings in Dubrovnik, André Meynieux is sending his Meilleurs voeux

for the year of 1964 and apologies for the long involuntary silence. |

don’t know whether | will be able to review your ‘Theory and criticism

of translation’ and your other articles in Babel. | haven’t heard from

this journal and don’t even know whether | am still a member of the

editing committee! Strange manners!

With greatest and sincere respect,
A. Meynieux.t’4

The letter was not only evidence to their meeting at the Congress; it also showed
Fedorov’s direct contact with André Meynieux, a translator of Russian literature,
scholar, and lecturer at the University of Poitiers at the time (Meynieux, 1962).
He was regularly published in Babel and was also one of the journal’s editors
(Meynieux, 1963). Meynieux knew Fedorov’s work before their meeting in person.
One of his articles in Babel (Meynieux, 1961) was dedicated to the book Russian
Writers About Translation, 18-20%" Centuries co-edited by Fedorov and

specifically to Fedorov’s introductory chapter (Fedorov, 1960).

4.3.2.2 Fedorov and Mounin

As Cary (1959-1963, p.5) mentioned in his letter to Fedorov, his friend Georges
Mounin defended ‘very strongly your [Fedorov’s] approach to the problems.’
Mounin, a French linguist and translation theorist, indeed strongly supported
Fedorov’s position. First, based on Cary’s review and citing Cary (1957), Mounin
(1959) emphasised that Fedorov’s 1953 Introduction was one of two works in the
1950s to claim translation theory to be a field of knowledge and academic
research in its own right, followed by Vinay and Darbelnet's Comparative
Stylistics in 1958. Mounin (1959, p.84) pointed out that Cary took the position
among those scholars and translators ‘who will probably not want to give up

defining translation as an art; and translators, often the same ones, who will
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dispute that the translation must be considered as a strictly linguistic operation.’
He argued, however, that Cary did not contradict but in fact complemented
Fedorov by claiming that ‘translation is neither an entirely scientific nor a fully
linguistic operation. It is, says Cary, a “sui generis operation”*”®> (Mounin, 1959,
p.84). As such it could not be narrowed down to linguistics, or literature, and was
to be studied from different perspectives. Mounin emphasised that supporters of
the linguistic approach recognised the need to study the extra-linguistic factors

as well.

In his monograph on translation, published a few years later, Mounin
(1963b) referred to Fedorov’s second edition of the book (1958), as well as citing
Cary (1957). Fedorov (1958) was listed in the bibliography of theoretical works
on translation in Mounin (1963b, p.285). Mounin’s main argument in favour of the
linguistic approach was Fedorov’s presentation of the linguistic issues as a
shared factor for all types of translation, something that literary studies supporters
could not argue. As Mounin’s book Les Problemes Théoriques de la Traduction
[Theoretical Problems of Translation] was a key text in the development of
translation theory, it is further discussed in relation to Fedorov’s influence on

modern TS in Chapter 5.

Mounin and Fedorov failed to meet at the Congress in Dubrovnik, despite
Cary’s anticipations. It remains unclear whether Fedorov ever met Mounin, one
of his closest French speaking allies, in person. In as late as 1978 they still
discussed an opportunity for such a meeting in their personal letters, when
Fedorov (1978b, p.3) wrotexi:

You must have already received a letter from the Council for literary
translation of the Union of Writers of the USSR — inviting you to
participate in the international symposium on translation theory which
it is organising.

For my part, | would like to express my ardent desire to see you
among the symposium participants and to hear your paper which will
be received with a great interest by your Soviet colleagues working on
the problem of translation. The symposium as it seems to me
promises to be interesting.

| very much hope this will be an opportunity for me to meet you in
person. | highly value your books, especially Les Problémes

xi The letter translated from Russian (see Figure 4-9). The archives file also contains
Fedorov’s self-translation into French. The Russian original is quoted in the endnote.
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Théorique de la Traduction which | repeatedly cite in my work. | also
treasure this book as it is a gift from you.1"®

Figure 4-9. Fedorov’s draft letter to Mounin from September 1978 (Fedorov, 1978b,
p.3)
It is clear from Fedorov’s words that they had not yet met in the flesh, and he was
still hoping to meet Mounin. Yet this time they did not meet either, as can be seen

from Mounin’s response.
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Mounin (1978) expressed his regret that he would not be able to attend
the symposium, due to previously made commitments, and his hope that they
would have another chance to meet. This letter (see Figure 4-10) revealed more
as Mounin (1978, p.2) wrote:

You remain for us the main reference in this matter. (Did you know

that your work has been translated in French — mimeographed, non-
commercialised — by the Brussels Translation Institute?)’’

O 4 1) sept. 19707
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Figure 4-10. Mounin's letter to Fedorov dd. 19 September 1978 (Mounin, 1978, p.1-2)

The matter discussed here was the theory of translation, and the translation of
Fedorov’s work into French has not been widely known, due to the type of
publication noted by Mounin. It has not been analysed in Anglophone literature
in detail; however, Mossop (2019 [2013]) mentioned it in a footnote supporting
his point that there had not been a published translation of Fedorov’s book into a
major European language. Mossop clarified that it was a translation of the second
edition (Fedorov, 1958) into French produced by research students R. Deresteau

and S. Sergeant at Ecole Supérieure de Traducteurs et d'Interprétes in Brussels.

This French translation (Introduction a la Théorie de la Traduction, 1968)
has also been referred to in more recent publications mainly in French or in
Francophone research, for instance, in Gyasi (2006) and Andujar Moreno (2013).
Some sources referred to it at the time it was produced, too. Thus, in Brussels-
based Francophone journal Equivalences, newly founded in 1970, two articles
appeared not long after, mentioning the translation: Debraekeleer (1970) and
Goffin (1973) with the former providing a summary and review of the book.
Therefore, the French translation of Fedorov’'s book found at least some of its

target audience.
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4.3.3 Links to Anglo-American scholars

The earliest publication in English to speak about Fedorov was the collection of
works edited by Brower (1959) and published as part of the Harvard Studies in
Comparative Literature series. It was an important publication, since it was one
of the first attempts to approach translation problems in essays by both scholars
and translators, as stated in the introduction by the editor. Among the contributors
to the volume were Jakobson, Nabokov, Nida, and Quine. Fedorov’'s books were
included in the bibliography of works on translation published up to 1958. The
bibliography (Morgan, 1959) listed three publications by Fedorov: the 1937-1941
reprint of Fedorov (1932-1936), and two Fedorov’s monographs (1941; 1953). It
provided very brief summarising comments, for instance, about the 1941 book it
read: ‘Tr. of belles-lettres, discussed by the chief Russian specialist in tr.
techniques’ (Morgan, 1959, p.285). This book could have provided an initial
introduction to Fedorov to some Anglo-American scholars, as it was well cited,
including by Nida (1964).

While there is no evidence of Fedorov’s direct communication with
American or British scholars, there are sources that suggest some contacts.
Fedorov’s archives contain a file with a copy of a typed manuscript authored by
J. C. Catford. The paper is entitled “Towards a theory of translation’ (see Figure
4-11 for the title page of the manuscript). The table of contents is similar to that
of Catford’s published book A Linguistic Theory of Translation: An Essay in
Applied Linguistics (1965), with the exception of the first chapter ‘General
Linguistic Theory’ which is added in the published book. In the manuscript,
instead, Catford (1962, p.2) explained the title he chose:

This paper is an attempt to analyse the translation process and to

establish some general categories which can be applied in the

description or discussion of particular aspects of translation. It is not

sufficiently developed to be called a ‘theory,” but is, rather a

preliminary reconnaissance towards the development of a theory of
translation: hence the title.

The manuscript was dated 1962 which was three years before the book
was published. The copy was labelled as ‘Working paper: for limited circulation’
and signed by the author with the following inscription: ‘For Professor Maslov with
best wishes. J. C. Catford’ (Catford, 1962, p.1). The recipient of the inscription,

Yuri Maslov, was a linguist, Germanist, specialist in Bulgarian linguistics, and the
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head of the Department of General Linguistics at the Leningrad State University
at the time (Berezin, 2017). The department was part of the same Philological
Faculty where Fedorov worked, so it was not only their academic interests that
connected them, but their affiliation and location as well; therefore, if the paper
had been presented to Maslov by Catford, Maslov could have considered it

interesting for Fedorov and given it to his colleague to study.

Towards a Theory of Translation

by

©) J. 0. Catfora

(Working Psper: for limited circulation)

School of Applied Linguistics, University of Edinburgh
1962

Figure 4-11. The title page of the document (Catford, 1962, p.1)
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Catford could have read or met Maslov, considering their research
interests. A known polyglot, Catford studied several Caucasian languages and
completed a course in French Phonetics at University College in London. In 1938
he attended the Third International Congress of Phonetic Sciences where the
speakers included Jakobson, Trubetskoi, and Hjelmslev, and in the late 1940s
he started studying Russian and Slavonic Linguistics (Catford, 1999). Catford
reported Jakobson’s influence on his perspective of the meaning of verbs after
listening to Jakobson'’s lecture on the Russian verb in 1950. Catford had not
visited the Soviet Union until 1970 when he went on a research trip to continue
his exploration of Caucasian languages; seven years later he went on his second
trip (Catford, 1999). Even before these trips Catford developed a deep knowledge
of Soviet developments in linguistics: in one of his recorded lectures Catford
(1985) told how he had become interested in the linguistics of Soviet Union, and
particularly in Marr's doctrine that had a prolonged effect on all linguistic

developments in the 1930s-1940s, and Stalin’s articles that denounced it.

There is no indication of other contacts between Catford and Maslov. And
there is no evidence to communication between Catford and Fedorov. The fact,
however, of Catford sharing his manuscript with his Russian colleagues before
its publication speaks of some links existing between them. Catford’s knowledge
of Russian, his expertise in Russian linguistics, and interest in linguistic and

translation developments in the Soviet Union make them still more plausible.

The communication with American scholars seems to have been even
scarcer. There is no correspondence in Fedorov’s archives with any scholars
from the United States. This does not mean, however, that they remained
unaware of the work of their colleagues in the other country. Of specific interest
for this study is Nida’'s awareness of Fedorov’s work, and such awareness can
be indicated by indirect referencing: the bibliography in Nida’s main work on
translation theory (1964) includes Brang (1955) and Cary (1957; 1959). This is
overwhelming evidence of Nida’s indirect familiarity with Fedorov (1953), since
Brang (1955) and Cary (1957) provided detailed reviews and summaries of the
first edition of Fedorov’s Introduction, and Cary (1959) gave a complex account
of the second one (Fedorov, 1958). These were publications dedicated
specifically to Fedorov, and Nida evidently studied them prior to the publication

of his own book on translation theory.
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Nida visited Russia later. Unfortunately, the time of his visits is unclear. In
his autobiographical book Nida (2003) spoke about his travels to Russia, firstly to
look into the Bible texts used by Russian Christians. The overall narration in the
book was rather vague; it completely eschewed any names or dates. Nida (2003,
p.58) mentioned, besides his visits to church authorities, meeting in Moscow
‘some of the leading linguists in the country’ informally, who were familiar with his
work much to his surprise, and travelling to Saint Petersburg as well. During his
second visit he spent a month giving lectures at the Maurice Thorez University in
Moscow. The publisher’'s peritext states Nida travelled around the world under
the auspices of the American Bible Society between 1943 and 1981 (Nida, 2003).
Vlasenko (2015) mentions a lecture given by Nida at the Moscow State Linguistic

UniversityXii in 1989, which could be during the second trip described by Nida.

Nida communicated with the Soviet academic circle via publications as
well; however, such communication started considerably later than Fedorov’s
books from the 1950s. The earliest translation of Nida’s works into Russian was
the article published in the authoritative journal Voprosy Jazykoznanija in 1970.
The paper (Nida, 1970) was translated to Russian by Makovskii, and it did not
provide any details of the source text. In contained references to Nida’s earlier
works, including Nida (1964), and in the section about the linguistic approach in
Western Europe and America, it stated that ‘this article does not explore the
numerous and very valuable works on the theory and practice of translation
created by scholars in the Eastern Europe’’® (Nida, 1970, p.4). The paper was
later referred to in Voprosy Jazykoznanija (Alpatov, 2002) as part of the
discussion on linguistic issues in translation along with papers by Etkind (1970),
Shveitser (1970), and Fedorov (1970).

Summary

The investigation into Fedorov’'s communication with scholars in Russia and in
other countries and the analysis of the reception of his main book on translation

theory, first published in 1953, has demonstrated Fedorov’s active involvement

xii Moscow State Linguistic University was previously at different times known as
the Maurice Thorez Moscow State Institute of Foreign Languages, the First Moscow
State Pedagogical Institute of Foreign Languages, and the Moscow Institute for Modern
Languages (Moscow State Linguistic University, 2020).
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in a wider network and collaboration with his colleagues. This chapter has
analysed reviews and criticism of Fedorov’s book following its publication from
Russian scholars, and communication with scholars from other countries of the
former Soviet Union, particularly Finkel from Ukraine and Gachechiladze from
Georgia. It was fruitful to follow Fedorov’'s communication with such prominent
scholars, however, their links served as an example of Fedorov’s connections
which extended to many other theorists and countries. The chapter has also
investigated some of Fedorov’s contacts outside the Soviet Union, in the Eastern
and Western Bloc. Fedorov’s contacts outside of Russia are presented
schematically in Figure 4-12 below, including scholars who provided reviews or
corresponded with Fedorov, or drew on his theory directly, as investigated in this

chapter.

Mounin (France) Q
Ljudskanov
Levy (The Czech Q

(Bulgaria)
Republic) (Cyievékyj

Germany)
\ Cary (France)
Meynieux O
(France) / Mattausch

(Germany)
Q / Fedorov \ O
Brang
e (Germany) / (Germany)

Kad
O Robak (Poland) O Finkel (Ukraine)

Loh Dian-yang
(China) :
Gachechiladze
(Georgia)

Svagrovsky
(Slovakia)

Figure 4-12. Fedorov's contacts and reviewers outside Russia, investigated in this
chapter
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The reviews of Fedorov’s book showed two main trends of criticism. The
first one was criticising Fedorov’s focus on linguistic aspects of translation and
insufficient attention to literary translation. This area of criticism was mainly
represented by Russian scholars, the proponents of the literary approach and
realist translation. This criticism, addressed by Fedorov in the second edition of
his book, reflected debate at the time which soon settled down. The second
criticism, mainly represented by critics from West Germany, was aimed at the
ideological component of Fedorov’s book, especially in relation to the first edition
with its references to Stalin, which, as demonstrated in Chapter 2, were added
following the reader’s reports as a requirement for publication. More specific and
methodological criticisms reflected the lack of previously summarised theoretical
concepts of translation and developed terminology at the time. Regardless of the
political or personal views of the reviewers, most of them recognised the

significant contribution of the book to the developing discipline of TS.

In Western Europe, FIT and publications in Babel, many of which were
written by Cary, contributed to the promotion of Fedorov’'s name and ideas.
Fedorov’s personal correspondence with translation scholars from the Western
Bloc (mainly France) and Eastern Bloc facilitated his position in a network of
scholars in TS. While this communication, especially with colleagues from the
Western Bloc, was limited and complicated, Fedorov maintained links with
prominent scholars, which made it possible to exchange ideas and knowledge.

Fedorov’s influence on this network will be analysed in Chapter 5.
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Chapter 5. Fedorov’s influence in contemporary

translation studies

Chapter 4 has investigated specific instances of Fedorov’s network and some of
the important contacts he maintained in his academic life, specifically focusing
on his interaction with scholars related to his translation theory and feedback on
his first monograph on the subject. This chapter will examine his work from a
contemporary perspective. It will identify Fedorov’s contribution to the evolution
of TS, starting with the name and definition of the discipline. It will reflect on the
relevance of Fedorov’s theory in contemporary TS by analysing references to
Fedorov in today’s TS scholarship and representation of Fedorov’'s oeuvre in
Russian university programmes. The chapter will also provide a scientometric

analysis of Fedorov’s publications and discuss its findings.

5.1 The definition of the discipline

With his 1953 publication Introduction to Translation Theory Fedorov, for the first
time in Russian scholarship, introduced an academic book exclusively dedicated
to translation theory, defining it as an autonomous ‘specialised scholarly
discipline’ (Fedorov, 1953, p.12). In his definition and exploration of this specific
field of knowledge, discussed in Chapter 3 in section 3.1, Fedorov (1953)
preceded theorising efforts by other scholars writing in other languages as well
as Russian. In Anglophone literature a similar achievement of defining the
discipline (although as a wider umbrella term, compared to Fedorov’s, as the
analysis below will demonstrate) has been credited to Holmes who published his
paper ‘The name and nature of translation studies’ nearly 20 years later (Holmes,
2000 [1972]).

In the beginning of his article Holmes (2000 [1972], p.173) reflected on the
state of ‘confusion’ among translation scholars as to the scope of their field, its
name, methodologies, and other characteristics due to its status of an emerging
discipline. While theoretical discussions undoubtedly continued at the time of
Holmes’ publication in the 1970s, in Russian TS such confusion was avoided, as
Fedorov and other translation scholars had been systemically writing on the
subject for nearly two decades and some significant theoretical contributions had

been made prior to that. The name of the discipline evolved with time, and the
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autonomy of TS increased, but both the discipline and its name were established
in the 1950-1960s with the publication of Fedorov’s 1953 book as a turning point.
As | have shown in Chapter 3 in section 3.2.1.1, Fedorov introduced the concept
teoriia perevoda [translation theory] in his first article (Fedorov, 1927b) and
later in his 1953 book defined it as an autonomous discipline, as shown in section
3.1. Fedorov believed that the term ‘translation theory’ in Russian had been used
in the same meaning as TS in English. This is evident from his discussion of the
name of the discipline and synonymous terms, such as nauka o perevode
[translation science], traduktologiia [traductology], and perevodovedenie
[translation studies] in his later book (Fedorov, 1983a, p.157), analysed in section
3.2.1.1.

Holmes (2000 [1972]) also provided alternative names of the discipline,
both used historically and currently at the time of his writing in 1972. Among
previously used terms in English, referring to the emerging discipline, Holmes
discussed such names as Nida’s ‘science of translating’ (Nida, 1964); however,
Holmes (2000 [1972], p.175) argued that ‘Nida did not intend the phrase as a
name for the entire field of study, but only for one aspect of the process of
translating as such.” Holmes contrasted this meaning to the one assigned to
‘science of translation’ by Bausch et al. (1972) and disagreed with the suitability
of classifying it as a science. In Bausch et al. (1972), published in Tubingen,
representing West Germany, science of translation (Ubersetzungswissenschaft)
embraced the whole field of knowledge. The term Ubersetzungswissenschaft had
been already used in East Germany in 1963 by Kade (Dizdar, 2012). The
publications by Kade, among his peers from the Leipzig school, showed a clear
influence of Fedorov's works (Shakhova, 2021). Their understanding of the
science of translation as a discipline could, therefore, have drawn on Fedorov’s

theory.

Discussing other synonymous terms, such as the English term
‘translatology’ and French traductologie, Holmes drew on Goffin’s publication in
Meta. Goffin (1971, p.59) discussed the French, German, and Dutch terms and
positively assessed Fedorov's approach to ‘la théorie de la traduction’ [translation
theory]. In his study on the status, scope, and name of the discipline Goffin (1971,
p.58, 59) directly quoted Fedorov's statements about the need for a scientific

framework in translation and translation theory as a predominantly linguistic
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discipline (Goffin used the 1968 French translation of Fedorov's book by
Deresteau and Sergeant, introduced in Chapter 4). Besides direct citations from
Fedorov, Goffin referred to Kade’s thesis published in 1968 which used the term
Ubersetzungswissenschaft and cited Fedorov. Holmes did not explicitly use this
part of Goffin’s paper. He failed to acknowledge any advancements made by
Russian theorists in the field. It shows inconsistency since he attempted to
analyse approaches to naming the discipline in different languages. The
inconsistency is reinforced by the fact that he referred to the collective volume
edited by Brower (1959) (if only to make a reference to Jakobson’s paper). The
volume comprised an annotated bibliography which featured three of Fedorov’s
works published by 1958 (identified in Chapter 4), as it attempted to provide an
overview of major publications in the field. Holmes’ approach was more restricted

in this regard.

Despite this lack of recognition, Fedorov and Holmes demonstrated
similarities in their definitions of the discipline and identification of its branches or
subdivisions. For better visualisation, the branches of the discipline by both
authors are presented schematically in Figure 5-1 and Figure 5-2. The map of
Holmes’ TS was famously laid out by Toury in his 1995 book, here used from the
revised edition (Toury, 2012). Fedorov did not have a map in his book, and | drew
it here based on the first chapter ‘Translation theory as a scholarly discipline’*"®
in the first edition of his book (Fedorov, 1953). For future work | will develop a
visual representation of Fedorov’s translation theory that is relevant for the 215t

century.

Fedorov’s and Holmes’ maps of the discipline help to see several similar
subdivisions. ‘Area-restricted theories’ in Holmes’ terminology (2000 [1972],
p.179) matched Fedorov’s language-specific theory of translation as a study of
the relationship between two specific languages and translation issues
determined by it. General translation theory in Holmes’s classification correlated
to one of the subsections of the general translation theory in Fedorov’s terms.
This subsection studied the ‘general objectives and conditions of working on the
language of translation in relation to the requirements for translation created by
the language [...] and by its nationwide norm’*& (Fedorov, 1953, p.17). The other
subsection that Fedorov (1953, p.17) identified in the general translation theory

was the genre-specific research: ‘the study of objectives and conditions of
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translation’ determined by the genre of translated material. This subsection
correlated to Holmes’ text type restricted theory as one of ‘partial translation
theories’ (2000 [1972], p.178).

Pure

translation
studies

Theoretical

(translation Descriptive
theory)

Function Process
oriented oriented

Product

General Partial .
oriented

J

Rank

Medium Area
restricted restricted

Text type Time Problem
restricted restricted restricted restricted

J

Figure 5-1. Branches of 'pure' TS by Holmes (2000 [1972]), the map adapted from
Toury (2012, p.4)

Translation theory
(as a discipline)

History of Specific

General

tanslationiand translation theory

translation theory

translation theory
(language-specifc)

J

Study of general Study of genre-
objectives and specific objectives
conditions and conditions

Figure 5-2. Branches of translation theory by Fedorov (1953) in my schematic
representation
Along with similarities these maps show some clear differences. For example,
none of the branches of Fedorov's translation theory reflected the medium of
translation as ‘medium-restricted translation theories’ did in Holmes (2000 [1972],
p.178).

Fedorov’s understanding of translation theory as a discipline was wider
than Holmes’s translation theory as a branch of ‘pure’ TS. Some of Fedorov’s
sections of the theory span across Holmes’s descriptive TS. Thus, Fedorov

argued that translation theory started with the history of translation and translation
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thought which made the first section of the discipline. Holmes suggested that
history could be included in the product-oriented branch of descriptive TS: ‘one
of the eventual goals of product-oriented DTS might possibly be a general history
of translation’ (2000 [1972], p.177). The broader scope of Fedorov's theory of
translation is also clear from the comparison of the objectives formulated by
Fedorov and Holmes for their disciplines:

As a field of pure research [...] translation studies thus has two main

objectives: (1) to describe the phenomena of translating and

translation(s) as they manifest themselves in the world of our

experience, and (2) to establish general principles by means of which

these phenomena can be explained and predicted (Holmes, 2000
[1972], p.176).

The objective of it [translation theory as a specialised scholarly
discipline] is to summarise conclusions from observations of separate
instances of translation and to serve as a theoretical foundation for
translation practice which could be guided by it in the search and
selection of required expressive means and could draw from it the
grounds and evidence to support a specific solution for a particular
problem'8! (Fedorov, 1953, p.12).

Holmes’s objectives of ‘pure’ TS are so similar to Fedorov’s objectives of
translation theory that they appear to be summarising the same discipline. They
did not completely coincide: Fedorov’s translation theory went beyond Holmes’s

theoretical TS and overlapped several branches of the latter’s ‘pure’ TS.

The overlapping branches in Fedorov’'s and Holmes’ disciplines and the
comparable objectives demonstrate significant similarities between their
definitions and Fedorov’s broad understanding of translation theory. Whether
Holmes drew on Fedorov’s work only indirectly, or he was familiar with it, as the
analysed references suggest, their contributions of defining the discipline were
comparable, but not simultaneous and not mutually recognised. Fedorov’s use of
translation theory as the name of a specialised discipline and his definition of its
scope, objectives, branches, and other properties as a field of knowledge,
preceded and informed similar contributions in Western European literature,

including the recognised milestone in Anglophone TS published by Holmes.

5.2 Therole in the evolution of translation studies

Before Holmes, but almost ten years after the first publication of Fedorov’s book,

Cary (1962) opened his article with the question on the possibility of translation
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theory. Its status was still debatable. When Fedorov published his book in 1953,
besides the status of the discipline and its name that had not yet been established
either in Eastern or in Western European literature, the terminology and more

generally the metalanguage of TS had not been defined either.

Fedorov was addressing these issues ahead of his Western colleagues,
as shown in Chapter 3. Baer (2016a, p.4) pointed out that Fedorov’s work ‘was
so influential in the evolution of translation studies not only in the Soviet Union
but also in Eastern Europe, as well as China.” My research has shown that this
influence was not limited to the Eastern Bloc: it reached Western Bloc countries,
most notably France and West Germany, and consequently, other territories
indirectly. |, therefore, suggest speaking of Fedorov’s influence on the evolution
of TS overall from today’s global perspective, not only on TS traditions of specific
countries. The limitations of this perspective must be acknowledged as it is still a
predominantly European view: although there is evidence of Fedorov’s influence
in China, as shown in Chapter 4, | do not have any data from a large part of the

world, for example, from the Arabic tradition.

Chapters 3 and 4 have demonstrated the academic interaction and
communication that developed between Fedorov and French scholars (most
importantly Cary and Mounin) between the late 1950s and the 1960s, as well as
Fedorov’s cooperation with Babel and FIT. The ideas that were exchanged
between them found their ways not only in reviews and analyses of the Soviet
approaches, such as in Cary (1957; 1959), but also in such fundamental work as
Mounin’s Les Problemes Théoriques de la Traduction [Theoretical Problems of
Translation] (1963b).

Fedorov’s work was instrumental in the development of Mounin’s linguistic
approach to translation and his view of translatability, as Mounin’s numerous
references to Fedorov and quotations indicate. Among them was Mounin’s
highlighting Fedorov’s position of translation theory as a scientific field of study
and its compulsory relation to linguistics, referring to Fedorov’s monograph on
translation theory and likening his views to Vinay and Darbelnet’'s (Mounin,
1963Db, p.13). Mounin (1963b, p.11) referred to Fedorov’s entry on translation in
the Soviet Encyclopaedia (Fedorov, 1955) as an example of the advancements

of TS in the Soviet Union arguing that no similar articles existed in general
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encyclopaedias in other European languages at the time. Citing Fedorov’s
second edition of the book (1958), Mounin (1963b, p.14) challenged Fedorov’s
critics, strongly agreeing with him on the importance of linguistic knowledge in
the theoretical foundation of translation, at the same time showing that Fedorov
had not called for a purely linguistic approach, but for one which existed in relation
to other disciplines and extralinguistic factors. Mounin (1963b, p.17) concluded
his chapter on linguistics and translation with a definitive statement with a credit
to Fedorov and Vinay that theoretical issues of translation could not be discussed

outside of the linguistic framework.

In a later publication Mounin (1976), in a review of Maillot’s La Traduction
Scientifique et Technique (1969), criticised the author for failing to cite the major
sources, including Fedorov and Vinay and Darbelnet. As shown in Chapter 4,
Fedorov and Mounin exchanged correspondence that also demonstrated their
shared views. Their cooperation is also confirmed by Fedorov’s review of
Mounin’s 1963 book, highlighting its strengths (Fedorov, 1968a). Mounin’s book
in the course of only eight years after its publication was translated into Italian,
German, and Spanish (Whitfield, 2019). It was an important work on translation
theory and cited by scholars writing in different languages. Fedorov’s work was,
in this indirect way, shared with a larger readership after influencing one of the

major theoretical works on translation in the mid 20" century.

Another prominent TS scholar of the 20™ century, who drew on Fedorov’s
works was the Israeli scholar ltamar Even-Zohar. This link has been identified by
Baer (2021a, p.x) who has argued that Fedorov was ‘the most represented author
in the bibliography of Even-Zohar’'s doctoral dissertation, An Introduction to a
Theory of Literary Translation (1971)." As | have only had access to the English
summary and bibliography of Even-Zohar's thesis (the complete thesis was in
Hebrew), it is not possible to add to the argument on specificity of Even-Zohar's
interaction with Fedorov’s works. This discussion will need to wait for a future
article. The bibliography (Even-Zohar, 1971) indeed included eight of Fedorov’s
publications (Fedorov, 1927b; 1928; 1941; 1952b; 1953; 1962; 1967; 1968b). It
is a very important connection which potentially expands Fedorov’s influence

even further.
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In this respect there is an interesting statement assessing the contribution
of scholars worldwide to the development of translation theory and TS. Newmark
(1991, p.38) wrote that ‘translation theory, a subject and a discipline’ was ‘initiated
in the middle 1960s by Nida, Fedorov, Catford, Mounin, Jumpelt, Neubert and
Kade in attempts to apply linguistics to translation in a methodical and sensitive
manner.’ It is encouraging to see Fedorov’s name in this list, but | would like to
change it slightly to say that in establishing translation theory and TS as a
discipline Fedorov in the 1950s preceded Nida, Catford, Mounin, Jumpelt,
Neubert, and Kade who followed starting from the 1960s. It is convincing how all
these scholars were connected to Fedorov. Mounin was citing Fedorov directly.
Neubert and Kade as representatives of the Leipzig school were familiar with
Fedorov’s work as discussed earlier. Jumpelt as FIT vice-president and chairman
of the committee on bibliography (Jumpelt, 1967) was at least aware of Fedorov’s
work which has been included in Babel's bibliographies, for instance, in Volume
2(2) and Volume 7(4) (International bibliography on translation, 1956;
Bibliographie Internationale de la Traduction, 1961); there is also an invitation
from FIT signed by Jumpelt in Fedorov’s archives (Jumpelt, 1959). Nida (1964)
referred to Brang (1955) and Cary (1957) who analysed Fedorov’s book in detail,
as investigated in Chapter 4. With the exception of Catford, whose connection to
Fedorov remains unclear (also in Chapter 4) all these scholars, working on the
foundations of TS in different countries (speaking European languages), built on

or at least took into consideration what had been done by Fedorov.
5.3 Fedorov’s followers today

5.3.1 Fedorov’s successor

One of Fedorov’s few immediate followers who are actively working in TS today
is Irina Alekseeva. She was a pupil of Fedorov’s and wrote her dissertation and
PhD thesis, which she defended in 1982, under his supervision at Leningrad
State University. Later she took on Fedorov’'s teaching of translation modules
(Alekseeva, 2018). Today Alekseeva is the professor at the Translation
Department of the Herzen State Pedagogical University in Saint Petersburg,
Russia, and director of the Higher School of Conference Interpreting and
Translation at Herzen University. She has published books on translation theory

and practice and dedicated and inscribed each of them to her teacher
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Andrei Fedorov (Alekseeva, 2018). And looking at one of her major publications

| indeed see the inscription before her foreword.

Alekseeva’s own book Vvedenie v Perevodovedenie [Introduction to
Translation Studies] has undergone several editions with the latest one published
in 2012. Her dedication to her teacher may even be seen in its title since it
appears as a modernised version of the title of Fedorov’s 1953 book. Alekseeva’s
book (2004) discusses contemporary issues in TS and the main concepts
proposed by scholars from different countries, also offering a historical overview

of the development of the discipline.

In the historical overview Alekseeva (2004), as well as other contemporary
authors, draws on Fedorov. As Fedorov (1983b, p.25) wrote in the introduction to
his historical chapter, contemplating that the ‘world history of translation’'8? had
not yet been written, the existing literature related to such history showed many
research gaps. His diachronic study of the history of translation and theoretical
writing in Europe and in Russia was an important contribution to TS that
translation scholars have been referring to ever since, both Russian scholars and
also non-Russian scholars, when writing about the history of translation in

Russia.

Following the historical overview, Alekseeva (2004) analyses different
theories and approaches and suggests her conclusions on their relevance to
today’s world and applicability to translation practice. While she neither appears
biased towards Fedorov’s theory nor suggests it to be fully acceptable today as
the theoretical framework for general TS, she often refers to Fedorov (1983b),
which demonstrates that his book remains relevant. In her analysis of historical
theories of equivalence, including, for example, Nida's dynamic equivalence,
Alekseeva assesses the conceptual framework of polnotsennost formulated by
Fedorov. She points out its weaknesses, such as vagueness of the terms
soderzhanie [content] and funktsiia [function], the lack of consideration of the
conflict of form and content and the possibility that it may mislead to the
conclusion that all elements of the content can be translated by functional
equivalents. At the same time, she asserts its relevance, provided certain

updates are made:

However, if the concept of full value translation is supplemented with
the concept of ranking of content elements, it will be fruitful for literary
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translation. Contemporary practice of translating literary texts is indeed
guided overall by this conceptual framework, while the inclusion of
content element ranking provides objective grounds for required
modifications'®® (Alekseeva, 2004, p.144).

Therefore, Fedorov’s conceptual framework is still applicable today, although its
relevance could be limited to literary translation. Alekseeva (1999) also argues
that it can be applied usefully in translation training and translation criticism, for

both literary and non-literary texts.

The ranking of content elements which she suggests as an important
upgrade was proposed by Latyshev (1981) and included invariable elements,
invariable variables, variable elements, and blank elements, ranking from the
highest to lowest significance of their content and, therefore, the degree of
acceptable changes. Alekseeva (2004) emphasises the importance of the
ranking of content elements as it may determine the translator’'s choices of
prioritising some elements over others. Latyshev (1981) was drawing not only on
Fedorov (he quotes from the third edition of 1968), but also on other prominent
scholars, as he followed a decade of productive theoretical developments in TS,
including Retsker (1974), Shveitser (1973), Barkhudarov (1975), Miniar-
Beloruchev (1980), and Komissarov (1973).

5.3.2 Antagonistic pupils

Vilen Komissarov (1924-2005) was a Russian translation scholar based in
Moscow whose first work on translation theory was published in 1973.
Komissarov graduated and first taught at the Military Institute of Foreign
Languages of the Red Army,xV the school that during World War 2 trained around
4,500 translators and interpreters (Military University of the Ministry of Defence,
2019). He worked there and later at the Maurice Thorez Moscow State Institute
of Foreign Languages along established and future prominent Russian
translation scholars, such as mentioned above Latyshev, Retsker, Shveitser,

Barkhudarov, and Miniar-Beloruchev.

The autonomy of the Saint Peterburg and Moscow schools of translation

could have contributed to this, but Komissarov seemed to be dismissive of

xXiv at present the Military University of the Ministry of Defence of the Russian
Federation
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Fedorov’s significance in the development of translation theory. He claimed: ‘We
all started from Retsker,*8* speaking of his generation of theorists (Komissarov,
2004, quoted in Ermolovich, 2011, p.7). Retsker himself, based on his
unpublished letters to Fedorov, did not claim such leadership and recognised
Fedorov’s authority and pioneering position. In one of his letters in 1969 Retsker
(1953-1975, p.83) wrote to Fedorov: ‘Last year it had been 30 years since |
started teaching translation based on the theory that you developed.'®> The
significant role of Retsker is undeniable, Fedorov directly stated it himself and
referred to Retsker’s works (demonstrated in Chapter 3), however, the theoretical

approach that Retsker and Fedorov both supported was formulated by Fedorov.

The fact that Komissarov failed to mention Fedorov in his overview of TS
and history of translation in Russia for the Routledge Encyclopaedia of
Translation Studies (Komissarov, 2009), first published in 1998, supports the
perception of Komissarov's unwillingness to acknowledge Fedorov. Despite
having a section dedicated to translation theory, Komissarov did not refer to
Fedorov’'s work at all, throughout fourteen columns of the entry, other than
including him in the list for further reading, along with three books of his own.
However, none of the other theorists are mentioned in the section either,
therefore, there could be other reasons for such choices, possibly his attempt of

a more general overview or the publisher’s brief.

Komissarov developed his own conceptual framework, focusing on
translation theory starting from the 1970s. His approach became known as the
theory of five levels of equivalence: equivalence on the level of linguistic signs,
on the level of utterance, on the level of message, on the level of situation
description, and on the level of the goal of communication, analysing translation
as a special kind of linguistic communication (Komissarov, 1973). Komissarov
still referred to Fedorov, specifically, pointing out that Fedorov’s works laid the
foundations for further discoveries and future research, as despite their different
approaches this could not be denied. A close reading of Komissarov shows that
he draws on Fedorov’s work, and even builds some arguments of his theory as
antitheses to Fedorov, for instance, arguing against examining the concept of
translation as a process or the product of such process (Komissarov, 1973, p.22).
In later publications Komissarov (2001, p.10) referred to his own approach as

‘linguistic translation studies.”*®® This is another important borderline in their
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theories and metalanguage, as Fedorov did not propose the fledging discipline to
become “linguistic” TS. While Fedorov emphasised the value of the linguistic
perspective in the theory of translation or TS, Komissarov developed this into the
linguistic TS proper. Alekseeva (2018) believes it is because of Komissarov that
Russian TS are seen in other countries as linguistic theories, arguing that his
approach unjustifiably overemphasised the linguistic aspect of translation,
whereas Fedorov insisted on a balanced theory that drew on all philological
disciplines. | agree that although Fedorov stated that he prioritised the linguistic
perspective in his book, his view of linguistics was broad, and he specified, for

example, that it included stylistics (1958, p.16).

Komissarov’s books continue to be studied in university education, along
with other Russian scholars of the late 20" century, including Komissarov's
colleagues at the university, and scholars active today, such as Alekseeva. All of

them, although to different degrees, refer to Fedorov.

5.3.3 Fedorov in current university programmes in Russia

The presence of Fedorov’s works in current reading lists for university degrees in
translation in Russia is another indicator of his relevance today. This is
demonstrated by the example from Saint Petersburg State University. The
Philological Faculty of the university offered several Bachelor and Master
programmes on TS in the academic year 2020/2021 (Philological Faculty of Saint
Petersburg State University, 2020). Such programmes as the BA in Cross-
Linguistic Communication and Translation (English, French, or German), MA in
Translation Theory and Cross-Linguistic Communication, and MA in Literary
Translation have modules for which the reading lists include Fedorov’'s works.
The data analysed below is based on the reading lists from the 2019/2020
academic year, which were available online among other programme documents

(University programme materials, 2020).

Fifteen modules taught in these programmes include at least one of
Fedorov’s books in their reading lists. Out of fifteen, eight modules include one of
Fedorov’'s books (Fedorov, 1971; 1983a; 1983b; 2002) in their lists for
compulsory reading, and one module General TS includes two (Fedorov, 1983a;
2002). Eight of the modules include one of Fedorov’'s books in their lists for

additional reading, and General TS again lists two of Fedorov's books as
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suggested additional reading. The books for additional reading across these
modules include four of Fedorov’s books (1971; 1983a; 2002; 2006) or list a
choice of any edition of Fedorov’s Fundamentals of the General Theory of
Translation (1968b; 1983b; 2002). In total fiteen modules in Bachelor and Master
programmes in TS (Consecutive Interpreting, Contrastive Linguistics,
Fundamentals of Interpreting, General TS, Introduction to Translation Profession,
Introduction to TS, Translation, Translation Practice, Literary Translation, Literary
Translation Theory, History of Literary Translation in Russia, Russian Literature
in  Translation, Aktuelle Probleme der Theorie der Translatologie,
Ubersetzungspraktikum, Theorie des Dolmetschens) list one or more Fedorov’s

books (six different publications in total) in their reading lists.

The situation may be different in other Russian universities; however,
considering the number of reading lists above which include Fedorov, it is to be
expected that some of his works would be recommended by other institutions. It
is significant that all the lists, which have Fedorov’'s main theoretical work on
translation, guide the reader to one of the latest editions entitled Fundamentals
of the General Translation Theory (Fedorov, 1968b; 1983b; or 2002). Such
choice is justifiable as these editions not only bear less imprint of the political
environment of the publication of the first revision (Fedorov, 1953), but also reflect
subsequent developments of TS and publications by other authors that appeared

between those editions.

It should be noted that despite the fact that works by Russian scholars
comprise the majority of recommended literature in the analysed reading lists,
there are publications by theorists from other countries. These are mainly in
English, German, and French (which are the languages of the faculty
specialisations) or in Russian translation, both historical and contemporary
works, for example, by Bell, Boase-Beier, Catford, Cronin, Halverson, Honig,
Koller, Levy, Munday, Newmark, Nida, Nord, Olohan, Péchhacker, Prun¢, Pym,
Reiss, Ricoeur, Schneider, Shuttleworth, Snell-Hornby, Stecconi, Stolze, Taylor-
Bouladon, Tymoczko, Venuti, Vermeer, and Vinay and Darbelnet. Some of the
recommended books by Russian writers provide overviews of theoretical
literature from other countries, such as Garbovskiy (2007), Kazakova (2006), and
Komissarov (1999). It is, therefore, not for the lack of access to other sources or

lack of information about other sources, that Russian scholars, and Fedorov in
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particular have such a presence in the recommended literature today. Fedorov’s
works are recommended as compulsory or additional reading in TS for their value

and current relevance.

One of the recommended books by Russian scholars provides more
evidence to this point. The relatively new glossary The Main Concepts in
Translation Studies (Russian Tradition) [in Russian] edited by Rarenko et al.
(2010) includes 84 references to Fedorov’s oeuvre in the main text of the entries
on TS concepts. The editors emphasise that the aim of the book is to reflect the
status of contemporary TS, to systematise the actually used terminology. This
shows the important role Fedorov played in the development of concepts of TS
in the Russian context and their continued relevance. The same team (Rarenko
etal., 2011) also published a similar volume on concepts in Anglophone literature
onTS.

The findings in this section suggest that Fedorov’s works, especially the
later editions of his 1953 book (Fedorov, 1968b; 1983b; 2002), as well as his
publications related to stylistics, history of translation, literary translation, and
criticism, remain valid for TS in Russia today. The reason they are not widely
circulated in Western European countries is the lack of their published
translations to Western European languages. Such relevance and the need for
their translation has been recognised by the European Society for Translation
Studies which in 2014 awarded its annual Translation Prize to Brian James Baer
to help with the translation of Fedorov’s Introduction to Translation Theory (1953).
The project was selected, among other criteria, on the grounds of ‘its potential
impact on international Translation Studies’ (European Society for Translation
Studies, 2014). The translation was published in early 2021 and | have reflected

it in my analysis in Chapter 3.

5.4 Fedorov’s impact: Scientometrics

In this analysis | have adopted the micro-level scientometric method proposed by
Grbi¢ and Pdllabauer (2008), as described in the methodology section, to conduct
quantitative analysis of data on Fedorov’s research activities and outputs in TS
to supplement qualitative methods. In this study it consists in overall publication

analysis and citation analysis.
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5.4.1 Publication analysis

| have built the corpus of Fedorov's publications mainly based on the materials
from Fedorov’s manuscript repository in the Central State Archives of Literature
and Art in Saint Petersburg, Russia: bibliographies written by Fedorov himself
(1975; 1985) and a bibliographical reference booklet published for Fedorov’s 80"
anniversary (Mokiyenko et al., 1986). Since these resources do not cover the last
ten years of Fedorov’s life (1987-1997), | checked the bibliography against other
resources, including the portal of the Federal State Information System ‘National
Electronic Library’ (rusneb.ru) and the Electronic Catalogue of the Russian State
Library (rsl.ru). Several publications were also found during the previous stages
of my research and in the process of citation analysis via Google Scholar.
However, there is still a possibility of undercounting publications during those last
ten years, due to the lack of a record in the archives and the possibility that the
libraries do not list some of publications. Another factor, specifically applying to
the publications on which Fedorov worked as a translator, is the lack information
in electronic catalogues about the translator in some records of reprinted

translated literary works.

In the compiled corpus | have identified two main groups of publications
first: theoretical works and translated literature. Among theoretical works the
corpus shows 18 books and 149 articles and papers (including reviews)
published during Fedorov’s life. Out of Fedorov’s 18 books 2 were co-authored
monographs. Among 16 books written by Fedorov without co-authors 2
publications were series of textbooks. 12 books out of 18 were in the field of TS,
including four editions of the 1953 book and one translation of it into Chinese
(translated by Li, L. et al. and published in Beijing in 1955 by Zhonghua Book
Company, according to Tan (2019)). The first and the second edition of the book
were entitled Vvedenie v Teoriiu Perevoda [Introduction to Translation Theory];
the third and subsequent editions had the title Osnovy Obshchei Teorii Perevoda
[Fundamentals of the General Translation Theory] and all of them had different
subtitles except the first one. Two more books were included in the corpus which
were published posthumously: the fifth edition of the 1953 book (Fedorov, 2002)
and a collection of Fedorov’s articles and essays (Fedorov, 2006). Out of
Fedorov’s 149 papers at least 64 were directly dedicated to translation, however,

the borders between different subjects were not always clear-cut. Some of the
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other articles, not focused on translation, were dedicated to subjects related to
translation, such as studies of foreign literature translated into Russian,
comparative literature, comparative stylistics, etc. The corpus also includes 25

academic volumes which Fedorov edited or co-edited.

In the translated literature group, | have counted 71 publications of literary
works translated by Fedorov from German and French into Russian, printed
during his lifetime, including reprints, and 27 books the translations of which were
edited by Fedorov (three of them co-edited). The timeline in Figure 5-3 shows
Fedorov’s publications from the year when his first paper was published (1927)

to the last found publication during his lifetime (1990).
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Figure 5-3. Publication timeline during Fedorov’s life

Besides the overall production, the timeline provides more insights into Fedorov’s
published works. It shows that after a period of active translation work between
1935 and 1938 he wrote significantly more papers than before, which could show
that his research was linked to and based on his translation practice; however,
more research into these publications would be required to support this
hypothesis. A similar pattern can be seen after the peaks of published
translations between 1956 and 1958. The timeline also visualises the period of

publishing ‘silence’ during World War 2: while several of his articles and one of
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his mostimportant books (Fedorov, 1941) were still published in 1941, there were

no publications between 1942 and 1945, owing to the war.

There are several document types identified in the corpus. Table 5-1
presents the types of publications in Fedorov's oeuvre and their quantitative
distribution. The publications of literary works to which Fedorov contributed as a
translator or translation editor are not included here to show a clearer picture of

his theoretical writing.

Document type Number %
Monographs 16 8.2
Co-authored monographs 2 1.0
Posthumously reprinted monographs 2 1.0
Book chapters 81 41.8
Articles in journals 36 18.6
Reviews 29 14.9
Edited volumes 25 12.9
Newspaper articles 2 1.0
Other 1 0.5
Total 194 100.0

Table 5-1. Types of published documents, excluding translations

As the table shows, the highest percentage of works were published as book
chapters. The smaller number of papers published in journals compared to
books, reflects the situation in the specialised publishing market at the beginning
of Fedorov’'s career. Most of Fedorov’'s articles, besides books and book
chapters, until the middle 1950s were published in literary journals. Among them
was Zvezda and the journals with names that showed their focus: Literaturnoe
Obozrenie [Literary Review], Literaturnaia Gazeta [Literary Gazette], Voprosy
Literatury [lssues of Literature], Literaturnyi Kritik [Literary Critic], and
Literaturnoe Nasledstvo [Literary Heritage]. In 1952 the first issue of Voprosy
Jazykoznanija [Issues in Linguistics] was published, indicating the turn towards

linguistics in Soviet philology and a new publication outlet for translation scholars,
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as argued in Chapter 3. Fedorov published in Voprosy Jazykoznanija starting

from the first issue, with a total of 9 articles.

As Fedorov himself observed, in the 1980s there was still a lack of
periodical publications, journals dedicated specifically to translation issues
(Fedorov, 1983a). Fedorov praised the appearance of Masterstvo Perevoda (in
Russian ‘the mastery of translation’) in 1959 as evidence of existing translation
criticism, however, it was a series of books with contributions from translators,
translation theorists, literary scholars, and critics, rather than a periodical.
Fedorov contributed four papers to it between 1963 and 1970. In 1963 another
collection of articles was launched: Tetradi Perevodchika (‘the translator's
notes’), first published annually, then with varying frequencies. Fedorov (1983a)
believed their scope was limited and only had one article published in this

collection in 1977.

The majority of Fedorov’s works were published in Russian. Exceptions
include the translation of Fedorov’s 1953 book into Chinese, published in 1955,
as indicated above. There was also a translation of the second edition of that
book (Fedorov, 1958) into French, however, it was not included in the counting
here as it was not a commercial publication (see more about the translation by
Deresteau and Sergeant in Chapter 4). Fedorov had three articles published in
German (two translations from Russian into German and one written in German),
all in East Germany in the 1960-1980s. The journals were Kunst und Literatur
[Art and Literature], Deutsch als Fremdsprache [German as a Foreign Language],
and Sowjetliteratur [Soviet Literature]. In West Germany, Fedorov’s first two
articles from 1927 and 1928 were published in Russian as part of the 1970
facsimile reprint by Wilhelm Fink Verlag of Poetica, the volume which was initially
published in Leningrad in the 1920s by Academia. Several papers were published
in other languages: one article translated and published in Slovak, one in
Armenian, Czech (translated by BozZena Johnova), English, Karelian, and
Ukrainian. The Czech translator is the only translator whose name | have found.
While Fedorov could translate his articles to German himself (although there is
no data confirming that he did), the publications in other languages must have
involved work of other translators. The translation of Fedorov’s first article
(1927b) published nearly 50 years later in Linguistics (Fedorov, 1974) until 2021
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translation of his 1953 book (Baer, 2021b) remained Fedorov’'s only work

translated into English.

Despite the small number of works published in Ukrainian and Armenian
and no records of publications in other languages of the Soviet Union, it is not an
indication of Fedorov’s works not being distributed to the republics of the USSR.
They were distributed in the original (Russian) language. This has been
additionally indicated by the data on publishers from different countries, as
presented in Figure 5-4. Unexpectedly, Fedorov’s article in Babel (1978a) was

also published in Russian.

RUSSIA I 121
ARMENIA I 8
UKRAINE W 5
GDR ® 3
CZECHOSLOVAKIA m 2
WEST GERMANY W 2
BELARUS 1
BULGARIA 1
ESTONIA 1
GEORGIA 1
HUNGARY 1
LATVIA 1
LITHUANIA 1

N = N = = )

NETHERLANDS 1
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Figure 5-4. Distribution of articles by publishers in different countries

Location of publishers Number %
Russia 121 81.2
Other countries 28 18.8
TOTAL 149 100

Table 5-2. Summary of the quantitative distribution of articles by publishers

Figure 5-4 shows the distribution of papers (including articles in journals,
book chapters, and reviews) by countries where the publishing houses that
printed the respective collections were located. While only 8 out of 149 articles

were printed in a non-Russian language, the data demonstrates that 28 articles
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were published outside the Russian Republic, which makes a significant 18.8
percent, as shown in Table 5-2. This is significant from two perspectives. First, it
demonstrates the wide reach of Fedorov’s works, covering 12 countries besides
Russia where they were published. Secondly, it reflects the language policy in
the USSR and the dominant role of the Russian language (discussed in Chapter
1) and, consequently, publishing in Russian not being a barrier to distribution in
the Eastern Bloc. The divide between the blocs must not be approached very
strictly: for instance, Fedorov’'s paper in Babel was technically printed in the
Eastern Bloc since Babel's publisher at the time was in Hungary, however, its
target audience embraced both sides. At the same time, the only paper in the
corpus, published in English, was published in the Western Bloc (in the
Netherlands).

5.4.2 Citation analysis

Citation analysis is used in scientometrics to measure the impact of a publication
or an author. The method, adopted from Grbi¢ and Pdllabauer (2008) of building
a network of citations, focused on one author, Fedorov, counts all citations of his
publications by other writers found using Publish or Perish software, which feeds

from Google Scholar database.

To count the citations, | first used Fedorov’'s name in the search field
‘author name’ spelled in both Cyrillic and Latin alphabet with initials. The search
results are limited by Google Scholar to 1,000 most cited publications. I limited
the range to publications between 1927 and 2006 (the year of the last reprinted
collection of Fedorov’s papers*). Due to the fact that this is a very common
Russian last name, the search results included an extensive number of entries
referring to other authors bearing the same name. | manually selected only the
entries referring to the required author which left 102 entries. There were also

multiple entries of the same publications due to several types of faults:

XV The data collection and analysis were conducted before the publication of the
English translation of Fedorov’s 1953 book by Baer (2021). | have not conducted another
analysis since then to include the latest publication since it is not likely to change the
number of citations significantly due to the little time passed (several months); however,
it is to be expected that the number of citations will increase with the availability of the
English text in the future.
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a) mistakes in the citations: incorrect titles and incorrect use or omission
of subtitles, including punctuation, or incorrect year;

b) inclusion of incorrect data in the title field by the software or search
engine, such as the author's name or the publisher;

c) different variants of transliteration and translation of the titles.

When merged, the entries showed 49 publications. The total number of citations
was 6,005. For comparison, a search for publications by prominent linguist and
TS scholar Jean-Paul Vinay, living and working during the same period (mostly
publishing in French) returned 6,019 citations, which was nearly the same as
Fedorov’'s 6,005, whereas J. C. Catford’s (mostly publishing in English) had
14,277 citations. The results of this comparison of the total number of citations
with the scholar published in English were to be expected: previous studies had
shown the effect of the language on citing patterns, showing that publications in
English attracted more citations (Franco Aixeld and Rovira-Esteva, 2015). It is
important to acknowledge that citations can differ in their importance and value,

but as an additional analytic tool citation count provides valuable data.

The top ten of Fedorov’s most cited publications were his monographs.
Among them, the fourth edition of Fedorov’s book on translation theory (Fedorov,
1983b) ranked the highest with 2,511 citations. The high number of citations of
Fedorov’'s monographs as compared to other types of publications is indicative
of the value of his books, but it also correlates to the global trend in TS:
monographs and book chapters gain more citations than journal articles (Rovira-
Esteva et al., 2019).

Publish and Perish search results also included the calculation of several
scientometric indices of the impact of Fedorov’s publications, including h-index of
19 and g-index of 49. The h-index, proposed by Hirsch (2005, p.1) as ‘the number
of papers with citation number higher or equal to h, as a useful index to
characterize the scientific output of a researcher’ has been argued to be a more
advisable parameter than the total number of citations as it corrects some of the
limitations of the latter (Harzing, 2013). The g-index is a variation of the h-index
which better accounts for highly cited papers (Harzing, 2013). These metrics are

not discussed here in more detail as they require a comparative assessment to
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add to the value of the data. Nevertheless, the citation count of Fedorov's

publications demonstrates a considerable impact of his research outputs.

5.4.3 Representation in TS databases

With the overall count over six thousand citations, Fedorov remains
underrepresented in Western European scholarship. This has been
demonstrated by the search for mentions and citations in specialised databases

for TS, conducted to supplement the citation count.

First, the search has been performed in the BITRA database. BITRA
(Bibliography of Interpreting and Translation), as ‘the most comprehensive
international database with bibliographic data for scholarly TS publications’
(Rovira-Esteva et al., 2019), at the time of the research contained over 81,000
entries of publications in at least 14 languages, although English accounted for
more than 51% of them (Franco Aixela, 2001-2020). The search of the database
for the author ‘Fedorov,” ‘Feodorov,” ‘Fyodorov,” ‘Fjodorov,’ or ‘®egopos’ returned
8 Fedorov’s publications with a total of 41 citations. The search for Fedorov’s
name in the text of abstracts showed 8 more publications, not included in the 41
count, which cited Fedorov's texts. Thus, the total number of sources citing
Fedorov’s works found in BITRA was 49. Franco Aixela (2013) has pointed out
BITRA'’s bias towards Western European publications. Besides this bias, there
may be several factors and limitations determining such results, including the
popularity of certain subjects. However, the language of publications remains the
major one: previous studies on BITRA scientometrics have shown that
publications in English receive the highest dissemination and visibility (Franco
Aixela and Rovira-Esteva, 2019). Fedorov’s publications were predominantly in

Russian, and therefore, were limited in such visibility.

BITRA does not cover all citations: it is acknowledged by the creators that
the citation data is only ‘indicative’ but not exhaustive (Franco Aixela, 2001-2020).
Furthermore, there is a limitation in the scope of BITRA as to where citations are
mined: since it was created as a database for translation and interpreting studies
exclusively, it has focused on specialised journals in the field with some journals
which do not strictly focus on translation being left out. For instance, such papers
citing Fedorov as Baer (2016) published in Slavic and East European Journal or

Witt (2016) published in Baltic Worlds did not appear in the search, probably due
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to the fact that these journals were not yet included in the list of journals

systematically mined by BITRA.

Another TS database used was Translation Studies Bibliography (TSB).
At the time TSB contained over 30,000 records; while it was not specified from
what years the database covered the publications currently, it stated that it aimed
at working backwards from the last decade (Translation Studies Bibliography,
2020). TSB does not provide information about citations, unlike BITRA, neither
does it allow searching lists of references. Therefore, the query here consisted in
searching for Fedorov (with all spelling variants) in ‘All Fields’ and returned 5 hits,
including three of Fedorov’s publications of which two were duplicates, thus
leaving two books by Fedorov (2002; 2006). The only two publications that were
found referring to Fedorov’s works were the book chapter by Schippel (2017) and
the article in Translation Studies by Pym and Ayvazyan (2015), since they had
Fedorov’s name either in the title or in the abstract.

TSB mines articles in specialised TS journals. However, since it does not
go back to the years of Fedorov’'s major publications, | searched separately the
databases of the main journals existing at the time: Meta: Translators' Journal
and Babel. Both journals now have their archives available online; however, while
Meta has the searchable database and full articles online, Babel has more limited
information published online which often consists only of the bibliographic details.
The search for keywords ‘Fedorov,” ‘Fyodorov,” ‘Fédorov,” and ‘Feodorov’ in the
online archive of journal Meta, published since 1966 (Consortium Erudit, 2020b),
and Meta’s predecessor Journal des traducteurs / Translators' Journal, published
between 1955 and 1965 (Consortium Erudit, 2020a), returned 26 articles. The
keywords were found in the main texts and references. The earliest result was
the article by Smeaton (1963) which included English translations of two

guotations from Fedorov (1958).

The same search in all issues of Babel was performed through the e-
content platform of John Benjamins Publishing Company, then the returned hits
were verified in physical copies of the journal. 34 papers with citations were
found, including indices and bibliographies, but mainly articles (28 papers),
published in English, French, and ltalian. Only two articles found in Babel

duplicated the results already found in BITRA. Thus, 32 new citations were added
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to the count. The earliest one dated 1956 and the latest one 2011. Starting from
the earliest source, there was one or several citations every year (except 1958
and 1966) until 1969 after which citations occurred less frequently, however, they
were still regular and in 1979 there were four papers citing Fedorov. After 1979
there were no citations until the 2000s, for more than 20 years, when citations
resumed, starting with Lilova (2001). However, since the results from Meta show
a different trend (the majority of papers (15) were published in the 1980-1990s)
this cannot be indicative of the fluctuating interest in Fedorov’s work; it rather
demonstrates other factors, such as the journals’ change in the focus (this could
be linked to the change in management following the death of FIT founder and

president and Babel director Pierre-Francois Caillé in 1979 (Lilova, 1979)).

It is noteworthy that the only article published in Babel which was written
by Fedorov (1978a) does not appear in any of the searches. It is also absent in
the table of contents of the issue of Babel on its e-content platform of John
Benjamins Publishing Company. Nevertheless, it does exist in the hard copy of
the journal: | have found the article after seeing it listed in Fedorov's own
bibliography (1985). The article was published in Russian, in the section
‘Translation theory and history.’” In total, as can be seen in the graphic in Figure
5-5, the citations found in databases BITRA and TSB, and references from Meta
and Babel, make a network of 92 original publications in English, French,
German, Spanish, Italian, Polish, and Russian (only one in Russian). The 92

publications were contributed by 65 different authors and author groups.

It is important to note that five of these publications (Baker, 1998; Hurtado
Albir, 2001; Mounin, 1963b; Newmark, 1981; Wilss, 1977) have been listed
among the 50 most cited publications of BITRA, according to a study on the
impact factor in TS in 2000-2009 (Franco Aixela, 2013). While the specific data
might have changed since, this ranking highlights the importance of some
citations as they expand the coverage of the cited work when included in the

highly visible publications.
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Figure 5-5. Fedorov’s network of citations from BITRA, TSB, Meta, and Babel

The analysis of citations in BITRA, TSB, Meta, and Babel has shown 92
publications citing at least one of Fedorov’s works on translation. While this
number is small compared to 6,005 citations retrieved by Google Scholar, these
were verified publications strictly associated with the field of TS. They were
predominantly published in Western European languages, and many of them
were in turn highly cited, representing some of the most cited literature in the field,
thus increasing the impact of Fedorov’s publications. The chronological
distribution of publications citing Fedorov shows that in every decade since the

1950s there have been some references to Fedorov in print. Since these papers
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were published predominantly in English, French, German, Spanish, and Italian,
it is incorrect to claim that Fedorov’s work was completely unknown or absent
from Western European scholarship until recently. This analysis suggests that
Fedorov’s works have contributed to its development as they have been engaged
with, although not sufficiently to be more widely recognised and to promote more
translations of the original publications from Russian to English and other

languages.

Summary

Fedorov’s role in the history of TS can be assessed from several perspectives.
He coined the concept of translation theory as a field of knowledge, defined it as
a discipline and identified its scope, objectives, branches, and principles,
preceding the similar contribution by Holmes. Holmes did not recognise
Fedorov’s input, despite references in Goffin (1971) and Brower (1959), but some
other scholars did. Among them were Cary, Mounin, and Even-Zohar who drew
on Fedorov’'s works. Fedorov was therefore among the most prominent theorists
at the start of TS as a discipline. His role in the Russian tradition of TS is even
more prominent, as shown by the analysis of works by Russian scholars of the
late 20" — early 215t century and contemporary Russian scholars, such as
Alekseeva, who continue referring to Fedorov. Fedorov’'s relevance today,
demonstrated by the latter, is also shown by my analysis of reading lists in current
translation modules at a Russian university. This relevance has been recognised
on a larger scale when the European Society for Translation Studies awarded its
2014 Translation Prize to Baer to address the need for translations of Fedorov’'s
works which resulted in the 2021 publication. My scientometric analysis has
shown the scope and characteristics of Fedorov’s rich oeuvre. The citation
analysis has demonstrated a significant impact of Fedorov’s publications which
support my investigation of Fedorov’s network and his influence on other
scholars’ work. The analysis of references in TS databases also attests to it,

although it shows underrepresentation of Russian publications.
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Chapter 6. Conclusions

The aim of this thesis has been to investigate the figure and work of Andrei
Fedorov and to assess the impact of his theory of translation on the development
of TS since the middle of the 20" century. To achieve this aim, it was essential
to first collect data on Fedorov’s publications and compile his bibliography
previously missing in the literature. The compiled bibliography served as a corpus
for scientometric analysis of Fedorov’s oeuvre, specifically for an overall scientific
production analysis. A critical analysis of Fedorov’s selected publications and a
complex investigation of unpublished manuscripts and correspondence stored in
Fedorov’s repository in the Central State Archives of Literature and Art in Saint

Petersburg, Russia, were conducted to answer research questions.

6.1 Revisiting the research questions

This thesis sought to answer the following research questions:

1. What concepts of translation theory were introduced by Andrei Fedorov
in Russophone literature and how do they relate to those suggested by
Western scholars?

2. What was Fedorov’s relationship to prominent scholars in other
countries?

3. What was Fedorov’s contribution to the development of TS and does

his work remain relevant?

In answer to the first question, a close textual analysis of Fedorov’'s
theoretical works on translation was conducted, starting from his first publications
(1927b; 1928) and focusing on his fundamental book on translation theory, first
published in 1953. It demonstrated that Fedorov introduced several concepts of
translation theory. First, he was the first scholar in Russian scholarship to use
teoriia perevoda [theory of translation] to refer to a specialised field of study
(Fedorov, 1927b, p.118); later in his 1953 book he coined it as an autonomous
discipline and defined its research object, branches, and other characteristics.
This made him not only the first scholar to do so in Russian, but also meant that
he was nearly 20 years ahead of Holmes who defined it in English. As | argued

in Chapter 5, Fedorov also indirectly informed Holmes’ research via Goffin (1971)
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who had studied and quoted Fedorov’s advancements on translation theory as a

discipline.

One of the concepts central to Fedorov’s theory was polnotsennost (full
value) which he introduced as a discipline-specific term synonymous to
adequacy. Polnotsennost as a noun was a derivative of the adjective
polnotsennyi used in the phrase polnotsennyi perevod to denote full value
translation, maintaining the original’s content and the author's style, and
presented in high-quality language. The possibility of such translation supported
the concept of translatability which was paramount to Fedorov’s theory. While he
did not introduce the concept of translatability, he provided a scholarly

background for it and synthesised previous studies.

Fedorov established several categories of lexical and grammatical
correspondence between source and target texts and introduced a classification
of translation techniques for them. Among such categories, for which Fedorov
proposed a typology of translation techniques, were phraseological units and
wordplays. This was ground-breaking at the time as idioms and puns had not
generally been translated the way they are today: they used to be translated
literally with an optional note by the translator indicating a pun. Such practice was
standard not only for Russian translated literature: Baer (2021a) noted the same
had been characteristic of Anglophone tradition. Therefore, Fedorov was at the

forefront globally in suggesting an alternative solution.

Another classification that Fedorov proposed, based on the synthesis of
previous studies and adapted for the needs of translation theory, was text types
and genres, which consequently informed, though unacknowledged, Reiss’
classification in the late 1970s. As | have argued in Chapter 3, Reiss (2000
[1971]) drew on Fedorov’s typology of genres via the detailed review by Brang
(1963), and her resulting classification of text types bore distinct similarities to

Fedorov’s.

Some of the concepts investigated by Fedorov, including adequacy,
correspondence, and translation method, demonstrated similarities to the
concepts later researched in Western European literature not necessarily due to
intercrossings of ideas, but rather due to their shared background. Thus, the

theoretical background for concepts such as translatability was drawn by Fedorov
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not only on Russian linguists and literary critics of the 19™ century, but also on
French linguists of the 19-20™ century and German romantics that provided the
basis for consequent Western European theories as well. Another part of the
shared basis was Fedorov’s background as a pupil of several Russian formalists,
including Eikhenbaum and Tynianov, who had an influence on Western European

TS, recognised, for instance, by Even-Zohar and Toury.

To answer the second question, a close reading of Fedorov’'s
correspondence, stored in his archives in Saint Petersburg and not previously
investigated, was conducted, along with some published sources, including
memoires by both Fedorov and other scholars. The analysis showed direct lines
of communication between Fedorov and many scholars outside Russia and
outside the Soviet Union. Among them there were some one-time only
exchanges, while some written communication was more regular or more
frequent. | focused on the latter in this analysis. Particularly insightful among such
communication was Fedorov’s correspondence with Cary, Mounin, and Levy,
demonstrating their discussions of ideas, exchanges of reviews and publication

details, and arranging meetings.

Indirect evidence of communication with some other scholars has been
collected, such as the scholars’ manuscripts in Fedorov’'s archives preceding
their publication, for instance, manuscripts by Catford and Cyzevskyj. This
analysis did not only answer the research question but demonstrated specific
instances of relationships in a wider network of Fedorov’s influence. It also
showed that national borders and ideologies were not impassable barriers for

academic communication.

In answer to the third question, | studied later publications in TS both in
Russian and Western European literature for references to Fedorov, investigated
reading lists of translation modules at a Russian university, and conducted a
scientometric analysis of Fedorov’s publications. The results showed definitively
that Fedorov made a significant contribution to the development of translation
theory as an autonomous discipline, including its status, definition, history,
formulation of its object, objectives, and branches, and to the broader TS
worldwide. Fedorov’'s views on the priority of linguistic aspects in translation

theory and at the same time its relation to other disciplines informed his novel
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approach to developing translation theory, which constituted another important
part of his contribution. Besides this, his 1953 book was innovative on the global
scale because it was the first comprehensive work of such scope and
extensiveness to be dedicated to translation issues, approaching them
descriptively and attempting to cover all types of translation. In Russian literature
this contribution also extended to the conceptual framework that continues to be
used by contemporary scholars. Specific conceptual innovations, such as the
typology of translation texts, informed further research in other countries as well,
for instance, by Reiss as indicated above, while more research is required to
understand Fedorov’s influence on other theorists, for example, Even-Zohar, as
stated in Chapter 5. The scientometric study which included a citation analysis
has shown Fedorov’'s considerable impact based on quantitative data from

citations of his publications.

6.2 Limitations of the thesis

The constraints of time and space have limited this thesis in several aspects. The
time span covered by my research included the period from the early theoretical
works on translation published in Russia in the late 1910s and throughout
Fedorov’s life. It was predominantly narrowed down to the years leading to the
publication of Fedorov’s first monograph on translation theory, its reception, and
the following editions, which reflected some of the feedback received and
changes in the socio-political environment. In the future it will be fruitful to
investigate in more detail Fedorov’s later works, such as publications from the
1980s, and analyse how Fedorov considered the advancements of TS made by

other scholars.

Fedorov had broad research interests and wrote about stylistics and
comparative linguistics, amongst other subjects. | concentrated on publications
specifically on translation theory, due to the scope of this thesis, while his other

works remain an interesting object of potential research.

Conducting this research, | mainly studied scholarship in English and in
Russian, although some sources were used from other languages, such as
French and Ukrainian. This was largely dictated by linguistic reasons, but also by
the materials used in this research, since the main sources for this research were

located in Fedorov’s archives in Saint Petersburg, Russia and in UK libraries.
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Future studies could encompass archival materials in other languages. Those in
German for example, could provide more data on German scholars’ interaction

with Fedorov’s works.

6.3 Contributions of this research and recommendations

This thesis is the first attempt of a comprehensive study of Fedorov’'s work
focusing on his contribution to TS. With this focus, the thesis has looked at
Fedorov’s life and oeuvre through the interdisciplinary lens of TS, historiography
of TS, histoire croisée, and microhistory to bring to light not only the
advancements to the knowledge that Fedorov brought, but also the unknown
details about his life and work and the processes of crossings between Fedorov

and other scholars, as well as between their ideas.

The original contribution of this thesis, firstly, is in the comprehensive
analysis of Fedorov’s translation theory. Previous studies have focused on
several aspects of it, for example, translation solutions (Pym, 2016), ideological
aspects (Shakhova, 2021), or a brief introduction of several publications
(Schippel, 2017), limited to single articles or book chapters, while no extensive
systematic research has yet been conducted. In this thesis | have investigated
Fedorov's translation theory starting from its precursors and Fedorov's
background, moving to his first published works, to the first edition of his major
publication Introduction to Translation Theory, to its metalanguage, to its
interactions, and finally to Fedorov’s influence on TS. The analysis of Fedorov’s
works on translation theory was not approached in isolation, but inextricably
linked to his other work, including his practice as a literary translator and his
publications on other subjects, as well as the historical, social, and political
environment and Fedorov’s biography. In regard to the environment, the thesis
synthesised existing literature to provide a historical overview of the period,
including the political changes, cultural and linguistic policies. The analysis of the
role of publishing houses that was conducted in this thesis added the following to
the literature: it established the historical events in the publishers’ existence, it
evaluated their importance from the perspective of representing translators’
interests and provided a novel detailed analysis of the booklets for translators

commissioned by Vsemirnaia Literatura. The latter was missing in the previous
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studies despite the significant role the booklets played in subsequent theoretical

advancements.

The thesis provided an original analysis of Fedorov’s pioneering role in the
history of TS. Specifically, it showed Fedorov’s contribution coining the name of
translation theory as an autonomous discipline and defining its scope and other
characteristics. In Anglophone TS, this advancement has been credited to
Holmes (2000 [1972]). As | argued in Chapter 5, Fedorov not only preceded
Holmes, but indirectly informed Holmes’ research. This argument was supported
by Holmes’ citations and bibliography, including Goffin (1971), who quoted
Fedorov’s conclusions on the theoretic foundations of translation theory as a
discipline. The analysis of the content of Fedorov’s book on translation theory
and its metalanguage conducted in this thesis has demonstrated, for the first
time, the broad scope of Fedorov’s innovation in TS. One of the major difficulties
here was the translation of TS terminology. It was additionally complicated since
the English translation of Fedorov’s 1953 book was published only in 2021 and

called for my revaluation of the previously completed analysis.

The thesis questioned the previously held view on the ideological content
in Fedorov’'s works and its meaning: | challenged the previous studies (Baer,
2021a; Pym, 2016) in their view of Fedorov’s references in his 1953 book to
Stalin’s articles published in 1950 as a sign of his loyalty or genuine agreement
with Stalin’s agenda. | agreed that it was important how these references
disappeared in subsequent editions of Fedorov’s book, which had been pointed
out by Baer and Pym, as well as Shakhova (2017); however, as | argued in
Chapter 2, it was even more important how these references initially appeared in
the first edition. My research on Fedorov’s drafts and readers’ reports showed
that Stalin’s articles had not been mentioned until specifically indicated as
compulsory by two reviewers. Adding a chapter dedicated to Stalin’s articles,
Fedorov therefore acted on the requirements of the publisher. Since all later
editions of the book (Fedorov, 1958; 1968b; 1983b; 2002) were free from any
references to Stalin, the choice of the first edition out of five, to be translated into
English by Baer and published by Routledge in 2021 was not justified and
misleads the reader. | question the ethics of publishing works with such abundant
and praising references to Stalin today without their reassessment, if it could be

avoided without affecting the value of the content, such as would be the case of
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choosing another edition. While it was important chronologically that the first
edition appeared in as early as 1953, the translation of the second 1958 edition
would have been more helpful to the reader. In the future, it would be interesting
to see Fedorov's earlier works translated as they were enthusiastic and
innovative papers and the least marked by the Soviet discourse, as | showed in

Chapter 2, while only one of them (1927) has been translated into English.

Despite the ideologically marked content of the first edition of the
monograph (1953), Fedorov’s ideas crossed geographic and linguistic borders.
This thesis has presented a novel perspective and original findings related to
these crossings: Fedorov’s correspondence that | analysed in Chapter 4 revealed
direct communication between Fedorov on the one side and Eastern and
Western European scholars on the other. Despite state interference restricting it,
| argued that such communication still existed and enabled the scholars to
exchange knowledge, mutually benefit from it, and use it to further the
development of TS. The letters exchanged between Fedorov and Cary, for
instance, were illuminating as they showed direct communication between the
scholars which had not been identified before, their high regard of each other’'s
work, and their attempts to arrange to meet face-to-face and for Fedorov to
participate in the FIT congress which in the 1950s were complicated by the Soviet

regime.

This thesis has used a scientometric analysis to support these findings
with quantitative data on citations of Fedorov’s works. The citation analysis
showed a significant impact of Fedorov’s publications and a consistent, although
small, presence in specialised TS journals, predominantly published in Western
European languages, starting from the late 1950s to the present day. | argued,
therefore, that Fedorov’'s work was never completely absent from Western
European scholarship but contributed to its development and maturation of TS

as an autonomous discipline.

The complete bibliography of Fedorov’'s works, compiled from different
sources, mainly the archival materials in Russian, was not only instrumental in
conducting the scientometric analysis, but showed the scope of Fedorov’s
oeuvre. This analysis responded to the research need identified by Schippel and

Zwischenberger (2017) as a step to building an integrated history of European
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TS. The corpus can be used in the future to further the analysis with other
scientometric instruments, for example, key-word analysis, co-citation analysis,
and a detailed examination of the citation indices. A comparison of such metrics
between Fedorov and his contemporary scholars from different traditions could
provide interesting insights into their impact and potentially the influence of
factors besides the quality of their works, including the language and the place of

publication.

My analysis of reviews of Fedorov’s books has also added to the existing
literature. Many of them had not been studied before, as indicated, for example,
by Pym (2016) about the review in Zeitschrift fir slavische Philologie: the review
was identified because Fedorov (1958) had mentioned it, but not found by Pym.
This review as | found was by Cyzevskyj (1956), published in West Germany,
and | analysed it in Chapter 4. The main contribution of my analysis of the reviews
was in providing new evidence of the transmission of Fedorov’s works and the
awareness of scholars from other countries of them. Fedorov’s work, | argued,

was mainly received positively, as an advancement in scholarship on translation.

The analysis of the reviews and Fedorov’s correspondence supported the
argument made in previous studies that the reception of Fedorov’s translation
theory in Western Bloc countries was mediated mainly via reviews and citations.
They were no longer the only channel in the late 1960s: as this thesis highlighted,
a French translation of Fedorov’'s Introduction in its second edition (1958)
appeared in 1968 (Introduction a la Théorie de la Traduction). This was important,
as several scholars referring to the translation demonstrated, despite the non-
commercial publication particularly due to the role of the Francophone TS at the

time and FIT efforts in particular.

Fedorov’s links to Anglo-American scholars, shown in this research, were
intriguing; however, they remained limited by the lack of further evidence found
within the scope of this project. This could lead to future research on
intercrossings between Fedorov or other Soviet scholars and Nida or Catford.
The evidence provided in Chapter 4 demonstrated clearly that links between
them existed. Further research, such as archival work in Moscow could discover

more data on Nida’s visits to Moscow universities and his communications.
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Catford’s work archives and correspondence, stored in the Bentley Historical

Library of the University of Michigan, could be another potential line of research.

The thesis has presented the most complete biography of Fedorov in
Anglophone literature. This investigation established some important facts of
Fedorov’s professional life, provided valuable findings, corrected the omissions
and mistakes related to Fedorov’s background made in previous studies, and
introduced facts relevant to his academic career, such as a detailed account of
his education and professional development. This revisiting of the personal
history of the theorist, of the person as the object of study, alongside his theory,
brings to light another underrepresented individual in the history of TS: the
translation scholar. Further studies could usefully interrogate his history as a
university lecturer and supervisor, since Fedorov supervised 36 PhD theses and
therefore participated in the establishment of many scholars in the field, as a
literary translator, and as a researcher in other areas, including stylistics and
comparative literature. Such research would advance the understanding of the
full scope of Fedorov’s scientific contribution.

This thesis has extended our knowledge of Fedorov’s significant impact
on the development of TS. It is anticipated that the findings of this research will
contribute to reclaiming Fedorov’'s place in the history of the discipline and
demonstrating his continuing relevance in TS today. Together with the newly
published Baer's English translation of Fedorov’'s book this thesis will make
Fedorov and his work better known in Anglophone and worldwide TS, making
them accessible to a broader readership and open to further research. The next
step in the research would be to interrogate more links between Fedorov’s
conceptual framework and other translation theories of the 20" and even 215t
centuries. It is only through future dedicated and persistent work of this type that

Fedorov’s rightful place as an unsung hero of TS will be established.
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Appendix B. Source texts of the translated quotations

used in the thesis

1 O6LwecTBO U3yYeHUst NoaTM4eckoro Asbika, OMNOA3
2 MOCKOBCKUIA NMUHrBUCTUYECKUI Kpyxok (MJTK)
SUrANA CNo

4 ‘NutepaTypa Kak camopasBuBaloLLasics cuctemMa npeacrasnsna cobon
Lenbih KOMMMEKC TeYeHWW, HanpasBneHun, WOEeNHO-CTUNEBbLIX TEHOEHLWHN,
HaxoasALWMXCA B NOCTOAHHOM B3aUMOeNcTBmMn.’

5 ‘Ha NOBEPXHOCTUN NUTEPATYPHON XN3HMU BOCTOPXKECTBYET €AMHCTBEHHas
acTeTnmyeckas  cuctema, nosfyuMBLIAsl  Ha3BaHME  COLMAanmMCTMYecKoro
peanusma...’

6 ‘MoLLHOE opyaue coLManucTMYeckon KynbTypbl’
” DekpeTt Ne 2 BLUUIMK n CHK o cyae

8 ‘Hukakoro 06s3aTeNbHOrO «rocy4apCTBEHHOrO» $3blka — HU B
cygonpomsBoacTtee, HU B WKone! Kaxgas obnactb BblbUpaeT TOT A3bIK UK Te
A3bIKW, KOTOPblE COOTBETCTBYOT COCTaBY HaceneHust JaHHon obnactu, npuyem
cobnogaeTca MNOMHOE paBHOMPaBME SA3bIKOB KakK MEHbLUMHCTB, TakK W
OONbLUMHCTB BO BCEX OOLLECTBEHHbIX U MOIMTUYECKUX YCTAHOBEHUSAX’

9 ‘noctaHoBneHue Mpeananyma LMK CCCP ot 1 uioHs 1935r. o nepesoae
Ha KUPUNNULY NMCbMEHHOCTEN ANa s13blkoB HapoaoB Cesepa’

10 "nocraroBnenune LIK BKIM(6) n CoseTta HapoaHbix komuccapos oT 13
mapta 1938r. «O6 obda3aTenbHOM W3YYEeHMM PYCCKOro A3blka B LUKOMAx
HaLMOHanbHbIX pecnybnuk n obnacreny’

11 Cekuuss nepeBoAYMKOB  nNpu  JIeHWHrpaackoM — OTAENeHuu
Bcepoccuinckoro cotoza nucatenen (J1O BCIM)

12t . B Gnuskom Oyayuiem obWUMKU YCUNUAMW yaacTcsl, OblTb MOXET,
3an0XnNTb NPUHLMNMANbHbIE OCHOBbLI, ECIIM HE HAYKX, TO XOTA Obl NPaKTUYECKOTO
PYKOBOACTBA K OOHOMY M3 CaMbiX TPYAHbIX U TpeboBaTenbHbIX MCKYCCTB —
NCKYCCTBY Xy[OXXeCTBEHHOro nepesoaa.’

13 ‘HayyHas, 06 BEKTMBHO onpeaenMmasi TOMHOCTb'

14 1) yncno cTpok, 2) MeTp 1 pasmep, 3) YepeaoBaHbe pudMm, 4) xapaktep
enjambement, 5) xapaktep pucm, 6) xapaktep cnosaps, 7) TMn cpaBHEHUN, 8)
ocobble npuemsl, 9) nepexoabl ToHa.’

15 ‘Mo mHuumatuee M. lopbkoro Gbina ocHoBaHa CTyaust «BcemumpHoi
IlvutepaTypbl», rae uuTanuCb cneumanbHble NeKuMM O pasHbiX OoTpacnsx
nepesoanmoro nckyccrea. B Ctygum pabotan n g: MHe GbINo NOpyYeHoO BeCTU
ceMMHapuUin No XyOoXXeCTBEHHOMY MepeBoAy aHMMUMNCKUX MPOo3anKkoB. Tak Kak
HUKaKUX YY4EeOHMKOB MM NOCOOMI, MOCBALLEHHbLIX TEXHUKE XYLOXECTBEHHOro
nepeesoda, y Hac He ObIO — [a W cenyac ele HeT, — MHe MNpULLIOoCh
HabpocaTb, xoTa Obl BKpaTue, He4yTo BpoAe «as3bykn Ona nepeBOAYUKOBY,
KOTOpOM 51 1 Nonb3oBarca B cTyaunHon pabote. Bnocneacteum ata «as3byka»
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Oblna HanevataHa (B OYEHb OrpaHMYEHHOM YMCNe IKIEMMNMSAPOB) B KayecTBe
NpPaKTUYEeCcKoro PykoBOACTBa ANS TeX NepeBOAYMKOB, KOTopble paboTtanu B
Hawem nagatenbcrsee.’

16 ‘. MMEeHHO B 3TOM u3gaTenbcTBe ObiNM  3anoXeHbl OCHOBBI
TeopeTMyeckoro noaxoga K nepesoay (BbinyweHa Opowtopa «[puHUMNbI
Xy4OXXEeCTBEHHOIO nepesogay...).'

17 “Teopisa 1 NnpakTuka nepeknagy’

18 ‘O6 acTeTU4ecKkol LIeHHOCTM mMbOoro nepesoda OYEBMOHO Herb3s
roBOpPUTb, HE YUYNTbIBas Kpyra ymtaTenen, Anst KOTopblix OH NpeaHasHayeH.’

19 ‘Pycckasi HoBelwas nutepatypa B FepmaHun’

20 ‘HayyHass Gasa Teopuu MepeBofa: HOBOE Y4yeHMe O fA3blke Ha
MapKCUCTCKO-ITEHUHCKON OCHOBE'

21 ‘ApekBaTHbIM Mbl OOMKHbI Mpu3HaTb Takoi [[epeBon], B KOTOpPOM
nepegaHbl BCe HaMepeHust aBTopa (Kak npogyMaHHble WM, TakK W
BGeccosHaTenbHble) B CMbICIe ONpeferieHHoOro  MAenHO-3MOLMOHAaNbHOMo
Xy[OOXEeCTBEHHOro BO34ENCTBMA Ha uuTaTtens, ¢ cobniogeHvem no mepe
BO3MOXHOCTM [NyTEM TOYHbIX 3KBMBANEHTOB MWW YOOBNETBOPUTESBbHbIX
cybctTutyToB  (NOACTAHOBOK)] BCEX MPUMEHSIEMbIX aBTOPOM  PECypCcoB
obpasHocTu, Konoputa, putma u 1. n.’

22 ‘CIM, 6e3ycnoBHO, OblN MPOBOAHUKOM MAPTUAHO-TOCYAAPCTBEHHOW
ngeornorum B NuTepaTypHon cpege.’

23 ‘ennHan coBeTckasa Teopus nepesoaa’

24 ‘PeanucTuyeckuin nepesod npegnonaraet TPOsiKyl, HO €[VHYyH Mo
CyLWEeCTBY BEPHOCTb: BEPHOCTb MOASMMMHHUKY, BEPHOCTb OENCTBUTENBHOCTU U
BEPHOCTb YnTaTtento.’

25 . MHTepec K A3bIKOBOW (hopMe NuTepaTypHOro NpousBeaeHUs caM no
cebe He paBHO3Ha4yeH dopmanuamy u OykBanuamy, a yrnybneHHbIn
NMHIBUCTMYECKUI NOAX0M K CPeACTBaM BblpaXXeHUs1 B ABYX pPa3HbIX si3blkax Kak
pa3 1 OOSPKEH rapaHTUpOBaTb OT OYKBANMCTUYECKNX OLUMOOK, NErko BO3MOXHbIX
Ha MNpakTMKe NpuU HEeAOCTaTOYHOW TEOPEeTUYECKOM WUCKYLUEHHOCTM B obnactu
A3blka.’

26 ‘rpynna ToBapuLei n3 Monoaéxu’
27 CoBeTcKasi TpyaoBast LKomMa NepBoi U BTOPOMN CTYMNeHu

28 OtpeneHue nuTepaTypHOro  TBOPYECTBA U XKYPHANUCTUKM
FocyaapCTBEHHbIX KYPCOB TEXHUKM peyn

29 BbIcLUME rocyaapCTBEHHbIe KypChbl UCKycCTBOBeAeHUs npu UHcTuTyTe
NCTOPUWN NCKYCCTB

30 MocypapcTtBeHHbI MHcTuTyT UcTopun Uckycets (TMNIN)
31 ‘cpaBHUTENBHO-NPO3KUMOHHEIN, (CpaBHUTENbHas explication du texte)
32 ‘cpaBHUTENbHO-MYHKLUMOHANbHBIN UMK CTPYKTYPHbIIA’

33 ‘... byHKUMM KaXOOTO  NMUTepaTypHOro  3reMeHTa ecTb  ero
COOTHOCUTENBHOCTb C APYIMMU U C KOHCTPYKTUBHbBIM NMPUHLIMIMOM LIeNoro’
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34 TlepeBog ecTb OOWH M3 MNyTeil, KOTOPbIM OCYLLECTBNSAETCS
NMPOHUKHOBEHME OAHOW nuTepaTypbl B APYrylo, BnvsiHNE ee o6pasuos, U
nokasaTenb MOHUMaHWS, OCMbICIIEHUS NPOM3BEAEHUA 4YyXXOW nuTepaTypbl,
06YCNOBMEHHOIO N XapaKTepoM pas3BUTUS AaHHOW HaUMOHanNbHOW nuTepaTypsbl.’

35 ‘.. saBnsetca pe3ynbTaToM [OEUCTBUA [OBYX (paKTopoB —
HenocpeacTBEHHOrO reHesnca (OEenNCTBME OpurnHana) u Tpaguuuun (BnNusiHue
NUTEpPaTypHOro OKPYXeHWs!, YCNoBUA pogHOWN nuTepaTtypsbl)’

36 ‘Pasnuume mMexay paaom opurnHana n pagom nepeBoa MOXET J1eXaTb
Nno JIMHNN COOTHOLLEHUA JTEKCUYECKUX MITaHOB B 3TUX OBYX pﬂ,qax’

37 “ToYyHOCTb B NepeBoae, Kak MOHATUE, OKasbliBaeTCsA HEBO3MOXHOH, Kak
daKkT — HeJOCTMXKMMOIO, A U U3NULLHEID'

38 ‘O yeLICKkOM CTMXE, NPEMMYLLIECTBEHHO B COMOCTaBIIEHNM C PYCCKUM’

39 ‘noHnMas no «aBgoHUEN» He Brnaro3Byune, a NPUHLUMUMbI KAYEeCTBEHHO-
3BYKOBOW OpraHusauum ctmxa’

40 ‘HeconsamepumMocTb’

41 ‘NepeBoa Tak UMK MHaYye, B TOM UMM MHOM COOTBETCTBUM C pearbHbIM
CTpOeM opuvrnHana, AoShKeH rnepedaTb 3BYKOBYHO CTOPOHY — METPUYECKUN n
3B(OHNYECKUIN PSA, CBA3AHHBIA 1 C NPOYUMN AIEMEHTAMMN KOHCTPYKLNK.

42 ‘3HaumTenbHas 6opbba aremMeHTOB 3a MECTO B nepeBoae’
43 ‘TOYHOCTb B OHOM MYHKTE paBHO3HA4YHa HETOYHOCTU B ApYyrom’
44 ‘TOYyHOCTb NepeBoda — MOHATUE KpaiiHe YCIOBHOE M OTHOCUTENBHOE'

45 TMepeBoa NO OTHOLLEHUIO K NOAJNIMHHMKY eCTb Noaobue, cosgaHHoe 13
Apyroro matepuana.’

46 ‘yyKea3blYHOCTb B Nepesoae’
47 ‘crnaxwBaroLLmin nepeson’

48 ‘mepeBon 6e3 COXpaHEHUA HaLMOHANbHO-A3bIKOBbIX U NPEeAMETHbIX
0ocoGeHHoCTel MoASIMHHMKA, HO Takke 6e3 BBoAa cneumduyecknx 4epTt TOro
A3blka, Ha KOTOPbIX NepeBoaNTCS NponsseaeHne’

49 ‘coaBTOpCcTBO ®egopoBa ¢ YyKoBCKMM GbINo, MO BCEV BUAMMOCTU, TOXE
cBO€06pPa3HbIM KOMMPOMMUCCOM, MOCKOSbKY CBMOETENbCTBOBANO O HECKOSbKO
WUCKYCCTBEHHOM  MPUMUPEHUN PEe3KO aHTUTEOPETUYECKOro HacTposi U
nepesogoBeayvyeckon nos3uvumnm YykoBCKOro M Bocxogswero K opmanbHOu
LLIKOS1E TMNepTeopeTUYECKOro puropmama paHHux pabot degoposa’

50 “TnuyHas paboTta neHuHrpaackoro popmanuncra’
51 ‘OTBMNEYEHHbI TEOPETUK

52 ‘PesynbTaThl 9TU NPEACTaBMANN HECOMHEHHYI0 Hay4HYH LIEHHOCTb U
WHTEpeC HOBU3HbI Npexae Bcero notomy, 4to n B XIX, n B Hayane XX Beka
TpaguvuuoHHas, TaK HasblBaemMasi akagemudeckad WUCTopusi nuTepaTtypbl
nogobHbIMKM BOMpOCaMM He 3aHMManacb, npeHebperana UMW, a MNOASIMHHO
Hay4yHasi NO3TUKa U CTUNNCTMKA ObINK NpeacTaBneHbl XOTA 1 3aMeYaTesnbHbIMU,
HO HEMHOIO4YNCIIEHHbIMU " CTOSIBLUMMM OCOOHSIKOM Tpyaamu
(A. H. Becenosckuii, A.A.llotebHsA) © He cKknagbiBanuMcb ewe B
CaMOCTOATENbHbIE ANCLMNIINHBI.
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HecmoTps Ha HOBM3HY pe3ynbTatoB, Ha 0oOunne cBexero, Bnepsble
BOBIeYEeHHOro B obnactb nccnegosaHve martepvana M Ha HEKOTOPYH CBA3b C
nnTepaTypHON MpPaKTUKOM 3MNOXU (MPEMMYLLECTBEHHO «JNIEBbIX» TEYEHUN),
3HayeHuMe caenaHHoro «dopmanuctaMmmy 4YpesBbl4aHO CyXanocb W3-3a
OAHOCTOPOHHEWN HanpaBfeHHOCTM WX WCKaHWUW, WX OrpaHU4eHHOCTM cdepon
OLHOro TONbKO MNflaHa BblpaXXeHUsa (XOTs 6bl M1 NMOHMMAEMOro LWMPOKO B psane
cnyyaes), U3-3a NPUHLMNMANbLHOrO 0TKa3a OT U3YYEeHUs NOEeNHOro CoaepKaHus
N coumnanbHO-UCTOPUYECKON 0BYCNOBNEHHOCTU NuTepaTypsbl.’

53 ‘MeToauka TexHu4eckoro nepesoaa’

54TexHuka NnepeBoda Hay4YHON U TEXHUYECKOW NUTEpPaTYpbl C aHIMUNCKOro
A3blka Ha PyCCKUA’

55 ‘OTHOCUTENBHOCTbL NOHATUSA TOYHOCTU'
56 ‘paBHOLIEHHOCTW'

57 ‘Bonpoc o nepeBoaAMMOCTH’

58 ‘ucnpaBuUTEnbHLIA’

59 ‘OCHOBHble BOMPOCHI XYAOXECTBEHHOro nepeBoda Kak sBMNeHus
nuTepaTypbl U NUTEPaTYPHOro A3blKa’

60 ‘MepeBom n kputuka, ‘Tunbl M meToabl nepesopa, ‘Tlepeson U
nuTepaTypHbIe XaHpbl.’

61 ‘ToYHOCTb aNleMeHTapHaA U TOYHOCTb Xy,D,O)KeCTBeHHaFI’

62 ‘Ucnonb3oBaHne nepeBoaa Ans yrnybrneHHoro BnageHus cpeacrsamm
BblPa3NTENbHOCTU, KaK HEMELIKOTO, TaK U PYCCKOro si3blka; bonee coBepLUeHHoe
MOHMMaHWE COOTHOLUEHUS Mexay obouMMu s3blkamMu. YMeHue ObICTporo u
CO3HaTerbHOro CUCTEMATUYECKOro aHannaa Kak npeanockinku Ans nepesoaa.’

63 ‘1) ToyHOCTb (4TO NOA 3TUM NOHUMATB). 2) ALEKBATHOCTb MNOANTUHHMUKY
B OTHOLUEHUW CPEeACTB Bblpa3uTenbHOCTU A3blka. 3) COOTBETCTBME HOpMaM
A3blKa, Ha KOTOpbIV AenaeTcsa nepesos.’

64 ‘B oTnMuMe OT HEMHOrOYMCMEHHbIX CYLLIECTBYIOLMX PYKOBOACTB MO
nepesogy npeanaraemas paboTa MMeeT B BMOY HE TOMbKO HayyHO-
TEOPETMYECKYI0  MOMOLb  MNEepPeBOAYMKY-NMPaKTUKY, HO MU NOArOTOBKY
npenogaesatena B obrnactm nepeeBoga, Kak ocoboro, Tpebyllero CBoen
METOAMNKN, acrnekTa MHOCTPaHHOro A3blka.’

65 ‘MecTo nepeBofa, kak 0coboro acrnekTa n3y4aemMoro sisbika, B CUCTEME
NVHIBUCTUYECKOro 06pa3oBaHus, ero obLeKkynbTypHasa n negarormyeckas posb
B BbICLLUEWN N CpeaHen LwKone’

66 ‘BOBMOXHOCTb  CTUMUCTUYECKMX  KOMMeHcauuin  (3ameH) npw
HEBO3MOXHOCTU W HEHY>XHOCTU hbopManbHO TOYHOW Mepenavn OTAEeNbHbIX
ocobeHHocTewn’

67 MexkadeapanbHblil CrioBapHbI KaOUHET

8 ToHsaTUS NnepeBoda C TOYKU 3peHUS OOLLLEro A3bIKO3HaHUSA U obLLen
CTUITUCTUKN’

69 ‘yyke3eMHoCTb’ and ‘Yyxesasblyne’
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0 ‘nomKkHO GbITb YAEneHo crneunanbHoe MECTO U3IOXKEHUIO MONOXKEHNI
CTalMHCKOrO Y4YeHusi O A3blke, MMEKLINX HEMOCPEeACTBEHHOE OTHOLLUEHME K
Bonpocam nepesoga.’

71 .. 0 HAUMOHamnbHOW CaMOObLITHOCTM PYCCKOro A3blka’

2 ‘maTepuan nepeBo/IOB C PyCCKOro Ha A3blki Hapoaos CCCP u ¢ A3bIKoB
HapogoB CCCP Ha pyccKkuKn, C PyCCKOro si3blka Ha A3blkM CTpaH HapOOHOM
aemokpaTtum n obpatHo.’

73 ‘CBOIO KHUIY aBTOp nucan Ao onyGrvMKoBaHUs B NevaTtu BbloaloLLnXcs
Npoun3BeAeHNn TBOPYECKOTO MapKcu3Ma — reHuManbHblX TPyAOB ToBapuLuia
CrtanuHa no BonpocaM s13blko3HaHUS. EcTecTBeHHO, Y4TO OH M He MOr MuX
ncnonb3oBaTb B CBoel paboTe. VIMEHHO npexae Bcero noaToMy PyKOMMUCb
TpebyeT celyac cepbe3HOro NepecmMoTpa 1 psiga CyLLECTBEHHbIX NPaBoK.’

4 ‘DT wncnpaBneHua [OOMKHbl ObiTb CcOenaHbl, Npexae Bcero, B
npeaucrnosumn (ctp.lll u gp.), B rmase o6 uctopuu nepesoga v B pasgene ob
OCHOBHbIX MOSIOXXEHNAX COBETCKOW Teopuu nepesofa. B ogHon mn3 atnx rnas
AOIMKHO ObiTb yOeneHo cneuuanbHOe MECTO  M3MNOXEHUI0  MONOXEHUN
CTalNIMHCKOrO Y4YeHUsd O A3blKe, MMeKLWMX HEenocpenCcTBEHHOE OTHOLUEHUE K
Bonpocam nepesoaa.’

5 ‘Pykonuck npeactaBnseT coboi kanuTanbHy0 MOHOrpaduio Nno Bcem
Ba)KHEMLLMM BOMpOCaM TEOPUU U NPaKTUKU nepeBoda, ABNSAIOLLYCS NIoAoM
MHOFONETHEW UcCcrenoBaTenbCKOn M TBOpYeckon paboTbl aBTOpa B obnactu
nepeBoJOB XyAOXECTBEHHOW NnTepaTypbl C UHOCTPAHHbLIX S13bIKOB Ha PYCCKUNA.

6 ‘ApoKBaATHOCTb MOAYEPKMBAET MPUHLUMUMUAMNBHYIO pasHULY Mexay
TOYHOCTbIO KaK ee NoHUManu Npexae v kak ee NoOHNUMaltoT B BypiKyasHbIX CTpaHax
ceiyac, ¥ TOYHOCTBIO KaK ee NoHMMaeT coBeTckasl Teopusi nepesoaa. A noyemy
He cKasaTb NPOCTO: Halle NOHUMaHne TOYHOCTU NPUHLMNMAanbHO UHoe.’

7 .. HeOoBONbCTBA TEPMUMHOM «a[3KBATHOCTb», BO3HUKLLUMM B MOpPY
YBMNEYEHUS] BCSKOrO poAa WHOCTPAHLUMHOW, rPOMO3OKMM, HEeydOoOHbIM Mo
HanucaHuto, NPeTEHUNO3HbIM NO CBoeMY MOpPdONorMyeckomy obnmky.’

8 ‘CyliecTByeT Tpaavuus «akageMU4Yeckoro» CTUNS  U3MOXKEHUS
aKaleMMYECKMX KypcoB. OTO He Ta Tpaguumsi, KOTOPOW criegoBanu KracCuku
MapKCU3Ma-rieHnHM3Ma B CBOMX HayyHbIX Tpydax. Ecnun 6bl A. B. ®egopos
3axoTen OXMBUTL (9 HE FTOBOPHD: CHU3UTb CEPbE3HOCTb U3MOXEHUS) A3blK CBOErO
nocobus, oHO Bbl MHOIO BbIMIFPano He TOMbKO B OTHOLLEHMMW NTIErKOCTU YTEHUS, HO
M B CMbICIe AOCTMXKEHMSA NMOCTaBMNEHHbIX LUenen.’

9 ‘ABTOp obellaeT HaM B NpeancrioBUn NepecMoTp Teopumn nepesoaa c
TOYKM 3pPEHUA MOCNEBOEHHbIX Auckyccun. OgHako rnaebl 0 oopmanmame u
KOCMOMNOSIMTM3ME OTCYTCTBYIOT B NOCOBMN, paBHO Kak M pacCMOTPEHMNE BOMNpoca
O NPUMEHEHUU K NnepeBoay NPUHUKMNAa NapTUMHOCTU NuTepaTypsbl.’

80 ‘MeHbLLE BCEro A cornaceH ¢ 3aMmevyaHnsaMm u cosetamu peueHsum J1. H.
CoboneBa, KOTOpYHO S TEM CaMblM MEHbLUE BCEr0 MCMorib3oBasl B CMbICNe
NPSMOro OCYLLIECTBINEHNSA ee yKaszaHui, HO KOTopasa TeM HE MeHee MHOro Jana
MHe, 3aCTaBUB NOMEMUYECKN OTKITMKHYTBCSA Ha Hee, BEpHee — NpeaynpeavTb Unm
OTBECTWN B CAMOM TEKCTE paboTbl ynpekn n coobpakeHusi, nogobHble TEM, Kakme
BblCKa3an peLeH3€eHT.’



302

81 ‘371 onpeaeneHns UCNONb3YHTCA YXKe AaBHO B Hallei nuTepaTtype, HO
MOXHO N cenvac paccmaTpmBaTb NEPEBOA Y HAM KakK HayYHY OUCLMNNHY?
He moxem nu Mbl yxe roBOpuTb O 3aMeHe MCKYCCTBa NepeBoda HaykKow O
nepesoge?’

82 ‘Bonblwoe Bam cnacn6o 3a npucnaHHyto Bamu kHury. OyeHb TpoHyTa
Bawum BHMMaHveM. KHura 6bICTpo pasownack y Hac v nonb3yeTtcs 60nbwmnm
ycnexoM. OHa 3HauUTenbHO MOMOraeT U CTydeHTaMm, 1 npenogasaTensm B UX
pabote 1 Bac Bce BCnomMuHaoT 4obpbIM CNoBOM.’

8 ‘.. a npowy Bac HayaTb nepeBon He c V rnaBbl BTOPOM 4acTu, a
HECKONbKO paHblie — C cepeauHbl V-1 rmaBbl, co cnos: «La Maréchale
décrocha de la patére sa capote. Frédéric se précipita sur la sonnette en criant
de loin an garcon : — “Une voiture !”» 3a aT1o roBopuT cnegytowlee: 1) A oceHbto
Oyny paboTtaTb MeaneHHee m3-3a pasHoobpasusa gen, 2) Ecnu ogHa u3 rnas
OygeT nepesegeHa nornonam, npou3ongeT BecbMa kenatenbHas anddysna
CTUNa AByX NepeBoayvMKoB, 3) OTMM KpawHe YnpoLialTcs BCE FOHOpapHble
pacyeTbl — Bce OygeT OenuTbCa POBHO Mornornam, U Mbl He Byaem TepsATb
BPEMEHN Ha CNOXHble (M OOBOSIbHO HEenpousBoauTesbHble!) Bbiknagku. Bbl
cornacHbol?’

84 ‘3pecb HEOBXOAMMO LLMPOKO MPUMEHATb CYOGCTUTYTLI BO MU3bexaHue
COBEpLUEHHO HEBHATHOrO Bepbanuama.’

85 ‘4 nonarato, YTO HalUM NpUeMbl NepesBoaa UCXOOAT U3 COBEPLUEHHO
OLMHaKOBOro OTHOLLUEHUS K TEKCTYy M MO3TOMy B MepeBode He MOXeT ObiTb
owlytTumoro pasHobosa. [loctatoyHo, ecnn s 6ygy Oonble MNOMHUTL O
TpeboBaHUN TEKCTyanbHOM TOYHOCTH, @ Bbl — 0 TpeboBaHMM «KMBOCTU» A3biKa.
910 N Oyget HeobGxogMmom nonpaBkoM KO MHe M K Bam. YTo Kkacaetcs
NPEeCroByTOMN «KMBOCTUY», TO, MOMHSA OTAENbHbIE MecTa 13 Bawunx npeabiaywmx
nepeBoaoB, MHe MNPOCTO XoTenocb Obl nNpocuTb Bac npuberatb 4vawe K
neperpynnMpoBKkam 1 K pa3aroBopHbIM aHarnoram (B guanore) — rae 3To Hago, BO
n3bexaHune «nepesoan3moB».’

86 ¢ .. TOPMO3WT Oeno nepeeofa He MPOCTO OTCYTCTBME UMW OTCTaBaHue
TEopuK, HO N YKITOHEHUE ee OT BEPHOro NyTn, C KOTOPOro OHa YBOAUT 3a cobou
U npaktuky. [...] TakoBa ponb NUHrBOCTUNUCTUKM Ana nepesogoB A. B.
®epopoBa. OTpakeHHbIM CBETOM OHa MHOroe OObSCHSAET B CTUIIUCTUYECKUX
OCOBEHHOCTSIX ero nepeBodoB, HadvHas oOT «BocnutaHma 4yBCTB», 4vepes
«JlopeHsaydo» Miocce un gpamebl 'toro kK «PoacTeseHHbIM HaTypamy [eTe.’

87 ‘HacuyeT npuHUMNOB NepeBoda pPacxXoXAeHWh y Hac He 6bino. Mbl
CuMTann HEeBO3MOXHbIM YynpoliaTb, CriaxusBatb, obneryatb cTunb [lpycTa,
genatb ero 6onee «nNpuATHbBIM», YEM OH €CTb, W, NMpexae BCero, crapanucb
HUr4e He HapywaTtb eguMHCTBO 60blWNX N0 O6bEMY U CNOXHbLIX MO COYETaHUIO
yacTen, NpensiokKeHun, 4acto — HeOoObIYHbIX ANA (PpaHLy3CKOoro s3blka, HO
COCTaBMALWMX HEOTBLEMMNEMYH YEPTY OpUrnHana v OoTpakarowmx Xapakrep
TBOPYECKOro MbILLUMEHNSA: KaXXA0€e U3 HUX COOTBETCTBYET LIENIOCTHOMY KOMMIEKCY
MblCcnen, getanen, o6pasoB, KOHKPETHOM CUTyaLUn — onpeaeneHHoOMy OTPE3Ky
AEeNCTBUTENBHOCTU. A CyXXOeHuWs nucaTens Bceraa oT4eTNInBbI U NOMMYHbI.

8 ‘OTnx nepeBOOYMKOB Hepedko ynpekanu B dpopManuMame, B TakoOM
CTPEMNEHUN nepenatb BCE CMbICNIOBbIE W CTUIIUCTUYECKME OTTEHKM
NOAMWHHMKA, KOTOpOe nNPMBOAWMIO K Kanbke C WHOCTPaHHOW cpasbl K
NPOTUBOPEYNIO ECNIN HE C rPaMMaTUYECKUMK, TO C NUTepaTypHbIMU HOPMaMm
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PYCCKOW peanucTn4eckomn Nposbl, K Ype3MepHOMY 0ObIrpbiBaHMIO TOFO MY MHOTO
cTMnMcTU4eckoro npmema [ukkeHca (Hanp., kanambypbl UM HENPaBUIbHOCTU
peyn nepcoHaxa unm HeobblyHOro obpasa).

Hwnyero noxoxero Ha 3T He4OCTaTKM Mbl HE Haxo4MM B HOBOM NepeBose
«Konnepdpunbg». 3T0 — 3HaUMTENbHbIN LWar Brepes B TBOPYECKOM MacTepPCTBE
AByX nepesoaynkoB. OCHOBHOE KayeCcTBO CTUMSi HOBOM MX paboTbl — NpocToTa
n ceoboga pycckom peun, Ha oHe KOTOPOM UM yaaeTcs nokasaTtb cBoeobpasne
peyn aBTopa — NOBECTBOBATESIS U €r0 NEPCOHAXEN.

CnoBapb nepeBoga — no4yTn 6e3yKOopu3sHeH, 1 30ecCb NoYTN BCE B Mepy.
[...] EamHcTBEHHOE, Ha YTO 51 X0oTen 6bl 06paTuTb Bonee cepbe3Hoe BHUMaHue
ABYX NEPEeBOAYMKOB, 3TO Clydanm HEKOTOPOW CMHTAKCMYECKOW FPOMO3OKOCTU U
TSXKENOBECHOCTU, KOTOpPbIE NonagatnTcs NPUMEPHO NULb B nNpeaenax nepBbliX
250 cTpaHuy, [...] KoTopble ABMAITCA NPOSABNEHNAMU «EPEBOAYECKOrO A3blKay,
NMHepLUUnsa KOTOPOro Tak CunbHa, YTO OH AaeT O cebe 3HaTb MHOrga U B CamblX
yOadHbIX nepesogax.'

89 ‘1) uenb nepeBoaa — Kak MOXHO GNMXKe MO3HAKOMUTb YMTaTens (Unu
crnywartens), He 3HalLWero A3blka MNOASIMHHWKA, C OAaHHbIM TEKCTOM (MK
coaepxaHnem yCTHOM peun);

2) NnepeBecT! — 3TO 3HAYUT BbIpa3nTb TOYHO M NMOSTHO CpeacTBaMmU OOHOrO
A3blka TO, YTO YXe Bblpa)eHO CpeacTBaMu APYroro sisblka B HepaspblIBHOM
eaNHCTBE coaepkaHus n opmbl.’

0 ‘Teopuio nepeBoaa, kak cneumanbHy HayYyHylo AUCLUUNIUHY

91 ‘3apayva ee [Teopun nepesoaa] — 0606LATL BbIBOAbI U3 HAGNOAEHNI
Hafd OTAEnbHbIMU YaCTHLIMU Cry4YasiMM NepeBofa W CrYXUTb TEOPETUYECKOM
OCHOBOVW A1 NepeBoaYEeCKON NPaKTUKK, KoTopas Morna 6bl pyKoBOACTBOBaTLCS
€10 B MOMCKaX HYXHbIX CPeACTB BblpaXKeHus 1 BbiGopa ux 1 morna 6bl YepnaTb B
Hel [oBObl U AoKa3aTenbCTBa B MOMb3y ONPeAerneHHOro pelleHns KOHKPETHbIX
BONpOCOB.’

92 ‘Teopusa nepeBoaa, kak cneumanbHas oTpacib PUNONorMyeckomn Hayku,
SBNSETCA OMCUMMNIIMHOW NMHIBUCTUYECKOM npexae Bcero. [NpaBga, B psge
cnyyaeB OHa BecbMa OnNM3KO cornpukacaeTcsas C nuvTepaTypoBefeHNEM —
NUCTOPUEN N TEOpUen nuTepaTypbl, OTKyAa YyepnaeTt psag AaHHbIX U NOMOXEHUN,
N C UICTOPUEN TEX HAPOAOB, A3bIKM KOTOPLIX OHAa 3aTparmeaeT.’

9 ‘mctopusa Bonpoca [nepesonal, ‘obwas Teopuss nepesoda, and
‘YyacTHasa Teopus nepesoga’

94 ‘B nonHoTe 1 TOYHOCTU Nepedadn — OoTnn4ne cobCTBEHHO nepesBoa
OT Nepeaenkn, oT Nnepeckasa UM COKpaLLEHHOro U3NoXeHus1, OT BCAKOro poaa
Tak Ha3blBaeMbIx «agantaumn»’ (Fedorov, 1953, p.7).

% ‘llymaeTca, 4TO Teopusa nepesBoda HauyMHaeTcs Toraa, korga Ha CMeHy
HOPMaTMBHbLIM KOHLEMNUMsIM MU crnopaM O TOM, Kak cnegyeT nepeBoauTb, YTO B
nepeBoAe XOPOLUO MM HEXOPOLLO, TOYHO WM HETOYHO, MPUXOANAT CepbesHble
MonbITKN pa3obpaTbCs B TOM, Kakue CyLLeCTBYIOT 060 bEKTUBHO BO3MOXHOCTM Ans
nepeBofa — B 3aBMCMMOCTU OT COOTHOLLEHUS S3bIKOB, KyNbTyp, nuteparyp...’

9%  ‘YTOyHeHWe npuHUMNa nepeBoaMMOCTU (T.€. BO3MOXHOCTM
NOJSTHOLLEHHOTrO nepesoaa)’

o . TO, 4YTO HEeBO3MOXHO B OTHOLWUEHUWN OTAOENIbHOINo J3JIEMEHTa,
BO3MO>XXHO B OTHOLLUEHWN CITOXKHOTIO LeNoro — Ha OCHOBE BbIABJIEHNA U Nepefayn
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CMbICIOBbIX U XYA0XXECTBEHHbIX (PYHKLMIN OTAENbHbIX €AUHWL, HE NOAAAOLLIMXCS
y3Ko hopManbHOMY BOCMPOU3BEAEHUIO; YITOBUTL Xe U nepeaaTtb 3T pyHKLUN
BO3MO)XXHO Ha OCHOBE TEX CMbICIIOBbIX CBSI3€W, Kakme CYLIeCTBYHOT Mexay
oTAenbHbIMU 3IeMeHTaMn B CUCTEME LIenoro.’

9% ‘Mbl yTBEPXXAAEM BO3MOXHOCTb NEepeBecTU, rnepesoduMocms ¢ Nioboro
Aa3blka Ha nobon gpyron. NepeBoAMMOCTb afekBaTHaA BO3MOXHOCTU 0OLLEeHNS
HapogoB Mexay cobon. Ha aTom gepXxmntca Bca MMpoBas KynbTypa. OTo ogHa 13
NpPeAanocbINoK ee pa3suTmA.’

9 ‘noHATME oTpbiBa DOPMbI OT coaep)KaHust’

100 ‘OHK HocAT Ha cebe B psae crydyaeB nevyatb OTpaXkeHUst BypiKyasHo-
hopmanucTUyecknx Teopuii nepesoaa.’

101 ‘dopmanuam B obnacti nepesoaa — 3TO NpPeXxae BCero oTpbiB OPMbI
OT cogepxaHusi, nepegadya ¢OpPMbl, KakK TaKOBOW, BHE 3aBMCUMMOCTU OT
BblpaXkaeMoro el cogepXaHusi, 3Ha4YuT — UCKaxeHue cogepxanus. [...] Ho
HasbIlBaTb POPManM3MomMm BHUMaHMe K oopme, B YaCTHOCTU, K A3bIKOBOU hopMme,
A gymato, 6yaeT no MeHbLLen mepe HecnpaBeanneo.’

102 ¢ dhopManuaMoM HUW B Kakoil Mepe He SBNseTcs co3HaTerbHas
3abota O nepedade OpMbl, Kak cpeacTBa pacKpbiTUS COAEPXKaHus, B
COOTBETCTBUW CO CTUNMUCTUYECKMMI BO3MOXHOCTSIMM Si3blka nepesoaa.’

103 ‘CTnucTnyeckas 1 cMbicrioBast BEpHOCTb OpUrMHany OOCTUraeTcs, kak
npasuno, He nyTemM bopManbHO-40COBHOM TOMHOCTH. ..’

104 Tlepeoit paboToi, nNpeAcTaBnAlLWEA MOMNbITKY NPUMEHEHUSA
MPUHLMNOB MapKCUCTCKO-NIEHWHCKON MeTOoAoNorMmM K nepesofy, sBnsieTcs
ctatbs A. A. CmupHoBa «lepeBog» B «JlutepaTtypHon SHuuknoneauny (1934).

105 ¢ ¢ cobniogeHnem no Mepe BO3MOXHOCTU [MyTEeM TOYHbIX
9KBMBAIEHTOB WM YO4OBMETBOPUTENbHbLIX CYOCTUTYTOB (MOACTAHOBOK)] BCEX
NPUMEHSIEMbIX aBTOPOM pPeCcypcoB 0OpasHOCTM, KoropuTa, putma u T. N
nocnegHue OOMMKHbI pacCMaTpMBaTbLCS O4HAKO HE Kak camoLenb, a TOSbKO Kak
CcpencTtBo Ans AOCTMXKeHus obuiero adpdekta. HeECOMHEHHO, 4YTO MpU 3TOM
NPUXOLUTCH KOe-4YeM >XepTBOBaTb, BblOMpasi MEHEE CYLLECTBEHHbIE 3fIEMEHTDI
Tekcta’

106 | mpuHUMN HacTOSILEro XyOoXXeCTBEHHOro nepeBoda — OAMH:
CcTpeMrneHue K agekBaTHOCTK.

107 ‘BnonHe coOTBETCTBYIOLLNIA, TOXAECTBEHHbIN’
108 ‘BnonHe cOOTBETCTBYIOLLNIA, COBNaAatoLLnii’

109 ‘O6napatowmii B NOMHOM Mepe HeoBXoOUMbIMU  NpUsHaKamu,
kayecTBamu’

110 ‘BHyTpeHHAs ¢dopma — 3TO CBSA3b CroBa C MNepBOHaYarbHbIM
3Ha4YeHNEeM €ero KOpHsi, koTopasi 0ObIYHO He ollyuiaeTcs, 6narogaps ToMy, 4TO
OHa 3aTeMHeHa W3MEHEHUsIMW, npouclenwnmn B ynotpedbneHun cnosa, HO
KOTOopas B COOTBETCTBYHLLEM KOHTEKCTE CHOBA MOXET CTaTb 3aMeTHON.’

11 ‘MonHoueHHbI NepeBoa OOMKEeH ObITb TOYHbLIM, ACHBIM, CXKaTbiM U
nuTepaTypHO rPamMOTHbIM.’
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112 ‘TTonHoLEeHHOCTb NepeBoAa O3Ha4YaeT McYEpnbIBaoLLy0 TOYHOCTb B
nepegaye  CMbICNIOBOrO  COAEepXaHus  MOAMMHHMKA M MOSIHOLEHHOE
(PYHKLMOHAMNBHO-CTUNNCTUYECKOE COOTBETCTBME emy.’

113 ‘B npumMeHeHWM K nepeBody [MOMHOLEHHOCTb] SICHO o3HavaeT: 1)
COOTBETCTBUE MOASNMHHUKY MO (PYyHKUUKM (NONMHOUEHHOCTL nepepayn) un 2)
NOMHOLLEHHOCTb BblbOpa cpeacTB NepeBoaYMKOM (MONHOLEHHOCTb f3blka U
ctuns).’

114 ‘NMonHoueHHOCTL NEpeBoOAa COCTOUT B NepeaYde cneunduyeckoro ans
NOAMWHHMKA COOTHOLUEHUSA codepXaHus u opMbl MyTemM BOCNPOM3BEOEHMUS
ocobeHHocTeln nocrnegHen (ecnm 3To BO3MOXHO MO A3blKOBbIM YCNOBUAM) U
co34aHus PYHKUMOHAMNbHbBIX COOTBETCTBUN 3TN 0COBEHHOCTAM.’

115 ‘Bannu roBopuT B cBoeMm «Traité de stylistique francaise» o «mentalité
européenne» — «eBPOMENCKOM MCUXMYECKOM CKnaae», obliem Ans MHOrMX
HapoO0B 1 NO3BOMAIOLLEM NEMKO CPaBHUBATL CTUINUCTUYECKME SBMNEHNS pasHbIX
A3blkoB 3anagHon Eeponbl.’

116 ‘OcHOBHblE TEOpPeTUYECKNe MONOXEHUS ITOW «COLIMONMOrMYecKom»
WKOMbl U ee BypXyasHblX OTBETBMEHUA aAvMaMeTparnibHO MPOTUBOMOMOXHbI
CTanMHCKOMY YYEeHMI0 O £3blke, KOTOPOEe MWCXOAMT W3  OUanekTuko-
MaTepuanmcTUYeCcKoro NoHNMaHus o6LLEeCTBEHHON CYLLIHOCTM si3blka.’

117* .. Mbl He ByaeM HacTamMBaTb Ha WOEHTUYHOCTM TOrO, YTO MonyyaeT
yuTaTenb nepeeoaa, C TeM, YTO MOfy4YaeT yYnTaTenb OpuriHana, a notpedyem,
4YTOObLI NepeBos M MOAMMHHUK BBIMOSHANM OOHY U Ty Xe (PYHKLMIO B cUcCTEME
KyNbTYPHO-UCTOPUYECKMX CBA3EN uuTaTenen nognvHHMKa M nepesoa; Mbl
6ygem wucxoguTb U3 HEOOXOOMMOCTM MNOAYMHATL YaCTHOCTM LEeNnomy B
CoOTBETCTBUM C TpeboBaHNAMM PYHKLNOHANBHOro nogobus.’

118 ‘0603HaUYEHMsA peanuii 06LLIECTBEHHOW XM3HW U MaTepuarnbHoro 6biTta,
cneumnduYHbIX 4N JaHHOro Hapoda v JaHHOM CTpaHbl’

119 ‘3neckb peyb UaeT, COGCTBEHHO, Aaxe He 06 OTCYTCTBMU CMbICIIOBOIO
COOTBETCTBMSA, & O HECOOTBETCTBMM B CTUIIUCTUYECKOW OKpacke, O
HEenpPUroHOCTM CYLLIECTBYIOLLLEro CroBa Ans AaHHOro crnyvas.’

120 ‘HenepeBoammasn urpasi cros’

121 ‘coBnageHune nopsioka CroB U rpaMMaTUYecKMx KaTeropuii B ABYX
Aa3blkax’

122 ‘PaboTa nepeBoauMKa MNMPUHUMAET B KaXKOOM OTAENbHOM Criyyae
pasnuMyHoe HanpaBrneHne — B 3aBUCUMOCTM OT LIENOro psaa o6CcToATenbCTB: OT
XaHpa nepeBOAMMOro NpousBefeHNs, OT XapakTepa sA3blka, Ha KOTOPOM OHO
HanucaHo, OT CTUNsSA, CBOWCTBEHHOrO €ro aBToOpy, OT XapakTepa fA3blka, Ha
KOTOpbIN AenaeTca nepesoq, OT TeX TPeboBaHUi, KoTopble NpeabABNATCA K
nepeBo/ly B AaHHY0 3Moxy, OT Tex 3aaad, KoTopble cTaBuT cebe nepeBoaymK, 1
OT TeX Xy/[I0XXECTBEHHbIX CPEAICTB, KOTOPbLIMU OH pacnonaraet.’

123 ‘PasHOBMOHOCTM MNepeBofa B 3aBUCMMOCTM OT »KaHPOBOro Tuna
nepesogMmoro matepmana’

124 ‘MepBooyepenHon 3agadeit Teopun nepesofa B BOMpoce O Tunax
MaTepuana OOMKHO ABUTbCA onpeeneHne cBoeobpasust KaXaoro M3 HMX Mo
NPU3HaKy COOTHOLLEHUSI B HMX 3NIEMEHTOB OCHOBHOrO CroBapHOro coHaa ¢
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dfieMeHTaMUn pa3JyINYHbIX NMJ1aCcTOB CJ10OBAPHOIro cCoCctaBa A3blka U C TOYKN 3pEHNA
0T6opa N NCNoJNib3OBaHNA pa3nnyHbIX BO3MOXXHOCTEN rpaMmmMmaTmn4ecKkoro CTpOFI.,

125 1) TeKkcTbl ra3eTHO-MHMOPMALIMOHHbIE, [OOKYMEHTalnbHble WU
crneumarnbsHble Hay4yHble, 2) NpounsBeaeHUs NyGnumMcTuydeckune, 3) NnpovsseaeHuns
XY[I0OXXECTBEHHOIN nuTepaTypbl.’

126 ‘MonbiTka e oxapakTepusoBaTb B MHTepecax UCTOpMM nepesona
obLwue ansa pasHbiX A3bIKOB cneunduyeckue 0cCob6eHHOCTM OTAENbHbIX PEYEBbIX
cTUnen MoXeT ObITb cAenaHa, UCXoas U3 NOHATUS O UX LieNleHanpaBeHHOCTH, O
UX (DYHKUMAX U HA OCHOBE CpaBHEHWS C TEM SI3blKOM, Ha KOTOpbIA AenaeTtcs
NepeBod M MO OTHOLIEHUIO K KOTOPOMY AOIMKHbI ObiTb BbISIBIIEHbI KaK 4epThbl
cXoACTBa, TaK 1 YepTbl pasnuuns.’

127 ‘OcHoBHOW 3apmadert npu nepeBode WHAPOPMALMOHHOIO TeKCTa
ABNAETCA — OOHEeCTU OO0 vnTaTens ero cogep)xaHme B caMOW SICHOW, YeTKOW,
npusBbIYHOM bopme.’

128 ‘coxpaHeHne aKCNPecCMBHbIX YepT NOASNIMHHUKA 1 06LLLEro ero ToHa’
129 ‘yaumoHanbHoe cBoeobpasme opurMHana’, ‘HaumoHarnbHas okpacka’

130 ‘. umHOMBMOyanbHoe cBoeoOpasve TBOPYECTBA HaxXoAMT coe
A3bIKOBOE BbIpa)XXEHWEe B CUCTEME WCMOMb30BaHUA HA3bIKOBbIX KaTeropum,
obpasylliMx B CBOEl B3aMMOCBA3N €[MHOe Lenoe C coaepXaHuem U
ABMNAIOLMXCA HOCUTENSAMM HaLMOHANBHOIO CBOeOobpasns U UCTOPUYECKOW
okpacku.’

131 1) crnaxuBaHue, o6e3nuuvMBaHME B Yrofy HEBEPHO MOHATLIM
Tpe6oBaHMAM NUTepaTypPHON HOPMbI A3blka NepeBoaa U BKycam onpeaeneHHoro
NUTepaTypHOro HanpaBneHus;

2) nonbITKM POPMANMUCTUYECKN TOYHOTO BOCMPOU3BEAEHUSI OTAENbHbIX
3MNeMeHTOB NOAMMHHMKA BONpeKkn TpeboBaHUSM s3blka, Ha KOTOPbIN genaetcs
nepeBon — sIBNEHME, MMelLLlee KOHEYHbIM pe3ynbTaToM Hacunue Hag 3TuMm
A13bIKOM, CTUNTIMCTUYECKYHO HEMOSTHOLLEHHOCT;

3) uckaxkeHne nHaMBMayanbLHOro ceoeobpasnst NOANMHHWKA B pe3yrnbTaTe
NPOW3BOJIbHOrO BblOOpa NA3bLIKOBLIX CPEACTB, MPOU3BONIbHOW 3aMeHbl OAHWUX
0COBEHHOCTEN APYIrNMMU;

4) nonNHoUeHHasn nepegava MHAMBMAYanNbHOro cBoeobpasmnsa nognMHHMKa
C NMOSHbIM Y4ETOM BCEX €0 CyLEeCTBEHHbIX 0CObeHHoCTeN n TpeboBaHMI s3blka
nepesoga.’

132 ‘B pabGoTax nuTepaTypoBEeAOB W KPWUTUKOB MO BOMpocam
Xy[OOXECTBEHHOro nepeBofa MoYTM Bcerga MnpoMCXOoaMT OAHO M TO  XKe.
WccnepoBatenb HaunHaeT € 0bLLEeN XapakTepUCTUKN MUPOBO33PEHNA NnucaTens,
KOTOpoe 1 onpeaensieT BCKO ero noatuky. Ho korga Hago yxe paccMoTpeTb Te
dopMbl, B KOTOPbIX Bblpa3uiocb MMPOBO33pEHME NUcaTtensi, uccrnegoBartesb
BeCbMa peko YMen pacKpblTb €AMHCTBO (POpPMbl U coaep)aHusi, 0COBEHHOCTM
camou bopMbl U cToputo popmbl. N B pesdynbtaTte «Bbinagan» U3 nons 3peHns
nccnegoBaTens NepBOdfiEeMEHT NUTeEPaTYPHOro TBOpPYECTBA — A3bIK NUCaTENs
(B opurnHane u B nepesoge).’

133 ‘TBOopuUEecKoi AeaTenbHOCTM B 06nacTu A3bika’

134 ‘Knura AHgpes defnopoBa NocBsiLeHa TEOPUN HE XY[AOXECTBEHHOIO
nepesofa, a nepesoa BoobLe. Bce e nepeBos XyA0KeCTBEHHbIN, KaK CaMbli
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CNOXHbIN, TpebyloLen BbICWIEN «MePbl TOYHOCTU» (O CaMOM 3TOM TEPMUHE Mbl
ele CcKaxeM HWKe), OOSMKEeH 3aHuMMaTb B HelW U camoe 6onblioe MecCTo.
«MaBHble npobnembl NepeBoga» pellarTcsl, KOHEYHO, B NepeBoae
XYOOXEeCTBEHHOM.’

135 ‘«MepeBon MOXeT U O0MKeH ObiTb BKMOYEH B IUHIBUCTUYECKYHO
npobnemMaTtuky, a NMMHIBUCTMKA — eAMHCTBEHHas Hayka, 6e3 KOTopon peluaTtb
Bonpockl Ntoboro nepeBoaa Hemb3sl, HO 3TO OTHIOAb HE O3HA4YaeT, YTO cunamu
OAHOM NUHIBUCTUKM MOXHO OrpaHUYnTLCS MPU CO34aHMM Teopun nepesoaa.
OTO0, MHE KaXXeTCH, COBEPLUEHHO HEMPENOXHbIM, U KHura A. ®degopoBa TONbKO
noareepxgaet aToT BbiBOA A. PecbopmaTckoro.

YMECTHO HanoMHWUTb B 3TOW CBS3W, YTO NUTepaTypoBedeHne — TOXe
Hayka, a No3THKa, KoTopas Tak JOMro octaBanach B MreHy y (oopmanucTos, yxe
MOXeT N JOKHA HaKoHeL, CTaTb HayKow. [...]

[a, cunamm ogHOM NUHIBUCTUKM HENb3st OFPaHMYUTBCA MPU U3YyYeHUn
Teopun nepeeoga. B HOBOM m3gaHum 3TOW KHUrKM, Byaem HagesaTbesi, Hayka
A3bIKO3HAHMS BCTYNUT B [OSPKHblIE OTHOLUEHUS C HAyKOW MOSTUKU U HayKOW
nutepatypoBeaeHus. M toraa camm cobon BOCMOMHATCS MHOrMe pocagHble
npobenbl nHTepecHon kHurn A. ®egoposa.’

136 ‘CaMble OCHOBHblE BO3paXXeHusl, coenaHHble MHe B Hallel KpuTuke,
CBOAMINCb K YKa3aHUI0 Ha TO, YTO B MEPBOM M3OAHUWN KHUTU HEMPaBOMEPHO
pacluMpeHa KOMMNeTeHUMa NUHIBUCTUKMA B BOMpOcax nepesoaa, B 0COGEHHOCTH
nepeBoda XyOOXeCTBEHHOro, YTo O nocreaHemM BooOLle cka3aHO Mamno U YTo
BOMPOC O HEeM TMOCTaBleH CrMLIKOM Y3Ko, obedHeH. 3TU BO3paxeHus
copepxartca n B peueHann H. . ®enbamaH, HanMcaHHOW B NIMHIBUCTUYECKOM
xe nnaHe. O4yeBNOHO, YTO ANA NOAOGHOro ynpeka aanv 0CHOBaHUe Ype3MepHo
pelwunTenbHble (OPMYNMPOBKM MEPBOrO WU3[aHWs, KacalolMecss BaXXHOCTM
A3bIkOBEQ4YECKOro noaxoaa k npobneme. KateropmyHocTb 3TMx hopMynMPOBOK,
BMOMMO, 3acrnoHuna BCe, TOBOPMBLLUEECA W B MNEPBOM U3OaHUN O
MHOTOCTOPOHHOCTU U3y4YeHMsl, KOTOpPOro TpebyeT nepeBod, U O BO3MOXHOCTU
pasHbIX NyTen ero 3y4eHus, OTHIOOb He UCKMYaloLWUxX Apyr apyra. [...] oTaaeas
[IOMKHOE BaXHOCTM W MWHTEpecy nuTepaTypoBedYeckUX W Mpexne BCero
NCTOPUKO-NNUTEPATYPHbIX 3a4a4y B U3yYeHUU XYOOXECTBEHHOro nepesoa, s B
3TON CBOEWN KHUre 3aHMMalCb MMEHHO FMHIBUCTUYECKON CTOPOHON BOMpOCa,
KoTopass elwe W  HedocTaTodHO — uUccnedoBaHa M HeAoCTaTOYHO
cucTemaTmManpoBaHa; paspaboTka e ee npeacTtaBnsAeT HeobXoauMMbIA aTan B
MOCTPOEHUN Teopuu nepeBoda, Kak KOMMMEKCHOW 06LLednnonormyeckon
ANCUMNNNHBI.

1371 . B Tex cnyyasix, korga napannenbHbIMU MO YCNOBUSAM KOHTEKCTa
ABMSAOTCA CINoBa, He CBA3aHHble camMu No cebe OOLHOCTbI0 3HauYeHus,
npaBunbHee roBOpuTb O NIEKCUYECKMX BapuaHTax, a He CMHOHUMaXx.’

138 ‘TIpOTUBHUKM NMHIBUCTUYECKOrO Noaxoda K npobneme nonb3yloTcs
TakuMuM OOBOAAMW, KaK OTCYTCTBME TBEpPAbIX, MOCTOSAHHbLIX, MPSMOSNMHENHBIX
COOTBETCTBUN MeXay ABYMS si3blkamu (0COGEHHO Npu nepegaye Npon3seaeHumn
XYOOXXECTBEHHOW NUTEpaTypbl) UM Kak HeobXxoAMMOCTb OrpaHuMymBaTb Kpyr
HabnOeHUN KaXapl pa3 TONbKO Napor onpeaeneHHbIX s13biKkoB.'

139 ‘nyyline coBeTckue NepeBoaYnKM yoexaeHs!. ..’

140 ¢ | Bemylum Ons Hac SABNSAETCA CEroHs COBETCKUIA peanucTUYecKui
nepesoAd. BaxHo nuwb B kakaoM cry4yae BblOAENUTb U YSCHUTb TO OCHOBHOE U
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rmaBHoe, 4YTO npeacrtaBliAdAeT cobor cTunb 1 mMeToad nepesoda M 4TO, B CBOKO
oyepenb, onpeagendeTtcd BpeMmeHeM, MeCToM 1 counaribHbIMU YCITOBUAMMN. A 3aTo
obLee 1 rnaBHOE BOMMOLWEHO A9 HAac CeroaHs B TEOPUN N NPAKTUKE NCKYCCTBaA
coumnanmncTn4eckoro peanmsma.’

141 “‘C rnybokum BO3MYLLIEHUEM NPOYUTAN MNOYTU XYNUIFAHCKUIA HACKOK Ha
Bawy kHury B ctatbe yBaxaemoro /iBaHa AnekcaHgpoBuya KawkuHa. Tonbko
NCUXNYECKN HEYPaBHOBELLEHHbIN YENOBEK MOXET ONYCTUTLCA 40 NepeckasbiBas
rrynblX aHEKOOTOB, NOAMEHSS UMWN CEPbE3HYI0 KPUTUKY.

142 *npyrasi BO3MOXHOCTb — 0OpaTUTb NPEenMyLLIECTBEHHOE BHMMaHME Ha
6enoe NATHO 3CTETUKU, paccMaTpuBaTh NepeBo Kak B UCKYCCTBa CroBa, To
€CTb He NUHIBUCTUYECKN, a MMTepaTypoBea4ecku.’

143 ‘B a3TOM KHWre nepeBod, B TOM YUCNE U XYOOXKECTBEHHbIN,
XapakTepuayeTca Kak «opma TBOPYECKOW OeATENbHOCTU B obnactu s3bikay.
CoOOTBETCTBEHHO 3TOMY TEOPUSA XYAOXKECTBEHHOIO NEpeBoa paccmaTpmBaeTcs
Kak ocobbli pasgen NIMHIBUCTUKKU, a NOHATUE XyLOXECTBEHHOro nepesoja Kak
Obl nckno4aeTca U3 cepbl NUTEpaTypoBEAYECKUX NOHATUN U KaTeropui. Hu
pasy B kHure A. B. degopoBa He yNOMMHAETCA O TOM, YTO XyOOXECTBEHHbIN
nepesoa — 370 hopMa TBOPYECKOM AeATeNnbHOCTU B 0briacTn nutepatypbl.’

144 '3 BCcero ckasaHHOro SAIBCTBYET, HACKOMNbKO CIOXHa nepesoaveckas
paboTa, cocToALas B NOCTOAHHbIX MONCKaX A3bIKOBbLIX CPEACTB ANs BblpaXeHNs
TOro eguHCTBa cofepXaHus U PopMbl, Kakoe npeacTaBnseT NOANUHHUK, U B
BblbOpe MeXay HEeCKONMbKUMU BO3MOXHOCTAMM nepenaqvn. ATU MOUCKU U 3TOT
BbIOOp MMelT B MoboM criydae TBoOpuYeckui xapaktep. [lepeBong xe
XYZIOXXECTBEHHON NUTepaTypbl U nuTepaTypbl 0OLLECTBEHHO-NONMUTUYECKON, a
TaKKe Hay4dHbIX NPOM3BEAEHWUIA, OTMMYAILUXCA BbIPA3UTENbHOCTL A3biKa,
ABMNSAETCA UCKYCCTBOM U TpebyeT nuTepaTypHOro AapoBaHus.'

145 ‘Teopus XyOQoXKeCTBEHHOrO MepeBoda He AOoSPkHa ObiTb MnornolleHa
NVHIBUCTUKON, HE AOIMKHA CTaTb ANCUUMNIIMHOM YACTO NIMHIBUCTUYECKON, K YEMY
npusbiBaeT A. B. degopos’

146 ‘MHe KaxkeTcsl, YTO BOMbLUME 3HAHUSA, OMNbIT U CUMbI, NOTPaAYeHHble Ha
3TO HagyMaHHOE TEOpeTU3NpoBaHUE, MOrMKU Obl HAWTK fy4dllee NPUMEHEHME.
Beob Ham Bcem coobuwa ewe Hago paspabortatb obuwienpuemnemMyo Teoputo
UM NO3TUKY XyOOXECTBEHHOro MnepeBoda, ONMPAatoLLYHCs Ha OOCTUXKEHUS
COBETCKOrO SA3blIKO3HaHMUSI U HE MEHEee TEeCHO CBSI3aHHYH C HalUMM COBETCKUM
nuTepaTtypoBeAEeHNEM; TEOPUID, KOHKPETHO Mu3yyarLllyto cnocobbl otbopa B
onpeneneHHbIX NCTOPUYECKUX YCNOBUSAX ONpPeaeieHHbIX CPeaCcTB BblpaKeHUS;
Teopuio, MOMOratoLLyl0 NepeBOaYNKY CTaBUTb nepen cobon BbICOKME MAEWNHO-
XYOOXXECTBEHHbIE LIENW U AOCTUraTb UX B CBOEWN NpakTnuyeckon pabore.’

147 ‘He noceTyiTe, ecnu s B CBOeW 3ameTke [...] kak-HMByOb He Tak
cocnarncs Ha Ball AaBHWUIA OT3bIB.’

148 ‘MHoroyBakaeMblii AHapel BeHeamkToBmy!

OueHb xanb, 4tO0 Ha Cekpetapuate Cowsa [lucatenen no
XyOOXECTBEHHOMY MepeBody, Ha KOTOPOM MNPUCYTCTBOBAso  CTOJSIbKO
NEHUHrpaacknx nNepeBOAYMKOB BMNOTb A0 AsapoBa, He Obino Hu
PoxpecTteeHckoro, HU Mopo3oBa, Hu Bac. XoT4 Bbl-To HE3pnMOo npucyTcTBOBaNM
/kak Bbl 4OMKHO ObITb 3aMEeTUNM MO raseTHbIM oT4eTam/ B BUAE YacTbIX umtaT u3
Bawen nocnegHen KHUMM BblCKasblBaHU NUcaTenen o nepesoae. |[...]
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A Bbl genaete xopowee feno, xota Obl Tem, YTO BNpaBnseTe MoO3ru
HblHEWHUM  Nucatenam  MbiCNdMM O NepeBoge WX  OOCTOMHBIX
npegwecTBeHHMKOB. JTO YyXXe NoAcTyn K uctopuu nepesoga. XKenato Bam
ycrnexa u B 9Tom gene.’

149 ‘Hukak Henb3s yTBepXdaTb, 4YTO Teopuss nepeBoda SABNSETCA
«da3blkoBegveckon npobrnemon». OHa — npobnema OOHOBPEMEHHO U
Aa3blkoBegyeckass (nepeBoda [AdaHHOM pasbl), U nuTepaTypoBeayeckad
(HEOTAENMMOCTb Y3KOro KOHTEKCTa OT LUMPOKOro, YTO BKIHOYAET NepeBoa4vmka BO
BECb KOMIMJEKC NUTepaTypoBeaAYECKMX BONPOCOB).’

150 ‘Ham ouyeHb BakHO AaTb OOBLEKTVMBHYIO OLEHKY m3fdaHus [...] Bawe
MHEHME N KaK YeroBeka, 0COGEHHO KOMMETEHTHOro B 3TOM BOMPOCE, M Kak
TeopeTuka nepeBoa, kak peAakTtopa OAHOro U3 TOMOB «COBpaHMs», N HAKOHELL
Kak neHuHrpagua, a He MockBmya-rocnuToBua, 6bino 66l 0CO6EHHO HaMm LIEHHO.’

151 ‘“ny6okoyBaxkaemblt AHapen BeHegumkToBuy!

A ¢ BonHeHueM xgan Bawwero oT3biBa 1 YpesBblHanHO pajg, YTo Bbl MeHs
TaK XOpOLIO 1 NpaBunbHO NOHANWN. [Ans meHsa 6bino 6bl 04eHb NeCcTHO, ecnu bbl
06 3TOM Morna y3HaTb Hawa O6LEeCTBEHHOCTb, HO S HE 3Halo Kak Bbl Ha aTo
nocmoTpute. Ha 3Ty MbICNb MeHs NOATOSMKHYNa pedakumsa >KypHana
«JlutepatypHasa [py3ua», KoTopas rotoBa onybnukoBaTb nwboe Bauwe
BbICTynsnieHne. XXypHan CTpeMnTCsa nomnpe OCBETUTb BCEBO3MOXHbIE aCMneKThl
Teopun nepesoaa. B 4-om Homepe XypHan nybnukyeT ctatblo OgmoHa Kapu B
«BaBunoHe» /NeX-l, 1964/ — o06o mHe. Kctatu B Ne X-3 «BaBunon»
onybnukoBan MOK CcTaTblo «XyOOXECTBEHHbI nepeBod B [py3um» /[Ha
AHINIMINCKOM 53bIKe/, KOTOPYHO U BbICbinato Bam.

A Hapgetlocb, YTO cyMeeTe npuexaTtb K Ham B rocTtun. Bce 6binn 6bl o4eHb
pagy aTomy y Hac.’

152 ‘MepenuctaB Baluy kHury, s elue pa3 ybeguncs, 4To y pasyMHbIX
nogen, KoTopble Bblle BCero CcraBaT obuwee pageno, He MoXeT OblTb
HenpeoaoNUMbIX pasHornacun. [...]

Bbl 0OHMM M3 NepBbIX MOHAMAN NPaBUMNbHO MEHSl, HO MOXET OblTb MHe
cnepoBano Obl rge-To rpomMye ckasaTtb O TOM, YTO NiMTepaTypoBEAYECKAN NOLAXOL
B CAaMOM «YUCTOM» NuTepaTypoBeLeHUN O0SDKEH BKITHOYaTb U TOT OpraHnYeCcKum
CTUNUCTUYECKUA (UM FIMHIBO-CTUSIMCTMYECKMIA)  aHanua, KOTOpbI  TakK
€CTECTBEHHO, — HO TOSNbKO B COMOCTaBUTENbHOM MnaHe, — BKIOYUNCA B
Teopuio nepesoga. A gymato, 4To oTcyTcTBUE (MPUYEM, TPaOUUMOHHOE Yy Hac!)
3TOro U eCTb BECbMa CYyLLEeCTBEHHbIM HEQOCTATOK HALLEro NiMTepaTypoBeaeHUs.
(7) A3blk M nMTepaTypa He TONbKO HE NPOTUBOpPEYaT ApPYr APYry, HO NPOCTO He
MOryT cyliecTBoBaTb 6e3 apyr gpyra...’

153 ‘Bpl yuTanu, KOHe4YHo, B «3HaMeH» cTaTbio KallkMHa ¢ coBepLUeHHO
HeoCHOBaTENbHbIMM BbiNagamMmn MNPOTUB JIMHIBO-CTUNIMCTUKK, NpoTmB Bawmnx
pabot, npotmB TpeboBaTenbHoCTU K nepeBogam. O6 aTom cTtaTbe y Hac Ha
kadpenpe Obin oTpuLaTenbHbIA OT3bIB.’

154 MopobHble crny4anm OOGYCMNOBMEHbI WOEONOrMen U 3CTETUKON
nepesoayMKa UNW LEnoro nuTepaTypHOro HanpasneHus, T.e. dhaktopamu, He
UMEIOLMMN OTHOLLUEHUS K IMHIBUCTUKE.

155 ‘EcTecTBEHO €, Ye TeopuATa Ha NpeBoJa He MOXe [a JaBa KOHKPETHU
peuentn, obaye TA TpsibBa, U TO HOPMaTMBHO, A YCTAaHOBM OHe3n 0O
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3aKOHOMEpPHOCTU, Bb3 OCHOBA Ha KOUTO YaCTHaTa TeopuAa Ha npesoda Lie
yCTaHOBU NpUHUMNUTE N NpaBunaTta Ha npegaBaHeTo Ha OTAEeJTHUTE KaTeropmumn
€3NKOBU CcpeaiCTBa BbB BPpb3Ka CbC CI'IeLl,VI(pI/IKaTa Ha OoTAENIHUTE XaHpoBe N Ha
KOHKpeTHUTE esnun.’

156 ‘MpeBoAbT HE MOXe [Ja Uma pasnuyHK Lenu. Toil nMa BUHaru egHa
Luen — aa no3Bonv OCbLUECTBSIBAHETO Ha e3MKoBa KOMYHUKaLUUs B pa3pesa Ha
ABa e3unka. PasnuyHu ca uenute Ha opuUrMHanuTe — AOKYMEHT, HayYeH TEKCT,
noBecT — 1 NPeBoAbT TpAGBa Aa 3anasu TeXHUTe Lenu.’

157 ‘3awo npu rpamatuyecknTe BBMPOCKU 3a pasnuka OT NOrn4YeckuTe
denopos ycTaHOBSIBa, CaMO CryYanTe Ha HECbOTBETCTBUE, @ HE YCTAHOBSBA MO
NPUHLMN CryYauTe Ha CbOTHOLLEHMe? 3a TeopusTa U NpakTMkaTa Ha npesoja
ca efHaKBO Ba)XHM KaKTO CllyyamTe Ha HeCbOTBETCTBME, Taka M clyvyaunTe Ha
CbOTBETCTBME.

158 ‘OyHKLMOHANHNTE eKBMBANEHTU Ca TakMBa KOHCTPYKTUBHU eOUHULN Ha
npesoda, €3MKOBM CpenCcTBa, KOMTO M3MbIHABAT B CMCTEMaTa Ha KOHTEKCTa
cblMTe PYHKUMKW, KaKTO OaJeHOTO uUnv dafeHuTe cpedcTBa Ha opuruHana B
cuctemaTa Ha UsanoTo M B CBOSITA CbBKYMHOCT JaBaT Ha npesBoda cbuiaTta
BeLLEeCTBEHO-CMUCIIOBA, noenHa, ecTeTudecka n eMounoHarnHa
JOYHKUMOHAIHOCT, KakBaTo UMa OpUrMHanbT.’

159 TloHexe wu3non3BaHETO Ha (YHKUMOHANHW EKBUBAneHTUn e
€VHCTBEHO Bb3MOXXHUST HAUMH 3a OCbLLECTBSIBAHE Ha MbITHOLIEHEH NPEBOA, TO
ce npeBpbLla B OCHOBEH MPUHUMN HA NpeBoAa, a MOHATUETO (PYHKLMOHANEH
€KBVBaNeHT — B OCHOBHO MOHSITUE Ha TeopusaTa Ha npesBoaa.’

160 ‘Bonblioe cnacubo 3a MPUCTNAaHHYK KHUTY U 3@ OYeHb MPUBETUBYHO
peueH3nto! Baw 6n1aroCKnoHHbIN B3rNsg Ha Moo paboTy 6yaeT Anst MEHSA OYeHb
LeHHbIM 1 nobyxaarowmm. Ha npownon Hegene s BaM npucran MOK HOBYIO
KHUry «MckyccTBO nepeBoda» M Hagewcb, YTO Bac, MoxeT ObiTb, Oyger
WHTepecoBaTb.’

161 ‘Hanbonee NnoOoTBOPHOE U Hanbornee NepPCrnekTMBHOE U K TOMY Xe
Hanbonee oCBOEHHOE B Hawen nnocodmm, KOTOPOM OHO — NO CPABHEHUIO CO
CTPYKTYpanuamMoMm [aTCKMM W aMepuKaHCKMM — oOkasanocb W Haubonee
CO3BYYHbIM.’

162 ‘CynTas ceoel Tpya v cBoW MeToa nuTepaTypoBenyveckum, U. JeBbli
K aHanuay matepuana nepeBofoB NOAXOAUT Kak K 3aJave KOMMIeKCcHon, obLue-
domnonornyeckon, T.e. paBHoOe BHUMaHWE yaenss n g3blIkoBOW U NUTepaTypHOun
cneuunduke BCTaoWMX TPYAHBIX BOMPOCOB M NPOSIBAAS Npy 3TOM 6recTaLyro
NMHIBUCTUYECKYIO Spyanumio.’

163 ‘XoTA KHMra nMo BCEMY CBOEMY CYLLIECTBY UMEET TeopeTUYeCKuUit
XapakTep, T.e. CTaBUT Te UMK UHble 0BLLNE UMK YacTHbIe BOMPOCHI [...] u peluaeT
UX, a Takxke, B 3aBUCUMOCTU OT HUX, IaeT OLieHKM NepeBoaYeckux pesynbTaTos,
TEM CaMbiM BblMrpbiBalolMe B OOBLEKTMBHOCTM, BCE Xe (OopMynmpyeTcs
aBTOPOM BHELLHE HOPMAaTUBHO, T.€. B BUAE COBETOB, PEKOMEHAaLUiA, yKazaHWI
— C MOMOLLbIO TakUX CIoB, Kak «HEOOXOAMMO», «CNeayeTy, «KenaTenbHo» U
T.n. B GonbLLIOM Yncre criydyaes aTa HOPMaTUBHOCTb UMEET YCIOBHbIN XapakTep,
ABNAACL onpeaeneHneM Tex UMM MHbIX 3aKOHOMEpPHOCTEM B COOTHOLUEHWUU
MeXay MW3BECTHbIMM YepTamMuM OpurMHana U pasHbiMU BO3MOXHOCTAMU UX
nepeaayn Npu KOHKPETHbLIX A3LIKOBbIX W UCTOPUKO-NUTEPATYPHbIX AaHHbIX. B
APYrux crnyyasix aBTop U NpsSIMO AaeT pekoMmeHaauuu nepeBoaunky (mpaeaa,
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BCerga C y4eTtoM OnpedeneHHbiX YCroBuK), UCXOAS MPEeUMMYLLECTBEHHO W3
YELLCKOW HauMoHanbHOW Tpaaumumm nepesoga, No Hen3bexXHOCTH, pa3yMeeTcs,
OorpaHn4yeHHon.’

164 ‘Tretie vydanie jeho knihy Zakladu v§eobecnej tedrie prekladu, ktoré
vychadza po desiatich rokoch s pozmenenym nazvom, svedci o tom, Ze pristup
k rieSeniu otazok prekladatelskej tedrie, ktory zvolil autor uz v prvom vydani, je
aj dnes aktualny.’

165 ‘Fjodorov bol prvym badatelom, ktory pristupoval k prekladu ako k javu
lingvistickému u zdéraznoval’

166 ‘kultem cytatu’

167 ‘“To pozornie ujemne stwierdzenie w rzeczywistosci nie jest ujemnag
oceng ksigzki. Po prostu badania w tej dziedzinie sg jeszcze zbyt stabo
zaawansowane na to, by mogta powstac petna teoria przektadu.’

168 Title translated by Schaffner (2003).

169 ‘Bonbluoe cnacubo 3a Bawy gparoueHHyo KHUry, KoTopasi Bbi3Bana
BonbLon uHTepec cpean Hac. [NoMHMM, OKOMNo Tpu roga TOMy Hasag, Mbl C
bonbWwKnM UHTepecoM wu3ydanu Bawy kHury. K Her Mbl ObIM Tak xagHo
NPUKOBaHbI, YTO MPULLNIOCL NPEKPaTUTb BCIO CBOK paboTy Ha Hedenwo And ee
nayyeHus. NanoxeHHole B Bawen pabote TeopeTudeckme nonoxeHus n Bawwm
LUeHHble MHeHUs, AaHHble BaMu B KayecTBe OoTBeTa Ha Halle NUCbMO, oKasanu
HaM BGOnNbLUYIO MOMOLLb B PELLUEHUN NpaKTUYecknx npodbnem B nepesoge. C tex
nop, Mbl Bcerga yaenanu n ygensiem 60nbLoe BHUMaHue Ha Teopuio NnepeBoaa,
cTapasicb MNPUHUMaTb €e B MNpakTUKe, 4YTOObl [OCTUYb «MOSIHOLLEHHOrO
nepesoda» B CBOEW npaktudeckom paborte. 3TO NpuMBENO K 3HAYUTENbHOMY
NOBbILLEHWNIO KayecTBa Hallero nepesoga. Mbl TBepao BepuM, YTO U3yveHue
BaLlen HOBOW paboTbl NpuMHeceT HaMm ewe BonbLue nonb3bl B Hawen paboTe, n
aymaem, 4yto Bbl B pganbHenwem Oygete oOTBevaTb Ha HawM MUCbMA,
cofepxallime BonNpockl No Teopum nepesoja.’

170 ‘Der folgende Aufsatz ,Das Problem der Ubersetzung in sowjetischer
Sicht” ist erschienen in der Zeitschrift Sprachforum, 1. Jahrg., Heft 2/1955, S.
124-134. Die urspringlich geplante Aufnahme eines Kapitels aus dem Buche von
Fedorow, uber welches hier referiert wird, muldte aufgegeben werden. Zwar
gelang es, die russische Ausgabe zu beschaffen, doch stellte sich heraus, daf}
der wertvolle praktische Teil des Buches aus russischen Ubersetzungsbeispielen
besteht, die dem deutschen Leser wenig sagen und tberdies uniibersetzbar sind,;
die theoretischen Ausfiuihrungen Fedorows hingegen grinden sich hauptséachlich
auf Stalins Aufsatze zur Sprachwissenschaft und durften selbst in der
Sowjetunion kaum noch Bedeutung haben.’ [Translation to English post-edited
by Daniela Moratscheck.]

171 ‘Unméglich scheint mir, die Qualitét der Ubersetzungen nach ihrem
Erfolg bei den Lesern messen zu wollen.’ [Translation to English post-edited by
Daniela Moratscheck.]

172 ‘das des Gleichgewichts zwischen der Wiedergabe des Inhalts und der
Nachahmung der Form.” [Translation to English post-edited by Daniela
Moratscheck.]
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173 ‘L'Introduction a une théorie de la traduction (1953) représente
incontestablement une contribution de premier ordre a la pensée théorique en
matiére de traduction.’

174 ‘rny6okoyBaxaembiM B. A. NapuHy n A. B. denopoBy Ha #obpyto
namsitb 0 BCcTpevax B [ybpoBHuke, André Meynieux MpoCUT MPUHATb CBOMU
Meilleurs vceux Ha 1964 rog W W3BWHEHUS 3a OONrOe, HENPOU3BOSIbHOE
mMonyaHue. Euie He 3Ha, CMOry nNu s peueH3npoBatb «TEOpUo U KPUTUKY
nepeeoda» u apyrne Bawu ctatbl B «babene». O6 3TOM XXypHane HUKaKoro
N3BECTUSA HE MMEID, N AaXKe YNeH NK 4 eLle Unn HeT pedakunMoHHOro kommuteTal
CTpaHHble HpaBbl!

C 60nbWKUM N UCKPEHHMM MOYTEHNEM,
A. Meynieux.’

175 ¢ _la traduction n’est une opération ni totalement scientifique, ni
totalement linguistique. Elle est, dit CARY, « une opération sui generis ».’

176 ‘Bpl yxe, OOMKHO ObiTb, MOMy4YMnM HEKOTOpoe BpeMsl TOMY Hasaj
npurnawieHme coBeTa no XyaoXXecTBeHHOMY nepeBoay coto3a nucatenen CCCP
— MNPUHATL yyacTe B OpraHuM3yeMoM WM MeXAyHapoOHOW CUMMOo3uyme Mo
Teopwum nepesoja.

Co cBOeW CTOPOHbI XO4Yy Bblpa3uTb ropsidee XenaHue yBnaeTb Bac cpeamn
YYaCTHMKOB CMMMO3WyMa W ycnblwaTb Balle BbICTYNfeHue, KoTtopoe OGyaet
BCTPEYEHO C OrPOMHbLIM MHTEPECOB BaLLIMX COBETCKUX Konner, paboTatowmx Hag
npobnemon nepesoga. Cumnosnym, kak MHe npeacrasnsieTcs, obewaeT ObiTb
WHTEPECHbIM.

£ o4eHb HageCcb Ha 3Ty BO3MOXHOCTb JIMYHO MO3HAaKOMUTBLCS C Bamu. A
BbICOKO LIEHIO BaluM KHWUrn, B ocobeHHocTn «Les problémes théorique de la
traduction», KOTOpPyO S HEOOHOKPATHO LMTMPYID B CBOel paboTe. OTa KHura
Jopora MHe Kak Ball nogapok.’

177 "\Jous restez pour nous la référence de base en cette matiere. (Saviez-
VOus que votre ouvrage a été traduit en francais — ronéographié, non
commercialisé — par I'Institut de traduction de Bruxelles ?)’ [Translated to English
by Diane Otosaka.]

178 ‘B HacTosILEen cTaTbe Mbl He pa3brpaemM MHOrOYUCIIEHHbIX 1 BECbMa
LieHHbIX paboT Mo TeopuM U NPaKkTUKe MepeBoaa, BbINOMHEHHbLIX YYeHbIMU B
BoctouHon EBpone.’

179 ‘Teopusa nepeBoa Kak Hay4yHas aucuunnmHa’

180 ‘n3yyeHmne obLIMX 3ag4ay M ycrnoBuii paboTbl Haa A3LIKOM Nepesoaa B
CBSA3N C TpeboBaHUAMM, KOTOpble K NepeBody CTaBUT NA3blK, Kak CpPencTBO
obLweHnsa, obmeHa mbicnamu, 1 ero obleHapogHasi Hopma’

181 ‘OT nepeBona, Kak TBOPYECKOro MpoLecca, Kak UCKyccTBa, crieayeT
oTnMyaTb TEOPUIO NepeBoaa, Kak cneumanbHy HayyYHy gucumnnuiy. 3agada
ee — o0o0Owartb BbIBOAbI W3 HaAOMWAEHWW Had OTAENbHbIMU YaCTHbIMU
crnyyasiMmn nepeBofa U CNyXuWTb TEOPETUYECKON OCHOBOMW AN NepeBOAvECKOM
NnpakTukK, KoTopas Morna Obl pyKOBOACTBOBATLCA €0 B MOUCKAX HYXKHbIX
CPEeACTB BblpaXeHusi U Bblbopa MX M Morna Obl YepnaTb B HeW A0BOAbI U
AoKasaTenbCTBa B NONb3Yy ONpeferieHHOro peLleHns KOHKPETHbIX BONPOCOoB.’

182 ‘«BCceobLLas uctopus» nepesona’
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183 ‘OpgHako, ecnv [OMNOMHUTbL KOHLUENUMo MOMHOLEHHOro nepesoaa
MOMOXeHNeM O PaHroBOW MepapXun KOMMOHEHTOB COAEPXaHWs, OHa OKaXKeTCs
NNoOOTBOPHOM [AnNs nepeBofa Xy[OXeCTBeHHbIX TekcToB. CoBpemeHHas
npakTuka nepeBoa Xy4oXXeCTBEHHbIX TEKCTOB B LIENIOM OPUEHTUPYETCS UMEHHO
Ha 9Ty KOHLEMNUMWIo, a y4yeT PaHroBoW MepapxvMn KOMMOHEHTOB COAepXaHus
No3BOSISIET NOABECTN 0O BEKTUBHYIO 6a3y noa HeO6XoaNMbIE N3MEHEHUS.

184 ‘Bce Mbl BbILLNKU U3 Pelkepa.’

185 ‘B npoLunom rogy mucnonHunock 30 NneT, Kak 51 y4y nepeBoAy Ha OCHOBE
paspabotaHHon Bamu Teopun.’

186 ‘nuHrBMcTMYECKOE NepeBoaoBeaeHNe’
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