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Anton Chekhov has a canonical translator of hiskeanto English who still enjoys a
status of an acknowledged mediator of Russiaratiiee. To cite Conrad, “Chekhov, for us, is
Mrs. Garnett, and Mrs. Garnett is Chekhov — fotdyetr for worse” [May 1994: 36]. On the
one hand, Chekhov is well known to the English-Epgpreader due to Constance Garnett's
translations. On the other hand, psychologicaldssaf Chekhov’'s well-structured prose
whose selection of words contributes to preciseceptualizations that unite meaning and
form remain undermined in her translation effor&slthough Garnett's monographic
translations of Chekhov are marked by consistenafetone and manner [Gupta, Johnson
2005: 15], as a single translator her translatianlt$ could have undermined Chekhov’s
innovations in short fiction. It is worth notingathmany decades later it was realized that
Chekhov’s “simplicity <...> belies the intricacy oishcraft” [Stanion 1993]. For example, no
English translation was able to cope with Chekhosymecdoche inWosopunu, umo na
HabepesCcHOU NosAsUI0CL Ho8oe auyo. dama ¢ cobauxou; Constance Garnett selectadhew
person,Hingley and Magarshak resorteddmew arrival,and Ivy Litvinov's choice was
newcomerBut Chekhov uses the synecdoche in repetitiort, ifirthe singular and then in the
plural. Similar repetitions, which are charactécisif James Joyce and Ernest Hemingway
among other renowned English-speaking short stanters, are lost in translation, as if
Joyce’s Dubliners had not already been published when Constance eGatranslated
Chekhov’s short fiction. The seeming simplicity@fekhov’s short fiction may be traced in
the variants of the title of the story under aniaty$s it “a lady” (Hingley’'s new Oxford
Chekhov), “the lady” (C. Garnett and I. Litvinov)y simply “lady” (R.E. Matlaw’'s 1964
edition)? Or: Is it “the dog”, “the pet dog”, “lapg” or, in Hingley's translation, “a dog”?
There is a shift from the person who is unique, elgnithe lady with the dog” and someone
who is one of many others, that is, “a lady witthog”.

The purpose of the present article is to compacettanslations offhe Lady with the
Dog by A.P. Chekhov conducted by Constance Garnettleyd.itvinov. The short story
under analysis is viewed as “a supreme examplehekQov's conciseness” [Calder 1976:
262]. The story’s meaning is identified as “a crayfor dignity” that binds together a man
and a woman in unhappiness [Calder 1976: 251]. ikgap mind Calder’s conceptualization
of UNHAPPINESS, | am going to interpret the stosyrapresentatives of the source language
culture and then investigate the shifts that magtirébutable to assuming culture.

First, | will model Chekhov’s story and identifysitonceptualizations and individual-
authorial concepts. Second, | will find out how itheneaning is transferred in both
translations. Third, | will analyze how loyal bottanslators are to Chekhov’s individual-
authorial style. Finally, I will evaluate both tidations in regard to what is expected from the
cognitive model of translation.
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1. Modeling macr ostructur e and following it through transation

Like other short story writers in the 2@entury, Chekhov minimized the plot by
paying attention to “other kinds of shift or movarhe of mood and insight” [Disher 2001:
145]. In doing this, Chekhov pioneered what is knaw be plotless short fiction. Stephens
rightly claims that “our greatest insights aboudtptame from Chekhov” [Stephens 1986:
267]. However, this story is not without a plotma&n who is unhappily married meets at the
resort a young woman with a dog who is, apparemtlghe same situation; unlike him who
attracts women and does not feel alone in suclosndings, she is by herself, without
husband or acquaintances. Like a hunter, he deownlegnning her in a usual way of a fling
that is habitual to him. She takes the affair fdalhand they part without intention of seeing
each other again. The typical story would have beegr but not in this case because it
appeared to be true love. Gurov goes to Anna’'sy@dtwn to see her. They have changed
under the influence of love. They continue livingl@uble life, not knowing what to do in
order to be happy. There are some conceptualizatibat are crucial to the story’s
macrostructure.

The first macrostructural ring corresponds to Cloekdhpart 1. The first problem area
for translation is repetitions of the Russian veskopuiu that opens the text of this story.
From the narrator’s remarks it is clear that Gurould have hardly talked about the woman
with the men at Yalta; he must have received dfirmation available about her from the
women who were there and with whom the lady didaooitact. From this, it may be inferred
that the woman’s loneliness is something pecutiat interests Gurov. Later, when they walk
round Yalta, they talk about many things, for Gufoves talking with women. The verb
eosopunu IS repeated. Garnett translates this verb by twierént verbs:lt was saidand
talked.By this, the link is broken, for the story in Paris led by this verb:

Tosopunu, umo na Habepedx’cHoU NosABUIOCL HOBOe auyo. dama ¢ cobaukou | It was
said that a new person had appeared on the sed:feotady with a little dog(Garnett) /
People were telling one another that a newcomer beeh seen on the promenade--a lady
with a dog(Litvinov).

Litvinov’s translation is faulty for such reasonfitst, the translator decided on
changing Chekhov's punctuation, which distorts timessage transferred; second, the
promenade may be not a sea-front although thersaafiinctions in Yalta as a promenade;
third, the translator replaces holiday-makergpbgple Garnett’s translation is more adequate,
although the message that brings together an unkmeewnan and an interesting woman is
missing. Gurov must have heard about this womam fies female acquaintances, so it is
important to identify those holiday-makers who werentioned under “it was said”.

... HO K0204 OH HAXOOUJICA cpedu HCEHWUH, MO 4)Y6Cneosdil cebs c60600HO U 3HAJl, O
yem 2osopums ¢ numu.../ ... but when he was ihe companyof women he felt free, and knew
whatto sayto them ... (Garnett) /..but feltquite at home among women, and knexactly
whatto sayto them.. (Litvinov).

Both translators add words to Chekhov’s text. “Toepany of women” is inferred
from “among women” but the word “company” is in timeplicit on Chekhov’s text. Litvinov
disorients the reader by saying that Gurov feltit&jufree with women; on the contrary, he
excelled at communicating with them through hi& talth them. Garnett’s translation more
responds to Chekhov's text, since she avoids “ggatiat is inserted by Litvinov. Continuity
of the repetition of the lexeme with the reotopums is retained by Garnett.
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Omo moavko npunsamo 20eopums, umo 30ech ckyyro...| That's only the fashion say
it is dull here(Garnett)/t's the thing tosayit's boring hergLitvinov).

The verb “to say” is retained in both translation#hereas Litvinov misses the
repetition of the lexeme “bored”. The translatidmogld be like this” They only say that it is
boring here. It should be remembered that Gurovah@sgree in philology, so he knows how
to use words to his advantage. He hints that theeséfe of holiday makers is hidden from
the public. Both Anna and Gurov acknowledge thaythre bored, and this is the background
for a short romance.

... U HAYanCcs wymauebslil, 1e2Kull pazzo8op ooeti c60000HbIX, 0080NbHbIX, KOMOPLIM
8ce pasHo, Kyoa 6l HU UOMU, 0 4eM HU 2080pumb. OHU 2YIA1U U 2080PUTLU O MOM, KAK
cmpanno oceewerno mope ... Fosopunu o mom, xax oywno nocue sxcaproeo ous /... and there
sprang up between them the light jestiogversationof people who are free and satisfied, to
whom it does not matter where they gondrat they talk about They walked anthlked of
the strange light on the sea... Thalked of how sultry it was after a hot dgqarnett)/...
and embarked upon the light, jestitadk of people free and contented, for whom it is lad t
same where they go, or what thalk about They strolled alongi,emarking on the strange
light over the sea ... Thegidhow close it was, after the hot dé@ytvinov).

Neither translator retains Chekhov’s repetitionsarri@tt uses two different verbs,
leaving three repetitions of “talk” and Litvinov es three different lexemes instead of
Chekhov’s repetitions. The choice of a noun “takduld be perfect if the translator began
her translation of the story with “They talked that because “talk” has an additional
meaning of rumor that is implied in the fist worfdtloe story. “Conversation” is free from this
meaning. The participle “remarking” is interpretivecause the love affair began with the talk
and developed through it. However, the change ragjulistic form through “conversation”
sounds good, singazzeeop andzosopums 100k slightly different, although share the root of
the word. On the one hand, Gurov uses his artllotdaseduce a young woman in his habitual
manner. On the other hand, they talked and talleduse it was interesting to them to be
involved in this talk, which they had been missimth their spouses.

The same verb will be repeated at the story’s dem@unt:- /7epecmans, mos xopowas, -
2060pujl OH ... Tenepb oasatl nozosopum... Tlomom onu oonco coeemosajiucoy, 2coeopuiu 0 mom, KaKk
uzbasumo cebs om neobxooumocmu npamamocs...| Don't cry, my darling," heaid ... Let ugalk now
...Then they spent a long while taking counsel tegetalked of how to avoid the necessity for
secrecy...(Garnett) / Stop crying, my dearest,” h&aid ...Now let ushave a talk...Then they
discussed their situation for a long time, tryirgthink how they could get rid of the necessity for
hiding (Litvinov).

Again, Litvinov replaces translation by interpréat “discussed” is the right word but it
should be inferred by the reader from the repetitb “talk”, which is retained by Garnett. The fact
that the lovers were talking over the situationegithe reader at least a slight hope that theybeill
able to ignore rumors of any kind and live in lowdjch is condemned by the public as the fall.

In our conception, short fiction is built on a mastructure that consists of three
interwoven rings. The first ring is a narrative sdmething that ends in an event that is
conventional under given circumstances. The seaamgl is conflict of choice as the
conventional event leads to a new encounter withetbing related to the conventional event
but is not like that before. The third ring is amerpretive perspective in which self meets
itself. This is an epiphanic focus that illuminée tcharacter, the narrator or the reader and
reveals the truth about what has been told.
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In the story, the first ring of Choice is formwddtby the narrator: the man became
acquainted with a woman, tied her up by intimaayd parted with her. So, the conventional
event was a love affair that was doomed to be over.

The second ring of Conflict of Choice builds oe tharrated “became acquainted, had
intimacy, and parted”. Unlike his conventional fagimemories about an acquaintance, he
continued thinking about her and dreamed of herfdlteas if they had never parted, and that
was something he had never experienced in lifewdg unable to follow his usual scheme
(met — had intimacy — parted). He felt the womarssence everywhere. He became filled
with the woman and love for her was growing deeped deeper in his heart. A new
encounter inside himself with a representativeaofoer race” whom he had treated, for the
first time in his life, as a human being, his eqled to new encounters with his beloved face-
to-face. In Chekhov's wordgjus neco menepv na ecem ceeme mem éaudxice, dopodice u
saxcree uenoseka | ... for him there was in the whole wonhd creaturesonear, so precious,
and so important to him.(Garnett) / ...and he knew in a flash that the whole world
contained no one nearer or dearer to him,no one more important to_his happiness
(Litvinov). The man thinks about the woman as “anlan being”, s;mo onewould be a good
choice if this indefinite pronoun were not freelgpeated. Litvinov is more precise in
following Chekhov’'s comparative adjectives, for @ett's so reduces what the man really
feels. At the same time, Litvinov voluntarily puts while Chekhov enumerates three
constituents of Gurov’s love: she is the closessq@® to him, the most precious one, and the
most important. Litvinov’s addition dfis happinesds a complete failure because he is not
thinking of HAPPINESS, he is thinking of the meapiof true love between a man and a
woman, that is, she becomes all to him without Whiie is incomplete and meaningless.

The third ring may be inferred as a state of ndker that, namely, being unable to
live without her but taking no action (despite gang to her town) to be openly together. She
says three times “never” she would be happy. Heliees| himself tree times how to change
the situation, how to be free from the trap. Theman and the man are tuned to decision
making and may be she is right that no end would bappy love, since love and freedom are
inseparable. They are pushed towards change bynmakdecision and even if they do not
find it their victory over themselves is in thigeahpt at being together:

menepb e emy Obll0 He 00 PACCYHCOeHUNl, OH UYY8Ccmeosdal 2/1ydoKoe
cocmpaoanue, xomeioco Obimsv UCKpeHHUM, Hexcubim .../ but now he no longer cared for
arguments he feltprofound compassionhe wanted to bsincere and tender. . .(Gatnett) /
... but nowargumentswere nothing to him, he feftrofound pity, desired to be sincere,
tender(Litvinov).

Chekhov signals the presence of the epiphanic mblethree stops, which Litvinov
decides on not retaining. However, Litvinov retdine authorial punctuation in homogeneous
“sincere, tender”, whereas Garnett adds a conjpmctand”. Hence, in the sentence with
three stops both translators have losses in pumatyavhich changes the meaning: Was the
man sincere, tender, in other words, did he wamatm her down because he did not intend
to break their relationship? Or couldn’t he be smecbecause he was tortured by “How to be
really together?” and no answer was found? His darebs is in his wordsimo-nu6yos
npuoymaem /... let us think of some pldsarnett)/ ..let us try and think what we are to do
(Litvinov). In the original, the man says two wordséth deep compassion but there is no
pragmatism in his words: his only plan is to see Woman once in two or three months
secretly, anything else may even complicate thingsis specifically Russian to talk
everything over again and again; this is a speatlficRussian movement of the soul that is
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essential to meaningful inner life. They are ind@and they know HAPPINESS because they
have done something to be together, and undertleurmstances they cannot do more. The
story ends with three stops — it is the readertg ttiat this couple’s barriers to LOVE and
HAPPINESS are so strong:

U kazanoco, umo ewge HeMHO20 — u pewteHue Oyoem HAUOEHO ...00 KOHYA euje
OWEK0-0AIeKO U 4MoO camoe ClO0dHCHOe U mpyoHoe moJvko ewie nHauunaemcsa | And it
seemed as though in a little while the solution ivdae found <..> they had still a long, long
road before themand thatthe most complicated and difficult part of wvas only just
beginning(Garnett)/And it seemed to them that they weisi¢hin an inch of arriving at a
decision the end was stiflar, far away, and thatthe hardest, the most complicat@art was
only just beginnindLitvinov).

Again, both translators omit Chekhov’s punctuatitis time they avoid using a dash,
which points to the repetition of “and”. Garnettas though” is fatal to the decision, which it
interprets it as unreal. This semantic load ishenverb “seem”. | would suggest it should be
translated like that: And it seemed that they wameost there — and the solution would be
found. Litvinov uses “decision” instead of “solutip but the period of decision making is
over because they are in love and they decideduv® €ach other. They cannot leave their
spouses because the church allows no divorce. rhesg leave their families and become
outcasts: this is the decision, all the rest isgblaition. But the end of their relationship was
too, too long away, they have enough time to becahdf they outgrow their social
belongings, stereotypes, and prejudices. The maurtien deals with “how” to keep their
love untouched by outside influences. Garnett'aifois too sentimental because it is clear
that this couple’s love is their cross that theystrearry as long as they can. But ter most
complicated and difficult part of iis precise because it is one movement, linked log™a
whereas Litvinov’'s comma is more characteristi@as$uming culture than with what is said
by Chekhov.

So, at the macrostructural level the followingtieas of two translations may be
revealed:

« Repetitions of words that are crucial throughowt $tory are not sincerely followed,
which distorts nuances of meaning that these rapeticarry.

» Both translators feel free to change Chekhov’sviddial-authorial punctuation, which
fails to show to the English reader the epiphanamant (as shown above, the dash
and three stops are significant to the focus oplegay). To illustrate the point
momuac dce on ny2augo o2nsoencs. ne suoen au kmo?is translated by Garnett without
a colon and a question marknd he immediately looked round him, anxiously
wondering whether any one had seen thé&ime English participial construction, a
favorite by V. Woolf, for example, is not suitablere because no continuity of
movement is presupposed; neither is suitable tlengd of sentence type into an
affirmative sentence. Also, when the man suggestshould go with the woman to
her hotel, three stops make his proposal cleawedisas the woman’s consent to be
with him — yet, Garnett avoids this important sigmehich also shows that the talking
time was over and they were silent preparing fas timevitable step. Without
Chekhov’s punctuation, the delicate character efsituation is lost.

* Associative networks are not built by translatofwranslate the text linearly without
checking its horizontal structure.
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Geoffrey Borny rightly claims, “Chekhov refused warite about areas of experience
outside his understanding” [Borny 2006: 36]. Thecdssed story is about tortures towards
change, in which a talker at least once in his tifens into a doer when he comes to the
provincial town to talk to his love about their ardettable encounter and his true love.

2. Language conceptualization, consciousness, and culturein thetarget text

The translators cannot cope with Chekhov’s repaetitof the title whose direct
repetitions in the text are missing. Although b#inslators have in inverted comnihas lady
with the dogwhich should repeat the title, Garnett introduagshschanges as lady with a
little dog that corresponds to Chekhov’'s mentioning the bideal dog, a white Pomeranian
dog, omitting Chekhov’s repetitions of the breea(tt translates 6ervim wnuyem asthe
same white dggUnlike Garnett, Litvinov is less consistent,c@rher title of the story isady
with Lapdog;however, in the text “lapdog” is not used. Thistalits the meaning attributable
to the Pomeranian whose name, standing at the fgrese that surrounds Anna’s house,
Gurov suddenly forgets. Similarly, Litvinov chang&ena’s headwear of a married woman
into a toque. Both translators have difficulty sking ¢ copoockom caody. Garnett’s
translation ign the public gardenand Litvinov’s translation ismunicipal park

The story conceptualizes the concept of ACQUAINTANBHAKOMCTBO), which in
English culture is verbalized as “intimacy”. In thtry, the woman in a beret (only married
ladies in Russia were wearing such headwear) ikingabhlone with her pet dog. She notices
nobody and remains an enigmatic little lady (shenas tall) with a little dog. Her only
companion is her little dog. For an unknown reasdre forgets to change headwear at a
fashionable sea resort (warning signs of some iturault). She is new to Yalta’'s society but
prefers to stay away from other holiday makers.

Yet, her presence is visible due to her beret arddbg. The female hunter is ready to
seduce her by sympathizing with her dog. He knesvdrt of attracting women well..
manuno ux.../ ... was something attractive and elusive whatlared women (Garnett)
/attracted women and caught their sympathi@sitvinov). Céauscenue, or every intimacy in
Garnett’'s translatiomnd manuno are constituents of the man’s designaofight and charming
adventure (Garnett) that he realizedt every fresh meeting with an interesting woman
(Garnett) classifying his adventures asswift, fleeting love affair, a romance with an
unknown womafGarnett).

Hence, ACQUAINTANCE-ADVENTURE is the basic conceglization at the beginning
of the story. It may be ESCAPE from UNHAPPINESS the woman’s side, which is
emphasized by the root repetition of the Russiab Weat corresponds to the English verb
“talk” which both translators replace by “speakfi Russian culture in such situations people
talk rather than speak, otherwise no response peated): ..u coeopam c neit moavko ¢
O00HOIO MAUHOI0 UEbI0, O KOMOpPOol OHa He modxcem He dozaowieamwvcs | and spoken to
merely froma secret motivavhich she could hardly fail to gue@Sarnett)/and speakto her,
all the time witha secret ainshe could not fail to diving@.itvinov).

This basic concept of ACQUAINTANCE is linked witm@ther concept of HAPPINESS
that is fundamental to Russian culture. The marmlspabout his victories over women and
female attitudes to him as short-lived happinéggzodapneix emy 3a cuacmve, xoms 6bi
ouenw kopomroe | and were grateful to him for the happiness heegdem, however brief it
might be(Garnett)/and grateful to him for the happiness he gave theswever short-lived
(Litvinov). But although the word “happiness” isadk it is not HAPPINESS in Anna’s case:
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HO ObL10 6UOHO, umo y Hee Hexopowo Ha dyute | yet it was clear that she was very unhappy
(Garnett)but it was obvious that her heart was heévigvinov).

Both translators are reluctant to use Chekhov’'sdvibat designates the Russian cultural
concept SOUL. Garnett distorts the meaning by rigfgrto the thematic layer of the concept
HAPPINESS, whereas Litvinov replaces SOUL by HEARHMowever, in Russian
consciousness SOUL and HEART are not the same:’aheart is heavy because her soul is
not in harmony with what has happenedimo craorxoe 3abvimve, s5mo 6ezymuel this sweet
delirium, that madnes&arnett) — again, this is not compared to thatatwh felt is this and
this: this sweet delirium, this madness. Becauser fdhis” should be replaced by “that”,
distanced from the experience:nokpoemca ¢ namsmu mymanom | would beshroudedin a
mistin his memoryGarnett)/ wouldbe nothing buta vaguememaory(Litvinov).

Chekhov verbalizes ACQUAINTANCE through LONELINESS®/0 lonely people whose
life is hopeless and boring find a new meaninghiairt relationship. They are attracted by
their ESCAPE from loneliness and boredom. This mew state of TOGETHERNESS when
people are NOT ALONE and NOT BORED. In this stéewever, they remain ALONE: he
thinks about love as passion that brings shordlistate of happiness; she is alone in her
tumult of the soul. They are together and sepaiateltaneously. Their state, on behalf of the
woman, is identified by her:

IIpocmoie nt00u 2oeopam. newucmulit nonyman. M s mozy menepb npo cebs ckazamo,
ymo mens nonyman neuucmutii | Simple peoplsay: “The Evil One has beguiled meAnd |
may say of myself now théte Evil One has beguiled nie(Garnett) /The common people
say they are snared by the Dewind now | can say thahave been snared by the Devil, too
(Litvinov).

Garnett'sthe Evil One does not correspond to “demon”, “devil” or “fiendyhereas
“beguiled” is suitable. It is important to retaimet verbzosopam because for the first time in
her life the woman must be saying her thought ® mhan, evaluating her attitude and
explaining why she is not happy despite his hamsnehich is madness and sweet delirium.

In Russian, the sayingeuucmoiii nonyman designates an unbelievable, unexplainable
act. This is a state when a person is interestew)\ed, tied up to what has happened. The
woman feels it because she was the first to reezegrsymptoms of her SOUL's
AWAKENING for LOVE. Anna uses inversion while patapsing the saying, whereas this
movement of the soul is not revealed by Garnethawill have to live with this sin, as she
has no intention to continue the affair after sfeves Yalta.

Back to the state of LONELINESS, the lovers rentad up to each other by the memory
of what was between them. Through his memorieshimks of her and his memory shapes
SOMETHING NEVER LIKE THAT BEFORE, which is DREAM, ANGUOR, and
ANXIETY:

BOCIIOMHHAaHUA TMEPEXOAHUIM B MEYThI <.> U YK€ TOMHJIO CHJIBHOE€ IKEJIaHHE
MOACIIUTHECA C KEM-TO CBOMMH BOCHOMHUHAHUIMU <...> EMy XOTCJIO0Ch MMOBUAATHCA C AnHoi
Cepreesnoii 1 morosoputh / and in his fancy the past was mingled withat was to come
<...>He wastormented by an intense desite confide his memories to some one <...> He
wanted to see Anna Sergeyevna tmthlk with her(Garnett) /and then memory turned into
dreaming<..> He began to feehn overwhelming desiréo share his memories with someone
<...> He only knew that he must see Anna Sergeyevast, speak to he(Litvinov).
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Both translations are not free of faults. Garnatite DREAM, which is different from
what is to come because dreams may be realizedtoChekhov uses a noun, so it is not a
process of dreaming — it is a decision that is dpsimaped, a talker turns into a doer who will
go and see the object of his love. The verb “tadkpresent in Garnett’s translation with the
retained conjunction, whereas Litvinov’'s “must” ni@petition, with a comma instead of the
conjunction, sounds unlike a Muscovite who is stowake action. He is going to talk to her
because he must know whether she feels like him.

The concept of HEART is integrated into LOVE thatHILLED with HAPPINESS and
DREAMS about the ONLY ONE: ..HanmoaHsma Tenepb BCIO €ro KU3Hb, ObllIa €ro ropem,
paxocthio, exuHcTBeHHbIM cuacTheM /filled his whole life now, walsis sorrow and his joy
the one happiness that he now desired for himg&arnety/ nowfilled his whole life, was
his grief, his joy all that he desiredLitvinov)

Litvinov fails to translate that Anna was from nown his happiness; instead she
paraphrases this state but HAPPINESS in Russidnreuls more than everything desired.
Chekhov’s individual-authorial concept is HIS SO(HAS ONLY) HAPPINESS: she became
his universe, he and she alone together, nobodybeisthem in their intimate world. “Grief”
Is also not a suitable word, for the oath at theldieg ceremony states, “in sorrow and in
joy”. Both translators lose the triad of his FILLEIBDVE whose constituents are sorrow
(married), joy (seeing her from time to time), admd only happiness (she all to him, he is
heart and soul integrated into her being). Themoiplace for desire, for FILLED LOVE is
not moved by desires. All is achieved, and notlalsg but this FILLED LOVE is true life or
the grain of life. This FILLED LOVE is grounded @trong, ever growing attachment that
transforms people in love through their secretehl so much faithful to love.

3. Faultsand merits of analyzed trandations

As shown above, it is not enough to translate Cbekhrough consistency of mood
and tone. His language conceptualizations are ggebis structure is perfect because almost
all is verbalized, and what is said, what is talkédut, gives birth to new shades of meaning.
It would be better to follow Chekhov's individualthorial punctuation, so that the reader
would have a signal of what is not translated. @logls story is similar to the movement of
waves, for his repetitions of key words build newamings. The verb “talk” is crucial to the
world described in the story because the talkes antl continues talking about his state of
FILLED LOVE. This is hidden by omitted repetitionsrom these translations, it may be
inferred that the translator’'s sincerity is in aerunderstanding of what is translated.
Chekhov’s elements of creating epiphanic momermserognizable in “Dubliners” by Joyce.

It may be true that Joyce had not read Chekhowanstation. What is more, Garnett’s
translation leaves no proper comprehension of Gikhinnovation in short fiction. But
there are similarities between Chekhov and Joyoe tleey are remarkable features of titanic
efforts in regard to make a leap in short fictioeation. Why is it so that translators of Joyce
are reluctant to follow his repetitions of concepized networks or his individual-authorial
punctuation when such a brilliant example of Chekisoavailable to us? Likewise, Joyce’s
short fiction may have helped select translatiomespondences based on his innovative short
fiction. By all means, the cognitive turn in traaisbn is necessary, as well as knowledge of
what is shared by world literature and what is wattve and should not be changed even it
seems inadequate to assuming culture.
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AHHOTANUA

AHamM3 4eXOBCKOTO TEKCTa MOKa3all, YTO MOBTOPHl M aBTOPCKAas IMYHKTYyallusl CBS3BIBAIOT
UexoBa ¢ aHTIIOS3BIYHBIMU MACTepaMU KOPOTKOTO paccKasa, Mpexkie Bcero ¢ «JlyomuHiamum»
Jlxoiica, 9TO ocTaeTcs HE3aMEUCHHBIM MepeBoaYMKaMu. B 00oux mepeBomax HET IMOMBITKA
pa3I‘JI$I,Z[€TB HOBaTOpCTBO YEXOBCKOI'o0 TEKCTA, KOTOpOG HMEECT CXOIHBIC HpOHBHeHI/ISI B
AHTJIOSI3BIYHOM Masiol opme, C OTHON CTOPOHBI, H B TO K€ BpeMsI HECET UCKOHHO PYCCKHE
4epThl, KOTOPHIE C TOHUMAHUEM CIIeTyeT OEPEkKHO COXPAHSITH B IEPEBO/IC.
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