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Abstract || In this article, several versions of the poem “The House of my Father” by Gabriel
Aresti are analysed. The author studies in depth the theory and the practice of translation with the
example of several translators. In the article, several specific examples of diverse translations by
K. Gamsakhurdia, M. Tsvetaeva, V. Nabokoyv, J. Borges, etc, are quoted. At the end of his work,

the author suggests his own version of the Russian translation of the poem by Gabriel Aresti
“The House of my Father”.
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0.

In the journal Gernika, a translation to Russian of a classical poem
of 20™ century Basque poetry, “The House of my Father” by Gabriel
Aresti, has been published translated by the Russian bascologist
Y. Zytsar (1). For nine years | have been translating to Georgian
different poems by Gustavo Adolfo Bécquer, Federico Garcia Lorca,
Juan Ramén Jiménez and several Basque poets (Unamuno, Celaya,
Aresti). During this time, of course, more than once the question
of the techniques and the rules of literary translation have arised.
Previously, | had read the translation of the poem by Roberto Serrano
and Roman Ignatiev (2), that, undoubtedly, differs from the version
by Y. Zytsar. As a result of both translations arises a third one, my
own, and also a whole article through my gaze as an author on the
literary types of translation.

To start with, | propose to the reader the translations of the two
versions of the above mentioned poem by Gabriel Aresti.
Translation by Yuri Zytsar:

[lom moero oTua

y CaMbIX BEPXOB rpaHunLbl

S 3aLMLLy OT BOSIXBOB, BOJSIKOB,
3eMIeTpsCEHNIN, POCTOBLLMKOB,
Macpum

N IOCTULINW.

Ot BCero 3awmiuy,

KaK HU TUX U HW LLYNI.

Bcto 3awmnty emy obecnieuvy.
O6eckoHeuy.

Kak 3agatok npymy CUHSAKK.
[MoTepsto CKOT, NOSIs, COCHAKM.
Ounenaenapl, oxoapl, MPOLEHTHI,
nocnegHue UeHThbl.

Bceé, uckroyas kno4dm ot pas,—
BCE noTepsito.

Ho gom otua?..

Y camoro kpaxa Kpasi

pO[ XeHbl PELUUT (— AHS SICHER),
4TO, MO, MYX-TO My,

N YXX MYX N, 9N,

N YXK HYXKH Nn en?

OT16epyT y MEHSA 1 OpyXMe.
UT0 X, M TYT A He 3anuLy:
NPOCTO NanbLamMun 3aLLuLLy.
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CpexyT nanbLbl C pykK,

PpyKKn cpyosT, yke 6ecnanble...
Apyr!

He nnayb Tbl 0 6egHOM Marnom.
Mnayb Tbl NyyLe o HebbIBaNoMm:
yaanom, NycTb U HEYOANOM.

A 3ybamn 3ackpexeLy:

PYK
00

py6

Kamu

He nyLuy.

MMycTb 9 Myn, faxe MyM U My, CTapbiil NeHb B bIMY,
HO 1 AyMaTb O AOME He JaM — COMHY.
Ho Torpa yx,

Jonga o nneu,

noabepyTca K gywe

B rpyam.

YTo Xe — neub?

He-eT, MMHYTOYKY nogoxau.

B cambin nnaya mur

Ha nana4mn mump

S OyLLON 3aMaxHyCb:

AOM oTua —

pyLUNTBL?

Cton? Kyaa x Tbl 6EXULLL-TO, FHYCb!
3agyuuy

3a gyuy.
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Ho gonyctum,

Korga-Hmbyab nycTb

rae-To B Tosnwe neT — ronybon vyauwe,
Aa He Byget en nNyTb NycT,

CPOK MpuaeT n Moen

aywe.

A 3a Her 1 NnoToMKam,

MOWM KOTEHKaM.

A gom otua?..

A BOT OH-TO,

Kak congat nocrne (ppoHTa,
NULLIb CMEesCb Ha, BeKamu,

N NLWb BEKaMM LLYPSACH BCrea,
HW OOVH HE OBPOHUT KaMEHb.
Bot

CBAT

CserT.




Translation by Roberto Serrano and Roman Ignatiev:

A zawnuy

[lom cBoero oTua.

OT BOnKOB,

Ot 3acyxu,

OT pOCTOBLLUMKOB,

OT npaBocygus

A zawmy

[om

Caoero oTua.

A notepsto cKor,

Oropogpbl,

CocHsiku;

A notepsto

MpoueHTblI,

PeHThl,

OvnBnaenasl,

Ho 4 3awwmwy aom ceoero otua.
OHM OTHUMYT Y MEHS OpYyXKMe,
A 9 pykamn 3awuily

J[lom cBoero oTua;
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MHe oTpy6sT pyKu,

A 9 KynbTAMM 3aLUnLLy
J[lom cBoero oTua:

OHM ocTaBAT MeHs

bes pyk,

be3 nneuv

W 6e3 rpyam,

A A goywon sawuuy
[lom cBoero oTua.

A ympy,

MoTepsieTca moqa ayLua,
[NormbHeT Moe NOTOMCTBO,
Ho gom moero otua
OcTaHeTco

CroaTb.

1.

Now let us know, briefly, the reasonings of certain classics of
translations, authors that made it possible to analyse translation
in a scientific way. In the books by Amparo Hurtado Albir (2007),
translation is considered a capacity, a knowing how to create, based
on knowing how to do research into the process of translation and
solve the difficulties that arise in that process, that take place in this




specific event. Basing herself on the well-known difference between
different types of knowledge, explanatory (know how), and creative
and active (operative), the capacity of translation is much based on
knowledge of the operative type, mainly, and for this reason, it is
fundamentally obtained with practice.

However, in order to define translation this author considers it
possible to base the definition on another classification, proposed by
Jacobson in 1959, according to which three kinds of interpretations
of the verbal sign exist:

1. Intralinguistic translation, or reformulation: interpretation
of the verbal signs with the help of other signs of the same
language;

2. Interlinguistic interpretation, or translation: interpretation of
the linguistic signs with the help of another language;

3. Intersemiotic translation or transmutation translation:
interpretation of the linguistic signs by means of non-sign
systems.

Jakobson demonstrated that the interlinguistic translation is the
authentic translation. Later, other authors shared this point of view.
For example, Ljudskanov (1969) observed translation as a process
of transformation of the signs and preservation of the contents, and
he searched for an effective algorithm for human and mechanical
translation; Arcaini (1986) studied the intersemiotic translation
between linguistic signs and icons and wrote on verbal codes and
icons; Steiner (1975) considered interlinguistic interpretation as the
only and privileged type of communication.

Albir considers three questions: why is translation needed? what
is translation needed for? whom is translation necessary for?
In her opinion, translation is the consequence of the existence of
different languages and cultures; she anwers the question “What is
translation needed for?» in this way: for communication, to overcome
the barrier of lack of communication, the objective of translation is
communicative. The third question “whom is translation necessary
for?” is answered thus: for those who do not know the language
nor the original culture. The translator does not translate for himself
(only in exceptional cases), and the objectives of translation can be
diverse.

Marco Antonio Campos, in the article “Poesia y traduccion”, asks
these same questions. In his opinion, there exist two fundamental
reasons for translation: translation as a means to survive, and
translation for pleasure. It is possible to consider translation as a job,
and at the same time there is the opportunity to choose the authors
to translate for pleasure. He translated for the pleasure of discovery,
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according to general perception, to thank the author who taught him
something or moved him in some way for any reason. The question
“‘what is translation needed for?” gives as an answer, first of all, to
give the reader the opportunity to discover in his mother tongue an
unknown author; furthermore, and retaking what has been already
translated, in order to correct lexical mistakes, inaccuracies in rhyme,
the rigidity of the translation or unnecessary literary elements. The
author advises not to translate what is already translated, if one
cannot improve it, or at least, make a new and perceptibly improved
version. Besides, during translation one enriches the language
during the never-ending process of linguistic transformation. This
is a wonderful thing, like a written poetry, a painted painting or an
already filmed film (4).

Regarding the translator, the first idea is that he has to master both
languages. Here, three questions arise:

1. Should the translator know both languages at the same level?
2. Should the translator and the interpreter have the same level
of linguistic knowledge?

3. Should the translator be an expert in language or linguistic
theory?

In the opinion of Amparo Hurtado Albir (2007), bilingualism is not a
sine qua non condition for the translator (even more so if one takes
into account the fact that the two situations, written or oral translation,
are different). Besides, the translator with no doubt also has to have
a good command of non-linguistic knowledge, for example on the
culture of the countries of origin of the translated texts. However,
practice demonstrates that even this on certain occasions is
insufficient (3).

Now, let us briefly review the traditional classification of translation.

Saint Jerome distinguishes the mundane translation from the
religious. Vives (1532) tells the difference between the versions that
only consider the meanings, from others that take into consideration
the sentences and the terms, and a third one that affects the
balance between style and words, in which the terms add strength
and elegance to the sense. Fray Luis de Ledn (1561) distinguishes
translation (frasladar) from declaration (declarar): the first one is
“secure and wise” and “if it is possible one has to count the words,
so as to change them for the exact number”, and the second one is
“as a play upon words, adding and substracting according to one’s
own wish”. Dryden (1680) proposes to distinguish metaphrasis
(literal translation), paraphrasis (translation of the meaning) and
imitation (free diversion in form and meaning). Schleiermacher
(1813) differenciates between the translation of commercial, literary
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and scientific texts.

In poetic translation, its own particular types are enhanced. This
question was studied by Holmes (1969: 195-201, 1978: 69-82),
Holmes, de Haan and Popovic (1970), Lefevere (1975), Popovic
(1976), de Beaugrande (1978), Etkind (1982), Raffel (1988), Saez
Hermosilla (1987) and others (5-11).

Colmes (1988): the poetic texts are polisemantic. Poetic translation
is a metapoem, and the translator is a metapoet.

Etkind (1982): the verse is a “system of conflicts” (between syntax and
metrics, metrics and rhythm, poetic tradition and poetic innovation).
The author distinguishes six types of poetic translation:

1. informative (in prose and with no artistic pretentions);

2. interpretative (linked to historical and aesthetic teachings);
3. demonstrative (with the presence of certain aesthetic criteria,
nevertheless without the influence of a particular aesthetic
system);

4. aproximative (with the presence of a partially aesthetic
system; for example, rhythm without measure, rhythm without
rhyme etc.);

5. imitative (when the translatoris a poet and he freely expresses
himself);

6. recreative (authentic poetic translation, that transmits verses
with the characteristics of the original).

Raffel (1988): poetic translation is a “game of balances”.

2.

Fleeing from influences, | read on purpose the book of translations
by G. Lorca, published in Moscow in 1987 (12), just after having
translated myself some poems by Lorca. | compared both translations
of the same poem.

The famous poem by Lorca “The Guitar” from Cante Hondo was
translated by Marina Tsvetaeva (Lorca: 44-45). To study the role of
this great Russian poet in worldwide literature is not the aim of this
article, she has been studied and will be studied by writers and by
men and women of letters. Here we are simply going to underline
her translation technique with the example of two poems. It is well-
known that Tsvetaeva translated a lot (Saakiants: 31) from several
languages, Spanish was among them. In “The Guitar” the poet uses
a resource of translation that reappears in another poem by Lorca,
“And then...” (Lorca: 46-47).
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At the end of the poem (“The Guitar”) Tsvetaeva translates (we do
not use the verb «write» on purpose):

This way the bird says farewell to life
Under the threat of the snake’s bite

Whereas in Lorca’s original these verses appear thus:

And the first dead bird
on the branch.

In this case the variation from the poetic text is very clear. However,
in another poem we no longer find ourselves with any variation, but
with additions and ellipsis to the original:

It fell silent, stopped,
dried up, worn out,
disappeared.

This stanza is missing in the original verses by Lorca, but it exists in
its translation. Besides this, the poet ends the translation of the poem
taking off the last verse, which is an independent sentence:

Only desert
Remains.

Since in the original, after the stanza “Only desert / Remains.” there
is still another one, the last stanza: “Undulating / desert.”

Here we have to point out that the measure of Spanish, Russian and
Georgian differs, which complicates the comparison of the original
and the translations. That very thing is what happened with the
translations of Bécquer (Bécquer: 1985). | read this book three years
after my translations were published in the literary papers.

Itis convenient to remember Tsvetaeva’s point of view on translation:
“l translate through the ear and the soul (of things). It is more than
a thought.” (Saakiants: 31). In our opinion this is entirely subjective
thinking. From where can we know in which specific verse Lorca
placed his “soul”? Could it not be in this very last sentence that the
translator ignored (erased)?

That very same opinion on translation was also shared by the
Georgian writer K. Gamsakhurdia: “the translating activity is a most
complicated task. The translator does not have to follow the text
translated literally. For example, when | translated Werter, | removed
certain passages of the original, since they suggested nothing to
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the Georgian reader. This principle is compulsory in translation, as
the translation is the transmission of the soul of the book, not of its
letters” (Gamsakhurdia: 564-656).

“They suggested nothing to the Georgian reader”, is this not
completely subjective? In Gamsakhurdia’s opinion “they suggested
nothing” and in another translator’s opinion maybe they “would
suggest a lot” and they would be translated. When | say another
translator, for example, | am thinking of Vladimir Nabokov:

In the whimsical world of translation there are three kinds of sins. The
first and the most innocent evil are the obvious mistakes, made out of
ignorance or incomprehension. It is the common human weakness, and
they are entirely forgivable. The following step forward to hell is taken by
the translator that consciously ignores those words or strophes, in which
meaning he has not even bothered to penetrate or that, in his opinion, can
turn out as incomprehensible or indecent for a blurred imagined reader.
He has no scruples about marginalizing the meaning that the dictionary
offers him, or about sacrificing the message in exchange for a passing
precision: he is ready in advance to know less than the author, assuming,
however, that he knows more. The third, and the most serious evil in
this chain of sins is perpetrated by the translator that spends his time
polishing and tuning the work, embellishing it contemptuously, making it
adequate and adapting it to the tastes and prejudices of the reader. This
sin deserves to be punished with the cruellest tortures, as plagiarism was

punished in the Middle Ages (Nabokov: 389).

Nabokov was a writer with a profound individual thinking. The same
can be stated of Tsvetaeva, and of other writers that could not publish
under the Sovietic power. However, we have to emphasize that in
spite of the coincidence in thought, Nabokov and Tsvetaeva were two
diametrically diverging personalities. This difference is expressed
in their relation with translation. Leigh Kimmel published an article
“Nabokov as translator’, in which he shows the evolution of the
writer's translation doctrine (Leigh: 2001). The author of the article
distinguishes two groups of translators: some during the translation
prefer to preserve the integrity of the text, some translate the “soul”
of the work (as Tsvetaeva). With the example of two translations of
Nabokov’s the author tries to explain the evolution of the translation
task.

The first translation analysed by Kimmel is “Ania v strane chudes”.
The author of the original, Lewis Carroll, plays with the English words,
basing himself on their polysemy and especially on the phonetic
coincidence of several terms, creating a humorous effect. During the
translation of the original Nabokov placed it nearer to the Russian
language. He started by changing the name “Alice” for “Ania” and
every new foreign element was “translated” to Russian. So that he
moved more and more away from the original, and finally achieved
a result that “said something to the Russian reader”, so as to express
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it in the same terms as Gansakhurdia.

Unlike the translation just cited, Nabokov translated Evgeni Onegin,
following the opposite principles. The first concern of the translator
was to preserve the integrity of the text, in order to do this he attached
1100 footnotes. He considered his translation not as the reading of a
literary text, but as an introduction to the Russian text for those who
did not have a good-enough command of Russian to read the book.
The author of this article does not agree with the opinion that he
translated Carroll for children and Pushkin for students, which would
explain such a change in the strategy of translation. It is perfectly
well known that Nabokov himself changed the content of his own
writings when he translated them (as in the case of Camera obscura,
that he renamed Laughter in the Dark, and he practically rewrote).
According to the opinion of Kimmel, it is possible that Nabokov
reached the conclusion that only the author has the right to change
the content of the text.

In connection to recreating the work of somebody else, the story of
Edward FitzGerald’s translations of Rubaiyat by Omar Hayam is well
known, but the translation of these poems from English to Spanish
arouses a special interest (21, 22). According to the legend, Borges
junior inherited the writing talent of his father. With the exception
of some orientalist texts and the novel El Caudillo, Jorge Guillermo
Borges published a few poems, among which three pieces called
“‘Momentos” (that were published by the prestigious magazine
Nosotros in Buenos Aires in 1914) could be found. Later, Borges
senior translated from English Rubaiyat, taking as a reference the
translation by FitzGerald.

Edward FitzGerald published for the first time the version of Rubaiyat
in 1859. Altogether in the course of his life four editions of the
translation were published. The fifth and last one was published after
the death of the translator in 1889, including the annotations that
FitzGerald had prepared for the fourth edition. In the original each
“‘Rubay” consists of a stanza of two verses, each one splits into two
hemistiches, forming four verses altogether (from this, in principle, he
took the name ruba’i). The verses rhyme with each other, except for
the third line, that can rhyme or not. When he translated, FitzGerald
chose the AABA rhyme scheme.

Each quartet is on its own an independent poem, having at the
beginning a descriptive or narrative element, whereas in the last
verse it concludes with a moral maxim or a philosophical conclusion.
FitzGerald gathered several stanzas of the original, without respecting
the Persian initial system. This order varied between the first and the
fifth edition, which already at that time had 101 stanzas, whereas in
the original there are 75 altogether.

§
=
)
Qo
©
(2]
2]
©
3
|
=
[0
£
el
S
>
:
o
(0]
=
£
©
[V
>
1S
o
o
(0]
(2]
3
o
T
(0]
=
=
=
(2]
(0]
o
<
°
=
Qo
©
O
>
Qo
IS
[0}
o
a
(0]
=
£
-
o
C
S
2
©
(2]
c
©
o
'_
(0]
=
£
=
>
o
Q
<




There are at least three translations of the Rubaiyat to Spanish. The
first, carried out by Borges in 1907, was published in the magazine
from Madrid Renacimiento, in that same year and without indicating
the translator. The second translation belongs to the quill of Carlos
Musio Peia, with an introductory article by Alvaro Melian Lafinur.
In 1922, in the magazine by Rafael Losano, a series Los mejores
poemas (liricos) de los mejores poetas was published, among which
was Omar Hayam. What is more, the “first translation from Persian”
was published by Ventura Garcia Calderdn. In 1925 the translation
by Adolfo Salazar was brought out, and in 1927 the one by Joaquin
V. Gonzalez.

To be fair to Borges we have to admit that his was the first translation
to Spanish that preserved the metrics of the original. The English
original was made up of a verse of ten syllables with the accent on
the last syllable, which when transferred into Spanish becomes a
hendecasyllable. During the translation, Borges disregarded the
rhyme and alternated the paroxytone hendecasyllabic verses (that
are stressed on the penultimate syllable) with the oxytone ten-syllabic
verses, since, despite the different quantity of phonological syllables,
all the verses have to be read as eleven syllables according to the
metric rules commonly accepted.

In general, of course, this task would not be called translation, but re-
creation, as in the case of FitzGerald. However, Borges went further
than FitzGerald, removed some of the original stanzas by FitzGerald,
varied the order of the rest, and added some of his own. It turned out
that Borges, inspired in the translation by FitzGerald, wrote his own
Rubaiyat in Spanish, and FitzGerald, in turn, inspired by the original
of Hayam, wrote his own Rubaiyat in English.

Marco Antonio Campos, in the article already mentioned above,
differentiates between seven types of translation (4).

1. Translation as creation, when the author exactly translates the
poet of another language, and at the same time he embellishes
it with his own style (for example, Borges and Octavio Paz);

2. Literary translation, the eagerness of every writer is centred
on the correspondence of the verbal objects of the original
and the translation. Contemporary translation of poetry is not
possible; at the very least it dilutes and loses its musicality. As
a reader and a translator, the author of this article confesses
his respect and love for poetic translation. Of course, he does
not refer to literal translation, where you notice nothing or notice
very little, as the academic personnel pretend, who suffer
from being tone-deaf. They respect the text in a literal sense,
nevertheless they do not respect poetry;
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3. Free translation, variety of translation as creation and
translation as personal work. It is also called “librismo” in
Spanish. In this case the translator moves away from the
original and immerses himself in a world of free actions, to such
a degree that the verses become his own verses. An example
of this would be the case of Edward FitzGerald’s Rubaiyat.

4. Translation as personal work, the author considers the
translated verses a part of his literary legacy, among others,
when they are incorporated into his text, or at the end of his
own work;

5. Translation of translation, when the translator does not have
a good command of the original language and he bases his
work on other languages. As an example we can take the
translations by Octavio Paz (from Japanese, Chinese, Swedish
and Hungarian) and José Emilio Pacheco (from Polish and
Modern Greek);

6. Translation as modern adaptation of an ancient text to the
same language, for instance the translations by Alfonso Reyes
(Myo Cid or The Lay of the Cid) and Henry U. Longfellow
(Heimskringla by Snorri Sturluson);

7. Adaptation, a didactic or summarized transliteration of the
original.

3.

In my opinion, the translation technique of FitzGerald, Borges,
Tsvetaeva and Gamsakhurdia remarkably moves the reader away
from the original. The text translated by them not only does not contain
all the stanzas or all the chapters of the primary text, but neither do
they bring the integrity of the original. If in some cases the change of
terms or sentences is theoretically acceptable, it is not in some other
cases, as in the avant-garde poetry by Lorca, in which a word (which
usually is a complete sentence) brings a special meaning. When it is
removed (erased) an idea of the original is extracted, and it should
have been passed on by the translator.

Let us see the case when the text of the author completes itself. It
is possible that Tsvetaeva added the paragraph mentioned before in
the poem by Lorca “The Guitar” in order to reinforce the effect (idea)
that it brings. In the first place, there is no need to “reinforce” Lorca,
his “strength” can lie in the poetic form erased by the translator and
there is no need to “polish and mend” (Nabokov). In the second
place, the added stanza, Russian in its anatomy, does not sound at
all Spanish. This is logical, since Tsvetaeva belongs to that group
of Russian writers that deeply felt the Russian word. Under the
wish to enjoy Russian poetry, with great pleasure do | leaf through
Khodasevich, Tsvetaeva or Akhmatova, but | will not search for the
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Russian soul in the translations of Lorca, Jiménez or the Machado
brothers. Probably this is what Vladimir Nabokov had in mind:

But henceforth a fully grown-up poet takes the quill, and while he
composes his own poems he gets inspiration through the translation of
something by Lermontov or Verlaine. Usually either he does not know
well the original language and carelessly he translates literally, not
as brilliantly, but much better than an educated person, or, he knows
the language, does not have the pedantry of the academician nor the
experience of the professional translator. In this case, the more poetic
talent he has, the stronger his honeyed words will tarnish the brilliant
original text. Instead of getting dress with the author’s suit, he dresses

the author with his own suit. (Leigh: 1998)

In short, how should a translator be? We will make a last reference
to V. Nabokov:

... Now we can consider what the characteristics the translator has to
get dressed with are, to recreate an ideal text of a piece of art of the
foreign literature. First of all he must have as much talent as the author
he has chosen, or the temper of both must be of identical nature. In this
sense, and only in this sense, Bodler and Po get on in an ideal way, or
Zhukovskiy and Schiller. In segond place, the translator must perfectly
know both people, both languages, all the details of the style and method
of the author, the origin and formation of the terms, the historical allusions.
Here we meet the third important characteristic: besides the talent and
the education, he must control mimesis, and act in such a way, as if he
was the original author, reproducing his speech and behaviour, tastes
and thinking with as much veracity as possible (Nabokov: 395).

Of course, we can hardly call Nabokov a humble person: he compares
himself with Pushkin because he is his translator. | do not think the
translator should have a comparable temper to the brilliant writer, if
this was true writers themselves would translate their own works (did
Nabokov translate his?). Probably, the main effort of the translator
must be to transfer the “soul” of the work, preserving as much as
possible the form of the original. So that everything is not “flat” in
the translated language, so that it has the “smell” of the original,
this will produce once more the wish to read the work of art in its
original version. For me, as a reader and a translator, the translation
by R. Serrano and R. Ignatiev gets much nearer (not only to the
original text, but also to its “soul”) than the translation by Y. Zytsar.
This last one, at the translator’s wish, moves away from the original
(1), but it offers an unquestionable interest from the point of view of
the alternative method of translation.

Finally, | want to thank Y. Zytsar, R. Serrano and R. Ignatiev, whose
translations inspired me in the writing of this article and in offering
my own translated version of the work before mentioned by Gabriel
Aresti:
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OTCcTOK OTYUI AOM.

OT BOnKoOB,

3acyxu,

NUXoMMCTBa

n NnpaBocyans

OTCTO OTYUI JOM.
JInwyco

cTag,

0Oropofos,

COCHOBBbIX MyLL,

A06pa,

[0X00B,

gonen

HO OTCTOO OTYMI AOM.
OTHUMYT OpyXune, N pykamm
OTCTOH OTYUI JOM;
OTHUMYT PYKU, N Nnevyamu
OTCTO OTYUI JOM;
OTHUMYT Meyn, npeanneybsa n rpyab
n Oyuon

OTCTO OTYMI JOM.

Ympy.

MoTepsieTca aywa mos,
NorMbHeT NOTOMCTBO MOe,
HO OTYM OOM

YCTOUT.
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