azpecara, ByaJlMpyeT MUIAAKTHUYHOCTb W MOpaAIU3alUI0 CO CTOPOHBI CKa3UTEIIA, KOTOpBIﬁ
MBITACTCS OBITH HEHA30MIMBBIM ONITHMHCTOM M OOJIBIIMM JIPyroM 4uTaTe.

AHTpOl'[OI_IeHTpI/I'-IHOCTI) CKa3Ku ACTCPMHUHHUPOBAHA T'YMAHUCTUYCCKHUM MAaTECPHAIM3MOM,
KOTOpBIﬁ MPOABIAACTCA B IIparMaTU4CCKUX HWHTCHLOUAX Happaropa, pe€alM3yeMbIX Kak
HUMIITMIOUTHBIM, TaK U SKCINIMIUTHBIM crocobamu. Ha MaTtepualie€ CKa3Kyd aBTOpP pa3BJICKACT
azpecara, COHCPCKUBACT C HUM, OapUT €MY paJdoCTb, pEIaKCallMi0 U MUHYThlI OTAbIXA,
MOJACKAa3bIBACT YUTATCIIIO NMYTH PEIICHUA JKUTCHCKUX HpO6J'I€M, YKa3bIBa€T Ha CpEACTBa
JOCTHUXKCHUSA ueneﬁ, co3gacT MOJCI/Ib <<o6pa3u030ro» Y€JIOBEKA, pacCyxxgac€t o
HPaBCTBCHHBIX LECHHOCTAX, BBICTYNACT Z[O6p0)l(eHaTeJ'II)HI)IM HAaCTaBHUKOM OTAAJICHHOI'O
BPEMECHEM U MECTOM KOMMYHUKaHTA.

AHTpOl'[OI_IeHTpI/I'-IHOCTI) CKa3Kl OTJIMYACTCd AUXOTOMHUYECCKUM IPUHIUIIOM, KOTOpBIﬁ
Z[eﬁCTByeT BO BCC€X KOMIIO3MIITMOHHBIX 0JI0KaxX TEKCTa. I/ICCJ'ICZLOBaHI/Ie Fﬂy6I/IHHOﬁ
CTPYKTYPbI KaTE€ropun aHTPOIMOLUCHTPUYHOCTH B YCJIOBUAX CKa3KH ITOKA3bIBA€T, YTO aBTOP
OTHOCHUTCA K YHUTATCIIO C l"J'Iy6OI(I/IM YBAXXCHUEM, Ha IIpaBaX HACTaBHUWKA, COBECTUYHMKA H
Bocriurarens. Pamounas CTPYKTypa TEKCTa CKa3Kh OTME€UYCHa [yaJli3MOM aBToOpa U
YUTATCIIA, MOCPEAHUKOM KOTOPBIX IMOBCEMECTHO BBICTYIIAOT I'€POH CKA3KHU.

SUMMARY

The article in question deals with anthropocentrism as the concept of human attitude towards the world. The
author focuses on realization of anthropocentric principle in folklore discourse. Fairy-tales of distant nations are
compared; universal trends and national peculiarities of their anthropocentric model are analyzed.

CIIMCOK JIMTEPATYPbI

1. TI'pinuenxo b. JI. CnoBHuK ykpaiHchkoi MoBH. — K.: BunaBHuuTBO AKanemii Hayk Ykpaincskoi PCP, 1959. -
T. IV.-563 c.

2. TI'pinuenxo b. /. CnoBHuK ykpaiHchkoi MoBH. — K.: BunaBHuuTBo Akanemii Hayk Ykpaincskoi PCP, 1959. -
T. 11— 506 c.

3. Eneonckuit C. ®. JlutepaTypa u HapogHOE TBOpUeCTBO. — M.: Yumenarus, 1956. —239 c.

4. Tamenepun U. P. TexeT kak 00BEKT IMHIBHCTHYECKOrO nccnenoBanus. — M.: Hayka,1981. — 138 c.

5. [Ilpomnm B. fI. Pycckas cka3ka. — JI.: U3n-Bo Jlenunrpan, yu-ta, 1984. — 335 c.

6. Simpson J. Scandinavian Folktales. — London: Penguin Books, 1988. —243p.

7. Hapogusie pycckue ckasku A.H.AdanacseBa B 3-x Tomax. - Hayka, 1984.

8. Folk-Tales of the British Isles.-Moskow: Raduga Publishers, 1987.-368 p.

9. Thompson S. The Folktale. — New York, 1951. — P.455-456.

10. Kyxapenko B. A. UnTepnperamnus texcra. — M.: [IpocBemenne, 1988. — 192 c.

NONSENSE AND WORDPLAY IN L. CARROL’S
LITERARY WORKS

0. Medvid’,
M. Bondarenko

The article touches upon the problems concerning with some stylistic difficulties (nonsense and
wordplay) in translation of L.Carroll’s works:mostly they are of extralinguistic character. Translator
shoud be aware of not only language peculiarities of L.Carroll’s fairy tales but of some
national,ethimological and socio-psychological factors that influence greatly on the comprehention
and translation of the texts.

Text comprehension is an inseparable part of speech activity. It reflects not only the
language competence of a person but also the psychological peculiarities alongside with the
individual specifics of the intellectual activity. Comprehension is associated with the
reconstruction of the author’s conception and building of the individual model of the text
contents [2,21]. Such an approach is referred, first of all, to the text comprehension and
interpretation. The level of the adequate or inadequate comprehension may be diagnosed
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with the help of various methods. One of them is to reveal the lacunas caused by the
differences in the cultural background of the readers and by the background at which the
author’s intention was directed.

Comprehension requires a much higher level of the intellectual activity and presupposes
the estimate of the information percepted [3,34]. So, perception is predetermined by the
individual peculiarities and personal experience. Perceptiveness is not an absolute feature
but a matter of interpretation in the given conceptual system reflecting an individual
cognitive experience and covering a piece of specific information [1,13]. Every message
has a presumption of perceptiveness. Nonsense and absurd texts are not an ordinary case.
However, nonsense is different form absurd.

Nonsense consists in the operations with the language: modeling different from the
standard language quasi-language units, words, first of all, where the relations between the
units as in the standard language are preserved (laws of their building and combinability),
i.e. twas brillig, and the slithy toves did gyre and gimble in the wabe [10,51].

Absurd consists in the operations with the reference of the language units: modeling
reference situations different from those possible in the standard language. Nonsense
distorts the language operating with the language picture of the world. Absurd turns over
the reality stereotypes (on the level of the common sense), operating with the naive picture
of the world. In nonsense the number of the lexical meanings is reduced to minimum, in
absurd — the number of the common sense clichés.

Most of the nonsense texts are devoid of the lexical meanings, though the grammatical
meanings are present in them and sound symbolism is of great importance. The structure of
the text is preserved, too. Grammatical constructions reflect the structure of the situation
described in the nonsense text: a character, means, locative, etc [8,11]:

“Twas brillig, and the slithy toves

Did gyre and gimble in the wabe;

All mimsy were the borogoves,
And the mome raths outgrabe.’

In the passage from Jabberwocky given above it is clearly seen that the subject is foves.
They did gyre and gimble. Where? In the wabe, etc. Although, the meanings of the
“notional words” used in the passage are unknown for us and they are not registered in
dictionaries, we can freely reproduce the structure of the situation but not what it consists
in. This is a task for the reader but the translator’s is much more difficult, it’s a real
challenge, whereas he should somehow reflect not only the structure of a certain situation
but first of all create something of this kind with the help of the target language means.

For the standard interpretation of nonsense such features are typical: a rather high level
of the abstract lexica, a wide variety of lexical units, a great number of the pronouns. It
means that a standard picture of the sense of nonsense is rather vague and abstract. The
ideas about the sense of nonsense are, first of all, predetermined by the grammatical
relations between the text units. The phonetic resemblance of the nonsense quasi-words
with the standard language lexical units plays an important role in the interpretation of the
quasi-lexical meanings of the nonsense elements [7,19].

Interpreting nonsense the translator looks for the nominations among the units of a
certain grammatical class basing themselves upon the resemblance in the sound structure
between the quasi-word and the standard language word. In the process of nonsense
interpretation the inner lexicon of the native speaker works the same way as in the process
of the normal text comprehension and interpretation.

L.Carroll’s dramatic composition largely rests on the play of words. In his books one
can hardly find the cases of humour in situation itself: the play of words is based on the
humour of words and the notions connected with humour. For Lewis Carroll the play of
words was very important because in his books and in the fairy tales, particularly, it defines
the characters’ behavior, their actions and the development of the plot. This is the main
distinction of his books from the works of other writers using the same principles. The most
insightful dimension of the book as a whole consists in that language only means something
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in relation to the language "game" of which it is a part, and it is important to know what
"language or logic game" one is playing [11,40]. The play of words is another challenge for
the translator. The humor of the characters, of the situations is comparatively not very
difficult to translate but the play of words practically can’t be translated adequately. In most
cases it is up to the translator to choose between what is being said and how it is being said.
It means that the translator has to choose between the contents and the humorous effect.

In the garden of talking flowers we have our first introduction to the punning, wordplay
and general concern with language (and identity), which runs throughout the novel:

In Chapter 2 of “Trough the Looking-Glass” Alice asks the Rose whether it is afraid to
be alone in the garden:

“Aren’t you sometimes frightened at being planted out here, with nobody to take care of
you?”

“There’s the tree in the middle,” said the Rose: “what else is it good for?”
“But what could it do, if any danger came?” Alice asked.

“It says “Bough-wough”!” cried a Daisy: “that’s why its branches are called
boughs!” [9,132]

The play of words here is based on the homonymy of the word “bough” denoting the
part of the tree and of the sound-imitation “bough-wough”. According to the context, the
tree, which has boughs, can bark and that’s why it can serve as the defender of the flowers.

The Russian equivalent of the word “bough” is “semxa”, and “bough-wough” stands
for the Russian “eag-cas”. The word “semka” and the sound-imitation “cas-cag” have
nothing to do with each other as to their meanings. N.M.Demurova refused word for word
translation but decided to work with the breeds of the trees while in the original simply the
word “tree” is used. She fixed her choice upon the oak, which stands for the Russian word
“0y6”"

«- A eam Hukoeoa He Ovieaem cmpawno? Bul 30ech coécem 0OHU U HUKMO 64C He
oXpaHsem...

- Kak smo «o0nu»? — ckasana Posa. — A 0y6 Ha umo?

- Ho passee on moorcem umo-nubyow coenams? - yousunace Anuca.

- On xomwb Koz2o modicem omoybacums, - ckazana Poza. — Ymo-umo, a dybacums on
ymeem!

- Ilosmomy-mo on u naswvigaemcs 0y0, eckpuuana Mapzapumxay [5,133].

As we can see from the example above the translator managed to preserve the play of
words. Moreover, all the components are present in the translation so, the meaning of the
conversation between Alice and the Rose in the Russian variant is practically the same:
from the translation it follows that the oak is a defender of the flowers as well as in the
original. But in the Russian translation the tree is given somewhat different descriptions: it
doesn’t bark but it can belabour anybody.

In some cases the translator has to extent the structural components of the pun in order
to preserve the play of words in the translation. In Chapter3 in “Alice’s Adventures in
Wonderland” Alice asks the Mouse to tell her the story of its life:

“Mine is a long and a sad tale!»said the Mouse, turning to Alice, and sighing”.

“It IS a long tail, certainly,” said Alice, looking down with wonder at the Mouse’s tail;
“but why do you call it sad?” And she kept on puzzling about it while the Mouse was
speaking, so that her idea of the tale was something like this...” [9,27].

This abstract is followed by the famous verse reminding the mouse tale. Here, as it is
typical for L.Carroll, the form and the contents are skillfully combined together to produce
the play of words based on the homonymy of the words tale and tail.

In the translation by P.S.Solovyova this abstract is rendered like follows:

«- Mos ucmopus — neuanvHas ucmopus, - npoustecia Mulub 630biXast, - HO OHA NOIHA
CaMbIX UHMEPECHIX NPUKTIOYEHUL, 68 KOMOPLIX 51 NPOSSULA MHO20 4y6cmed u 6oIbuloe
camonoxcepmeosanue. Y3nas eé, 6vl He HA308émMe MeHs X6ACHyHbell, - npubasuid oua,
obpawasice k Anuce.
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- A yeepena, umo sauia ucmopus o4eHb UHMepeCHd, - CKa3ana Anuca, HeBONbHO 2NA05
Ha xeocm Mbiwu, - HO HazéaHue XB0CMYHbU 6CE-MAKU OYEHb K 8aM NOOXOOUM, U 5 He
NOHUMAl0, NOYeMY 8bl He XOmume, 4moobbl 5 64C MAK HA3bIBAA.

OHa npoodondicana cmompems Ha X6ocm Mol 6 mo pems, KaKk ma HA4aua 2080pums,
Max 4mo pacckasz eu npedcmasuics 6 credyioujem uoe...» [4,31].

P.S.Solovyova worked into the text a remark about courage and selflessness of the
Mouse so that it enabled the translator to make a “funny” verbal range in the Russian
language: xgacmyHbss — X60CMYHb — X80CMI.

N.M.Demurova went another way also using the derivative of the word xeocm:

«- OmMo oueHb ONUHHAS U SPYCHAS UCIOPUS, - HAYALA MbIUb CO 8300XOM.

Tomonuas, oHa 60pye 636u32HyIA:

- IIpoxeocm!

- IIpo xeocm? — nosmopuna Anuca ¢ Hedoymenuem u 6321AHYIA HA €€ XGOCM. —
Ipycmuas ucmopus npo xeocm?

U, noxa Moeuus 206opuna, Anuca 6cé HUKAK He MO2NA NOHAMb, KAKOe MO Umeen
OMHOUleHUe K MbIUUHOMY Xeocmyy [5,29].

From the abstract above it is clearly seen that N.M.Demurova played on the common
component xeocm having used it in the word “mpoxsocm” which is to some degree
negatively charged and having used it as the notional word itself but in different cases.

Boris Zakhoder went another way. All his wordplays are directed at the child’s
comprehension and perception. First of all attraction of a young reader is drawn by the
diminutiveness of the whole phrase.

«BHemnu, o oums! Dmoil mpazuueckoii caze, 3moti CMpawiHON UCMOPUU C X80 CHIUKOM
moicsaya nem! - ckazana ona. Hemopuu ¢ xeocmuxkom? - youenenno nepecnpocuna Anuca,
€ UHmMepecom 0021510€8 Ha MIUKUH X80CMUK. - A 4mo ¢ HuM cyyurocy cmpauito2o? Ilo-
MOeMy, OH COBEPULEHHO Yell - BOH OH Kakou OnunHbLi!y [6,30].

Still Lewis Carroll’s works have many points to be discussed and explained, many
riddles to be answered to. The task of the translator in this case is not only to translate
Lewis Carroll’s wordplay adequately but also to bring the understanding of what this
extraordinary writer wanted to say by this or that word. The translator has to choose
between the context of the utterance and the humorous device. When the context was only
the reason for the wordplay, the translators applied the humorous device.

Jana cmamms 3éepmac ysazy na oesiki mpyonowi nepexnady kaszox JI. Kepponna, 3o0kpema éunaoxie abcypoy
ma Kanamoypy, wo nompebyioms 30e0i1bui020 3HAHL eKCMPANiHeGICMUYHO20 XapaKmepa — HAYiOHANIbHO-

emUMONIO2IYHUX MA COYIO-NCUXONIOSTUHUX HIOANCI8, WO BNIUBATIOMb HA 0COOAUBOCHI NepeKIady MeKCmie.
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