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VLADIMIR NABOKOV’S SELF-TRANSLATED LOLITA:
REVISITING THE ORIGINAL ALLITERATIVE MODES

This paper is a case study comparison of Vliadimir Nabokov s self-translated Russian version of
his English novel Lolita with its original text within the frame of the theory of literary transla-
tion. Here, self-translation is referred to as a branch of literary translation whose distinctive
feature is that the work is both composed and translated by the same person. It is interesting
to observe that, for the most part, the authors who translate their own works into another
language are bilingual. Theoretical investigation into the field of self-translation is a recent
endeavour; the term only appeared around 1976. Before it appeared in A Dictionary for the
Analysis of Literary Translation, self-translation was thought to be related to bilingualism,
and was therefore approached from the perspective of linguistics.

This paper analyses some alliterative modes, including suballiteration, produced by Nabokov
in the two versions of Lolita. Throughout, the process of translation is viewed as a “two-stage
reading-writing activity.” The novel s translation into Lithuanian, which was performed from
Nabokov's Russian translation, is used to show the difference between translation and self-
translation, and to reveal the clash or the interplay between the foreign and the domestic in
the development of alliterative appeal.
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When considering the phenomenon of self- by Anton Popovi¢ in his 4 Dictionary for
translation, it should be noted that the term  the Analysis of Literary Translation (1976).
is not to be found in the history and theory ~He defined it as “translation of an original
of translation until its first appearance work into another language by the author
thirty-six years ago, when it was offered himself” (Popovi¢, cited in Santoyo 2006,
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p. 22). According to Julio-César Santoyo,
this field of translation was often regarded
as “something absolutely marginal, a sort
of cultural or literary oddity” (Santoyo
2006, p. 22). Rainier Grutman explains that
such an attitude occurred because transla-
tion scholars “thought it to be more akin
to bilingualism than to translation proper”
(Grutman 1998, p. 17), as in most cases
it is bilingual authors who translate their
own works into another language. As the
history of literature shows, a number of
authors have translated their own works:
Thomas More (1478-1535), Etienne Dolet
(1509-1541), Romain Gary (1914-1980),
Carlo Goldoni (1707-1793), Samuel Beck-
ett (1906-1989) and Vladimir Nabokov
(1899-1977), to mention just a few.
Grutman raises one of the most essential
questions: “Why do some writers repeat in a
second language what has already been said
in their previous work?”” (Grutman 1998, p.
18). He believes that such a task cannot be
undertaken solely because of the author’s
dissatisfaction with translations in general,
nor even because of the material needs of
exiles to receive financial gain. The scholar
has no doubt that “there must be some ulte-
rior motive that helps writers to overcome
their initial reluctance” (Grutman 1998, p.
18). A similar question has been extended
by Gian Mario Villalta, who stresses that
there is a considerable difference between
translation and self-translation. He relies
on Brian T. Fitch’s idea that “once a writer
produces a second linguistic version of
a text, the first is incomplete without it”
(Fitch 1988, p. 123). The scholar notes
that in such a case, the complete work may
only be represented by the original and
the translation taken together. Grutman

shares this opinion when treating the gen-
eral process of translation as a “two-stage
reading-writing activity,” and the process of
self-translation as “double writing” (Grut-
man 1998, p. 19). Villalta, in his turn, argues
that self-translation is “the repetition of the
process” (Villalta 2003). Nevertheless, he
thinks that the author as translator does
not merely repeat the process of writing,
but takes advantage of the possibility “of
gaining perspective, of adding meaning”
(Villalta 2003). This development of per-
spective or addition of meaning is related to
the interaction between the original version
and the translation: in other words, the two
expressions of poetics. In Villalta’s words,
“the author perceives the feasibility of real-
izing a certain poetic form in one language
but not in another... and wants to underline
this aspect emphatically” (Villalta 2003).
It should, however, be stressed that the
self-translating writer or poet has a unique
authority, allowing him/her “to bring novel-
ties to the poetic horizon of the language of
greater resistance” (Villalta 2003). This sug-
gests that such writers not only shift from
one language to another, but also transfer
their works into another culture. Grutman
cites Menakhem Perry, who maintains that
“since the writer himself is the translator,
he can allow himself bold shifts from the
source text which, had it been done by an-
other translator, probably would not have
passed as an adequate translation” (Perry,
cited in Grutman 1998, p. 18). This idea also
reveals the relation between the two texts,
i.e., the original and its translation, thereby
suggesting that the translated text gains ad-
ditional characteristics. The recreation of a
literary text in another language and its ad-
aptation to a different system of signs bring
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in new literary, philosophical and cultural
perspectives. Here, another problem comes
into focus as well—namely, the problem of
authorial freedom that is often demonstrated
by a privileged author-translator. When the
author translates his/her own work, it is
“invested with an authority that not even
an ‘approved’ translation by diverse hands
can match” (Grutman 1998, p. 19). In
self-translation it is difficult to distinguish
between the author and the translator: “here
the translator is the author, the translation is
an original, the foreign is the domestic and
vice versa” (Hokeson and Munson 2007,
p. 161).

Self-translation demonstrates a play-
ful collusion between various fictive and
cultural horizons. According to Chiara
Montini, bilingual authors and readers
have a “completely different experience
of the fictive universe” (Montini 2010,
p- 307). In fact, this “conjoined twins” lit-
erary phenomenon crosses the boundaries
of monolingual literature and turns to be a
“process of multiple translingual revision”
(Rosengrant 1995). On the whole, in the
case of Nabokov’s Lolita, the very con-
cepts of “foreign” and “domestic” escape
clarity, as the original version was writ-
ten in English—a foreign language to its
author—and only then translated into his
native Russian. Indeed, it is complicated
to distinguish between domestication and
foreignization in the process of the novel’s
translation.

Vladimir Nabokov is a self-translating
author who began his career as a translator
by rendering the works of foreign writers
into his native language, often “re-Russian-
ing” the original texts. He started translat-
ing his own works after his Russian novel

Camera Obscura (1932) was translated
into English by Winifred Roy in 1936. The
author was so dissatisfied with the transla-
tion that he decided to translate his own
works himself. He practised self-translation
between the Russian and English languages.
After his literary career was launched,
Nabokov became anxious to translate more
of his Russian fiction into English. Yet he
was unwilling to do it himself, “since his
experience with the Englishing of his first
two novels had persuaded him just how de-
manding and distracting an exercise it was”
(Grayson 2000, p. 989). The main difficulty
was, as the writer confessed to his transla-
tor Michael Scammell, to fight against the
creative temptation to amend the work in
the process of translation.

It should be admitted that Nabokov did
a lot of work in the field of translation. He
“re-Englished” his few stories which were
translated by other translators. According to
Grayson, Nabokov took this activity very
seriously, since he intended his English
translations to serve as the basis for their
translation into other languages. That was
the process which he tried to control as
much as his competence allowed.

Jane Grayson claims that, in reality,
Nabokov “quite often valued the retention
of the stylistic effect more highly than the
retention of meaning” (Grayson 2000, p.
990). Jenefer Coates, in her turn, argues that
“Nabokov makes adjustments by rewriting
or rephrasing to create different [and new]
effects” (Coates 1999, p. 99). It is worth
noting that, as Grayson puts it, the writer
often performed “a virtuoso backward
somersault” (Grayson 2000, p. 990) while
rendering his best known novel, Lolita, into
Russian. The Russian translation was first
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published in 1967. Yet before translating
the novel, he performed a similar feat in
the rendering of his autobiography. This
became more a complement than a transla-
tion, because “the act of writing of events
in the language in which he had originally
experienced them generated further, richer
recall” (ibid.), thus confirming the insight
of Villalta that self-translation allows the
writer to expand his/her work and gain dif-
ferent perspectives. Coates states that there
were cases when Nabokov created different
versions of his English texts, sometimes
even doing back-translation from English
into Russian and then again back into
English. For example, his Speak Memory:
An Autobiography Revisited (1966), which
originally was an English text titled Con-
clusive Evidence (1951), was self-translated
into Russian as Drugie Berega in 1954 and
then recomposed in English (Coates 1999,
p- 99).

Once, when accused of “self-contradic-
tion in his theory and practice of transla-
tion by preaching fidelity and practising
freedom”, in his defence Nabokov mused
that “self-translation... involved the mature
writer revisiting the ‘greener fruits’ of his
youth” (Coates 1999, p. 99). Hence, being
well familiar with the original inspiration
woven into the text, the author had the sole
power to recreate the work by adjusting it
and designing new effects for an audience
different in geographic, national, social,
linguistic and temporal terms.

After considering the theoretical insights
on self-translation, Nabokov’s theoretical
views on translation and his practical trans-
latory attempts, it is reasonable to proceed
with the analysis of the translation of the
novel Lolita into Russian and to describe

the specificity of Nabokov’s approach to
self-translation.

Nabokov’s style of writing demonstrates
an unusual complexity from the linguistic,
textual and aesthetic perspectives. The sty-
listic instruments he employs are often aes-
thetically sophisticated. It may be claimed
that the reader’s attention is immediately
attracted by the writer’s specific choices of
lexical items with respect to the acoustic
effect they create. Hence, one of the main
stylistic devices in his texts is alliteration ac-
companied by assonance. Nabokov under-
stood that alliteration is an essential part of
meaning and has an important semantic and
rhetorical function. On the other hand, for
him, an added alliterative appeal is the in-
strument to evoke a challenging game with
the reader. Indeed, in his Lolita, Nabokov
often develops a polyphonic sound orches-
tration. His highly elaborated alliterative
modes demonstrate a playful repetition of
the initial, medial and final consonants and/
or syllables. As Judson Rosengrant argues,
the latter “either echo the initial groupings
or establish new linkages, thereby creating
a harmonious acoustic environment, a rich
choir of sounds” (Rosengrant 1994).

In this paper, Nabokov’s alliterative
patterns will be analysed in the following
order: first, those found in the original Lo-
lita, followed by their equivalents (if any)
in the Russian translation performed by
the author himself. Consider the following
alliterative excerpt:

Valechka—by now shedding torrents of
tears tinged with the mess of her rainbow
make-up—starzed zo fill anyhow a trunk,
and two suitcases, and a bursting carton,
and visions of putting on my mountain
boots and taking a running kick at her
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rump were of course impossible fo puz
into execution with the cursed colorel
hovering around all the time (Nabokov
1991, p. 29; emphasis added).

The sentence is rather long and is
composed of segments distinguished by
punctuation. In the first segment of the
sentence, which starts with the first dash
and ends with the second dash, there is an
obvious alliteration of the initial and nearly
final ¢ in “torrenss” and the initial 7 in “fears”
and “finged” which is complemented by
the medial sonorous 7 in “torrents” and the
medial » in “tears” connected to the initial
r in “rainbow”. Moreover, the suffix -ing
in “shedding” is somewhat repeated in the
word “tinged”. Taken together, these sounds
create a flowing effect—the consonant ¢
does not protrude to distort the melodious
sound patterning of the whole sentence,
thus avoiding a choppy effect. The allitera-
tion of the initial m in “mess” and “make-
up” should also be considered. Nabokov
weaves the auditory patterning of the text
very inventively as is seen in the follow-
ing: the initial » in “rainbow” effectively
alliterates with the medial » in “torrents”
and “tears”. This also serves as a relief for
the reader before another alliterative beating
of the consonant ¢ in the second segment,
produced by the two medial ¢ in “started”,
the initial ¢ in “frunk” and “fwo”, and the

LRI

medial ¢ in “suizcases”, “bursting”, “carfon”,

“puﬁing”’ (13
initial ¢ in “faking”. This segment also con-
tains alliteration of the consonant &, which

connects the two segments—it is produced

mounzain”, “boots”, and the

by the medial £ in “make-up”, the final
consonant k in “trunk”, the medial one in
“suitcases”, and the initial one in “carton”,

continues by the medial £ in “taking”, both
the initial and final & in “kick”, the initial £
in “course”, the medial one in “execution”,
and the two initial consonants in “cursed”
and “colonel”. The similarity between the
sounding of the voiceless consonants ¢ and
k, whose alliterations intermingle in the sen-
tence, contributes to the reinforced effect.

Further, on the phonological level, the
abundance of # and k expresses the particular
emotion experienced by Humbert Humbert,
since in the reader’s mind the pattern may
evoke the concept “attack.” Throughout the
whole excerpt, the emotional aspect and
Humbert Humbert’s determination are also
supported by the alliteration of the sonorous
r, which has a heroic connotation—as was
noticed by the French Renaissance Pléiade
poets. Here, certainly, it bears an element
of parody and reveals the protagonist’s
pseudo-heroism as he wishes to attack
his wife from behind. The alliteration of
the sonorous 7 in “trunk”, the initial » in
“running” and “rump” and the medial » in
“hovering” and “around” helps to create a
parodic movement. It should be stressed that
the rendering of this acoustic effect would
pose a challenge for an ordinary translator.
Finally, the alliterative phrase “the cursed
colonel” used at the end of the sentence is
the chief milestone in Nabokov’s attempt to
trick the reader within the game of reading.
First, with the help of the abundant repeti-
tion of the consonant ¢ the author ironically
describes the departure of Humbert Hum-
bert’s wife Valeria, who, despite “shedding
torrents of tears,” goes on filling “a trunk,
and two suitcases, and a bursting carton.”
In fact, H. H. does not really feel hurt, but
rather insulted, “because matters of legal
and illegal conjunction were for [him] alone
to decide” (Nabokov 1991, p. 28).
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The repetition of the consonant ¢ also
involves the reader and seduces him/her to
identify with and pity the protagonist, which
is one of the key elements in Nabokov’s
parody. This desire for identification is best
revealed in the phrase “the cursed colonel”
describing Humbert Humbert’s rival, where
the alliteration of the initial voiceless con-
sonant k& emphasises the seemingly evil
nature of Valeria’s lover. In fact, Humbert
Humbert blames the colonel for preventing
him from enacting his revenge and thereby
allows him to justify to himself the wish to
do harm to his wife.

As translator, Nabokov successfully
retains this effect by rendering the excerpt
as follows:

Baneuka — yxe k amomy gpeMeHun
npoaVBagIIast NOMOKY C/ie3, OKpaIICHHBIS
pa3Ma3anHON payroi ee KOCMEmuKN —
npunusizachk Habugamp 6eIaMU KOS-KaK
CYHNIYK, ABa YEMOJaxa, JIONAGITYIOCS
KapmMOHKY, — V1 )KeJlaHue HaJIeHb TOPHbIE
Canoru " ¢ paszdera nHymb €€ 8 Kpyn
0bIZ0, KOHEUHO, HEOCYIIECHMEUMO,
NnOKaAMEeCm NPOKASIMBIA NOJAKOGHUK
gosujcs nooausocmu (Hadokor 2010,
p. 40; emphasis added).

Although here the segments are not
identically re-alliterated, a number of char-
acteristics coincide. There is one dominant
consonant in both the original and the
translated versions, namely, the voiceless
consonant ¢ in English and the voiceless
consonant x in Russian. The author-trans-
lator makes a similar harmonious transition
in the sentence to create the reinforced
effect achieved in the original. Firstly,
the initial consonant ¢ (v) in “Baneuyka”
and “gpemenn” and two medial 6 (v) in

“nponugagnias’, whose initial n (p) is al-
literated with the initial # (p) in “rnotoxu”,
draw the reader in. Secondly, the me-
dial sonorous p (7) in “nponuBaBmas” and
“oxpamenupie” together with the latter’s
medial sonorous double ## (n) and the me-

C2E)

dial double ## (1) in “pazmazannoii” soften
the harsh aspect of the alliterated n (p) and
kp (kr). In the Russian translation, Nabokov
connects the two segments, namely the par-
ticipial clause “nporusaswias nomoku cres”
(“shedding torrents of tears”) and the past
simple indicative “npuHsTace HaOUBaTh”
(“started to fill”), both related to Valeria,
by the alliteration of the initial consonant n
(p). Just like in the original, the consonant
m () is echoed in the chain of words when
H. H. expresses his “vision” of kicking
his wife. Here the alliterated consonant »
(p) plays the role of a framing consonant:
“nayTH” and “kpyn”. Moreover, similarly
to the original, this segment possesses its
own alliteration which also strengthens the
expression of H. H.’s wish to take revenge
on his wife. It is reinforced by the allitera-
tion of the initial 2 (g) in “copnbie” and the
nearly final ¢ (g) in “canoen” and “pazbezca”.

According to Alex Preminger, “[allitera-
tion] on the sound or sound combination
may be followed by, alternate with, or in-
clude another alliterative sequence (parallel
or crossed alliteration)” (Preminger, cited in
Rosengrant 1995). In the Russian phrase ex-
pressing Humbert Humbert’s wish there is
an additional case of alliteration, namely of
the medial p (7) in “ropubie” and the initial
p (r) in “pa3bera”, which makes the vocal
play richer. The last string of alliteration in
the Russian translation exceeds the original
English text. The sequence of the words
with four initial n (p) plus the assonance
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of the vowel o with a single non-alliterated
word in between has a beating effect on the
reader’s ear, thereby making him/her feel
the protagonist’s emotion more deeply and
directing his/her attention to the figure of
the colonel—as in the original. The harsh
effect of the alliterated final and medial
voiceless consonant m (?) in “noxamecm”
and “mpoxsimeri” which accompanies the
alliteration of the medial voiceless conso-
nant xk in “moxamect” and “HpOKIATHINA”
and the medial plus the final voiceless
consonant x in “mogxoBHHUK”, 1s taken over
by the soft alliteration of the sonorous z
(I). The alliterative chain of the consonant
k begins in the first word of the sentence
with the near final consonant x in “Baneuxa”
and continues with the preposition “k”, the
near final x in “nomoxku”, the medial x in
“okpamennbie”, the initial and nearly final
K in “xocMmemukn”, three x consonants in
“xoe-xak”, the final x in “cynayx”, the ini-
tial and nearly final x in “xapmonky”, the
initial x in “gpymn” and “xoHedHo”, and the
already discussed sequence of “nmoxamecm
npoxisimbiii monkoBHUK”. Just like in the
original, Nabokov interweaves the alliter-
ated consonants m (¢) and x with the alliter-
ated sonorous 7 (/) and # (n) to introduce a
smooth shift in the emotion.

To demonstrate how carefully and cre-
atively the author’s translation of his novel
was done, let us take the same excerpt,
translated into Lithuanian by an ordinary
translator. This will also help test the hy-
pothesis that a bilingual author who trans-
lates his works himself achieves a greater
approximation to the original, both in form
and content, than an ordinary translator
does. Consider the Lithuanian translation:

Valecka — jau [igi tolei priverkusi asary
upelius, nusidaziusius iSterliota jos kos-

metikos vaivorykste — suskato kaip pak-
luvo gristi daiktus i skrynia, du lagami-
nus, kartoning dézute sprogstanciais
Sonais, — ir noras apsimauti alpinisto
batus ir isibégéjus spirti jai i kryzkauli,
zinoma, buvo neigyvendinamas, kol
prakeiktas pulkininkas kuizési netoliese
(Nabokovas 1990, p. 31; emphasis
added).

Although here the alliterative pattern-
ing is poorer, the attempt is still made to
perform it. The repetition of the voiceless
consonant k in “ValeCka”, “priverkusi”,
“kosmetikos”,
“kaip”, “pakliuvo”, “daiktus”, “skrynia”,
“kartoning” and, after a longer interval, in
“kryzkauli”, “kol”, “prakeiktas”, “pulki-
ninkas” and “kuitési”, connects the separate

L ENT3

vaivorykste”, “suskato”,

segments of the sentence as in the case of
the Russian Lolita. Even though this repeti-
tion does not involve the reader as much as
the original or its Russian translation do,
nevertheless, it catches his/her attention.
There is a case of assonance produced by
the initial vowel a in “gpsimauti” and “al-
pinisto”, complemented by the voiceless
consonants p and ¢ that reveal Humbert
Humbert’s determination to have his re-
venge. In the second instance of alliteration,
the initial consonant p in “prakeiktas” and
“pulkininkas” bears the same meaning as in
the source text, namely, it emphasises his
emotion toward the colonel. There is also
a rich alliteration of the medial sonorous
[ in “Valecka”, the intial / in “/igi”, the

EEINA3

upelius”,

99 G

medial / in “tolei”, iSter/iota”,
“pak/iuvo”, the initial / in “/agaminus”, the
medial / in “a/pinisto” and a nearly final /
in “kryzkau/i”, the final / in “ko/”, and the

medial / in “pu/kininkas” and “netoliese”.



122

1. FAKTAI IR APMASTYMAI / FAKTY I ROZWAZANIA

The same may be said about the alliteration
of the sonorous 7.

However, it should be noted that the
Lithuanian translator has made two mis-
takes. First, she uses the verb apsimauti to-
gether with the noun batus; this is incorrect
and should be replaced by the verb apsiauti.
In addition, there is a case of logical mis-
translation: the Lithuanian noun kryzkaulis
is not used to figuratively describe what is
meant by rump. In the context of a human
body, it means “the part of the body that
you sit on” (OALD). As a medical term
meaning sacrum, the Lithuanian noun
kryzkaulis is inappropriate in the situational
context of the excerpt. Alliteration should
not be forced to the extent of causing a
degeneration of meaning or content. A
more appropriate Lithuanian word could
be the noun pasturgalis. For example, in
Vincas Krévé-Mickevicius’s collection of
proverbs Patarlés ir priezodziai (Prov-
erbs and Adages, 1931) one finds: Davé
vagiui ant atminimo [ pasturgalio skynimq
and Gausi § pasturgalj uz tokius darbus!
(Krévé-Mickevicius, cited in The On-line
Dictionary of the Lithuanian Language).
The Lithuanian translator obviously ignores
the requirement for cognitive accuracy.

As demonstrated above, Nabokov’s
alliterations are playful and multilevelled.
The writer also develops what Rosen-
grant calls “suballiterative echoing”: the
voiced consonants are combined with
their voiceless counterparts, and vice versa
(Rosengrant 1995). This type of alliterative
practice contributes to Nabokov’s acoustic
equilibristics and creates effects which
evoke adequate reactions in the readers,
regardless of whether they are consciously
aware of them or not. For instance, in the

English original the reader finds the follow-
ing phrase: “devote a dangerous amount
of time” (Nabokov 1991, p. 138), where
the voiced consonant d in “devote” and
“dangerous” is combined with the final
voiceless 7 in “devoze” and “amouns” and
the initial # in “¢ime”. In the Russian version
of the novel, the same phrase is rendered as
“MPUIIIIOCH TIOCBSITUTh HEKOTOPOE Bpemsi”
(Haboxog 2010, p. 179). Nabokov changed
the place of alliteration in the Russian ver-
sion. While he successfully rendered the
alliterative effect of “devote a dangerous” in
“npunnock nocBATUTh”, he failed to find a
proper wording to convey all of the acoustic
features of the original—which would have
required the voiceless consonant z (p) in the
Russian text to be reinforced by the voiced
consonant 6 (b). He also lost the original
epithet “dangerous”, which had an ironic
shade.

But what Nabokov fails to render in one
place he compensates for (often abundantly)
in another. Consider the sentence “She
sprawled there, biting at a hangnail and
mocking me with her heartless vaporous
eyes” (Nabokov 1991, p. 203), where the
voiceless consonant s in “heartless” and
“vaporous” is combined with the voiced
sound /z/ in “eyes”. This is translated
as “Ona cuuena pazBajsich, BBIKYCHIBas
3ayCEHHUILY, CIeAsl 32 MHOHW TIIYMJIIUBBIM
B3TVISIIOM OecceplIeuHbIX, IBIMYATHIX I71a3”
(HabokoB 2010, p. 261). In the Russian
sentence, the suballiterative patterning of
the voiced 3 (z) and the voiceless ¢ (s) is
much more complex. The voiceless con-

sonant ¢ (s) in “cumena”, “pa3Bansich”,
“BBIKyCHIBast”, “3ayceHuny”’, “ciuens’”,
“Oeccepneunsix”’ and the consonant 3 (z),

which becomes voiceless in “rmaz”, are
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interwoven with the voiced consonant 3

RIS

(z) in “pazeansicp”, “zayceHuny’, “za”,
“smagoM”’. The rich alliteration of the
consonant 1 (d) has an emphatically
playful effect on the reader in “cudena”,

LRI

“crneos”, “B3msiooM”, “Oeccepdeunbix”’ and
“opiMuarhix”’, one which is missing from
the original text.

Another example may be found in the
excerpt, “the old fence at the back of the gar-
den” (Nabokov 1991, p. 73), which, in the
scale of Nabokov’s alliterative expression,
is a rather humble example. Yet it is trans-
lated by the writer into Russian as “BeTxuit
3a00p nozagu caga” (Haboxos 2010, p. 96),
with alliteration of the voiced initial 3 (z) in
“3a00p” and the medial 3 (z) in “nozamu”
being emphasized by the voiceless initial
suballiterative ¢ (s) in “cana”. Here also,
the medial 0 (d) in “mo3agu” alliterates
with the medial 0 (d) in “caga”. Moreover,
the assonance of the vowel ¢ immediately
following the suballiterated consonants in
“3a00p mozadu caoa” is used effectively.
However, in the Lithuanian translation—
“palaiké tvora sodo gale” (Nabokovas 1990,
p. 37)—no acoustic effect has been created.

It should be noted that in Nabokov’s
books, playing upon the same letter is,
as Rosengrant puts it, “neither a mere
mechanical adjunct nor a superficial em-
bellishment... but an integral part of the
rhetorical and expressive meaning of the
text” (Rosengrant 1995), one which should
be compensated for by the translators of
his novels.

To prove that Nabokov was an al-
literation virtuoso, the cases where he
successfully alliterates the same words in
the translation as in the original will be
provided. For instance, the phrase “they

were as different as mist and mast” (Nabo-
kov 1991, p. 18) is rendered as “onu ObuH
CTOJIb XK€ PA3IMYHBI MEKIY COOOMU, Kak
meuma 1 mauma” (Habokos 2010, p. 27);
“in dull dingy Paris” (Nabokov 1991, p. 27)
as “B ckyuHoM, cepoM [lapmxe” (HabokoB
2010, p. 38). The phrase “between beast and
beauty” (Nabokov 1991, p. 59) is translated
as “Mexdy uydom u uydosuuem” (Habokon
2010, p. 79). The latter deserves special
attention. In the original, the emphasis
is created by the alliteration of the initial
b presented together with the assonance
of the vowel e in “between” and “beast”,
and the first syllables of the given words
show a modified visual root repetition in
“between”, “beast” and “beauty”. In the
translation, this is reflected by the very suc-
cessful choice of words that help to work
out both visual and audible root repetition
in “uydom™ and “uyoosuiiem”. The missing
modified root repetition in the third word is
replaced by the alliterated voiced consonant
0 (d) in “mexdy”, thus emphatically uniting
the three words together. The original text’s
alliteration of the medial voiceless conso-
nant ¢ in “between”, the final # in “beast” and
the nearly final ¢ in “beauty” is substituted in
translation by its voiced counterpart 0 (d) in
nearly final position in “mexdy”, and in me-
dial position in “gaydom” and “aydoBuiem”.
Moreover, in the translated phrase, the first
two letters of the first word “me-" match the
last two letters of the final word in reverse
order, thereby forming a framing rhetorical
device: “mexny... dynoBuilem”.

It should be stressed that the writer pre-
ferred to preserve the rhythmic pattern at the
expense of the semantic pattern: the shorter
word is followed by the longer one in both

9

versions—‘beast and beau-ty”, “gy-m1om u
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qy-n0-Bu-miieMm " —though the meanings are
reversed: “beast” ~ “uynoBuime”, “beauty”
~ “qyno”.

There are cases where Nabokov alters
the content to preserve an alliterative pat-
tern. For instance, the phrase “some ‘se-
rum’ (sparrow’s sperm or dugong’s dung)”
(Nabokov 1991, p. 242) is rendered as
“KaKyr-TO ‘CBIBOPOTKY (M3 CIIEPMBI CIIPyTa
win ciroHbl ciioHa)” (HaGoxkos 2010, p.
311). Here, the bird of the original phrase
is replaced by a sea creature—an octopus,
while the sea mammal of the original phrase
becomes a terrestrial mammal to retain
the alliteration of the first two consonants
worked out in the original novel, i.e., the
consonant pair sp together with the allitera-
tion of the medial sonorous . The initial sp
and the medial sonorous r in “sparrow’s”
alliterate with sp and » in “sperm”. In a very
similar manner, the initial sound combina-
tion du, the medial consonant g and the final
consonant combination ng in “dugong” al-
literate with the initial sound combination
du and the final consonant combination ng
in “dung”. In the Russian translation, the
initial cn (sp) (an exact translation of the
original consonant pair) and the medial p
(r) (following the original) in “crnepmbr”
(an international word) alliterates with the
initial consonant combination c¢n (sr) and
the medial p (r) in “cnpyta”. No doubt,
the alliteration is rendered into Russian
very successfully. In the second part of the
quotation, the initial consonant combina-
tion ¢z (s/) and the medial sonorous # (1) in
“cmopnr” alliterates with the initial conso-
nant pair ¢z (s/) and the medial sonorous #
(n) in “ciona”. It should be stressed that the
four original initial s consonants in “some”,
and “sperm” are suc-
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“serum”, “sparrow’s

cessfully extended in the translation to five
cases of the initial voiceless consonant ¢

(s) (in “cBIBOPOTKY”,
“cmronbr” and “cinona”). Here, actually, the

99 ¢

criepMbl”’, “cripyTa”,
content has not been sacrificed for the sake
of the form, since it is the play on words
and the erotic implication that matter in the
given context.

Sometimes Nabokov exercises his
privilege as an author-translator by intro-
ducing additional content to extend the
play on sounds and letters. For instance,
the original sentence “...the motel, where
millions of so-called ‘millers,” a kind of
insect, were swarming around the neon
contours of ‘No Vacancy’” (Nabokov
1991, p. 241), is rendered as “Bokpyr
KOTOPO# MASTIHIN MUTLTHOHBI MOTEIBHBIX
MOTBUICH, Ha3bIBACMBIX ‘MEITbHUKAMU — HE
TO OT ‘MENbKaTh,” HE TO U3-3a MYIHHUCTOTO
orteHka Ha cBety” (Habokor 2010, p. 311).
Here, the writer enriches the alliterative
pattern so that the first syllables coincide in
two pairs of words, whereas in the original
they do so only in one pair: consider the
original “millions” and “millers” and the
translated “morenpHbix” and “moThIIEH”,
and “menvuukaMn’ and “uerpkaTh”’.

Nabokov was a genius in creating con-
trastive alliterative pairs, as in the phrase
“famous for its violet-ribonned china
bunnies and chocolate boxes” (Nabokov
1991, p. 188); and he proved himself a
talented translator to render them as fol-
lows: “nzgectHoe ceonmu Gap@oposbIMHU,
8 (uoNeTogrIX 0aHTax, KPOJIHKAMHU U
kopoOkamu 1rokosiana” (Habokor 2010,
p. 241). Such cases perfectly confirm that
his revisitation of the original alliterative
modes was performed with creative inspi-
ration, making full use of the possibilities
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offered by another language. For compari-
son, let us take the Lithuanian translation:
“Zinoma porceliano triusiais su violetiniais
kaspinéliais ir déZzutémis Sokolado” (Nabo-
kovas 1990, p. 204). Unfortunately, here
the contrastive alliterative pair has been
completely lost. Yet, it could have been
retained, e.g., by creatively adding the epi-
thet fantastiskais ~ “fantastic” to the words
“porceliano triusiais”.

Of course, there are also places where
Nabokov takes the opposite approach and
sacrifices form for content. For instance,
in the episode where the priorities of the
Beardsley school in preparing the girls
for social life are enumerated: “we stress
the four D’s: Dramatics, Dance, Debat-
ing and Dating” (Nabokov 1991, p. 177).
This is translated into Russian as “mbr
MpUIacM TaKOe 3HAUCHHUE TaHIIaM, edaram,
JFOONTETBCKUM CIIEKTAKISIM M BCTPEUaM ¢
manbuukamu’” (Habokos 2010, p. 226) and
no alliteration is introduced. In a similar
example, the form seems to be more impor-
tant than the content: in the episode where
Humbert Humbert is reading “volume C
of the Girls Encyclopedia”, he utters the
words “Campus, Canada, Candid Cam-
era, Candy... Canoeing or Canvasback”
(Nabokov 1991, p. 92). Nabokov translates
these in the following way: “Kanana, Kuso,
Koudera, Kocrep” (Habokxor 2010, p.
121) and “na Kposnuke win Ha Kymanuu”
(HaboxoB 2010, p. 122). The Lithuanian
translator renders it into Lithuanian cre-
atively, trying to preserve the alliterative
mode of the Russian translation: “Kanada,
Kanapa, Kelias, Kinas... po Kraulio ir Kro-
so” (Nabokovas 1990, p. 100-101). Given
a chance, the author-translator extends the
list of the words. Consider the original:

Humbert Humbert imagines the teenagers’
activities in “Camp Q” as follows: “Canoe-
ing, Coranting, Combing Curls” (Nabokov
1991, p. 134). The translation into Russian
offers the following enumeration: “Kakao,
Karanue, Kauenu, Konenku u Kynpu”
(HaboxoB 2010, p. 174). The Lithuanian
translator also enjoys some freedom when
rendering the given list: “Kakava, Kamuo-
liai, Kaspinéliai, Keliukai, Kepuraités”
(Nabokovas 1990, p. 146). These examples
show that both the author as translator and
the ordinary translator use free, yet not too
detached semantic digressions to retain the
alliterative quality of the sentence.

But sometimes Nabokov exercises his
authorial privilege by adding content to
expand the play on letters. For instance, the
above analyzed phrase “the motel, where
millions of so-called ‘millers,” a kind of
insect” (Nabokov 1991, p. 241), is expanded
and rendered into Russian as “BOkpyr
KOTOPOH MasTIHIN MUALTHOHBI MOTEIBHBIX
MOTBUICH, Ha3bIBACMBIX ‘MEITbHUKAMHU — HE
TO OT ‘MENbKaTh,” HE TO U3-3a MYyUYHHUCTOTO
oTTeHKa Ha cBery” (Haboxos 2010, p.
311). Relying on Nabokov’s Russian
translation, the Lithuanian translator fol-
lows this version of the text, in which the
author discusses the etymology of the word
“menbHukamMu’” (“millers”). Yet she omits
the phrase “He TO oT ‘MenbkaTh’”, thus
only partially explaining the etymological
meaning of the word; the translated excerpt
appears as follows: “apie kuri zujo milijonai
motelio drugiy, vadinamy ,,maltinininkais”,
gal kad prie$ $viesa atrodé tarytum apsinese
miltais” (Nabokovas 1990, p. 264). While
the author-translator managed to find a
common root in the words “uerbHuKamn”
and “menvkarp” (“to glimmer”), the Lithu-
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anian translator could only emphasize the
insect’s association with human millers,
who are always covered in flour. As for the
alliteration, although the sentence in the
Russian text demonstrates a richer allitera-
tion, the Lithuanian translator’s attempt may
be regarded as rather successful: there are
four alliterated sonorous m in the original,
eight cases in the Russian version, and six
cases in the Lithuanian translation. Another
important instance is the repetition of the
initial syllable “mill-" in the original (“mil-
lions” and “millers”), the creative rendering
of the initial syllable “menp-* in the Russian
(“menvaukamu” and “menvkatn”), and a
very successful—and closer to the origi-
nal—Lithuanian translation of the initial
syllable “mil-" in “milijonai” and “miltais”
(“flour”). Obviously, the alliterative impos-
sibility between the words “muzinonsr” and
“menvunkaun’ forced the author to find
an additional word to retain the repetitive
syllabic structure. The Lithuanian transla-
tor, in her turn, did not mean to return to
the original version of the text, but was
made to focus on the words “milijonai”
and “miltais” rather accidentally, thereby
repeating the initial syllable that was pre-
sented in the original. She could not find an
adequate alliterative association between
the words “milijonai” and “maltinininkais”
(“millers™), thus failing in her linguistic
quest despite finding a proper etymological
solution by introducing a new word, as was
done in Nabokov’s translation.

To conclude, Vladimir Nabokov trans-
lated the prose text of his novel Lolita by
carefully considering the playful poetic
patterns offered by another language, re-
specting and challenging a new receptive
audience with a different culture. On the

other hand, for him, as a post-modern self-
translator, translation was a game. The
author-translator enjoyed his authoritative
freedom to a degree that any ordinary trans-
lator could never afford. The comparative
analysis of the original and self-translated
Lolitas revealed developments of perspec-
tive and additions of meaning in the latter,
achieved by bringing novelties into the
poetic horizon of the source. Nabokov un-
derstood that alliteration is an essential part
of meaning and has an important semantic
and rhetorical function. He made many
alterations and additions to the source text,
some of them serving as explicitations to
help his prospective audience detect what
he was playing on; others were introduced
mainly because the Russian language al-
lowed him to perform new stylistic manoeu-
vres, and the authorial self could not resist
the temptation. With his creatively playful
intuition as both the composer of the origi-
nal book and its translator, Nabokov knew
what was more aesthetically important or
significant for the sake of the game to be
played with the reader: whether this was
the dominance of form over content, or vice
versa. As self-translator, he managed to re-
tain and sometimes expand a great number
of alliterative and suballiterative cases and
develop a similarly effective complex sound
orchestration. When he failed to render the
alliterative pattern in one paragraph or sen-
tence, he compensated the loss by creating
rich alliteration in places where the original
text does not expose any.

It should be noted that a number of
Russian critics of traditional orientation
expressed dissatisfaction with Nabokov’s
Russian language in the translated Lolita.
As George Cummins claims, the author-
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translator confessed that “the opulent
garden of his literary past (the Russian of
his Russian books) [was] dug out, burnt
out, and gone—never to flower again”
(Cummins 1977, p. 354). In his transla-
tion, Nabokov employed the Russian of a
cosmopolitan exile.

This exploration of the two versions of
the novel has revealed that the complete
Lolita may best be appreciated by bilingual
readers through an interactive reading of the
original English version and the author’s
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VLADIMIRO NABOKOVO ROMANO LO-
LITA AUTORINIS VERTIMAS: ORIGINALO
ALITERACINIU MODELIU REVIZITACIJA

Santrauka

Straipsnyje pateikiama atvejo studija, pagrista
dvieju Vladimiro Nabokovo romano Lolita versi-
ju-— angly ir rusy kalba — lyginimu. Tyrimui buvo
pasirinktos teorings literatiirinio vertimo jzvalgos.
Straipsnio autoriai autorinj vertima traktuoja kaip
atskirg literat@irinio vertimo $aka atsiribodami nuo
negrozinés literatiiros teksty autorinio vertimo
tyrinéjimy. [domu pastebéti, kad dazniausiai savo
karinius i kita kalba verc¢ia bilingviai autoriai. Todél
nekeista, kad pirmiausia i autorinio vertimo reiskini
démesi atkreipé lingvistai, o ne vertimo teoretikai.
Teoriniai autorinio vertimo srities tyrimai dar tik
pradingje stadijoje, jiems vos keli desimtmeciai.
Pirmasis ,,autorinio vertimo® terming (angl. self-
translation) pasiilé Antonas Popovicius Literatii-
rinio vertimo analizés Zodyne (1976).

Straipsnio autoriai analizuoja kelis Nabokovo
virtuozinés aliteracinés raiskos atvejus. Tyriné-
jamas originalus romano Lolita tekstas ir minéty
atveju autorinio vertimo i rusy kalba specifika.
Dviejy kalbiniy varianty kiirimas suvokiamas
kaip dvipakopis skaitymo-raS§ymo procesas, t. y.
originalo aliteraciniy modeliy kiirybiné revizita-
cija. Nabokovas vercia knygos teksta atlikdamas
naujus zaismingus stilistinius manevrus, kuriuos
inspiruoja kita kalba, ta¢iau kartu jis islieka reiklus
kognityviojo tikslumo aspektu. Jei rasytojui nepa-
vyksta perteikti tokiy aliteraciniy struktiiry, kokios
yra originale, jis kompensuoja §i trikuma, neretai
pateikia dar sudétingesnius garsinius modelius
kitoje vietoje.

Kaip patvirtino tyrimas, kokybiniu pozitiriu
autorinis vertimas pranoksta bet kokij kito ver-
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AUTORSKI PRZEKEAD LOLITY VLADI-
MIRA NABOKOVA: SPOSOBY ODDANIA
INSTRUMENTACIJI GLOSKOWEJ

Streszczenie

Artykut zawiera studium przypadku — porownanie
dwoch wersji jezykowych (angielskiej i rosyjskiej)
powieséci Vladimira Nabokova Lolita. Badanie
oparto na teoretycznych zatozeniach przektadu
literackiego. Autorzy artykutu traktuja przektad
autorski jako osobny rodzaj przektadu literackiego,
odmienny od autorskich przektadow tekstow nie-
literackich. Nalezy zauwazy¢, ze swoje utwory na
inny jezyk najczesciej thumacza pisarze bilingwal-
ni. Dlatego nie dziwi fakt, ze zjawisko przektadu
autorskiego zwrocito najpierw uwage jezyko-
znawcow, nie za$ teoretykow przektadu. Badania
teoretyczne w dziedzinie przektadu autorskiego
znajduja si¢ dopiero w stadium poczatkowym —
licza zaledwie kilkadziesiat lat. Termin ,,przektad
autorski” (ang. self-translation) jako pierwszy
zaproponowat Anton Popovi¢ w Stowniku analizy
przektadu literackiego (1976).

Autorzy artykutu skupili si¢ na analizie kilku
mistrzowskich realizacji instrumentacji gtoskowe;j
w oryginalnym tekscie Lolity Nabokova oraz w
autorskim przektadzie powiesci na jezyk rosyjski.
Tworzenie dwoch wariantow jezykowych jest
pojmowane jako dwuszczeblowy proces czytania-
-pisania. Nabokov ttumaczy tekst ksiazki, stosujac
nowe, zabawne zabiegi stylistyczne, stanowiace
inspiracj¢ dla innego jezyka, jednak pozostaje
wymagajacy wobec wiernosci poznawczej. Jesli
nie udaje mu si¢ oddaé¢ struktur aliteracyjnych
oryginatu, kompensuje te braki w innym miejscu,
czgsto tworzac o wiele bardziej skomplikowane
zestroje.
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téjo bandyma perteikti subtilia originalo garsy
orkestruotg, kurios pagrinda sudaro aliteracija
ir subaliteracija. Tyrime taikomas lyginamasis
metodas. Palyginimui buvo pasitelktas romano
Lolita vertimas | lietuviy kalba. Tekstas verstas i$
Nabokovo autorinio vertimo i rusy kalba. Pirma,
Cia susiduriame su vertimo vertimo atveju. Antra,
jei versti yra pasirenkamas kiirinys, gyvenantis du
visavercius kalbinius gyvenimus, vertéjas privalo
mokeéti abi kalbas, — tai leisty gerai pazinti abu
romano variantus. Be to, biitina studijuoti literati-
ros kritikos medziaga, atskleidziancia sudétingus
Vladimiro Nabokovo postmodernistinés kiirybos
mechanizmus.

REIKSMINIAI ZODZIAL: literatiirinis verti-
mas, autorinis vertimas, aliteracija, subaliteracija,
garsy orkestruoté, virtuoziskas perteikimas, revizi-
tacija, dvigubas raSymas.

Badanie dowiodlo, iz pod wzglgdem jakos-
ciowym przektad autorski znacznie przewyzsza
jakiekolwiek proby, podejmowane przez innych
tlumaczy, oddania subtelnej instrumentacji gtosko-
wej, opartej na aliteracji i subaliteracji. W badaniu
zastosowano metodg porownawcza. Jako materiat
porownawczy poshuzyl przektad powiesci Lolita
na jezyk litewski. Tekst byl ttumaczony z autor-
skiego przektadu Nabokova na j¢zyk rosyjski. Po
pierwsze, mamy tu do czynienia z przypadkiem
thumaczenia z thumaczenia. Po drugie, skoro thu-
maczony utwor funkcjonuje rownolegle w dwoch
wersjach jezykowych, tlumacz powinien znaé
oba te jezyki i uwzgledni¢ oba warianty powiesci.
Poza tym konieczne jest studiowanie materialow
krytycznoliterackich, ukazujacych skomplikowa-
ne mechanizmy postmodernistycznej tworczosci
Vladimira Nabokova.

SLOWA KLUCZOWE: przektad literacki,
przektad autorski, aliteracja, subaliteracja, in-
strumentacja gloskowa, mistrzowskie realizacje,
podwajne pisanie.

Gauta 2012 05 22
Priimta publikuoti 2012 07 20



