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Abstract

In this dissertation I consider a famous self-translation, the Russian version of Lolita by Vladimir
Nabokov, through the prism of a descriptive approach in translation studies. Self-translations
have been traditionally excluded from consideration in scholarly studies as unrepresentative of
common practices, yet I am convinced that comprehensive consideration of such texts is very
valuable for the field of translation studies at large. I argue that in this translation Nabokov
intentionally violated norms of translation; I approach the text of the novel as a highly
sophisticated literary game, a game that was taken by the author to the next level in the Russian
version of the novel. Critical consideration of Nabokov’s reflection on the process of translating
Lolita reveals the ambiguity of his own statements and opens to debate his own famous
assessment of the Russian version as “correctly” translated into Russian (Nabokov
"Postscript":192). The analysis of Nabokov’s strategy of translation as evident in the English
and Russian versions of the text confirms that Nabokov’s version is very different from what
would be a “correctly” translated novel in the hands of a commissioned translator. As violation
of norms in translation is likely to result in sanctions, I review the Russian reception of novel in
order to get a better understanding of what constitutes sanctions in regard to this work. In the
case of Nabokov’s Lolita, this approach is particularly fruitful, as the Russian Lolita circulated
widely in two drastically different cultural environments: first in the Soviet Union, then in post-
Soviet Russia. My research examines a wide array of opinions about this text in the target culture
in conjunction with culturally-specific emendations to the Russian text of the novel, as evident in
common publishing practices in Russia. While the idea of norms only provisionally applies to

Nabokov’s own practice of translation (as there appears to be a pattern of emendations to the
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Russian text in comparison with the original novel), the Russian reception of the novel was
governed by norms that informed reception of translated literature in the target culture.
Consequently, the text of the novel was systematically amended in common publishing practices
of the novel. One could argue that the text of the Russian translation has been brought into
compliance with the dominating norms of literature, and these norms were very different in

various historical periods.
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1. Introduction

The goal of this dissertation is to consider self-translations (literary texts that were
written and subsequently translated by their authors) through the prism of a descriptive approach
in translation studies. The text chosen for this analysis is Vladimir Nabokov’s most celebrated
novel, Lolita. Nabokov wrote Lolita in English in 1955 and translated it into Russian in 1967.
The author also produced a screenplay for a film adaptation of the novel in 1960 (it was revised
and published in 1973). Lolita is a unique literary experiment, since the author was able to
channel his creativity successfully through various media: prose and performance texts as well as
the English and Russian languages. His success is evident in the worldwide recognition of his
work: both the English and Russian language versions of the novel are frequently listed among
the best literary works, and he was also nominated for an Academy award for his work on the
script.

The descriptive approach in translation studies is often identified with its signature
achievement, the idea of “norms” (as this approach considers translation practices as a heavily
regulated, normative activity). This well-known and heavily researched novel by Nabokov does
not, at first glance, fit the notion of “norm” for a number of reasons: it is a highly innovative
work of fiction that stands above literary traditions; it is a translation that was produced by the
original author twice, resulting in a screenplay and a Russian version of the novel; it is written,
and re-written, in an innovative, unconventional language(s). The list can go on, but the
examples above suffice to demonstrate that this novel has always been considered an exception
to established practices, an exception that is situated outside of the realm of “norms.” However, I

am convinced that the notion of “norms” can and should be applied to this novel.
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I use the idea of norms in a very broad sense, and I understand it as a totality of various,
often conflicting axes of modalities' that apply to both participants in the act of indirect
communication in literary works: the producer of a literary work (the author/translator) and the
recipient of the literary work (the totality of readers in the target culture). In translation, one set
of norms can be said to shape the text production. It can be identified through consideration of
the translator’s statements about transition in conjunction with analysis of his chosen practice of
translation, as evident in the translated text. Another set of norms can be said to govern the
reception of translated works. It can be identified through consideration of statements about
translation in the target culture in conjunction with publishing practices of the translated text.
Most descriptive studies do not make the above distinction; as a matter of fact, they are based on
the premise that these two sets of norms are in sync, and translation practices at large are
indicative of the axes of modalities that exist in the target culture. In this regard, Theo Hermans
noted in "Norms of Translation" that most translators shape their discourses “in response to or in
anticipation of real or perceived demands and needs of the recipient culture” (14). However,
many descriptive scholars also concur that a translator can disagree with mainstream norms. In
this regard, Lawrence Venuti’s seminal book The Translator’s Invisibility (1995, 2™ edition
2008) provides a useful overview of specific instances when translators opted to disagree with
dominating norms of the target culture and practiced what Venuti terms “resistant” translation.
While I do not subscribe to Venuti’s view that all translators should invest considerable effort
into subversion of the existing norms, this book makes evident that in certain cultural

environments some translators did, in fact, challenge common practices of translation.

' These modalities are highly indicative of values associated with translations. The critical discourse about
translations has been historically laden with indicators of such modalities, as almost everyone has an opinion of
what a translated text must, should and could look like.
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This justifies close consideration of self-translation in light of the descriptive approach.
Self-translations are texts that were traditionally discounted in descriptive studies as
unrepresentative of common cultural practices. Indeed, many authors (such as losif Brodsky or
Vladimir Nabokov) opted to translate their literary works personally, specifically because they
were dissatisfied with a translation produced by a commissioned translator. This conviction
suggests their disagreement with norms of translation, as they were dissatisfied with the
transformation of the text that was evident in the commissioned translation and elected to
produce an alternative to it. My main objective in this dissertation is to consider self-translations
through the prism of the descriptive approach in order to verify and clarify existing theoretical
conjectures. This will be done by comprehensive consideration of a single text, the Russian
version of Lolita by Nabokov.

In the opening chapter of this work, “On Norms and Abnormalities,” I provide an
overview of the descriptive approach and discuss important concepts (such as norms, shifts and
sanctions). I also consider criticism of this approach in translation studies as my approach to the
text of Lolita has been informed by this criticism. I then turn to considering the practice of self-
translation in general through the prism of the descriptive approach. Ironically, insights into
commissioned translators’ behaviours make it too tempting for some scholars to approach self-
translated texts on the premise that authors, too, will act as commissioned translators. This, I
argue, might not be the case. Rather than approaching self-translated texts with a specific
premise in mind, it is more instructive to consider what premise underlined a given author’s
practice of translation through careful examination of the resulting text in conjunction with the

said author’s statements about the translation.
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In the following chapter, “The Lolita Game,” 1 turn to a specific example of self-
translation, Lolita by Nabokov. I frame this discussion by closely considering Nabokov’s own
conviction that art is a form of a good-natured deception, akin to a game. Indeed, Nabokov’s
original literary works have been commonly regarded as complex and multi-leveled literary
games. With this understanding I review the text of Lolita and the text that frames the Russian
version of the text “A Postscript to the Russian Edition” (1965). Nabokov frames the Russian
text of Lolita with a reflection on the process of translation in which he rivals Humbert Humbert,
the well-known unreliable narrator of Lolita, in unreliability. Interestingly, there is a certain
selectivity with which scholars approached the text of the Postcript: while some statements made
by Nabokov in this text were disputed by scholars and critics (such as Nabokov’s laments about
his deteriorating command of Russian, his assessment of the text as “clumsy”), other statements
have been uncritically accepted (such as Nabokov’s own remark that the Russian text of the
novel is a “correct translation” ("Postcript" :192)). I explain this tendency by Nabokov’s own
remark that made the text of the translated novel relevant to the field of translation studies, a
branch of knowledge that has historically been interested in nothing but the sameness of texts.
This premise is in sharp contrast to considerations of Nabokov’s screenplay in the field of
adaptation studies, with its pronounced tendency to focus on Nabokov’s changed intentions in
the original novel and the screenplay. When difference in natural languages is not a factor (as
both the original novel and the screenplay are written in English), scholarly responses naturally
attribute changes in the resulting texts to the change in the author’s artistic intentions. This is in
stark contrast with the field of translation studies, where apparent differences in the texts of the

English and Russian Lolita(s) were attributed to differences in natural languages (English and
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Russian). As a result, subtle changes in the texts that could not be explained by the difference of
languages were dismissed as unimportant in the overall design of the novel.

In the chapter titled “Literary Game Across Languages: Analysis of Lolita(s)” I intend to
confront the totality of many subtle discrepancies between the versions as indicative of a
substantial difference in Nabokov’s artistic intentions based on the Russian text. I am particularly
interested in Nabokov’s rendering of repetitive, extra linguistic features of the text that are not
subjected to language rules (such as numerals, use of italics and author-specific punctuation).
Both languages have readily available means to retain these features; moreover, commissioned
translators tend to retain them; and finally, Nabokov’s own assertion of the importance of these
features for his narratives would make it natural for him to retain them. And yet, as my analysis
will show, he systematically amends these features in both the screenplay and the Russian
version of the novel. The pattern of emendation that emerges in this analysis allows me to
confirm provisionally that Nabokov’s strategy of translation was informed by a set of very
different norms of translation.

In the concluding chapter of the present work, “Translation Problems and Publishing
Solutions,” I turn to the reception of both the English Lolita and Nabokov’s own Russian version
in different cultural domains (West vs. East) and in different historical periods (Soviet Union vs.
contemporary Russian Federation). The unconventional nature of the English Lolita (both
thematically and linguistically) contributed greatly to forming Nabokov’s canon. This canon,
when it was first imported into the Soviet Union, was in stark disaccord with common practices
of both original writing and translation. While novelty in original writing is commonly praised, I
argue that there is very little tolerance for difference in cultural attitudes to translated literature,

as is evident in unofficial Soviet responses to Lolita. Consequently, the popular rejection of
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Nabokov’s Russian version of the literary text has led to the unusual role that was assumed by
the initial publishers of Lolita, as they either contemplated re-translation of this text for initial
release or omitted the text of the novel altogether in compilations of Nabokov’s Russian works.

The collapse of the Iron Curtain, however, has resulted in a tremendous cultural shift.
Finally, the Russian readership gained unrestricted access to works by and about Nabokov. The
increasing awareness of this writer’s literary eeuvre has led to emendations to the Russian text of
Lolita that were different in nature. A fragment of the text that Nabokov arguably intentionally
omitted in the Russian version of the novel is routinely included in contemporary editions of
Lolita, and often seamlessly integrated into the main body of the text.

To conclude this introduction, I want to rely on Nabokov’s own metaphoric language of
games to encapsulate my dissertation. Nabokov has the reputation of a verbal trickster who
engages his reader in particularly sophisticated literary games. In the Russian Lolita specifically,
as most people would assume, he is certainly at liberty to take this literary game to a completely
different level. My dissertation seeks to verify empirically this assumption. Does the target
culture really grant the author/translator the right to play this game? As will become evident
from this thesis, the answer to this question is negative, and I explain this by the powerful
pressure exerted by norms of translation. Findings of this study are specific the the text of Lolita
and its reception in various cultural contexts, and they illuminate the ways in which norms
exerted their influence in this particular case. And, as this specific case illustrates, the power of

normative pressure certainly deserves to be studied further.
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2. On Norms and Abnormalities

In this introductory chapter, I will review the genesis of the descriptive approach in
translation studies, its core concepts (norms, shifts and sanctions), as well as the criticism it
garnered ever since it emerged in the late 1970s. I will then turn to considering self-translations
in light of the descriptive approach, outlining the trajectory of scholarly insights about translated
texts produced by the authors who also wrote the original works. Such texts were discounted
until recently in considerations of translating practices through the prism of the descriptive
approach, as scholars considered them to be exceptions to the established rules and anomalies in
the practice of translation. However, descriptive insights into commissioned translators’
behaviour created a backdrop against which self-translated texts seem less markedly different
from mainstream practices. I am convinced, however, that self-translation is a category of texts
that are particularly resistant to scholarly generalizations. This study will seek to verify and
clarify existing theoretical conjectures about translation in general. My approach, however,
requires a careful consideration of methodology, as the absence of parallel texts and innovative
use of language by self-translating authors present significant challenges in relating such texts to

normative practices.

2.1 Genesis of the Descriptive Approach in Translation Studies

This dissertation will rely significantly on the advancements made within the descriptive
approach in translation studies, and therefore it seems necessary to start with a general outline of
the genesis of this approach. The descriptive approach in translation studies, as expertly
summarized by Theo Hermans in the introduction to The Manipulation of Literature, is based on

a number of premises that are shared by scholars, such as:
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[ a] view of literature as a complex and dynamic system; a conviction that there should be
a continual interplay between theoretical models and practical case studies, an approach
to literary translation which is descriptive, target-oriented, functional and systematic; and
an interest in the norms and constraints that govern the production and reception of
translations, in the relation between translation and other types of text processing, and in
the place and role of translations both within a given literature and in the interactions
between literatures. (11)

As to the historical origin of this approach to translations, Hermans pointed out that it
was rooted in the works of Russian Formalists (such as Yurii Tynianov and Roman Jakobson) as
well as Czech Structuralists (Jan Mukatovsky and Felix Vodicka). As to the scholars-
contemporaries that seemed to share the basic premises of this approach, Hermans identified
Yuri Lotman, Claudio Guillen, Siegfried Schmidt, and Itamar Even-Zohar, among others.
Needless to say, ever since this approach to texts first originated in the 1970s, it has garnered
notable scholarly attention, and many more scholars have invested a considerable effort into
pursuing its theoretical basis. Contributions by Gideon Toury, Anton Popovi¢, Theo Hermans,
Andrew Chesterman and many others were particularly widely discussed in the field. This
section will trace the historic development of this approach to translation and will critically
examine contributions of individual scholars to the ongoing debates in the field.

In his seminal article “On Linguistic Aspects of Translation” (1959), Jakobson broadened
the traditional boundaries of translation and posited that translation can be of the following types:

1) Intralingual translation or rewording, which is an interpretation of verbal signs by

means of other signs of the same language.

2) Interlingual translation or translation proper, which is an interpretation of verbal signs

by means of some other language.

3) Intersemiotic translation or transmutation, which is an interpretation of verbal signs

by means of signs of non-verbal sign systems. (Jakobson 139)

This typology has had a tremendous impact on subsequent scholarship as it broadened the

scope of the emerging field of translation studies. As a result, translations of literature to film, or
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poems to music became visible to scholars working in the field. Consequently, translation came
to be understood as a process of understanding, an idea that was first suggested by George
Steiner in After Babel (1975). Steiner noted that to define three types of translation, Jakobson
used the word “interpretation” three times. Consequently, he questioned Jakobson’s typology on
the grounds of a “fundamental hermeneutic dilemma,” namely “whether it makes sense to speak
of messages being equivalent when the codes are different” (274, emphasis in the original). For
Steiner, the process of translation is synonymous with understanding, as he has unambiguously
stated: “To understand is to decipher. To hear significance is to translate” (7). This position
converges with that of Yuri Lotman, who wrote in Universe of the Mind that an “elementary act
of thinking is translation” (143).

Jakobson, having approached translation from a linguistic point of view, identified a
category of literary texts that he considered untranslatable by definition--poetry--and posited:

In poetry, verbal equations become a constructive principle of the text. Syntactic and

morphological categories, roots and affixes, phonemes and their components (distinctive

features) — in short, any constituents of the verbal code — are confronted, juxtaposed,

brought into contiguous relation according to the principle of similarity and contrast and

carry their own autonomous signification. Phonemic similarity is sensed as semantic

relationship. (142-143)

Yuri Lotman developed this point further, and maintained that al/ literary artworks

exhibit such an autonomous secondary signification of all of their constituents’. As Lotman

mantained, “Art is one of the means of communication” ("Ob isskustve": 19°). The notion of

? Lotman’s ideas of art as a secondary modeling system were noted by such Western intellectuals as Julia Kristeva,
who provided a succinct summary of his theoretical premise:
Based on natural language, art is nevertheless of another, “superstructural order,” it redistributes the
primary logic of language according to new logical rules, conferring on humanity new mental (or, as one
would say today, new cognitive) possibilities, different principles of logic for the reconstruction of the self
and the world. (Kristeva 376)

3 . . . . .
Unless otherwise indicated, all translations are mine.



Roscoff 10

artistic text is central to Lotman’s framework, as it is approached as a “‘reduced model of
culture’ not a philological phenomenon but the complex and interactive activity that creates
meaning — the semiotic activity” (Kristeva 376). To borrow from an excellent discussion by
Zylko (2001), Lotman’s notion of text as a model is quite unique, as it represents the point of
intersection of various chains of signification. First, it is rendered relative to reality (Zylko names
this the “semantic aspect”), second, it is a definite structure (“syntactic aspect”), and finally, it is
a sign that participates in communication (“pragmatic aspect” in Zylko’s terms). Natural
language was conceptualized by Lotman as a material model for the secondary modeling system,
and secondary modeling was always conceived in his theoretical writings as built upon a given
natural language.

Gideon Toury related this framework to translation studies, noting that: “Verbal texts
[...] are not the representation of only one organizing principle, that which pertains to their basic,
primary code but also of one or more than one ‘secondary modeling systems’, [...] so that, when
undergoing an act of translating, they may have more than one semiotic border to cross”
("Translation": 1112-1113). This was the beginning of the fundamental change in the field of
translation studies. This understanding of text made explicit that “ideal translation” (in a sense
“an exact replica of the original”) is theoretically impossible. This acknowledgment, in turn, has
led to the need to reconcile tangible presence of many translated texts with this theoretical
impossibility. As a result, descriptive studies can be credited with the emergence of interest in
translators’ agency, as they approach individual translated texts as tangible evidence of what
would constitute such an “ideal” translation in various socio-cultural environments. Apparent

differences in the versions are conceptualized as shifts along various axes of signification that
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intersect within a literary text. The regularities of such shifts in translated works, in turn, shed

light on the translators’ role as cultural agents.

2.2 Core Concepts of the Descriptive Approach: Shifts, Norms and Sanctions

Toury’s framework represents a radical change in the field dominated by theories that
suggest what a translation should be. He boldly stated that “while one is always free to speculate
and/or indulge in introspection, it is only through studies into actual behaviour that [a]
hypothesis can be put to a real test” (Descriptive: 17). Consequently, he proposed a very simple
methodology for analysis, which involves the process of “mapping” target text segments onto
segments of the source text. Toury’s rationale for such an approach to analysis can be reduced to
the following: “Having been established for a series of paired segments, and grouped together on
the basis of the comparisons themselves, translation relationships would then be referred to the
concept of translation underlying the text as a whole” (Descriptive: 37). This approach marks a
shift from theoretical conceptualizations of what translation should or should not be, to a
formulation that translation is based on the examination of empirical evidence.

Toury conceived of translations as texts that are subjected to the norms of the target
culture, defining norms as “translation of values shared by a community [...] into performance
instructions appropriate for and applicable to particular situations™ (Descriptive: 55). As such,
norms inevitably affect the selection of the texts to be translated, as well as the production and
distribution of translations. As to specific norms, Toury was able to identify preliminary norms
(or norms that are linked with consideration as to what text types are imported by a given culture,
as well as directness of translation); operational norms (that govern a translator’s decisions

during a translation); matricial norms (that relate to the material available in the target system),
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and textual-linguistic norms (that determine the selection of material in which to formulate the
text, both at the macro and micro levels). In subsequent scholarship Toury’s notion of the “initial
norm” was widely discussed. The “initial norm” has been linked by Toury to “the translator’s
basic choice between two polar alternatives” (Descriptive: 54). For him, a translator can subject
himself to “either the original text, with its textual relations and the norms expressed by it and
contained in it, or to the linguistic and literary norms active in the [target language] and the target
literary polysystem, or a certain section of it” (Descriptive: 54). The first choice leads to a
translation that is “adequate” and the second choice results in an “acceptable” translation. This
initial choice, in the Toury framework, logically belongs to operational norms, and essentially
determines the overall strategy of translation.

Anton Popovi€ pursued this line of thought further when considering literary translations.
He noted that in the translation of literature, norms could derive from two sources: the original
and the ideal translation. In the first instance the emphasis is placed “on the author’s originality
and faithfulness to the original, even in details” ("The Concept": 80). The second instance
“demands from the translator that he should aspire to match the author in his achievement, and
even surpass him in his own way” ("The Concept": 80), resulting in the overall faithfulness in
the text, accompanied by a relatively free and arbitrary treatment of details. As we can see, this
distinction is very similar to Toury’s “initial norm” that determines the overall strategy of
translation and its orientation towards the source and the target cultures, but with one important
difference. Popovi¢ posited the existence of “ideal translation” in the target culture, which
represents a theoretical optimal choice made by the translator. This, in turn, allowed him to
formulate the notion of “shift,” which he defined as “all that appears to be new with respect to

the original, or fails to appear where it might have been expected” ("The Concept": 79). It must
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be emphasized that shifts in this framework are identified not as deviations between the source
text and the translation, but rather as deviations between the theoretically optimal rendering (“the
ideal translation”) and the actual translated text. As a result, this framework was based on the
premise that what had been traditionally viewed as negative in translation studies (distortions,
deviations, omissions, mistranslations and such) can and should be analyzed in terms of differing
cultural values and literary norms. Popovi¢ posited that “an analysis of the shifts of expression,
applied to all levels of the text, will bring to light the general system of the translation, with its
dominant and subordinate elements” ("The Concept": 85). For Popovic, shifts are inevitable in
translation but, paradoxically, they are understood as a positive phenomenon: “Shifts do not
occur because the translator wishes “to change” a work but because he strives to reproduce it as
faithfully as possible and to grasp it in its totality, as an organic whole ("The Concept": 80).
Shifts, in a sense of “deviations from optimal rendering,” bring more visibility to the translator’s
agency, as they make it possible to assess the translator’s choices as stylistically marked rather
than neutral. This approach allowed Popovi¢ to further explore regularities in translators’
choices: in addition to the spatial dimension described by Toury (orientation towards source vs.
target cultures), in Problemy KhudozhestvENnogo Perevoda Popovi¢ introduced a temporal
dimension, as translators can also choose to modernize the text, or stay within the linguistic
timeframe of the original. As evident from the discussion above, this framework already contains
(albeit in a dormant form) the idea that translators typically have a range of options in rendering
the text (as opposed to Toury’s singular option, which is deemed by the target culture as
“correct”). In this framework, the translators’ consistent choices within this range make it
possible to identify the underlying system of translation, which in turn makes it possible to link

this system with the system of values in a given culture.
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This idea was subsequently further pursued by Theo Hermans. According to Hermans,
“the term ‘norm’ may refer both to regularity in behaviour and to the mechanism which accounts
for this regularity” ("Norms and the Determination of Translation": 25)*. Hermans asserted that
translators shape their discourses in light of “expectations of expectations” (29) that the given
community will have for their translations. As such, his position converges with Andrew
Chesteman’s “product norms.” Hermans’ valuable contribution to the debate about the nature of
norms is that he further explored the “modalities of normative force” ("Norms and the
Determination of Translation": 32). He maintained that the influence of norms can be observed
in a range of options available to the translator at the time the translation is produced.
Consequently, Hermans is interested in instances where translators are choosing options that
would be considered only marginally “correct” in view of the target culture, as this is where the
translator’s agency is most evident.

As a result, Hermans further explored the idea that norms can affect translators’ decisions
on different levels and to a different extent. Toury tended to link observed regularities in
translated literature almost exclusively with norms. Consequently, his framework has basic
(primary) norms, followed by secondary norms or tendencies, followed by tolerated (or
permitted) behaviour. Hermans proposed the following classifications, adding valuable

29 e

categories of “conventions,” “rules” and “decrees” that might account for a translator’s

decisions:

Conventions arise out of precedent and rely on shared habits and mutual expectations
which are common knowledge. Norms differ from conventions in that they have a
binding character, carry some form of sanction, and may either grow out of customs or be
issued by an authorizing instance. Rules are strong norms, usually institutionalized and
posited by an identifiable authority, with or without the full assent of the individual

4 Incidentally, Chesterman criticized Hermans for equating the regularities of translators’ behaviour with norms, as
“the regularities themselves are not the norms, they are merely evidence of the norms” ("Description, Explanation,
Prediction" :91). According to Chesterman, to equate the two would be a category mistake.
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subjected to them. Decrees are specific directives issued as commands by a particular

authority and backed up by drastic sanctions. ("Norms and the Determination of

Translation": 7)

While Toury, Popovi¢ and Hermans were interested primarily in literary translation,
Chesterman expanded the scope of his inquiry, by arguing that “[any] translator must have a
theory of translation: to translate without theory is to translate blind” (Memes: 3). Chesterman
envisioned norms of translation as only a subsection of norms that govern direct/indirect
communication in general. Chesterman approaches this classification from a different angle: in
Memes of Translation he sees translation as characterized by a tension between the
expectancy/product norms (or the idea of “what a translation of this text [...] should be like”)
(64), and three professional/process norms (that govern translators’ problem-solving activity),
such as (1) the accountability norm, which is concerned with translators’ loyalties; (2) the
communication norm, which concern problems of optimizing communication; and (3) the
relation norm, which establishes the relation of “relevant similarity” (69).

In summary, the discussion above serves to illustrate the development of thought within
the descriptive approach. This approach contributed greatly to the transformation of two
fundamental notions within translation studies: “equivalence” and “translator’s agency.” On one
hand, the concept of equivalence (the presumed sameness of translated texts), which historically
dominated the field of translation studies, has been essentially dismissed by insights into the
behaviour of translators. Toury retained this concept by positing that “it is norms that determine
the (type and extent of equivalence) manifested by actual translations” (Descriptive: 61). By
equivalence he means “any relationship which is found to have characterized translation under a
specific set of circumstances” (Descriptive: 61). Hermans, however, asserted that “the belief in

equivalence is an illusion — a pragmatically and socially necessary illusion perhaps, but an
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illusion nonetheless” as “we all know that a translation cannot coincide with its source” (see
Shaffner Translation: 63). On the other hand, approaching translations as non-equivalent by
definition has led to much interest in the translator’s agency, to the extent that Chesterman
recently suggested including a separate branch tentatively called Translator Studies into
Holmes’s classic map of the discipline ("The Name and Nature": 13).

By the same merit, however, scholarly insights into translators’ behaviours illuminated
difficulties in studing norms. In his ground-breaking study, Toury envisioned norms as being
socio-culturally specific and unstable. Hermans further mantained that:

Norms and rules [...] can be strong or weak. They may cover a narrow or a broad

domain. They may or may not be explicitly posited. They may be positive or negative,

i.e., tending towards obligations or towards prohibitions. ("Norms and The Determination
of Translation": 7)

It can further be added that norms, at least in theory, can be discourse-, language-, text-type or
even author-specific, shaped by the canon of an author in the context of the given culture.
Nonetheless, these scholars agree that norms do exist, and all of the scholars in this field
agree that the existence of norms is confirmed by sanctions’ that follow if a translation violates
the norms. Considering the importance that is attached to the notion of “sanctions,” it comes as a
complete surprise how little research into sanctions has been carried out. This can be explained
by the fact that practicing translators are aware (even if this awareness is intuitive) of the
existence of norms. As they are personally vested in ensuring that the outcome of their activity

will be accepted in the target culture (and validated by publishing or any other dissemination of

> Toury, for instance, insisted on the dependence of norms on values that are shared in a given community:
“[s]ociologists and social psychologists have long regarded norms as the translation of general values or ideas
shared by a community -- as to what is right and wrong, adequate and inadequate -- into performance instructions
appropriate for and applicable to particular situations” (Descriptive, 55-56). As such, they are essentially
internalized, or “are acquired by the individual during his/her socialization and always imply sanctions -- actual or
potential, negative as well as positive” ( 56, emphasis in the original)
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their work), translators produce translations so that the resulting texts are in compliance with the
existing norms in order fo avoid possible negative sanctions and possibly garner positive ones.
Theoretically, however, scholars agree that an individual translator can disagree with the existing
norms, even though by doing so he runs the risk of sanctions that can take various forms (and
can be positive, resulting in the praise of the translation, or negative, resulting in a critique of
translation). As Toury noted, “non-normative behaviour is always a possibility” (Descriptive: 64,
emphasis in the original). As to the specific instances of severe sanctions that might follow norm
violation, Toury hypothesized that a range of possible sanctions might take various forms, from
“a need to submit the end product to revisions” to the point of “taking away one’s earned
recognition as a translator” (Descriptive: 64). But this position reveals a paradox, as the above-
mentioned sanctions would preclude an investigation into norm-breaking behaviour through the
prism of a descriptive approach. In the first instance, the text that shows norm-breaking
behaviour would not exist in the initial form (as the target culture would not validate it as a
translation without substantial revisions). In the second instance, the text would not fall within
the scope of translation studies because the target culture would deny it the status of translation,
or functional equivalence to its source. However, scholars in the field maintain that norm-
breaking behaviour is unlikely yet theoretically possible. Hermans addressed a rarity of such
behaviour in translation by stating that “non-compliance with a norm in particular instances does
not invalidate the norm” ("Norms and the Determination": 30). Chesterman concurred that
“translators do have the option of not conforming to norms, after all, if they find there is
sufficient motivation to do so and if they can persuade their clients to accept this” (Memes of
Translation: 85). As we can see, according to this line of thought, norm-violating behaviour in

translation requires an explicit justification on the part of the translator. The extent of this
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justification indirectly points to the level at which the norm-breaking behaviour took place
(which could theoretically occur at the level of conventions, norms, rules or, highly unlikely,
decrees of translation).

Despite the theoretical plausibility of these ideas, this area is relatively under-researched
in translation studies and sanctions are often equated with statements about translated texts in the
target culture (as evident in critical reviews, scholarly and popular responses). Yet statements
about translation are very unreliable, and might not be representative of the target culture at
large: they might be highly subjective, informed by such factors as personal feuds and rivalries,
or be insincere, such as reviews that are requested and published for marketing purposes.
Further, if we accept that translators’ behaviour tends to conform to the existing norms, and, as a
matter of fact, is a direct reflection of these norms, then it becomes virtually impossible to
determine whether norm-breaking behaviour of an individual translator can be interpreted as a
personal disagreement with norms or whether cultural norms in themselves are changing,
allowing for such disagreement in the first place.

Detailed investigations into norm-breaking behaviour in translation might prove to be
very valuable for translation studies, as they will lead to a better understanding of the lower
margins of tolerance to novelty in the target culture. In other words, such investigations would
complement existing studies that outline what translators have domne in different cultural
environments, by providing data about things that they absolutely could not have done in
translation and still disseminate the text. Such an investigation would explore in much more
detail what form these sanctions can take. I believe that these sanctions extend far beyond a
critique of translated texts. In much the same way that translation theorists draw a distinction

between practicing translators’ statements about translation and the nature of their problem-
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solving actions in rendering the text, a distinction must be made in considering sanctions in the
target culture. Translation critique or praise often determines a specific action towards a
translated text in the publishing industry of the target culture, such as increase/decrease in
publishing numbers, corrections between various editions, a need for a commentary, or a preface,
etc. Critique and praise should be considered in conjunction with such actions.

But what groups or individual translators are likely to exhibit norm-breaking behaviour?
It is certainly not enough for a translator for produce (for whatever reason) an unconventional
translation, as the target culture must also accept and validate the text as a translation. It appears
that cultural tolerance for unconventional choices in translation is more likely when these
choices are made by a figure of authority in translation, rather than a novice translator. Authors
that decide to translate their own works into another language (self-translating authors) are
certainly one example of such figures of authority. In this regard, Hermans once remarked that
“we commonly accept that the most reliable translation is an ‘authorized’ translation, the one
formally approved and legally endorsed by the author” (see Shaffner Translation: 64) and such
acceptance might even be more pronounced for a text produced by the author of the original. The
self-translation of Lolita can help to clarify and verify theoretical conjectures by descriptive
scholars. Following Hermans and Chesterman, I will examine two distinct aspects of norms: (1)
what, if any, norms governed Nabokov’s production of the Russian text and (2) what, if any,

norms governed the reception of the Russian text in the target culture.
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2.3 The Legacy of the Descriptive Approach

I view translations as texts that originate in the inter-cultural space (rather than in the
target culture alone), and this space can be best characterized as a space of various, and often
conflicting, modalities (which norms of translation essentially are). It must be noted, however,
that not all scholars in the field of translation studies seem to share this position. Since emerging
in the 1970s, the descriptive approach has been applied extensively in the field of translation
studies. However, as Christina Schiffner rightfully notes, its “value has been both asserted
strongly and called into question” (Schéffner "The Concept": 2). The critical responses to this
approach raised very important questions that I will consider closely and take into account in my
analysis.

Critical apprehension of this approach can be attributed, at least in part, to the ambiguity
of the very term used by the scholars, “normative.” This term has been used historically in the
field to designate the various dominant modalities that are evident in translators’ renderings of
the target text. This term can be used as a synonym for “prescribed,” but it can also be used in a
descriptive sense, a synonym for “normal” or natural under a certain set of conditions. An
excellent discussion of this issue appears in Chesterman (Memes: 52-54). The author posited that
the distinction is typically very clear: “If translation theory [...] is to be a genuinely scientific
undertaking, it must of course be descriptive. Applied research, or translator training, naturally
focuses on what translators should be like, prescriptively, but this is not the task of translation
theory itself” (Chesterman Memes: 52). However, when the term “normative” is used, these two
meanings are juxtaposed, and this often leads to equating “normative” with “prescribed,” rather
than “natural.” This is evident in Bell’s equation of the normative approach with “the setting up

of the series of maxims consisting of dos and don’ts” (Bell 1991: 10, qtd. in Chesterman Memes:
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52). The juxtaposition is particularly apparent in a somewhat sarcastic discussion by Douglas
Robinson:

They [translators] translate now this way, now that way, however feels right in each

isolated situation, without organizing their intuitive decisions into a coherent systems of

norms — or else worse, they intuitively organize their decisions into the wrong system of

norms. ..

“We could help them!” these theorists cry. “We have considered the matter at a more

comprehensive general level and could guide them to the right decision in every

situation.” (Robinson xi, emphasis in the original)
This passage is valuable for two reasons. First, it captures a general sentiment towards normative
studies; second, it demonstrates what the normative approach should not be reduced to.
Descriptive approaches allow scholars to describe what Robinson’s “this way” or “that way”
actually means at the abstract level. It is this approach that allows us to link translators’ decisions
with a certain underlying system, both natural and internalized (or, to borrow from Robinson,
“intuitive”), developed due to a culturally-specific tradition. This system, on the other hand,
might also be somewhat artificial, imposed by such factors as a theoretical current, or the
translator’s opinion of the merit of the work (or Robinson’s “wrong” system). These findings,
however informative, shall not be applied by translators in their practice as ready-made
solutions, as the set of conditions under which the solutions have been developed is perpetually
changing.

An interesting take on the disagreement with norms appears in Lawrence Venuti’s survey
of contemporary translation practices in the West, his seminal book The Translator's Invisibility.
Venuti does not seem to doubt the idea that translating literature is an activity that is subjected to

the influence of norms. He convincingly shows that contemporary norms of translation place a

very high value on the fluency of a translated text:
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A translated text, whether prose or poetry, fiction or nonfiction, is judged acceptable by
most publishers, reviewers, and readers when it reads fluently, when the absence of any
linguistic or stylistic peculiarities makes it seem transparent, giving the appearance that it
reflects the foreign writer’s personality or intention or the essential meaning of the
foreign text—the appearance, in other words, that the translation is not in fact a
translation, but the “original.” (Venuti The Translator's: 1)
As a result, Venuti invests a considerable effort into providing a solid theoretical basis for
practicing translators to disagree with the stated norm of translation and it is evident in the notion
of “resistant translation,” which he develops and endorses throughout the book. Venuti does not
make any secret of his motives to write the book:
The motive of this book is to make the translator more visible so as to resist and change
the conditions under which translation is theorized and practised today, especially in
English-speaking countries. Hence, the first step will be to present a theoretical basis
from which translations can be read as translations, as texts in their own right, permitting
transparency to be demystified, seen as one discursive effect among others. (Venuti The
Translator's: 17, emphasis added)
As we can see, the motive here is clearly linked with a change of conditions, with the dismissal
of a certain “natural” or culturally and historically justified set of norms that govern the process
of translation. Venuti’s detailed survey of translation reviews in the opening chapter of the book
certainly confirms that “fluency” is a dominant value in the Anglo-Saxon tradition of translation,
as it is the conformity to this value that is commonly evoked in translation reviews and often
serves as a basis for translation assessment. Venuti’s approach to norms, however, can be
essentially reduced to creating alternatives to this practice, as he states: “The aim is to develop a
theory and practice of translation that resist the dominant values in the target culture so as to
signify the linguistic and cultural differences of the foreign text” (Venuti The Translator's: 18).
As we can see, the “resistant translation” is also linked with originality: translation is a creative

profession, yet the credit for originality is typically awarded to the author of the work in the

target culture. According to Venuti, as far as the translators’ role is concerned, conformity to the
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norms of the target culture is intellectually inept (and therefore is viewed negatively), while non-
conformity is creatively charged (and therefore positive). Unfortunately, the notion of
translator’s creativity in Venuti’s writings is reduced to a mere encouraging of the translator’s
choices that represent the other side of the normative (in a sense similar to Robinson’s “natural”)
spectrum. As a result, Venuti’s highly descriptive account of what translation currently is, serves
as a basis to illustrate prescriptively what it should not be, resulting in a list of formulations:
Translation is a process that involves looking for similarities between languages and
cultures—particularly similar messages and formal techniques—but it does this only
because it is constantly confronting dissimilarities. It can never and should never aim to
remove these dissimilarities entirely. A translated text should be the site where a different
culture emerges, where a reader gets a glimpse of a cultural other, and resistancy, a
translation strategy based on an aesthetic of discontinuity, can best preserve that
difference, that otherness, by reminding the reader of the gains and losses in the
translation process and the unbridgeable gaps between cultures. (Venuti The Translator's:
306)
It must be acknowledged that Venuti’s ideas about translation practice certainly achieve his
objective, as they make the field of translation studies as a whole more visible by sparking
passionate debates about the subject. Moreover, this framework provides a solid theoretical basis
for practicing translators to disagree with the established norms, to search for an alternative form
of expression. While theoretically valuable, practical guidelines for applying Venuti’s ideas are
somewhat vague, which is particularly clear in the examination of translations he endorses as
“resistant.” The controversial nature of his examples, in turn, casts a shadow of doubt on his
theoretical premise as well.
For example, to illustrate the fact that “resistant,” foreignizing, translation is not
necessary elitist, Venuti uses an example of The Brothers Karamazov by Dostoevsky, translated

by Richard Pevear and Larissa Volokhonsky. This tandem of translators (one of whom is a native

English speaker and another native Russian speaker) set out to re-translate Russian classics that
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are mostly known to the English-speaking audience through translations by Constance Garnett.
These translators make no secret of their chosen approach, in contrast to Garnett’s translations
that “revised, ‘corrected’ or smoothed over his [Dostoevsky’s] idiosyncratic prose” (Venuti The
Translator's: 122) they decided to adhere more closely to the writer’s Russian. The foreignizing
effect of their translation stems from recreating Dostoevsky’s specifically Russian syntax in
English and experimenting with words of different registers and dialects of English. It must be
pointed out that Venuti is hard-pressed to find evidence to support his opinion about the benefit
of such translations, as he lists the opinion of an anonymous participant in a discussion forum on

the Internet, who states that this translation is “fuller and flows better®”

(Venuti The Translator's:
123). With the exception of this anonymous supporter, translations by Pevear and Volokhonsky
have drawn serious criticism, particularly among people who have been trained to assess
translations.

The nature of translators’ use of language is particularly widely criticized by scholars. In
a detailed discussion of their language in “The Sweet Smell of Success?” Michael Berdy and
Vladimir Lanchikov point out that this tandem routinely fails to distinguish between common
language use and unique/author-specific use. As a result, they consistently render common
Russian expressions by highly unusual English words, and downplay the inventiveness of
authors they translate by selecting common English words in places where their Russian authors
violated the language rules. This observation allows the scholars to conclude that the language of
this translation is the language of Pevear/Volokhonsky, and is not representative of Dostoevsky’s

prose. Gary Soul Morson in a blunt review of this translation points out that the translators’

chosen approach makes translators visible but that this visibility completely distorts the

% In absence of any information about this anonymous reviewer, it is not clear just how qualified this person is to
assess translations. It might as well be that the reviewer “likes” this translation because theorists, reviewers and
publishers (all people involved in norm-setting activity) presented this translation as superior to previous versions.
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hermeneutic aspect of the work; he approximated the effect by reading the Pevear/Volokhonsky
translation and drawing a parallel with a well-known English text: “Imagine someone translating
Paradise Lost from English into Russian who had somehow missed that Milton was a Christian”
(Morson 93).

David Bellos considers broad cultural implications of this approach in “Fictitious of the
Foreign.” Citing a paradox of foreignization, Bellos maintains that true foreignization, which
enriches the target culture, involves no translation at all, as it typically results in the influx of a
new lexicon in the target language. This process can only happen when a condition of the initial
familiarity with the source culture is met, as without it a foreignizing translation dissolves into
something completely different; it becomes “a representation of the funny ways foreigners
speak” (Bellos 42). As we can see, under a certain set of conditions (and these conditions
certainly apply to the translation of Russian classics), foreignizing translation can only reaffirm
the ethnocentric superiority of the target culture.

The discussion above serves to illustrate several points. It is entirely plausible that the
idea of norms might not cross the minds of practicing translators when working on a translation
of a literary text. However, translators are inevitably faced with norms when they attempt to
disseminate the fruits of their labor, as producing a translation is only a part of translation
dissemination within a given culture. While some translations may be justified by the
development of language itself (such as the need to re-translate works by William Shakespeare
into contemporary English), most translations and re-translations of Russian classics took place
over a considerably shorter time span, and changes in language use itself cannot account for the
need to produce another version of the text. Changing norms (and not just norms of language

use, but rather broad cultural norms in representing “the other”) can account for the need to
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create a new version of the text. Their influence can be seen in the choices that practicing
translators make when rendering a text and their justification of the choices, in the publishers’
willingness/reluctance to accept these justifications, and in the reviewers’ acceptance and
validation of them. In short, norms of translation should by no means be equated with Bell’s
“dos” and “don’ts” of translation practice, but should rather be considered comprehensively in
light of the cultural context, in order to understand why the target cultural context encouraged the
“dos” and prevented the “don’ts.” Further, while I disagree that contemporary norms of
translation should be challenged by practicing translators, Venuti’s work is an invaluable source
of information that illustrates that certain cultural contexts did, indeed, give strength to practicing
translators to incorporate the “don’ts” into their practice of translation and, more importantly, the
target culture validated the “don’ts” as acceptable. But what was the nature of their disagreement
with the existing translations? Why did the target culture tolerate norm-violating behaviour in
these instances, but not the others? These questions are yet to be addressed in the scholarship. A
closer look at such instances might prove to be very revealing about the functioning of culture.

In this sense, my approach converges with that of Anthony Pym, who called for the need
to pay more attention to the concrete instances in which norms originate. As a general criticism
of the normative approach, Pym asserted that: “Our attention should perhaps be focused on the
human negotiators, the people involved in the development of translational norms, rather than on
the mere apparition of the norms themselves” (Pym 113). The focus on the singular and
individual in translation practices, according to Pym, can greatly benefit translation studies as a
whole:

Instead of compiling chronicles of stability (since that is what we first find when we start

looking for norms), we approach the history of change (which is, after all, what history is

all about). Instead of risking an arbitrary selection of regularities or social groups, we can
at least point to evidence that might help tie our descriptions to things actually at work
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within the historical objects. And instead of mapping norms onto just one social group or

dominant ideology, we start to see them as the results of disagreements bridged by

adaptation and compromise. (Pym 112)
The general description of norms above illustrates at least two ways in which these notions can
be applied to specific texts, such as Nabokov’s own translation of the novel Lolita. On one hand,
a modified basic methodology developed by descriptive studies can prove to be a valuable tool to
address regularities in the translator’s choices as evident in the text of the translation (as it is in
the regularities of the behaviour where the influence of norms is discovered). A discussion of
important limitations of this methodology in regards to self-translations will appear later in this
chapter. In recent years, descriptive studies provided valuable insights into commissioned
translators’ behaviour. These studies will serve as a background for my discussion of Nabokov’s
strategy in translation. On the other hand, Nabokov’s endeavour as a self-translator has been the
subject of painstakingly detailed scholarly scrutiny. If we accept that any scholarly or critical
reflection on his self-translation is underlined by Chesterman’s expectancy norm (in other words,
any scholar approaches this text from a position of what a translation/this translation should be),
Nabokov’s scholarship provides invaluable material to scrutinize Pym’s “history of change” of
which Lolita was a part of. This history, while very local in nature (after all, it only applies to the
reception of Lolita in various socio-cultural contexts) will nonetheless shed light on complicated
cultural mechanisms as well. While the text(s) of Lolita remain the same, fossilized by the author
in different forms, the scholarly reflections on these texts are drastically different, from
assessments stating that “Lolita may be termed a fairly close translation" (Grayson 10) to such
extremes as “a wonderful but very liberal, very author-specific (as the author is at liberty to do
anything) translation” (Nosik 240). There is, of course, a share of the subjective opinion in these

assessments; however, there is also a certain continuity in scholarly and critical opinions about
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the text. In this work I do not intend to debate the merit of the Russian version of the novel. On
the contrary, my objective is to present a broad range of opinions about the text of Lolita as
completely justifiable in a given cultural context.

While this approach might prove to be fruitful, relating a self-translated text to the
descriptive approach is very challenging due to historical, conceptual and methodological

factors. These factors will be closely considered below.

2.4 Self-translations in Light of the Descriptive Approach

Nowadays scholars almost unanimously agree that self-translation has always been a
neglected area in the field of translation studies. In a volume dedicated to the history of
translation studies, Julio Cesar Santoyo lists self-translations as one of the “blank spaces” in the
field (Santoyo 21); the editors of the volume The Bilingual Text: History and Theory of Self-
translation, note a common scholarly attitude towards such texts as “idiosyncratic anomalies”
when compared to mainstream translations (Hokenson and Munson 1).

There are many persistent misconceptions surrounding self-translations, which should be
addressed here. First and foremost, there is a common belief that self-translations are
exceptionally rare and, as an indirect implication of this statement, they are not valuable
theoretically. But, as Hokenson and Munson convincingly show in their review of this practice,
“Self-translation was a common practice in the ambient translingual world of early modern
Europe” (Holkenson and Munson 1, emphasis added), and many writers translated their Latin
texts into vernacular dialects. While this practice diminished somewhat during the rise of nation-
states, events of more recent history (explorations, colonizations, wars, deportations, and other

displacements) “propelled writers into new languages where many flourished as self-translators
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(ibid). It can only be added that even more recently, the facts of modern lifestyles (globalization,
increased mobility, emergence of social media platforms, and the status of English as the lingua
franca of the modern world, among others) further encourage the ever-increasing number of
bilinguals and their literary pursuits. This leads Santoyo to conclude that:

Self-translations are not at all exceptions, nor are they rare ENough, nor few, very few

indeed; we cannot keep saying that they are “not very common in the field of creative

writing, or that “few authors have dared to translate their own works,” or that they are
borderline cases. Research in the history of this particular area will show, is in fact

beginning to show, that as Christopher Whyte wrote two years ago, “self-translation is a

much more widespread phenomenon than one might think” (2002, 64). And worthy,

therefore, of receiving much more attention than it has so far received. (Santoyo, 25,

emphasis in the original)

So, if the practice of self-translation has had a very long history, why hasn’t it received much
scholarly attention? Holkenson and Munson posit that “the neglect of the bilingual text in
translation theory as well as critical theory stems rather more directly from the fact that the
conceptual problems are daunting” (Holkenson and Munson 2).

What has historically served as legitimate grounds to exclude self-translations from the
scope of interest for translation studies is the notion of “liberty” that the self-translator enjoys,
given his dual status of author and translator of his own work. The notion of authorial liberty has
only been reinforced over the years. A decade ago scholars articulated this idea as a tentative
hypothesis: “since the writer himself is the translator, he can allow himself bold shifts from the
source text which, had it been done by another translator, probably would not have passed as an
adequate translation” (Grutman 18). Nowadays this idea is presented as a definitive feature of
self-translations: “Research to date had shown that self-translators bestow upon themselves
liberties of which regular translators would never dream; self-translation typically produces

another ‘version’ or a new ‘original’” (Cordingley 2). In reference to Lolita specifically, the

assessment of Nabokov’s Russian text as “a fairly close translation” (Grayson 10) is nowadays
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almost exclusively presented as an eeuvre of the author-translator who “enjoyed his authoritative
freedom to a degree that any ordinary translator could never afford” (Cechanovicius and
Kruminiené 129). The idea that an author-translator always exercises liberties in translation is
very persistent, yet highly debatable. These liberties, I am convinced, only appear as such when
self-translations are approached from the vantage point of commissioned translations.
Commissioned translators change the texts too, yet self-translators change text in a drastically
different way, and the regularity of such behaviour alone suggests its normative nature. The
problem here can be reduced to the following: self-translations might be governed by norms that
are drastically different from those that affect commissioned translations, yet they remain
virtually unknown in the scholarship. As a result, self-translations are approached on the basis of
documented norms as evidenced in regularities of choices among commissioned translators, and,
quite predictably, they seem to be eclectic and idiosyncratic at best.

Historically, even Gideon Toury, while greatly expanding the object of study by
introducing the term “pseudo-translations,” or “production and distribution of texts as if they
were translations” (Toury Descriptive: 141), specifically excluded self-translations from his
study. Toury’s interest in self-translations was limited to identifying which version of the text
(the first, second or an idiosyncratic combination of both) future practicing translators will use
and acknowledge as the main source. He criticized any theoretical attempts to compare
emendations of self-translating authors to those by practicing translators, claiming that such
attempts are only relevant for the discipline “when a translator has actually done” them (Toury
Descriptive: 75, emphasis in the original). This reasoning is understandable if we keep in mind
that Toury’s approach was deliberately target-oriented, and this scholar was not interested in

comparing translations to the source texts.
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As evident from the above statements, Toury tended to differentiate between an author
and a commissioned translator, and considered the author as not subjected to the influence of
socio-cultural norms. This is an indication of the assumed authorial “freedom” in a strictly socio-
cultural sense, that “the special status accorded to, and assumed by, the translator who is also the
author of the original means that the self-translator is unique in not being sanctioned for overly
exercising creativity in translation” (Cordingley 2) ’. As a result, it has become a relatively
common assumption that self-translators can easily abandon the original concept of the work and
whimsically introduce new embellishments to it. The author is traditionally viewed as having a
direct, linguistically-unmediated access to the underlying concept of the literary work, and as
such is often conceptualized as the only person in a position to select and validate the most
appropriate means to express these concepts in a different medium. Amendments to their works
in translation have been traditionally approached as determined by the differences in languages
(or, by extension, difference in poetics resulting from the difference in medium). Nabokov’s
scholarship provides an invaluable insight into this process.

Self- translations are, in some sense, a privileged category of translations, simply by
virtue of being produced by the author. In this regard, Theo Hermans remarked that “we
commonly accept that the most reliable translation is an ‘authorized’ translation, the one
formally approved and legally endorsed by the author” (see Schiffner Translation: 64). The idea
of even increased reliability certainly applies to self-translations, texts produced by the authors.
Arguably, it was this idea that brought self-translations into the focus of translation studies. In

the case of Nabokov, this is evident in the conclusion by Beaujour, who approached versions of

7 Actually, this statement is very debatable. As Chapter Four will show, self-translators too are sanctioned for
violating the norms of translation. The difference between traditional translators and self-translators is in the severity
of sanctions: a product of an author’s endeavour in translation might still be published and severely critiqued while a
comparable translation by a commissioned translator might not be published in the first place.
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Lolita as ultimate texts, concluding that “because self-translation makes a text retrospectively
incomplete, both versions become avatars of a hypothetical total text in which the versions in
both languages would rejoin one another and be reconciled” (4liEN Tongues: 112).

However, Beaujour’s view was based on the assumption that both texts are in a same
relationship to the underlying concept of a literary work, as it does not question whether the
author intended to produce an exact replica of the original. Therefore, the apparent differences
between the texts were seen initially as differences between the languages that embodied this
underlying concept, or the respective natural languages (English or Russian) the author opted to
use. Thus Nakhimovsky and Paperno, for example, characterized the differences between
different versions of the novel as follows:

Outright puns are more characteristic of Nabokov’s English, while the Russian excels in
a more subtle word play. The difference, moreover, is not accidental but reflects some
intrinsic properties of the languages involved. ("A Linguistic Study": 86)

In a similar fashion, Cummins approached a comparative assessment of lexical fields in
Lolita(s): “Certain interconnected images of high metaphorical significance to Lolita have
interdependent and natural Russian associations important to the American work” (Cummins
355). Reflecting specifically on Nabokov’s lexical choices in translation, he concluded that:

In each case Nabokov has chosen a fundamental Russian equivalent in order to exploit an

intrinsically Russian development from root-meaning to extended meaning (as in dym,

dymka, dymchatyi) and to specify and develop the original generality. Yet in no case are
the Russian equivalents limited to single correspondences. Each dominant has a rich

series of secondary transformations. (363)

The apparent differences in the texts were often dismissed, as Clarence Brown put it, due to the

fact that “the potentialities of the linguistic environment are simply different” ("A Little Girl":

20).
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While some of the discrepancies between the texts could be explained by differences in
the languages involved, these scholarly attempts also made clear that not all differences between
these versions could be explained by such differences in languages. Thus, Cummins also
cautiously mentions that the Russian text features “some unexplained willful distortions”
(Cummins 355) ®. These discrepancies can only be termed as “unexplained and willful,” as they
cannot possibly be justified by differences in languages.

Subsequently, the changes in the Russian text of Lolifa began to be assessed in their
hermeneutic aspect. Defending the Russian text’, Barabtablo reasons that “[m] any of the Russian
Lolita's emendations help to unravel the riddles of the original; some even provide ready
solutions to those cruxes that Nabokov thought might baffle” (Barabtablo 249). This statement is
also based on the implicit assumption that the second version of the text is in the same
relationship to the underlying concept of the text as the original novel, yet it acknowledges the
author’s more active role in the translation process.

This understanding also occurred against the backdrop of the rapid research into
commissioned translations by using the descriptive approach. As many descriptive studies to
date have shown, traditional translators also systematically re-write their texts to accommodate
the change in readership. Quite representative here is a conclusion by Rachel May, who carried

out a superb comparative study in literary translation from Russian into English, concluding:

8 Examples of such “distortions” abound in the Russian text. For example, Nabokov’s English Lolita is “four feet
ten” (L SNc: 7), or 147.3 centimeters, but her Russian counterpart is “piat’ futov bez dvukh vershkov” (Nabokov
1999: 5), i.e. 143.5 centimetres. Similar discrepancies are frequent in the script: Annabel, Lolita’s precursor in both
the English and Russian novels, is “a few months my junior” (L SNc: 9), while in the movie script Humbert notes,
that “I was fourteen and she was twelve” (Nabokov 1996: 680). Not only is Lolita smaller and younger in the
successive versions of the novel, Humbert Humbert appears to be younger too, as his observations show. “In my
twenties and early thirties, I did not understand my throes so clearly” (L SNc: 18) is translated as: “No v dvadtsat -
dvadtsat’ piat’ let ia ne tak iasno razbiralsia v svoikh stradaniiakh” (Nabokov 1999: 19, lit. — when I was twenty -
twenty-five”).

? A detailed discussion of why the Russian text had to be defended in the first place in the second part of the 20™
century will appear in Chapter 2.
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In the case of English versions of the language of Russian narration, especially in works
from the period between Stalin and Gorbachev, a pattern of linguistic changes emerges
that is so regular, pervasive, and even predictable that it amounts to a separate grammar
of translation practice. Normalization of language leads to repeated and generalizable
shifts in syntax, which result in erasure of the subjective elements of narrative voice and,
therefore, in regular alterations in literary style. (The Translator: 34)
Greater awareness of the transformative power of translation in general had led some scholars to
question the very validity of the term “self-translator” and, consequently, to question the
traditional separation of self-translating authors into a special category. In a recent volume of
Orbis Litterarum dedicated to self-translation, Susan Bassnett questioned this traditional
distinction:
How useful is the term “self-translation” in any case? For if all translation is a form of
rewriting, then whether that rewriting is done by the person who produced a first version
of a text or by someone else is surely not important. What matters are the transformations
that the text undergoes, the ways in which it is reshaped for a new readership. (Bassnett
287)
As evident from the statement above, growing awareness of translators’ agency has led to the
fact that self-translators’ supposed “liberties” appear not drastically marked against the patterns
of changes that commissioned translators routinely exhibit in their practice. Accepting that these
emendations are informed by the norms of translation, some scholars hypothesize that self-
translation might be subject to the same norms, albeit to a lesser/greater degree. This is evident
in a discussion of the approach adopted by Michael Boyden and Liesbeth De Bleeker, the editors
of a recent volume dedicated to self-translation. Drawing on Chesterman’s classification of
norms, they assert that this classification can be a useful tool in describing self-translation
processes as well:
The more important question, then, is which particular norms are at work in self-
translations. One could claim, for instance, that what Andrew Chesterman (1997) refers

to as the “relation norm” (which establishes a relation of “relevant similarity” between
source and target text) is often weaker for self-translators, who may be less bound by the
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expectation of source text equivalence. On the other hand, in spite of the assumed dictate
of fluency, it cannot be denied that “regular” translations sometimes display a relatively
high tolerance for correctives or explanatory insertions. In this regard, self-translators
seem more constrained by their audience’s horizon, or by Chesterman’s “accountability
norm” (which involves the translator’s loyalty to the original, the commissioner or the
prospective audience): they are supposed to guard over the coherence of the text and are
inclined to smooth over, rather than point out, inconsistencies springing from the process
of cultural transfer, which they will sometimes do at the cost of violating socially
transmitted standards of equivalence. A translator is bound by the demand of consistency
in his translation method. A self-translator, however, is often also expected to project a
coherent self-image, which may require rewriting of the original. This is not necessarily
an expression of freedom. It is simply another norm to be reckoned with. (Boyden and De
Bleeker, 181)
The question of “which particular norms are at work in self-translations” is, indeed, of high
importance for this emerging field. However, in the statement above, the authors suggest that
norms extrapolated from practices of commissioned translators should be applied to the practice
of self-translation as well, thus implicitly suggesting that self-translation is somehow similar to
traditional translation. I argue that while such an approach can certainly be useful when
comparing practices that exist in traditional translation with those that exist in self-translation, it
does not answer the question, “Which particular norms are at work in self-translations?” Rather,
it simply answers the question, “How does traditional translation compare to self-translation?”
This point illuminates the gap in the scholarly field, a simple fact that self-translation has never
been approached in its specificity but has always been compared with traditional translation. It
seems to be more instructive to contrast these two types of translation modes in order to grasp
self-translation in its specificity, and to understand why authors, often despite the readily
available opportunities and means to commission a translator, choose to personally render their
own works into another language. Both commissioned translators and self-translators produce

another version of the text, yet this is where the similarity between these two types of translating

ends.
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This is not to suggest that the very notion of norms is not useful for describing self-
translation. One can hypothesize that the specificity of self-translation can be contrasted with that
of traditional translation on the basis that certain norms are non-factors in governing self-
translators’ problem-solving activities. Consider, for instance, Toury’s initial norm, or the
translator’s choice of allegiance to the source or the target text/linguistic environment/culture.
This choice, while often subconscious, is of paramount importance for traditional translation.
However, it seems to not apply to self-translation at all: “here [in self-translation] the translator is
the author, the translation is an original, the foreign is the domestic and vice versa” (Holkerson
and Munson: 161, emphasis added). Specifically in reference to Lolita, it has also been said that:
“On the whole, in the case of Nabokov’s Lolita, the very concepts of ‘foreign’ and ‘domestic’
escape clarity, as the original version was written in English—a foreign language to its author—
and only then translated into his native Russian” (Cechanovicius and Kriiminiené: 117).

By the same merit, one can hypothesize that the initial norm for self-translation is of a
completely different sort, as it concerns the potential liberties that the author can take with the
text. The author is always thought of being at liberty to re-write the text (he is allowed to have
“the expression of freedom” mentioned above), but the more important question is in what
circumstances does he choose to exercise this liberty. I argue that what Boyden and De Bleeker
list as “simply another norm to be reckoned with” (Boyden and De Bleeker 181) is actually of
paramount importance for self-translation. We can only compare self-translation with traditional
translation when the author decides to act as a translator. In some extreme cases, the author
might exercise his authorial liberty by refusing to produce another version of the text, which
obviously results in the absence of a self-translation. This, too, constitutes a meaningful fact in

the target cultural matrix. This issue, authorial liberty and ways in which authors can exercise
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this liberty, will be further discussed in this chapter. At this point, however, it must be reiterated
that it is more instructive to approach self-translation as an activity that differs from traditional
translation. Any attempt to project the findings of inquiries into traditional translations onto self-
translations will result in merely re-enforcing the idea that self-translations are different from
translations proper but will not address the question of how they are different.

A distinctly different and broad understanding of “authorial freedom” results from the
observation that many bilingual authors have, at least at some point in their lives, been exposed
to translation. Knowledge of a second language, especially in a context of displacement (forced
or voluntary), often allows an author to secure a modest initial income by translating. The
recognition of the writer in a new cultural milieu often leads to a financially comfortable living,
which provides new opportunities, among them an opportunity to commission a translator to
translate his or her own work. Nonetheless, such authors often reject this opportunity, and this
rejection might be linked with their previous experience in translation. This link can be
exemplified by the following cases, which highlight two extreme points of a certain continuum
that applies to many self-translators.

On one end of this continuum is the case of Lilliana Lounguina’s Les Saisons de Moscou
(1990). This book is the award-winning memoir of a famous Russian translator. It was written
and published in French, in Paris. However, as Oleg Dorman (the editor of the Russian version
of the book) attests, despite being a professional and well-established translator into Russian,
Lilliana Lungina adamantly refused to publish her book in Russian, which was motivated by her
belief that the Russian version of the book “must be written differently, anew, from the first to
the last line” (Dorman 8). Nonetheless, the Russian version of her memoir exists, as Lilliana

Loungina eventually agreed to give a series of interviews that later became an award-winning
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documentary Podstrochnik (1997, officially released in 2009). The script of Lungina’s
monologue from the film was later released as a book with the same title in 2009. The title of the
book, Podstrochnik (or “underscore”), is a Russian technical term for a literal translation where
the meaning of separate words is noted under the words of the original, which facilitates further
translations, typically done by people who are not familiar with the source language. The
Russian version of the book is not a traditional self-translation by any stretch of imagination (it is
closer to a peculiar species of Toury’s “pseudo-translations”). Lungina’s refusal to produce a
self-translation, despite being a competent and prolific translator herself, is certainly meaningful
when considered in terms of the cultural matrix. It shows that she acutely understood the
transformative processes that a text undergoes in translation, a process that resulted in her
unspoken belief that it is not possible to translate a text and also preserve its integrity. However,
the Russian publisher of the book presents it as a self-translation, noting Lungina’s exceptional
ability to articulate spontaneous thoughts very eloquently in her filmed interview, and attributing
her eloquence in the preface to the text to the fact that “the French version of the book was just a
draft of her story told over the span of many days” (Dorman 8).

This example, as suggested above, illustrates a peculiar species of “pseudo-translations.”
Of course, the resulting Russian book is not a translation, yet it is consistently presented as such
in the target culture. The possibility of such a presentation is justified by the very content of the
book (memoirs of a celebrity translator), the identity of the author, the title and preface.
However, above all, this example illustrates the liberty the author can exercise over her text.
Here, the liberty of Lungina, an author who is very familiar with the process of translation,

results in a non-translation, an explicit refusal to produce a new version of the text.
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On the other end of the spectrum, there are instances when self-translators surrender their
authority over the text, which can perhaps be explained by the unawareness of the “normalizing”
tendency that characterizes conventional translation. This can be illustrated by the case of “A
Real American Girl,” a short story written by Russian bilingual author Linor Goralik (2004). The
story in question is a piece of highly experimental writing, as it was written in a mixture of
English and Russian. It is important to keep in mind that Goralik is not a translator (but rather, a
bilingual author) and has never ventured into translation (with the exception of this story).

It is impossible to summarize what this text is about without considering how it is
written. The story’s opening would be almost incomprehensible to monolingual readers, as it
features English expressions combined into sentences by means of Russian conjunctions, all
recorded in the Cyrillic alphabet. As the story progresses, detailing the narrator’s desire to
assimilate into the English-speaking environment, the grammar and lexical choices in the text are
progressively uniformed, as it begins to feature individual English words written in the Latin
alphabet, followed by sentences in normative English (and Latin alphabet), followed by a
paragraph in English. The juxtaposition of two languages and two distinct alphabets renders the
main idea of the story: the narrator tries on a linguistic “mask™ and, by extension, a
hypothetically “different” cultural identity. The story concludes with the narrator’s rejection of
this identity as she repeats the opening passage, this time in standard Russian without any
interference from English. The narrator’s use of language is a structural element in the story as it
clearly marks her true cultural allegiance and belonging. However extensive, her English is never
as fluent as her use of Russian, and it is always marked by subtle linguistic interference from
Russian, which reinforces the idea that it is somehow uncomfortable and this, in turn, leads to the

eventual rejection. Reviewing the Russian story, Yulia Idlis characterized the nature of the main
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conflict in the narrative in the following way: “Goralik writes about the impossibility of full
assimilation between Russians and Americans even in the emigration, even if there is a
conscious intention to assimilate and accept the American way of life” (Idlis, n. pag.).

When the story was selected for publication by an American publisher, Goralik was
asked to adapt it for the English-speaking audience, and to render it in English. This decision was
definitely motivated by the marked difference in the intended audience, as “[m]any more
Russians speak English than there are Americans who can read or speak Russian” (Iossel ix), as
one of the editors noted in the book’s introduction. It is quite conceivable then, that the author’s
decisions, as exemplified by the text translated into English, were informed by the pressure
exerted by the book’s American publisher.

As a result, the English version of the text reveals a high degree of conformity to the
target culture. The juxtaposition of the Russian and English alphabets is gone since the Russian
text of the story was translated into ungrammatical and almost incomprehensible English to
mimic the overwhelming effect of the Russian opening, and then translated into normative
English at the end. The only indications that the text was originally written in a foreign language
are the italics that are used to mark English words in the Russian story and a footnote at the
beginning of the text.But more importantly, a substantial change affects a part of the story where
it should not have happened—the paragraph written in English in the middle of the original. As
mentioned earlier, even though the story is titled “A Real American Girl” there is absolutely
nothing real about the identity of the narrator in the original: it is a hypothetical cultural
construct, a linguistic mask the narrator plays with. She uses English in a distinctly Russian,

unnatural way, and this is what allows the Russian reviewer of the story to say with certainty that
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full assimilation is never possible. In the English version of the story, however, the author’s
specific Russian use of English has been corrected, standardized.

The normalizing tendency is evident in corrections of grammatical errors and occasional
misspellings, such as “drugs-free” (RU) that was changed to “drug-free” (EN), “‘Breath!’”(RU)
to “Breathe!" (EN), “to loose a finger” (RU) to “to lose a finger” (EN), “nasties” (RU) to
“nastiness” (EN), “in the age” (RU) to “at the age” (EN). But much more important and telling
are the changes, such as word choice, that took place at the lexical level of the story. When
comparing the original and the translation, it becomes apparent that in the original text the author
refers to the “instant coffee” (EN) as a “refill coffee” (RU). She calls “streamlined flair fins”
(EN) “flair-steamed fins” (RU), a “book club” (EN) a “reading club” (RU), a “Hello Kitty” toy
(EN) “Sanrio Kitty” (RU), a “spelling bee” (EN) a “spelling contest” (RU), “fireworks” (EN) a
“petard” (RU), a “NASDAQ crash” (EN) a “NASDAQ fall” (RU) and, instead of “starting” (EN)
“the American Daughters of Liberty,” she intends to “set a branch of ‘American Daughters’
league” (RU), and so on.

The hypothetical nature of this construct is also foregrounded when the narrator intends
to ask “Franklin who?” while looking at a $100 bill and instead, in the translation, asks,
“Benjamin who?” It is highly unlikely that a “real” American girl would ask “Franklin who?” in
reference to $100 bills, simply because such bills are called “benjamins” in colloquial American
English. Finally, there is an important omission in the translation: the narrator’s sentence that
unmistakably reveals her cultural heritage, “I want to be hospitalized with suspected polio”
(RU), is missing, as it is highly unlikely that someone would say this in the contemporary United
States, where a mandatory polio vaccination was introduced in the 1950s (in Russia it became

recommended but not required in the late 1990s). All of these changes are significant to the
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story. Keeping in mind the title of the work, the narrator seems much closer to becoming the
“real” American girl and her use of English is undistinguishable from that of other real American
girls.

By virtue of correcting the unmistakably Russian usage of her narrator’s English, the
author also relocates her narrator from the margins of the English-speaking world into its centre,
the hypothetical America. Thus, the hypothetical nature of this cultural construct is treated as the
narrator’s actual experience in the reviews of the book published in the United States. For
example, Priscilla Mayers notes that "Linor Goralik bewails this condition [impossibility of ever
being an American for those who have a Russian past] in her own feisty translation (A Real
American Girl')—she would wish herself born into even the ridiculous aspects of American life
over being an immigrant” (Mayers, n. pag.). Rebecca Reich tries to reconcile the increased
likelihood of the writer’s own experience with the apparent non-existence of the cultural reality
she evokes, by noting that “Linor Goralik, one of the collection's younger writers [...], launches
into a tirade about ‘true’ Americana [...]. It's impossible for a Russian to achieve these things
primarily because they don't exist” (Reich, n. pag.).

What emerges from these examples is that the notion of “liberty” is completely different
from the conventional sense. The writers are not just at liberty to write as they please, they are
certainly entitled to translate as they see fit as well, and they can adopt any position in translating
their own work. Interestingly, the author’s previous experience in translation appears to be a
definitive factor in the case of Lungina, a factor that informs her reluctance to produce another
version of the text. The examples above are extreme cases of a certain continuum that seems to
apply to a majority of self-translators. On one end of the spectrum is the refusal to translate,

linked with the author’s extensive experience in translation and ensuing distrust of the activity.
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On the other end is a self-translation that is performed in absence of previous experience in
translation and that is, to borrow from Venuti, non-resistant, compliant with the norms of the
target culture. Considering that authors are at liberty to adopt any approach in translation, it is
relevant, when assessing such texts, to consider the factors that precipitated the self-translation in
conjunction with the strategies that the author used when rendering the text, as well as possible

editorial input imposed by the publisher(s).

2.5 Issues of Methodology in Relating Self-translated Texts to Commissioned Translations

The overview of two very different translations above shows a very important difference
between translations performed by commissioned translators and those by authors translating
their own work. While commissioned translators must produce another version of the text, self-
translating authors are under no obligation to do so. In light of this distinction, possible
methodological limitations in relating self-translating practices to mainstream translations will be
considered closely. While I accept, that, at the conceptual level, self-translations and
commissioned translations are certainly related in very convoluted ways, it seems more
instructive to consider in what ways self-translating authors relate to mainstream practices of
translation, rather than to approach these texts with a certain relationship in mind. This, however,

is a very complex task methodologically. I discuss some of these difficulties below.

2.5.1 The Underlining Imperative of Self-Translating Authors

As stated earlier, some scholars might be tempted to approach self-translations from the
vantage point of understanding the translation process, as evident in practices of commissioned
translators, and this approach risks a mere affirmation that self-translation is, indeed, somehow

different from common translation. It seems more instructive, in this regard, to approach self-
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translations without a theoretical premise, and to analyze self-translated texts in light of how
authors themselves relate to common practices. Such an approach makes it important to consider
closely the underlying imperative to translate their texts personally, that is evident in authorial
reflections on self-translations.

Why do authors translate? This question has been tentatively articulated as important in
considering the practice of self-translation. In 1998 some scholars saw some significance in
considering the underlining imperative that results in self-translation: “Why do some writers
repeat in a second language what has already been said in their previous work?” (Grutman 18).
This scholar does not doubt that “there must be some ulterior motive that helps writers to
overcome their initial reluctance” (Grutman 18). This angle, however, has not become common
in the field of translation studies. For example, in a recent volume, Jan Holkerson bluntly states
that “[m]otive is not a common rubric in Translation Studies”, explaining that “that lacuna is
probably a legacy of the formalist and structuralist decades of the text dominant” (Holkerson 44).
According to this researcher: “We need to situate a self-translator as a singular figure in the
historical interchanges between languages and between social milieus, in part in not only looking
at the what and how of their work but also at why the translative practice was undertaken in the
first place” (Holkerson: 44).

In considering self-translating authors’ reflections on their work, it is possible to easily
identify a very counter-intuitive, yet prominent, theme. A substantial number of self-translating
authors turn to self-translation for only one reason: to prevent, or otherwise discourage, a
translation by commissioned translators. This motive can be realized in a variety of ways, and
can stem from both empirical evidence (such as reading a translation of a text prepared by a

commissioned translator) or on purely theoretical grounds (such as in the Lilliana Lungina case



Roscoff 45

discussed above, where her experience in translation allows her to assert that the text will change
in ways that she would not have preferred). This theme is often detectable in authors’ complaints
about unsatisfactory translations, in authors’ assertions that their texts will be unsatisfactory
rendered by translators and in authorial interventions into the translation process. Self-translators
certainly change their texts, and commissioned translators do too. But self-translating many
authors do it because they are dissatisfied with the transformation as evidenced in commissioned
translations. Accepting that regularities of behaviour are evidence of norms, it is possible to
tentatively conclude that such behavior of authors is certainly of a normative nature.

In addition to the case of Lilliana Lungina, this tendency is evident in the case of Joseph
Brodsky, a Russian émigré and a Nobel-prize winning poet. Christopher Whyte noted that
Brodsky must be one of the most notorious examples of self-translators, “who, after intervening
massively in the translations of his Russian originals by other hands, began to do his own, even,
where he saw fit, adding further stanzas to a poem in its new English format” (Whyte 64).

This aspect of self-translation is particularly relevant in discussions of Nabokov’s Lolita.
Reflecting on his objective to translate Lolita by himself, Nabokov noted in the afterword to the
Russian version: “In publishing Lolita in Russian, I pursue a very simple objective: I want my
best book, or, to be more modest, one of my best English books, to be correctly translated into
my native tongue (L RU': 308, emphasis is added). His interview with Playboy helps shed light
on what his notion of “correctness” might entail. Elaborating on his motives to translate Lolita
personally, he said:

I imagined that in some distant future someone might produce a Russian version of

Lolita. 1 trained my inner telescope upon that particular point in the distant future and saw
that every paragraph, pockmarked as it is with pitfalls, could lend itself to hideous

' Here and further I will adopt the following abbreviations to distinguish between Nabokov's versions of text that
bear the same title: L EN will identify Lolita, the English novel; L SN will identify Lolita, the screenplay; and L RU
will stand for Lolita, the Russian novel.
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mistranslation. In the hands of the harmful drudge, the Russian version of Lolita would

be entirely degraded and botched by vulgar paraphrases or blunders. So I decided to

translate it myself. (Strong Opinions: 38)
As we can see, the underlying motive to translate Lolita, as explained by the author himself, was
based on a contrast of this text with a conventional translation''. Brian Boyd mentions in
Viadimir Nabokov.: The American Years that Nabokov’s certainty that Lolita will be incorrectly
translated by somebody else resulted from empirical evidence, as Nabokov reviewed a sample of
a translation prepared by a distant relative and was highly dissatisfied with the result. As we can
see, Nabokov’s intention to translate Lolita personally was in part attributable to his being aware
that a commissioned translation might negatively transform his work. However, the very choice
of the words, “correct translation” lacks scholarly definition and requires extensive critical
examination, as the “correct translation” is not and can never be the result of a commissioned
translation. Therefore, rather than assuming that Nabokov’s “correct translation” refers to what
most translators would identify as such, it seems to be more imperative to establish what

meaning Nabokov himself attached to such an evaluation. This is only possible by closely

examining Nabokov’s own choices in rendering the text.

"' Nabokov’s decision to translate Lolita personally is particularly significant when considered in the context of his
biography. As Grayson explains, the majority of Nabokov’s self-translations after 1960 were produced by Nabokov
in collaboration with other translators (such as Peter Pertzov, the writer’s son and long-time collaborator Dmitrii
Nabokov, Michael Scammel, and Michael Glenny). Nabokov often charged his collaborator with producing a
somewhat literal version of the work and extensively revised it later. While this practice had become somewhat
habitual by 1967, the translation of Lolita was undertaken solely by the author, without assistance from another
translator.
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2.5.2 The Unique Nature of Self-translated Texts

One important methodological consideration with regards to research into self-translated
texts stems from the unique nature of the self-translated text. Christopher Whyte, a literary
translator, succinctly captured a common attitude toward translated texts when he spoke
specifically against self-translations, asserting that such texts are “inevitably, interpretations
which reproduce only one of the many resonances of the text, effectively telling us what it
means, with an authority we are powerless to controvert, because their source is the author”
(Whyte 70). Here again, Whyte evokes the authority of such texts, as by virtue of being
translated by the author, such texts occupy a rather privileged position in the target culture. As an
indirect corollary of this, such texts are rarely re-translated by commissioned translators, unless,
of course, a translation took place chronologically prior to the self-translation, and familiarity
with the text of the translation compelled the author to produce another version of the text. In
such instances, however, a commissioned translation typically goes out of print, replaced by a
more authoritative self-translation'?.

This unique nature of a self-translated text, however, presents difficulies when
considering self-translations in light of the descriptive approach. Descriptive studies are usually
based on considerations of large corpus of texts, since to deem something “normative” in
scholarly research requires one to support this statement by evidence of consistent choices
among different translators. It is, however, not entirely impossible to relate individual texts to
common translation practices. As Theo Hermans expertly demonstrates in his own discussion of

de Buck’s translation of Boethius’s text (see Schiffner Translation: 50-72), in relating a single

'2 Such was the case of Nabokov’s novel Kamepa Obckypa (1932) translated by Winfred Roy into English as
Camera Obscura in 1936. Nabokov was displeased with the translation, and produced his own version of the text
under the title Laughter in the Dark (1938).
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text to mainstream translation practices much consideration should be given to a pattern of
change on the part of the translator, as opposed to the close consideration of individual shifts. In
the above-mentioned discussion, for instance, Hermans is able to draw conclusions about the
translator’s underlining concept of translation by considering why the translator elected to render
poems twice in the text, using different meters, and on more than one occasion (such “double”
translations of poetic fragments in the body of a prose text appear twice in the translation).

In my analysis, much consideration will be given to patterns of change as evidenced in
the versions of Lolita(s). I am convinced that valuable conclusions about Nabokov’s underlining
concept of translation can be drawn from considering repetitive features of the text, i.e., features
that can potentially form a pattern. The nature of such features of the text, however, requires

some additional considerations that will be addressed below.

2.5.3 Mandatory and Non-mandatory Shifts

Accepting that individual shifts between the original and a translation can be fairly easily
identified, a point should be made that not all shifts are equally valuable for a descriptive
approach. Some shifts can be conceptualized as “mandatory,” as informed and in fact required by
the different nature of the languages involved in the translation, as they result from differing
grammar and syntax, a drastically different distribution of the meaning of individual words in a
given language and their usage, phonetic composition, etc. This point was also raised by Brian
Fitch, who closely considered Beckett’s self-translations and specifically commented that

the main problem posed by such comparisons of the fictive words of an original and

translation lies in determining to what extent the discrepancies between the two universes

are attributable to the shift between linguistic systems so that they would likely be found

in the comparison between the fictive word of any text translated from English into
French, or vice versa, and its original. (Fitch 129)
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Moreover, because natural languages are so different one from another, it can be said that in their
individual totalities they provide completely different means of artistic expression. Nabokov
himself commented explicitly on issues pertaining to the realization of his artistic intentions that
he had to overcome in transposing Lolita from English to Russian. In the “Postscript to the
Russian Edition of Lolita,” he said:

Gestures, grimaces, landscapes, the torpor of trees, odors, rains, the melting and

iridescent hues of nature, everything tenderly human (strange as it may seem!), but also

everything coarse and crude, juicy and bawdy, comes out no worse in Russian than in

English, perhaps better; but the subtle reticence so peculiar to English, the poetry of

thought, the instantaneous resonance between the most abstract concepts, the swarming

of monosyllabic epithets—all this, and also everything related to technology, fashion,
sports, the natural sciences, and the unnatural passions—in Russian become clumsy,

prolix, and often repulsive in terms of style and rhythm. (Nabokov "Postcript": 190-191)
Here, what Nabokov describes as “subtle reticence so peculiar to English, the poetry of thought,
the instantaneous resonance between the most abstract concepts, the swarming of monosyllabic
epithets” ("Postcript": 190-191) clearly mimics Lotman’s “syntactic aspect” relating to the
internal organization of the text. “Everything related to technology, fashion, sports, the natural
sciences, and the unnatural passions” ("Postcript": 190-191) pertains to the text’s external
organization, or inclusion in a cultural context. Nabokov’s purely evaluative terms (better, worse,
clumsy, prolix, repulsive) in this paragraph are to be understood as unsuitable for realization of
his particular artistic intentions, rather than in absolute terms.

Lotman’s understanding of the text (discussed at the beginning of this chapter) certainly
suggests that any work of verbal art is a unique singular fusion between artistic content and the
means provided by the medium. As such, this understanding implies that an ideal translation, in
the sense of an “ideal replica” of the original, is impossible to achieve as the change in medium

will also affect the content of the work. While it is reasonable to conceive that commissioned

translators strive to reproduce their understanding of the original’s content by means of a
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different medium, it should be pointed out that producing an exact replica of the original might
not be a part of a self-translating author’s intention. One theme that consistently emerges in self-
translators’ reflections on the process of rendering their texts into another language is the
impossibility of translation, in a sense that it is impossible to produce an exact replica of the text
even when there is a conscious willingness to do so'®. Needless to say, this point converges with
the initial premise of the descriptive approach, which raises the question of how self-translators
address the inherent asymmetry of natural languages.

Michail Idov, reflecting on the final product of his self-translation, the Russian text of
Kofemolka (Ground Up in the English version), pointed out the apparent differences between
selected passages in English and Russian, and noted that these differences made him contemplate
re-writing the text, but “if [one sets out to] to re-write, then one has to rewrite everything. That’s
why we [the author and his wife] [...] did not change anything. But I can tell you what has been
omitted in the Russian text” (Idov 12). Further, reflecting on the process of self-translation, he
noted that the differences in medium prompted him to omit puns and some poetry (particularly
rap songs), while in other instances the change in medium affected his artistic intentions (as
certain poems in the Russian text “do not sound quite as graciously,” or, in other instances,
others “are not repulsive enough”). Further, he enumerates other specific problems, such as the
difficulty in rendering French and Latin American accents in Russian, the absence of linguistic
terms and even linguistic expressions for a field by noting that “Russian love does not have
linguistic expressions that would be located above the back alley yet below the hospital” (Idov
13). Finally, he addresses the issue of familiarity with cultural information embedded in the

language itself (such as immediate recognition of references to famous New York addresses

 Similarly, Grutman lists the impossibility of translation as one axiom that applies to self-translation, and observes
that this belief is “sometimes shared by the very writers that have translated their own work” (Grutman 2013 :65)
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mentioned in the English version). As we can see, Idov’s observations are very similar to those
of Nabokov,'* but with one important difference: Idov specifically comments on his strategy in
addressing the differences in languages, as he admits that he omitted a substantial portion of the
text (by estimating that the Russian text represents approximately 75% of the original) and added
footnotes. Nabokov, on the other hand, did not provide any information on how he resolved the
issue of asymmetry between languages but maintained that he had not omitted anything, by
asserting that he prided himself “only on the iron hand with which I checked the demons that
incited me to deletions and additions” ("Postcript": 193). However, if an author pronounces the
final product of his translation to be “correct,” one can hypothesize that he was able to address
the irreconcilable differences between these two languages to his satisfaction. Therefore, in
Nabokov’s self-translated text it is natural to expect shifts in the areas he specifically identified
as “problematic.”

This, in turn, raises an important question about the difficulty of assessing “shifts” in self-
translated texts as mandatory or discretional. Comparing Nabokov’s Russian and English texts of
Lolita provides much food for thought. Russian and English are very distant languages, with
marked differences on the phonological, lexical, grammatical and syntactic levels. In considering
linguistic features of these texts side by side, it becomes evident that it is virtually impossible to
specify the nuances of modality that govern self-translating authors’ decisions in rendering the
text: in other words, it is very difficult to argue whether the author changes the text because he
has to (in order to accommodate mandatory rules of linguistic agreement) or whether he changes
the text because he wants to in a new linguistic environment. This problem can be illustrated by

the following examples.

" However, by the same merit, it must be pointed out that Idov was familiar with Nabokov’s text, and these
observations might have been influenced by Nabokov.
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The issue of Humbert’s accent illuminates a significant problem of languages’ capacity
and limitation to render accented speech. The famous opening to the novel: “Lo-lee-ta: the tip of
the tongue taking a trip of three steps down the palate to tap, at three, on the teeth” (L EN: 9) was
translated by Nabokov as “Jlo-u-Ta: KOHUHK sI3bIKa COBEPIIAET IMyTh B TPH Ia)KKa BHHU3 IO
HeOy, 4ToOBI Ha TPeTheM TOJKHYThCS O 3yObr” (L RU: 1), or [Lo-lee-ta: the tip of the tongue
taking a trip of three steps down the palate to tap, at three, on the teeth]. While formally his
translation does not involve any shift, the Russian version of the novel reveals Humbert’s accent
simply by virtue of immersing the text in a different linguistic environment: when this sentence
is pronounced in standard Russian, the speaker’s tongue would have tapped the front teeth three
times, as the sound [1] is a frontal labial and dENta/ sound in Russian. However, it can be argued
that Humbert’s audible accent revealed in this sentence was a part of the original design of the
novel. Nabokov consistently maintained in his interviews that American readers, too, do not
pronounce the name of the title character correctly:

Note that for the necessary effect of dreamy tenderness both "I"s and the "t" and indeed

the whole word should be iberized and not pronounced the American way with crushed

"l"s, a coarse "t", and a long "0"[..]. (Strong Opinions: 53, emphasis added)

Or, on another occasion:

However, it should not be pronounced as you and most Americans pronounce it: Low-

lee-ta, with a heavy, clammy "L" and a long "o". No, the first syllable should be as in

"lollipop", the "L" liquid and delicate, the "lee" not too sharp. (Strong Opinions: 25,

emphasis added)

In other instances, however, the change in medium requires extensive emendations on the
author’s part. Consider the following example: in the second part of the novel Humbert watches

Lolita playing tennis at the Hotel Champion, when they are approached by a couple (Bill and

Fey) who offer to play doubles. As Humbert contemplates ways to refuse the offer, he is
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approached by a hotel staff member who informs him of an urgent phone call. Humbert hurries
back to the hotel to answer the call but instead is presented with a note:
"Mr. Humbert. The head of Birdsley (sic!) School called. Summer residence—Birdsley
2-8282. Please call back immediately. Highly important." (L EN: 235)
The Russian translation of the excerpt is very similar. However, due to the very nature of the
Russian language, with its prominent grammatical category of gender, the gender of the caller is
clearly identified in the note:
Muctep ['ym6ept. 3BoHmna nupektopiia bypnaneiickoit (Tak!) mkonsl. JleTHuit HOMep:
bypnoneit 2-82-82. Iloxanylicta, IO3BOHUTE €d HE OTKJIaJbIBas. Upe3BblUailHO Ba)KHOE

neno. (L RU: 216)

[Mr. Humbert. A directress of the Burdalei (sic!) School called.Summer number:
Burdalei 2-82-82. Please call her back immediately. Highly important matter]

As we can see in the example above, the note, however cryptic, contains three grammatical
indicators that the caller was female: the feminine form of the verb in the past tense (3BoHmIa),
the feminine ending of the professional designation of the caller (nupexTopmia) and the feminine
pronoun in the dative case after the verb “call” (ei1). All of these additions are motivated by the
fact that Ms. Pratt, the principal of Beardsley school was indeed a female but this information
could not have possibly been known to the person who took the message. Therefore, that person
was able to identify the caller as female only through hearing a female voice on the phone. As
Humbert realizes that Ms. Pratt could not possibly have known of his whereabouts with Lolita,
he begins to suspect that the phone call was staged to distract him from the tennis court. This
suspicion is confirmed by the presence of a stranger who takes his place in the tennis game.

But there is an inconsistency here: if the phone call was staged, presumably by Quilty,
how to reconcile the fact that he was a male (and Humbert observes a male at the tennis court

upon his return) with the fact that it was a female voice that distracted Humbert from the tennis
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court? This dilemma results in even more changes to the text. At the end of this passage,
Humbert confronts the players about the identity of the stranger:

"Mr. Mead, who was that person?"

Bill and Fay, both looking very solemn, shook their heads.

That absurd intruder had butted in to make up a double, hadn't he, Dolly?

(L EN: 236)
But the Russian version contains a substantial revision to the last sentence of the passage, which
changes the authorship of the last utterance, as what seems to be an inner speech by Humbert is
clearly identified as an utterance by Fey:

"Cxaxute, Muctep Muj, KTo ObLI 3TOT TocrnognuH?"

CnepBa buib, morom ®3if ¢ OuYeHb CEpPhE3HBIM BHUAOM OTPHILATEIBHO IMOKAYAIN

rOJIOBOM.

"[IpencraBbre cede", - oObsAcHUIa DM, - "KaKOH-TO HEJENbIM Haxajl MPUCOCTUHIICS K

HaM, 4TOOBI COCTaBUTH BTOPYIO napy. He nmpasna ym, Jommu?"

["Tell me, Mr. Mead, who was that person?"

First Bill, then Fey, looking very solemn, shook their heads.

“Can you imagine,”—explained Fey—"“some absurd intruder had butted in to make up a

double, hadn't he, Dolly?”’] (L RU: 217)
This addition can only be explained in connection with the clearly female voice that distracted
Humbert from the game: Fey’s voice is primarily audible to indicate that there was, in fact, a
female in Quilty’s entourage who could have potentially placed the phone call and left a message
in a female voice. However, this clearly establishes, much earlier in the narrative, a connection
between Quilty and what seems to be a random couple at the hotel. Rendering the connection
more explicit, in turn, affects the overall interpretation of the novel, as Humbert’s suspicions in
the Russian version seem to be more motivated by the factual evidence, and are not purely “fruits
of his imagination” as they seem in the English version.

The two examples above illustrate the extent of difficulties in assessing two versions of

Lolita. As evident from the examples above, constraints and opportunism are not just a fact of

the target language; they can be said to have been present in the original linguistic environment
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as well. As a result, linguistic changes between the original and the self-translation are not
conclusive in terms of identifying authorial intention: as the first example illustrates, sometimes
self-translation might involve no formal shift at all, yet it reveals authorial intentions (that are
visible in the self-translated text simply by virtue of being immersed in a completely different
linguistic environment). This intention (in this case—Nabokov’s vision of Humbert’s accent) is
dormant in the original, and made explicit thought authorial statements about the text. As the
second example illustrates, however, in other instances Nabokov’s intentions can be said to be
informed by the prominent grammatical category of gender that had to be accommodated in the
translation. This mandatory shift at the micro level (resulting in three feminine endings attached
to separated words related to the identity of the caller) led in turn to considerable shifts at the
macro level of the novel (resulting in the need to redistribute characters’ voices to justify the
emendation mentioned above, which, in turn, establishes a connection between the said
characters considerably earlier than in original novel). In absence of an explicit authorial
comment, it becomes virtually impossible to determine what changes to the text were mandatory,
informed by the nature of another language, and what changes rendered the content which was
dormant in the original to be more explicit in the translation. My solution to this problem is
rather radical in nature, as my analysis will focus specifically on features of the text that are not
subordinated to the linguistic rules. In light of considerations outlined above, my analysis will
begin with identifying features that have been documented to be systematically retained by
translators (and this alone suggests that they are subjected to a strong influence of norms). The
selected features must be repetitive in the text and should not be subjected to language rules.
Indeed, there are not many features that meet these strict criteria, yet I am convinced that a

consideration of such features renders Nabokov’s own role in translation particularly visible and
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illuminates in what ways the resulting product of his translation is different from those that could

have been produced by commissioned translators.

2.6 Conclusion

As this chapter shows, the descriptive approach can and certainly should be applied to
self-translated texts. However, considering that self-translated texts were traditionally
overlooked, until recently, in scholarly discussions of translation, much consideration should be
given to the methodology of approaching such texts. While the descriptive approach provides
valuable insight into the nature of consistencies that are evident in commissioned translators’
choices when rendering literary texts, considerations of self-translated texts should not be based
on the premise that self-translating authors will also act as commissioned translators. Authors are
certainly at liberty to do anything in translation. It seems that at some point in their lives, they
can find themselves in a position to disagree with the norms of translation and to offer a viable
alternative to such norms in rendering their own texts. Future research into self-translation must
closely consider such authors in order to gain a better understanding of translation processes at
large. Who are these authors? What compels them to disagree with these norms? How do they
relate themselves to mainstream translation practices and why? How does this imperative to self-
translate inform their strategies in translation? How are the resulting texts perceived by the
intended audience?

Considering that there are virtually no such insights into self-translation, and there are
also no close parallel texts to which one can compare Nabokov’s own successive version of the
novel, my objective is rather modest. Accepting that the inter-cultural space is a space of

conflicting modalities, it becomes understandable why many discussions of translations
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oftentimes lapse into “could have, would have, should have” types of debates. Achievements of
the descriptive approach to translations shed light on what features of texts translators tend to
retain, and what features of texts are particularly prone to emendations. Given that Nabokov’s
imperative to translate the text of Lolita personally was informed by his conviction that the text
would lose its integrity in the hands of a commissioned translator, it is possible to hypothesize
that, perhaps, he elected o do something in translation that no commissioned translator would
have done. If this is the case, then it is more instructive to review the resulting text by contrasting
it to mainstream translation practices, rather than by comparing it.

Further, in the absence of parallel texts (translations of the same novel produced by
commissioned translators), such analysis can only be carried out by considering the features of
the text that commissioned translators can be reasonably expected to retain, as it is in these
features where the influence of norms is acutely felt. These features must form a pattern (that is,
be repetitive in the text) and they must not be subordinated to the rules of language. Indeed, there
are not that many features of the literary text that would satisfy such strict criteria, but there are
some. Numerals, use of italics, peculiarities of author-specific use of punctuation—even though
these features of literary texts are considered relatively minor in the overall design of the novel,
it is only these features that any translator could (as they are readily available in both languages),
and most translators probably would, and Nabokov’s himself (given the stated importance of
these features) probably should have retained in the translation. Contrary to this reasonable
expectation, my analysis will show that Nabokov deploys a consistent system of emendations in

rendering these features.
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3. The Lolita Game: Nabokov’s Statements About Translation

Contrary to most normative studies, my analysis will consider a single text, that of Lolita
by Vladimir Nabokov. The descriptive approach in translation studies places very little value on
statemENts about translations, as such statements, according to Toury’s formulation, “should be
treated with every possible circumspection” (Descriptive: 65), and “normative pronouncements
should never be accepted at the face value” (Descriptive: 66). Descriptive scholars value highly
translated texts as “primary products of norm-regulated behaviour” (Descriptive: 65), and
consider “normative pronouncements [...] merely by-products of the existence and activity of
norms” (Descriptive: 65). Elaborating on the need of every possible circumspection, Toury
explained that “there may [...] be gaps, even contradictions, between explicit arguments and
demands, on one hand, and actual behaviour and its results, on the other” (Descriptive: 65-66),
for a number of different reasons (subjectivity, naiveté, lack of sufficient knowledge). He did not
also exclude the possibility that “on occasion, a deliberate desire to mislead or deceive can also
be involved” (66).

While Nabokov’s behaviour in translation (specifically, his rendering the text of Lolita),
will be considered closely in the next chapter, this chapter will focus, in a preliminary way, on
some of his statements about art in general, and three versions of Lolita, produced by Nabokov
(the English novel, the screenplay in the English language and the Russian novel). The overall
goal of this chapter is not to provide a list of definitive authorial answers, but to show that

Nabokov’s own statements can be open to a variety of interpretations.
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I will begin this chapter by discussing Nabokov’s novels as complex literary games (an
understanding that was rooted in the author’s statements about the nature of his art). I will then
discuss Nabokov’s addendum to the Russian text, “The Poscript to the Russian Lolita,” in light
of a literary game. This addendum substantially informed the ways in which the Russian version
was approached in subsequent scholarship, as evident in the comparison of scholarly

assesements of the Russian translation with those of the screenplay produced by Nabokov.

3.1 Artist and Artistry

In interviews about the nature of his artistry, Nabokov consistently evokes the idea of art
as good-natured deceit, as a playful game. Art is something only marginally related to reality,
“one of a few words which mean nothing without quotes” (L EN: 312), as he reminds his readers
in the afterword to the English-language edition of Lolita."” He asserted in an interview to
Playboy magazine: “Because, of course, art at its greatest is fantastically deceitful and complex”
(Strong Opinions: 33). He re-iterated a very similar idea on another occasion during an interview
with BBC “All art is deception [...]; all is deception in that good cheat” (Strong Opinions:11).
The idea of deceit also explains his interest in other activities that are seemingly unrelated to art,
such as the composition of chess problems. In regards to that, he once reflected:

Deceit, to the point of diabolism, and originality, verging upon the grotesque, were my

notions of strategy, I was always ready to sacrifice purity of form to the exigencies of

fantastical content, causing form to bulge and burst like a sponge-bag containing a small
furious devil. (Speak, Memory: 289)

While similarities in these two very different activities, a game of chess and creative

writing, might not be immediately apparent, Nabokov consistently drew parallels between chess

'* This understanding of art converges with the understanding of art as a secondary modeling system by Yuri
Lotman, discussed above in Chapter One.
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and art. In 1962, during an interview for the program Bookstand, he asserted: “deception in
chess, as in art, is only part of the game [...] a good combination should always contain a certain
element of deception" (Strong Opinions:11-12). A few years later, he explained his interest in
composing chess problems in Poem and Problems (1969), a book on poetry that included 18
chess problems and solutions. Commenting on such a seemingly eclectic combination of the
material for the book, Nabokov noted that chess problems are “the poetry of chess. They demand
from the composer the same virtues that characterize all worthwhile art: originality, invention,
harmony, conciseness, complexity, and splendid insincerity” (Boyd Viadimir Nabokov: 574).

In Speak, Memory, Nabokov elaborated on his favorite type of chess problems to
compose, disclosing to some extent what “deception” and “splendid insincerity” involve. As
explained by Brown, Nabokov’s favorite chess problems were:

[t]he sort that even moderately skillful players can solve by taking certain obvious moves.

Only the ideal solver will see that the obvious move—though it does lead to a solution—

is a trap to lure [the] unworthy away from the real beauty of the problem. ("Nabokov's

Pushkin": 199)

Nabokov’s own insistence on these connections makes it possible to extend his metaphoric
language and apply it to the discussion of his versions of Lolita. Indeed, as Rekka Tammi asserts,
“Nabokov’s novelistic discourse is best conceived as “multi-level games with potential

299

‘solvers’” (244). Approaching the act of indirect communication in literary encounters as a game
provides an opportunity to use transparent and understandable metaphoric language to describe
Nabokov’s choices in his writing. In this discussion, I will also borrow from game theory (which
has been applied to both creative writing and translation). Insights into general decision-making
developed by game theory, will serve as background to conceptualize the nature of Nabokov’s

own strategic decision-making as evidenced in literary texts. Needless to say, this angle also

helps to bypass the question the relative merit of Lolita(s) against each other, which has
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historically dominated discussions of the original Lolita and the translation. Elizabeth Bruss
reminds us of “the basic fact that games require parity: a game, by definition, is the encounter
between equally matched and equally creative participants” (Bruss 154)'®. This parity has been
underscored by Nabokov in his interviews. When asked the standard question “Whom do you
write for?”, he responded:

I don’t think an artist should bother about his audience. His best audience is the person he

sees in his shaving mirror every day. I think that an audience [the] artist imagines, when

he imagines that kind of thing, is a room filled with people wearing his own mask.

(Strong Opinions: 18)
The Russian postscript to Lolita contains a remarkably similar statement: “As a reader, I can
multiply infinitely, and can easily fill a sympathetic hall with my own doubles, representatives
and stand-ins” (L RU: 299). I am convinced that this statement is not designed to emphasize the
elitism of Nabokov’s artistry, but that it captures Nabokov’s belief of equality between him and
the other players (the Russian-speaking audience).

Understanding art as a game helps to capture yet another dimension in the interactions of
players, their strategies and tactics, and these questions are of direct relevance to Lolita. If some

literary works can be analyzed as games, then Nabokov’s Lolita can, and indeed has been,

discussed as an example of a superb literary game'”.

' This article by Bruss does not make any mention Lolita or any other works by Nabokov. Yet her points about
literature as a game are certainly applicable to Nabokov’s Lolita(s).

' The conceptualization of Nabokov's works as literary games has proven to be a particularly fruitful method of
addressing their complexities. A good example of this approach is a recent superb study by Thomas Karshan,
Viadimir Nabokov and the Art of Play, published in 2011.
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3.2 The Lolita Problem

In this section I do not aim to exhaust Nabokov’s strategic arsenal in Lolita, or to compile
a list of the features in this narrative that attest to the novel’s status as a literary game. Instead, |
intend to highlight Nabokov’s playful treatment of the narrative elements that are important for
my analysis of the work: deliberate obscurity of the implied author, duality in the mode of
narrative, the theme of re-writing and the idea of foregrounding “errors” as a strategic move.

The novel Lolita is widely known: this is a story that explores a very complex
relationship between a mature European émigré (Humbert Humbert) and a teenage American girl
(Dolores Haze, or Lolita). The story is written in the form of a confession: Humbert writes from
solitary confinement after the events detailed in the plot have long passed by and the conflicts
have been resolved. He presents the details of his story (his love for Lolita and his growing
suspicions that his love is not mutual, her disappearance, his search for her during which his
suspicions are confirmed, and finally his murder of Quilty, his rival) as plea for mercy in front of
an imaginary panel of jurors. This brief summary, however, does not do the novel justice: the
lasting fame of Lolita is based not on what the story is about, but rather on how this story is told.

Discussing works of literature as games, Elizabeth Bruss relies on the analogy with the
game of chess, asserting that

[m]uch like a game of chess, where it is beside the point to admire local harmonies of red

and black, or to ask what the display of pieces “describes” or “expresses,” literary games

exist wherever praxis and strategy provide the principal meaning of the work. ("The

Game": 154)

As a result, she approaches the author as “the implied initiator of the game, the strategist inferred

from sequence and the direction of the play” and the reader as “the ideal Other, for whom the test

is posed, against whose expectations and likely all the ruses and hints have apparently been laid
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("The Game": 154). Further, she asserts that “[d]isruptions, discrepant details, a tendency toward
self-reference that turns the scrutiny of the text back in upon itself are among the devices that
suppress illusion and aestheticism and promote self-conscious play” ("The Game": 154).

Lolita unquestionably fits a general profile of a highly playful literary work. In Problems
of Nabokov’s Poetics, Tammi states that “nowadays the novel is cited almost as a matter of

course in narratological discussions of the unreliable discourse'®”

(277), whose main peculiarity
he defines as “the author who invites his readers to adopt a skeptical stance towards Humbert’s
protestations of innocence, and it is the resultant irony that guarantees the literary worth of Lolita
as a novel” (277). Meticulously describing the events of the plot, Humbert nonetheless manages
to leave out a crucial piece of information: who was the mysterious contender with whom Lolita
fell in love and ran away. Particularly perplexing is the fact that Humbert’s narrative is full of
clues that point to the answer, but the narrator somehow naively manages to ignore them (and
leads his reader to ignore them too). The obvious nature of these clues becomes apparent only in
retrospect, when the name of the mystery man is finally revealed.

This tension—the narrator’s obvious ignorance of carefully planted clues throughout the
text—culminates in one of the final scenes of the novel, when the name of Clare Quilty19 is

finally revealed. Not only is the identity of the man so apparent that Lolita notes that “[s]he

thought I had guessed long ago™ (L EN: 271), but Humbert, too, states that it was “the name that

'® Indeed, the scholarship on Lolita as a superb example of an unreliable narrative is tremendous. Ever since the term
"unreliable narrative" was coined by Wayne Booth in Rhetoric of Fiction (1961), investigations of this aspect of the
novel yielded numerious important contributions to the field.

' Rekka Tammi, discussing the main mystery of this narrative, notes that it is constructed around the identity of
Humbert’s rival, Quilty. His presence in the text is revealed through a variety of clues (mostly associated with the
phonetics of his name imbedded in what seem to be random words (all following examples with references are
quoted in Tammi)): “The crazy quilt of forty-eight states™ (149, 179, 297, 299), “I aim at a bland, quietly interested
enemy” (48, 211 265, 281, 285), “Our quiet pursuer” (213, 223, 239), “A queerly observant schoolmate” (185, 179,
212), “I quip-quoted” (162), “A very quaint name” (242), “A futile quest” (242), “A short but slow queue” (283),
etc. Both the letter q and the sound [q] are absent in Russian, which suggests that Nabokov’s tactics in constructing
Quilty’s presence in the narrative will, by definition, be very different.
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the astute reader has guessed long ago” (L EN: 272), yet he still does not actually name his rival
at this point. As we can see, this novel can best be characterized by a certain duality in terms of
narrative mode: one narrator (commonly assumed to be Humbert) is thought to render the factual
events of the plot, while the other narrator (commonly assumed to be Nabokov, the implied
author of the novel) is thought to fill the text of the novel with clues. This narrative tactic
highlights Humbert’s ignorance on many levels of the text, resulting in the pronounced ironic
stance of the novel.

In this regard, Bruss posited that such narratives can be approached as particularly
engaging games, as “[n]arration through a character or even an assumed persona means that
there are two strategic levels which a reader must confront: the implied author may be a
collaborator while the narrator competes or an antagonist while the narrator cooperates” (Bruss
160). Further, she explained that:

In mixed-motive games, one must be alert for any evidence of cooperation. The narrator

may as easily serve as the reader's own avatar, acting out his probable errors and

miscalculations, alerting him to hermeneutic dangers and unforeseen consequences. Since
deception must never be complete in mixed-motive games, it is extremely common for
them to contain a "key," some global hint that unlocks the whole strategic mechanism on
which the work is built. [...] Keys may appear wherever there is some element of
coordination in the encounter, but the greater the degree of cooperation, the more they
will function to initiate the reader's moves rather than to diagnose, after the fact, how they

have gone awry. ("The Game": 160)

Needless to say, inquiry into the relationship between the story’s two narrators has
become one of the major trends in Nabokov scholarship. Early critics seemed to have equated
Humbert and Nabokov (the implied author of the novel). For example, Orville Prescott accused
Nabokov of describing “[his] perversion with the pervert’s enthusiasm” (Prescott 17). However,

many subsequent Nabokov scholars insisted on the distinction between two narrators of the

story, a distinction that, more often than not, has been linked to the issue of morality. Relating
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this idea to Bruss’ explanation, Humbert Humbert has been treated primarily as the reader’s
competitor, while Nabokov (the implied author of the story) has been designated the
collaborator. The following critical assessments are representative of this view: Richard
Patterson maintained that “Humbert Humbert is the narrator of Lolita, but he does not fully
comprehend every nuance of the complex verbal tissue which Nabokov [...] allows him to
weave” (Patterson 84), which is remarkably similar to the conclusion drawn by Tamir-Ghez
Bader, who stated that: “While all efforts of the narrator to win over the reader fail, it is the
author who wins us over” (Tamir-Ghez 66, original emphasis).

However, as Tammi rightfully points out, these views seem to simplify the problem of
the relationship between the two sources of information about the events that took place in the
novel. This scholar maintains in his monograph that “a clear-cut division must be made between
the status of the protagonist as a narrating agent and as an agent perceiving the events inside the
narrated story” (278). He argues that it is a common misconception to superimpose the system of
values that can be deduced from statements by the narrating agent, Humbert, onto the implicit
author of the novel, Nabokov. As he convincingly shows in his interpretation of the text, it is
more accurate to discuss this narrative as related by two distinct Humberts—one who has lived
through the events of the story and one who is still living through them. This view converges
with that of Alexander Dolinin, who also points out this duality of narrative representation by
noting a pronounced split in Humbert’s personality and acknowledges that: “Humbert Humbert
contradicts himself so often and speaks in so many different voices that his personality loses all
integrity, splitting into "Humbert the Writing" and "Humbert the Described," each of whom in

turn splits into several other "Humberts”" ("Time Doubling": 26-27).
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It can be argued that this duality is embedded in the narrative, as it deals with a highly
controversial topic. The narrator underscores it when he reflects on the very purpose of telling
his story and his difficulties in doing so:

I am trying to describe these things not to relive them in my present boundless misery,

but to sort out the portion of hell and the portion of heaven in that strange, awful,

maddening world—nymphet love. The beastly and beautiful merged at one point, and it is

that borderline I would like to fix, and I feel I fail to do so utterly. Why? (L EN: 135)
Given the controversial topic of the novel—“nymphet love”—it is natural to expect a broad
range of views on the topic, from such extremes as “beastly”/”hell” to “beautiful’/’heaven.” It is
the narrator’s statement of yet another failure (and these statements are quite frequent in the
text’’) that demands further examination. Considering the general pattern of these statements
elsewhere in the text—to declare something a failure when it is not’—it can be argued that the
author fails to fix the borderline between these extremes, not due to a lack of ability but because
the borderline is shifting. This interpretation would also explain Humbert’s fixation on other
cultural icons involved in unions with underage girls that were considered to be ordinary at the
time they took place.

The notion of “voices” evoked by Dolinin is not to be confused with a distinctly
Bakhtinian understanding of the term. In case of Nabokov specifically, Tammi points out “a
pronouncedly anti-polyphonic feature in the author’s writing: an overriding tENdENcy to make

explicit the presENce of a creative consciousness behind every fictive construction” (Tammi

100, emphasis in the original). Such definition is directly opposed to the Bakhtinian definition of

»For instance, Humbert recalls “In the days of that wild journey of ours, I doubted not that as father to Lolita the
First I was a ridiculous failure.” (L EN: 251) Lolita, in turn, completely disagrees with this statement, as she
mentions at the end of the book: “I had been a good father, she guessed—granting me that”(L EN: 272).

*! Along similar lines, Nabokov suggests that his use of English in the English version is “second rate” when
compared to his Russian (L EN: 317) and points out the linguistic “awkwardness” (L RU:296) of his Russian
translation of the novel when compared to the original text. The similarity here can be reduced to the author's
underscoring the fact that his command of the given language is inadequate for a hypothetical ideal, and the novel is
therefore a failure.
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a polyphonic novel that “is not constructed as the entirety of a single consciousness which
absorbs other consciousnesses as objects, but rather as the entirety of the interaction of several
consciousnesses, of which no one fully becomes the object of any other one” (Bakhtin: 14).
Lolita, in particular, is dominated by Humbert(s) consciousness. All events of the plot have to
pass this consciousness in order to appear on the page. All other voices in the novel, even when
they render factual information, are subordinated to the state of mind of the narrator who flaunts
his role as the supreme ruler of this world. Occasionally he admits that the statements he just
ascribed to other characters are really his own. John Farlow, for example, says to Humbert:
“>’why don't I drive there right now, and you may sleep with Jean’—(he did not really add that
but Jean supported his offer so passionately that it might be implied)” (L EN: 100). On another
occasion Humbert engages in a conversation with a hotel front desk agent, and reveals that his
own thoughts are seamlessly integrated into the agent’s utterance only after the conversation is
over: “One crowded night we had three ladies and a child like yours sleep together. I believe one
of the ladies was a disguised man [my static]” (L EN: 118). In a Bakhtinian understanding of the
term, “voices” can be revealed through nuances in language used by the characters. However, in
the above-mentioned examples, all that identifies the authorship of the utterance are the
narrator’s direct statements. In this novel, the narrator’s voice dominates those of the characters
by seamlessly combining two remarks (the factual and imaginary) into one.

The goal of this mode of narration is arguably what makes Lolita stand out among other
unreliable narratives, according to Dolinin, as the juxtaposition of various frames of reference
leads to what he terms nothing short of a “delirium” from a narratological point of view. This
masterfully created literary delirium accounts for Lolita’s lasting fame and the many debates

about the novel, as “unlike many texts with unreliable narrators, Lolita does not seek to reveal
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the inner logic of the delirium, as is the case with Gogol's ‘Notes of a Madman’ or Henry James'
Turn of the Screw. On the contrary, it strives to hide that logic” ("Nabokov's": 26).

While I tend to accept the importance of Tammi’s distinction, this distinction leads to one
obvious question, albeit one that Tammi does not address directly: what is the role of the implied
author, i.e., Nabokov, in all of this? If the implied author does not reveal himself in the narrative,
being overshadowed by two Humberts??, what function can be ascribed to him? Arguably, it can
be said that the implied author’s function can be limited to careful orchestration of the dominant
points of view in the narrative, that of two Humberts. If we approach the narrative from this
vantage point, then in order to distill the implied author’s position we need to analyze not what
Humbert(s) said at various points of the narrative (as his remarks, as shown above, can
seamlessly combine actual and imaginary information) but rather 2ow these two often opposing
viewpoints are juxtaposed in the text. This seems to be a very fruitful method for assessing the
narrative. After all, Nabokov himself seemed to share the belief that the how of literature
supersedes the what of literary texts: “By all means place the ‘how’ above the ‘what’ but do not
let it be confused with ‘so what’ (Strong Opinions: 66). As my analysis will show, close
consideration of how the Russian version is formatted can provide valuable insights into the
implied author’s disposition towards his characters.

It can be argued that a gap between the mode of the highly subjective perception of
reality and the record of this perception in writing is extremely significant for the novel. This
idea allows us to explore the notion of “error” as a signpost for highlighting Humbert’s

unreliability or, in the context of this novel, as a signpost of the deployment of a literary device.

22 While my reading suggests that the implied author does not reveal himself explicitly in the narrative, two
addendums to the novel, “On a Book Entitled Lo/ita” and “Postscript to the Russian Edition,” can be said to be
produced by the implied author of the novel. As the discussion of these addendums will show, Nabokov’s
unreliability, as evident in these texts, rivals that of Humbert Humbert.
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The idea of re-rewriting, amending and correcting the narrative is advanced early in the novel.
Dr. Ray, according to the foreword, was hired specifically to edit the work, and he acknowledges
vaguely “the correction of obvious solecisms and a careful suppression of a few tenacious
details” (L EN: 3). Furthermore, Humbert systematically underscores the theme of re-writing. At
the time he is writing the novel, Humbert is in prison. He points out that most of the material for
the novel comes from his diary, which was re-written once (with often noted possibilities for
amendment):
First 1 jotted down each entry in pencil (with many erasures and corrections) on the
leaves of what is commercially known as a "typewriter tablet"; then, I copied it out with
obvious abbreviations in my smallest, most satanic, hand in the little black book just
mentioned. (L EN: 40)
It is unclear what happened to these notes but they evidently went missing: reflecting on the trip
he took with Lolita in 1947-1948, Humbert notes that “this is not too clear I am afraid, Clarence,
but I did not keep any notes, and have at my disposal only an atrociously crippled tour book in
three volumes, almost a symbol of my torn and tattered past, in which to check these
recollections” (L EN: 154). These statements highlight the complex relationship between the
“reality” of the novel and the ways Humbert perceives this reality, which results in the text of the
novel. On one hand, his diary is a highly subjective and intimate account of this perception,
which is integrated into the text of the novel, and which is designed to make an astute reader
question the “reality” underlining this text. On the other hand, Humbert uses a “tour book” (a
book written to literally convey how the “reality” ought to be viewed) to form a basis for his own
perception and recollection, which results in a drastically different text. As we can see, re-writing
as such is a recurring and integral theme throughout the novel and is introduced to showcase the

highly egocentric nature of Humbert’s world. By the same token, the development of this theme

also suggests a very active role for the reader, as it is the reader who must be very critical of
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Humbert’s verbiage to identify the gaps between the “reality” and the ways “reality” is
embedded in each successive version of Humbert’s text. The self-referentiality of this text
demands particularly astute reading and re-reading (and Nabokov himself consistently promoted
this type of reading in his lectures on literature). Moreover, in the context of literature as a game,
an act of re-reading the text can be seen as a form of the ultimate engagement between the author
and his readers.

The discussion above serves to not only illustrate the complexities of analyzing this text
but also to underscore that this project is based on the principles that are integral to the original
novel. If the role of the implied author in the original text is obscured, because two distinct
points of view by Humbert (the above-mentioned Humbert the Writing and Humbert the
Described) dominate the narrative, one way to address this role is to examine changes in the
successive versions of the novel. In the case of Lolita, the idea of rewriting extends into the
extra-textual realm as well, as Nabokov produced other versions of Lolita (for screen and in the
Russian language). It can be argued that shifts that are detectable in the various versions of the
text are indicative of the implied author’s change in views on the topic; in other words, they
provide a map of the evolution of this idea of the novel. However, keeping in mind that we
cannot trust what Humbert actually says, I propose to examine how his narrative is presented in
each successive version of the text, paying special attention to the features of the texts that are
not strictly linguistic but are certainly related to language and shared by both Russian and
English versions®. However, prior to my analysis of the text, it is necessary to critically examine
Nabokov’s own assessment of his Russian translation of Lolita by considering the addendum to

the Russian version, “The Postscript to the Russian Edition,” in light of a literary game. I am

» See Chapter One for my discussion of general difficulties in establishing the nature of modality which might have
affected the author’s problem-solving decisions in versions of the texts written in different languages.
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convinced that the literary game between the author and his readership is not over when the
novel ends. It can be argued that the text of the postscript to the Russian version is produced by
the implied author of novel and, therefore, is also a fictitious text. When seen in this light, this
text can be read as an attempt to take the literary game, which Lolita is, to a completely new
level in translation, as Nabokov’s own evident “unreliability” in his reflections on translation

rivals that of Humbert.

3.3 Nabokov as self-translator: authorial comments on the Russian Lolita

The status of the postscripts to Lolita(s) deserves a special comment, as these texts played
a formative part in shaping the critical responses to the novel. The first United Kingdom edition
of the book was published without any postscript by the author. However, the first American
edition was accompanied by “On a Book Entitled Lolita,” dated November 12, 1956. Nabokov
had translated this postscript into Russian when he completed his translation of the novel, but the

b

Russian version of the book also contains “A Postscript to the Russian Lolita,” in which he
specifically comments on the issues he encountered rendering the novel in Russian. The status of
these texts i1s ambiguous; they might be considered extra-textual facts in relationship to the text
of the novel (as they contain the author’s reflection on the creative process), or they might be
considered an organic part of the novel. Joanna Trzeciak points out the specifically literary
nature of Nabokov’s prefaces and afterwords by noting that they “always work to sway the
reader’s expectation” (Trzeciak 2005: 22). In the afterword to the English novel, “On a Book
Entitled Lolita,” she points out that Nabokov is “going to great lengths to frame the reading its
author prefers” (Trzeciak 2005: 23). This also seems applicable to the afterword of the Russian

version of the novel. At first sight, it might appear that Nabokov concludes the Russian Lolita

with his justification for publishing a “clumsy translation,” yet a close reading of this text reveals
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that Nabokov himself subverts many of his points in the text of the Russian translation. The
postscript seems very “realistic” (in a sense that Nabokov’s points appear to be very plausible),
yet this “realistic” appearance does not exclude the element of play. Bruss, following Goffman,
notes that “realistic appearances demand ‘absolute continuity of resources and infinitely

299

confirmed connectedness’” ("The Game": 157). Explaining this statement, she further elaborates
that:

Realistic literature is therefore as far as possible consistent with other modes of evidence,

remaining within the epistemological and even the documentary style of history and

science for the sake of ‘continuity of resources.’ ("The Game": 157)
It can be said, therefore, that in the text of “The Postscript to the Russian Edition,” Nabokov
masterfully evokes other “modes of evidence,” in his own assessment of the resulting text. This
is very significant, given Nabokov’s privileged status as the author of the text. Nabokov’s
assessment is superimposed on the general attitude to translation as a secondary, derivative
activity (a commonplace attitude at the time) and somewhat amplified by a direct mention of
limitations in terms of the “mutual translatability” between the English and Russian literary
languages (equally commonplace). Nabokov’s points, however, must be examined closely to
understand his strategy in subverting them, as evident from the text of the novel in conjunction
with the text of the postscript.

As Nabokov boldly stated, “The history of this translation is the history of
disillusionment” ("Postscript": 190). As to the reasons Nabokov considered the process of this

h24”

translation a failure, he lists the “translator’s loss of touch with his native speec and also

** It must be kept in mind that in the afterword to the English novel Nabokov evoked inferiority of his command of
the English language, by mentioning “My private tragedy, which cannot, and indeed should not, be anybody’s
concern, is that I had to abandon my natural idiom, my untrammeled, rich and infinitely docile Russian tongue for a
second-rate brand of English” (L EN: 317). In the afterword to the Russian version of the novel, Nabokov evokes a
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many considerations regarding the “mutual translatability of these two amazing languages,”
English and Russian ("Postscript": 190). It must be pointed out that all of these issues pertain to
the process of translation and appear to be quite plausible.

However, Nabokov’s clearly stated objective, “In publishing Lolita in Russian, I pursue a
very simple objective:[...] to be correctly translated into my native tongue ("Postscript": 192),
pertains to the final product of this translation, rather than the process. Upon closer examination,
this sentence turns out to be not an objective at all but rather an indirect assessment of his
translation: after all, the text had already been translated by the time Nabokov made his
observation. This, in turn, suggests that whatever difficulties Nabokov had encountered in his
translation, he was able to resolve them to his satisfaction. While this does not answer the
question of what is a “correct translation,” it certainly validates Nabokov’s choices as correct in a
given set of circumstances.

Finally, Nabokov specifically commented on his role as a translator: “As a translator, I
am not vain, | am indifferent to the experts’ corrections, and pride myself only on the iron hand
with which I checked the demons who incited me to deletions and additions” ("Postscript": 193).
This seems to be a preemptive statement that attests to the fact that Nabokov was fully aware of
the unconventional nature of his translation and, perhaps, expected to be criticized for it.All of
these assertions must be critically examined to determine how and why they appear to be so
believable, so “realistic.” A critical examination of Nabokov’s points will reveal that the

postscript to the Russian Lolita is as fictitious as the novel itself.

comparable inferiority of his command of the Russian language, by asserting that “[t]he rattle of my rusty Russian
strings only nauseates me now” ("Postscript": 190).
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3.3.1 Translator’s means: command of language

Nabokov’s acknowledgment of his deteriorated command of the Russian language
prompted some scholars to debate the relative merit of his knowledge of English and Russian.
Thus Grayson, for example, closely considered Nabokov’s lament about “the second-hand brand
of English” (L EN: 317) used in the original novel and provided the following assessment:
“Personally, I would tend to agree with Nabokov that his Russian is superior—if only because it
is less uneven and, on the whole, less mannered than his English” (185). It is, however, unclear
whether this conclusion is based on Nabokov’s use of everyday language or his literary use of
language, as the two must be differentiated. As to the translation of the novel, Grayson
specifically noted that “As for the Russian Lolita, the style here bears such strong traces of
English construction that it cannot be safely treated as an autonomous piece of Russian” (193)
and completely disregarded this version of the novel in her analysis. As is evident from
Grayson’s assertions, she tended to regard the afterword of the novel as factual information. In
her view, the idiosyncratic use of Russian in the context of Nabokov’s supposedly better
command of his native language certainly suggests that his translation of Lolita was, indeed, a
failure.

However, some of Nabokov’s contemporaries recorded notes on Nabokov’s excellent
fluency in English, particularly in everyday use. Herbert Gold (one of Nabokov’s interviewers),
for example, recorded a note addressing Nabokov’s request to answer his interview questions in
advance and always in writing:

He claims that he needs to write his responses because of his unfamiliarity with English;

this is a constant seriocomic form of teasing. He speaks with a dramatic Cambridge
accent, very slightly nuanced by an occasional Russian pronunciation. Spoken English is,
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in fact, no hazard to him. [...] However, his frequent apologies for his grasp of English

clearly belong in the context of Nabokov's special mournful joking: he means it, he does

not mean it, he is grieving for his loss, he is outraged if anyone criticizes his style, he

pretends to be just a poor lonely foreigner [...]. (qtd. in Pifer "Vladimir Nabokov's": 196)
Other scholars focused on addressing Nabokov’s claim that his Russian has not been used for a
while. Beaujour, for example, debunks Nabokov’s claim that by 1966-1967 “the excitement of
verbal adventure in the Russian medium has faded away gradually after I turned to English in
1940 (Strong Opinions: 106):

Despite his claim in 1966 that he could no longer write in Russian because the

“adventure” was gone, he never really abandoned using Russian in one way or another,

and he did not stop writing in Russian altogether [...] What he did was compartmentalize,

reserving the right to write poetry in Russian while writing prose only in English.

(Beaujour Alien Tongues: 97)

The relative merit of Nabokov’s command of languages is outside of the scope of this
paper, as in the case of Lolita(s) it is more pertinent to discuss the literary use of languages
involved. However it must be pointed out that there have been attempts to link Nabokov’s use of
Russian (the language he referred to as “my native tongue” in the afterword) with a certain
cultural allegiance, and the relativity of these attempts should be addressed here. Thus, Joanna
Trzeciak notes that the language of the English novel renders “the self-consciousness of
Humbert’s English diction, which sends even the most sophisticated reader to the dictionary”
(Tzerciak "Wooley-woo-boo-are?": 617). As many experts have shown, Nabokov’s tactics in
rendering some features of the novel into Russian reveals the mechanisms of his literary style.
One example of this tendency is a consistent explicitation of literary allusions and oftentimes

direct identification of their sources™. Nosik, for instance, maintains that Nabokov rendered the

text into Russian “without hoping that the [Russian] reader will consult the Oxford dictionary”

5 A characteristic example of this tactic appears in the very beginning of the novel: “In a princedom by the sea” (L
EN:1) is translated by Nabokov as «B HexoTopom kHspkecTBe Yy Mopst (routu kak y ITo)” (L RU: 1) or [Ina
princedom by the sea, almost as in Poe].
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(239). Further, this scholar offers an interpretation of this difference, suggesting that it attests to
the author’s covert attitude towards his prospective audiences: “Where the author could just
throw up his hands into the air with Americans, [...] he would secretly extend a helping hand to
his Russian reader” (Nosik 240). This interpretation of a primarily friendly gesture, however, is
extensively debated by Barabtablo, who sees it as a gesture that is almost insultingly patronizing
towards his less educated former countrymen by evoking “the contemporary Russian reader, less
versed in the subtle lore of cutting across a literary webwork than the best of Nabokov's original
American and European readers” (Barabtablo 240). As we can see, in the absence of other
indicators of authorial intentions, Nabokov’s attitudes towards his Russian readership can be
interpreted in a drastically different fashion®®.

What emerges in the above discussion is a simple fact that it is possible to defend either
position regarding Nabokov’s command of languages, which all and by itself suggests that he
was, indeed, fully bilingual, without any pronounced preference for a specific language”’.

Moreover, it can be argued that Nabokov’s multilingualism (as he spoke Russian, English
and French from early childhood) also informed his unique brand of artifice, allowing him to
challenge norms of language use. Nakhimovsky and Paperno, for example, acknowledged
Nabokov’s exceptional lexical range by stating that “Nabokov’s vocabulary is strikingly rich”
("A Linguistic Study": 79). Brown asserted that “Nabokov is incomparably resourceful in both
languages” and specifically noted his ability to render meaning while preserving the formal

features of words that stylistically establish their interconnectedness; Brown concluded in this

%% In my opinion, these assessments confuse Nabokov’s tactic (a short-term solution) with the overall strategy.

27 While it can be reasonably argued that Nabokov did not distinguish between languages as far as their use goes, he
naturally distinguished his attitudes to these languages. When asked in an interview what language he considered the
most beautiful, Nabokov responded: “My head says English, my heart, Russian, my ear French” (Nabokov 1973:
49), underscoring different modes of pleasure he experienced when using these languages—mental, emotional,
auditory.
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regard by saying that “Nabokov is routinely brilliant at this sort of thing” ("A Little Girl": 19).
As the highest testament to Nabokov’s linguistic virtuosity, some scholars pointed out that even
Nabokov’s deliberate deviations from the norm of usage are semantically charged: “As with
most violations of norms of language, skillful usage results in heightened expressiveness”
(Nakhimovsky and Paperno, "A Linguistic Study": 81).

But if Nabokov was indeed content with his command of languages, why did he need to
frame both English and Russian versions of the novel as produced by a foreigner? Brown, one of
the first to review Nabokov’s Russian translation, suggested a specifically fictitious nature of the
afterword by critically examining Nabokov’s own admission of failure:

I am moved by the crusty old Olympian conjurer when he seems for a moment to drop his

defenses and admit to his Russian audience that the luminous and supple style, the

occasion of so much homesickness, has lost some resilience in its long disuse. It is
moving, and, if [ am any judge, only slightly justified. But with this writer, it is best to be
most on one’s guard when he seems to be least at his. For when you think of it, how
could he better translate (in one sense) those apologies for his English (Nabokov’s

English!) than by apologizing for his Russian. The difference is in the degree of

appropriateness. Since Nabokov is the living master of the English prose, and knows that

he is, his enactment of apology is just that, a part of his supremely skillful act. For a

writer who makes no distinction between life and art, who has said that “reality” is the

one word that must always be used in quotes, there is nothing outside of act. ("A Little

Girl": 20)

As evident in the passage above, Brown questioned factual grounds of Nabokov's statements in
the afterword by drawing attention to the fact that Nabokov apologized for his language in both
versions of the novel®® and dismissed them as a peculiar functional equivalent of the English

original, underscoring the fictitious nature of the text. This in turn leads to the question of why

Nabokov needed to emphasize his status as a foreigner in both versions of the text. I argue that

% In this light, it must be pointed out that Nabokov also apologized for his endeavour in the preface to the
screenplay by noting, “By nature I am no dramatist, I am not even a hack scenarist” (L SN: 673). This statement is in
turn debunked by Julia Tribukhina, who notes that “Nabokov was nonetheless the author of several plays, taught
drama at Stanford and at some point in the 1930s seriously aspired to a collaboration with Lewis Milestone
(Tribukhina 149)
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this can be explained by considering the thematic and linguistic nature of the narrative in the
context of cultural norms that underlined his readers’ expectations about the text.

The novel develops a theme that is commonly regarded as one of the taboo topics in
literature. Arguably, Nabokov’s status as a foreigner, along with the very particular language he
uses in the novel, can be seen as an attempt to offset the shocking effect of such a theme. His
status of foreigner can also somewhat justify the very language he uses in Lolita(s). In a novel
that can be read as an exposé of social issues, the angle of exposure (from within the culture or
from outside of it) is extremely important. It can be argued that, for Nabokov it was very
important to capture, and systematically underscore, a view of a cultural outsider.

2 13

English readers of the book characterized the language as “uneven,” “mannered”
(Grayson 185) and featuring many Gallicisms (Tzerciak "Wooley-woo-boo-are?": 615). The
Russian version of the novel has also been characterized as featuring “strange, intricate, almost
exotic” language (Vail, n. pag.), bearing a strong trace of English (Grayson 185). The “strange”
language of Lolita(s) is motivated, in part, by the fact that Humbert Humbert is a foreigner.
However, it can be said that his “foreignness” is constructed in drastically different ways across
the versions. As Trzeciak explains: “Because both the French people and the French language
bear a relationship to literature and culture that differs between America and Russia, Humbert’s
identity as constructed through his use of French undergoes a shift in translation” ("Wooley-
woo-boo-are?": 629).

The question of Humbert’s cultural heritage is a very complex one. On one hand, as
pointed out by Trzeciak, he introduces himself as being only a quarter French at the beginning of

the English Lolita, yet elsewhere in the novel refers to himself as a Frenchman. In the Russian

Lolita, however, he identifies himself as half French. However, despite this marked change, his


http://www.google.ca/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&frm=1&source=web&cd=2&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=0CEgQFjAB&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.thefreedictionary.com%2Fexpos%25C3%25A9&ei=csrnU4nXBJL1oAS99YCgBg&usg=AFQjCNF3c1QL4tjmoEN_X3Mc7GRZDEbYEg&bvm=bv.72676100,d.cGU
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use of French substantially diminishes in the Russian version or, as Cummins puts it, the Russian
reader is “robbed of much of the Humbert Humbert’s French” (Cummins 354). One way to
explain this transformation is by keeping in mind that Russian had been profoundly influenced
by French culture in the 19" century and had assimilated an extensive lexical repertoire from
French. Therefore, a simple transplantation of Humbert’s French utterances would inevitably
lead to the suppression of his marked foreignness. Nabokov’s over-reliance on the Anglicisms in
the novel can be seen, in this context, as at attempt to preserve his foreignness in translating
Lolita into a different cultural milieu, and to preserve a hint of a foreign accent in Humbert’s
speech.

Moreover, the Russian version of the novel further underscores the fact that Humbert is
not only generally foreign but also specifically non-Russian. For example, in the scene where
Valeria prepares to leave Humbert and is frantically packing her belongings, Humbert notes that
“every now and then she would volley a burst of Slavic at her stolid lover” (Nabokov1997: 28).
This phrase is rendered by Nabokov as “npudem To 1 Aen0 pa3zpaxkajiach 3a1MOM MOJbCKUX HITH
pycckux (pa3 B HampaBIeHUM CBOEr0 HEBO3MYTHUMOro Jr00oBHHKA [every now and then she
would volley a burst of Polish or Russian phrases at her stolid lover]” (L RU: 19). Valeria is, of
course, of Polish descent, while her new lover (Maksimovich) is Russian. As is evident from the
text of the Russian version, Humbert is clearly not able to identify a possibly Russian utterance,
or to distinguish between Polish and Russian, which further emphasizes that he is alien to the
Slavic domain.

The effect of such language use can be seen as a peculiar type of ostranieie, or
defamiliarization, as described by Viktor Shklovsky in “Art as Technique”: “The technique of art

is to make objects ‘unfamiliar,” to make forms difficult to increase the difficulty and length of
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perception because the process of perception is an aesthetic end in itself and must be prolonged”
(Shklovsky, n. pag.). However, in the case of Nabokov’s Lolita, it can be said that Nabokov’s
language completely conceals the referent of his speech, which has been commented upon by his
readers. Robert Stam, for example, commented on the difficulty of understanding what is
actually going on in the novel:
It is ultimately up to us to discern in the interstices of all Lolita’s circumlocutions and
literary allusions, exactly what is going on. Indeed, at times we have to figure out exactly
what sexual acts are being performed, to realize that when Humbert tumescent prose
speaks of being “proud like a Turk in his tower” as Lolita sits on his lap, for example, he
is referring to his erection, and then “going over abyss” means he is having an orgasm.
(Stam 113)
Oleg Kovalev, a prominent Russian film director, recalled his very similar impressions upon
reading the Russian Lolita for the first time when it was smuggled into the Soviet Union:
“[blased on the ornate descriptions by Nabokov, I often could not understand what his character
was doing. His manipulations were presented in such a way that I could not understand the mise-
EN-scene” (qtd. in Vail, n. pag.). As the discussion above shows, Nabokov can be said to have a

superior command of both languages, which is evident not so much in his fluency, but rather in

his skillful violation of conventional usage in a literary work.

3.3.2 The Translator’s Role: No Emendations

In the afterword to the Russian version of the book, Nabokov explicitly commented on
“on the iron hand with which I checked the demons that incited me to deletions and additions” (L
RU: 298). However, in 1977 Jane Grayson noted that there is a substantial omission, as an
extended passage in Part II (section 3) is missing in the Russian version. Grayson explained this
omission by noting that “it is conceivable that Nabokov decided that the incident was repetitious.

A similar scare had been described a few chapters earlier” (Grayson 120). In Russia, the fact that
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a paragraph was missing in the text of the novel was not discovered until January 2003, when it
made national headlines. Beginning in 2007, publications of the Russian version of the book
routinely incorporate the missing paragraph (this recent tendency is the subject of a detailed
discussion in Chapter Four below). However, given that there are no factual grounds for the
claims that Nabokov made elsewhere in the afterword to the Russian version of the novel, it is
reasonable to hypothesize that this omission was deliberate, a direct indication of the fictional
nature of the afterword. This hypothesis, however, will require extensive substantiation (see
Chapter Three).

In Nabokov scholarship, the Russian Lolita has been approached as having “exegesis
right in the body of the text” (Cummins 354) and its interpretative mode is almost exclusively
linked with the fact that “the potentialities of the linguistic environment are simply different”
(Brown,"A Little Girl": 20). Scholarly discussions of the Russian version of the text are almost
exclusively based on the often unstated assumption that both versions of the text stem from the
same content, which can only be explained by the fact that translation studies have historically
focused on similarities between versions. Therefore, the differences between versions have more
often than not been explained by the intrinsic differences of the languages involved, yet such an
approach esomewhat ignores the question of the extent to which the author’s intentions were
shaped by a given language. This is, indeed, a methodologically very difficult task, yet some
valuable conclusions can be drawn from existing scholarly debates.

Both English and Russian are very distant languages and both naturally provide very
different means for the embodiment of artistic intentions. Scholarly assessments of Nabokov’s
usage of a given natural language in Lolita(s) vary greatly. Some scholars contend that the

totality of changes in the text is a result of differences in languages, while others approach
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differences in languages as a cause of the totality of changes in the texts. Invariably in these
discussions, Nabokov’s emendations of a text are viewed as a spontaneous reaction to a change
in the medium, rather than a deliberate strategy of the author.

This tendency can be illustrated by considering scholarly assessments of drastically
different alliterative patterns between the versions. Many scholars have commented that
Nabokov favored alliteration as a stylistic device, as there are numerous examples of alliterations
in his work. Nakhimovsky and Paperno even noted that it would not be possible to discuss all of
them in a scholarly paper “because examples are much too numerous” for a standard-sized
scholarly paper to consider ("A Lingustic Study": 85). The role that alliteration plays in
Nabokov’s work far exceeds a simple embellishment but “intervenes organically in the
meaningful structure of the text and determines [Nabokov’s] strategy of translation” (Shatalov, n.
pag.). Barabtarlo observed: “As it sometimes happens in Nabokov's fiction, an especially dense
and persistent sound-play which suddenly stirs the fair surface of prose alerts the reader to the
plot's making a crucial shift” (241). As is evident from these observations, alliteration has a
meaning-generating function in Nabokov’s work and is linked to reinforcing his novels’ crucial
themes. It is, however, naturally seen as dependent on the resources provided by a given
medium.

Scholarly assessments, therefore, vary greatly in describing alliterative patterns in
different versions of Lolita. Grayson, for instance, noted that “In two novels [Invitation to a
Beheading and the Russian Lolita] more alliterative effects are lost in translations than are
gained” (Grayson 123). One way to explain this broad statement is to keep in mind that Grayson
approached these texts as a lateral transfer on a textual segment level and naturally did not find

Russian alliterative patterns in the corresponding textual segments of the English text.
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Other scholars found this conclusion highly debatable. Cechanovicius and Kriiminiené,
for instance, see Nabokov as voiding the irreconcilable differences between languages at a
textual level by pointing out that “what Nabokov fails to render in one place he compensates for
(often abundantly) in another” (Cechanovifius and Kruminiené, 129). Therefore, their
conclusion directly contradicts that of Grayson, as they maintain that Nabokov was striving for a
similar and even more exaggerated overall effect made possible by the new medium, concluding
that:
[Nabokov] 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 allowed him to perform new
stylistic maneuvers, and the authorial self could not resist the temptation. (Cechanovicius,
Krtminiené 126)
Similar reasoning underlined a discussion by Barabtablo when he considered specific instances
of alliteration in the Russian text:
The relatively plain alliteration "millions of so-called 'millers', a kind of insect" [243],
intensifies in the Russian version into a lambent multitude of swarming m's, 1's, and t's:
MMJUITMOHEI MOTEIBHBIX MOTBLICH, HA3pIBAEMbBIX "MEIbHUKAMH'' - HE TO OT "MEIbKAaTh'", HE
TO W3-3a MYYHHCTOTO OTTEHKa Ha CBeTy. [222] [there mingled motley millions of motel
moths called "millers,” either because they "mill around" or perhaps because of the
"millet" shimmer they have whEN [it.] (Barabtablo 241, emphasis added)
Perhaps most significant in the example above is the relative ease with which Barabtablo
provides a back translation of the Russian fragment into English while preserving the same
stylistic effect (the last segment of the text). This fact alone subverts the point that he attempted
to make: the intensity of the effect has absolutely nothing to do with the new resources provided
by Russian to create this effect (as English has the same resources to render this effect, which
Barabtalo’s back-translation illustrates). The fact that both languages have the capacity to create

alliterative patterns in this particular case requires us to re-visit the issue of the system of

authorial intentions. On one hand, Nabokov can be seen here as exercising his authorial
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inclination to engage further with a singular opportunity provided by the new linguistic
environment. But on the other hand, if we continue to follow Barabtablo’s earlier line of thought
(that dense alliterative patterns mark crucial shifts in the narrative), it is possible to argue that the
shift that follows the passage in question was perhaps regarded as more significant by Nabokov
in the Russian version of the book. The question here, of course, is whether this argument can be
sustained by establishing a pattern in the Russian version.

To date, many scholars have thoroughly debunked Nabokov’s claim about the supposed
absence of emendations in the translation. Thus, Cummins mentioned in passing that the Russian
text actually contains “numerous omissions and interpolations, albeit none of any structural
importance” (Cummins 355). Here, designating the discrepancies in the texts as “unimportant”
structurally eliminates the need to justify them, yet this approach completely contradicts
Nabokov’s own insistence on the importance of details in the overall design of his work.

I completely agree with Cummins that there are numerous omissions in the Russian text.
However, while they might not have any structural importance, they are important details that
contribute to indirect characterization of the characters and they certainly carry an interpretative
weight. Cummin’s assessment of omissions as “unexplained and willful” only underscores that
these omissions cannot be justified by the linguistic differences between the languages. This is
particularly apparent in the following examples.

Humbert’s English diary ends with: “This proved to be the last of twenty entries or so” (L
EN: 55), translated into Russian as “Ha sTom xoHuanuce 3anucu B gHeBHHKE [This proved to be
the last of my entries in the diary]” (L RU: 44). However, there are only 17 entries in Humbert’s
diary (or 19, if we choose to count notes made later in a day as separate entries). In any case,

they do not add up to 20, but this is in part justified by the qualifier “or so” in the original. This is
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an important qualification of Humbert’s character, as it reinforces his overall unreliability. It
suggests, above all, that even in a highly personal and intimate account of the events, when his
honesty is underscored by his repeated acknowledgments of possible amendments in the text of
the diary, he manages to omit an entry (as if hiding something). As evident from the Russian
version of the novel, this detail is intentionally omitted by Nabokov despite the fact that it could
have been easily incorporated into the Russian text. This evident omission should not lead to the
conclusion that this detail was unimportant in the overall design of the novel. Considering that
Nabokov’s himself equated “capacity to wonder at trifles” with “the highest form of
consciousness” (Lectures: 373) , it seems more instructive to approach this omission in light of
the interpretation as to why the author considered it unimportant in the later version of the novel,
instead of simply asserting that it was not.

A side-by-side comparison of English and Russian Lolita(s) reveals many such “trifles”
that cannot possibly be explained by differences in natural languages. For instance, having found
and read Humbert’s diary, Charlotte writes three letters and frantically runs out of the house to
mail them, at which point she is run over by a car and killed. The letters are later returned to
Humbert by a neighborhood girl. Humbert rips them apart in his pocket while at the accident
scene. However, eventually his curiosity prevails, and he attempts to reconstruct the letters. One
letter was addressed to Humbert, and he arranges the torn pieces in the following order:

.. after a year of separation we may... "

.. oh, my dearest, oh my... "

.. worse than if it had been a woman you kept..."
"... or, maybe, I shall die..." (L EN: 99)

The Russian version of the letter is rearranged in a slightly different fashion, as the third

fragment of the original (which mentions the “other woman”) is missing:
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"...MOXeT OBbITh, TIOCIIC TOAA Pa3yKh MBI C TOOOM...", "...0, MO JOOUMBIHA, O, MOH...",
"...MJIH, MOXET OBbITh, 51 yMpYy..."
["... after a year of separation we may... ", "... oh, my dearest, oh my... ", "... or, maybe, I

shall die..."] (L RU: 87)

Charlotte’s assessment of Humbert’s infatuation with her daughter, "... worse than if it had been

a woman you kept..." certainly reflects a general assessment of the immorality of Humbert’s
actions as a spouse. However, in the English fragment it appears after Charlotte’s insinuation in
the first sentence that she would still consider reconciliation with him. What emerges from this
juxtaposition is that Charlotte was fully aware of the extent of Humbert’s infatuation with her
daughter by having read the entire diary and nonetheless she chose to ignore his strong feelings,
which in turn reinforces her image as a ruthless mother. By omitting this information in the
Russian version, Nabokov introduces uncertainty about just how much Charlotte really knew
about his true love interest, as she might simply have been offended by the unflattering epithets
Humbert used early in his diary to describe her (which she had earlier quoted to him).

In summary, my approach to the text will be informed by Nabokov’s own assertion on
the importance of a detail within a whole that the writer consistently promoted in his lectures on
literature:

In reading, one should notice and fondle details. There is nothing wrong about the

moonshine of generalization when it comes after the sunny trifles of the book have been

lovingly collected. If one begins with a readymade generalization, one begins at the
wrong end and travels away from the book before one has started to understand it.

(Lectures:1)

Ironically, Nabokov’s own designation of the Russian text as a translation somewhat contributed
to one such generalization, resulting in a premise that Nabokov too will act as a commissioned

translator in rendering it (i.e. that he will replicate the same text in a different linguistic/cultural

environment). This premise, I am convinced, might not necessarily apply to this writer.
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3.3.3 Translator’s objective: “correct” translation

When examined closely, many of Nabokov’s claims made in the afterword to the Russian
text reveal their fictitious nature or, extending the gaming metaphor, they can be seen as a
“bluff” on the part of the implied author of the narrative. This, in turn, justifies a close
examination of Nabokov’s own assessment of the text as a “correct translation” in light of his
efforts to strategically deceive his readers. As Theo Hermans rightfully noted, “to speak about
translation in terms of sameness is upholding an ideology of translation as it has existed for some
centuries” (see Schéffner Translation: 82). Nabokov’s assessment of the Russian version as a
“correct translation” then, can be seen as a strategic move to prompt his bilingual readers to see
nothing but “sameness” in the two versions of Lolita. Moreover, this was a rather successful
attempt, I must add, as discrepancies between versions were, indeed, considered by some
scholars as “unimportant” in the overall design of the novel, and consequently dismissed in their
analyses.

Approaching Nabokov texts as “games” has benefits and shortcomings. On one hand, if
Nabokov is seen as a strategist behind the textual production, one is able to identify gaps
between expected behaviour and Nabokov’s own actions related to the translation of Lolita. In
Chapter One I showed that Nabokov undertook the translation of Lolita personally despite the
availability of a commissioned translator. Indeed, he did so specifically to prevent the translation
by a commissioned translator. These observations enabled me to hypothesize that perhaps the
author has done something in this translation that no commissioned translator would have done.
Further, he designated the resulting text specifically as a “correct translation,” despite being a
well-known literalist well-versed in translation terminology (which would make it natural for

him to designate the text as a “literal translation” if this is what he meant).
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But on the other hand, attempts to discern Nabokov’s strategy in considering linguistic
features of the texts might seem futile. If the text of a novel can be approached as an example of
a literary game, the language used in the novel (English or Russian) constitutes yet another
game, as Linda Gorlee reminds us:

Because of its relative fixity, the game of chess has often been compared with the system

of language. As a matter of fact, this supposed kinship is an almost classical topic in

language philosophy, and has been referred to [by] de Saussure in his Course in General

Linguistics, Wittgenstein in his Philosophical Investigations, and Hjelmslev in his

ProlegomENa to a Theory of Language. (see Gorlee "Translation Theory": 99)

Artistic creativity in relationship to the chosen medium of expression has been explored by
Gaudreault and Marion, who articulated a thought-provoking idea: “Any means of expression
[...] has to be framed in relation to constraints of the chosen materials of expression.” However,
“a constraint is not a limit, because a constraint is also the source, and even the condition, of
creativity” (60). This raises an interesting issue of the extent to which a given medium shapes
artistic intentions.

Perhaps one of the best reflections on this duality of language as a means of poetic
expression has been provided by T.S. Eliot, who summarized the creative process in the
following way:

The poet has something germinating within him for which he has to find words; but he

cannot know the words he wants until he has found the words; he cannot identify this

embryo until it has been transformed into the right words in the right order. When you
have found the words, the ‘thing” for which the words had to be found has disappeared,

replaced by the poem. (17)

As we can see, Eliot’s statement echoes the arbitrariness of distinction between form and content
as explored by Formalist scholars (Viktor Shklovsky, Yuri Tynyanov, Boris Eikhenbaum and

Boris Tomashevsky), as the content (or “the thing”) cannot be known until it finds expression (or

the form) at which point the form becomes part of the content. The understanding that any great
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work of verbal art is a unique fusion of form and content has since become commonplace in
literary studies, and does not need further justification. Self-translating authors routinely evoke
the dependence of their artistic intentions on the natural language that embodied their artistic
intentions.

Michael Idov, the author of the novel Ground Up (2009), which he translated into
Russian as Kofemolka (2010), underscored the fact that his text is a translation. In the foreword
to the Russian version of the novel, he explained: “It [the novel] was written in English because
it could not have been written in any other language” (Idov, 11-12, emphasis added). Reflecting
on the novel in “On a Book Entitled Lolita,” Nabokov pointed out a remarkably similar
dependency of his artistic endeavours on the nature of the chosen medium:

After Olympia Press, in Paris, published the book Lolita, an American critic suggested
that Lolita was the record of my love affair with the romantic novel. The substitution
"English Language" for "romantic novel" would make this elegant formula more
correct. (L ENc: 316)
But this leads to an important question: how did the author render his love for the English
language in Russian? Is it likely that he pursued the same artistic goals in another language or,
perhaps, that his artistic pursuits changed in the context of another language?

Nabokov often maintained that his creativity was not constrained by a particular
linguistic medium. When asked in an interview whether he thought in Russian or English, he
explained: “I don’t think in any language. I think in images. I don’t believe that people think in
languages” (Strong Opinions: 14). He also repeatedly emphasized that in his novels the linguistic
material is subordinated to a precise rendering of his authorial vision: “The design of my novel is
fixed in my imagination and every character follows the course that I imagine for him. I am the

perfect dictator in that private world insofar as I alone am responsible for its stability and truth”

(Strong Opinions: 69). A similar idea was iterated in the foreword to Lolita, the screenplay, as
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the writer reflected on what he would do had he been a playwright: “I would have advocated and
applied a system of total tyranny [...] pervading the entire show with the will and art of one
individual” (L SN: 673). This feature of Nabokov’s novels allowed Rekka Tammi to identify a
“pronouncedly anti-polyphonic feature,” which he defines as “an overriding tendency to make
explicit the presence of a creative consciousness behind every fictive construction” (100). Thus,
since Nabokov’s works are always carefully orchestrated by the author, every single detail, no
matter how small, must be approached as a part of a larger meaning-generating structure.

There is a remarkably large number of documented shifts, or discrepancies, in details
between Nabokov’s two versions of the novel Lolita. For example, Nakhimovsky and Paperno
(1982) compiled a list of more than 7000 Russian equivalents of words and phrases that
Nabokov uses in the Russian Lolita but do not appear in standard dictionaries. Considering that
standard dictionaries are a part of norm-forming processes in translation proper, this invaluable
work serves to illustrate the extent to which Nabokov’s translation does not follow the norms of
traditional translation. Previous inquiries into this work were, more often than not, based on the
assumption that Nabokov, simply by designating the derivative text a franslation, had the same
artistic goals. In light of this understanding, the 7000 shifts mentioned above seem rather odd.
But understanding that Nabokov’s pursuits might have not been the same in the translation can
help to explain his unconventional word-choices.

When viewed from this perspective, Nabokov can be seen as engaged simultaneously in
two distinct games: a linguistic game generally (Nabokov’s language use as a chess game) and a
literary game specifically (Lolita as a specific instance of a chess game). Given natural language
rules (linguistic means available in English or Russian) might be seen then as informing

Nabokov’s tactics and strategies in the texts of Lolita(s) and undistinguishable from them. The
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rules of these two distinct games might be in conflict, forcing the author to choose a specific
tactic, or they might be in agreement, resulting in amplified features of the text. Because the
unstated rules of these two simultaneous games are so “fuzzy,” and repeatedly broken, and
indiscernible from each other, my analysis of this work will consider extra-linguistic features of
the texts. This approach will at least illuminate the general direction of Nabokov’s strategy.

Nabokov’s own statements about this translation are notoriously ambiguous. However, it
is important to keep in mind that he approached the translation of Lolita as a mature writer and
experienced translator. He famously characterized the process of this translation in an interview
as “[c]ompleting the circle of my creative life. Or rather starting a new spiral” (Strong Opinions:
52). While this text has been historically approached as a compromise or, at best, as a
continuation of Nabokov’s maturity as a writer, my analysis will show that Nabokov’s
translation strategy in rendering Lolita into Russian amounts to a strategic move of taking this
literary game to a completely new level.

This, of course, shall not imply that Nabokov’s own translation was “incorrect.” When
seen from the vantage point of the descriptive approach, it might be said to have been informed
by a set of other, non-conventional norms of translation. The patterns that emerge in Nabokov’s
three versions of Lolita (the original, the screenplay and the Russian version) will be the subject
of close examination in Chapter Three. Further, accepting that norm-violating behaviour is likely
to result in sanctions, the Russian reception of Nabokov’s translation along with publishing

practices of the Russian text in the target culture will be closely reviewed in Chapter Four.
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3.4 From Page to Screen and... back to Page

This chapter will conclude with a few considerations about the status of yet another
translation of the novel: the screenplay version of Lolita. It is important to examine, and valuable
conclusions can be drawn from considering this text alongside the Russian translation.
Historically, specific types of intersemiotic translation, namely, adaptations of literature to film,
have been actively researched in the field of film adaptation studies. This connection has been
pointed out by John Milton, who attempted “to approximate the areas of Adaptation Studies and
Translation Studies, which although closely connected, seem to have followed somewhat
different paths” (47). In his opinion, “One of the aporia of many studies in Adaptation Studies is
the lack of awareness and analysis of the interlingual element in the adaptation of plays, films
and novels. Likewise, many scholars in the field of Translation Studies and professional
translators work and carry out research in areas that can easily be included in Adaptation
Studies” (47). To explain such segregation by a historical dominance of the concept of
equivalence in translation studies, Milton points out that “the major trend of research in
Translation Studies [ ...] has been that of equivalence, which has downgraded adapted versions
to an area that is unworthy of study” (48). Much like considerations of literature translated into
other languages, approaches to film adaptations have been informed by an expectation that the
content of the work will remain the same. Blyn, for example, notes: “Whether as ‘faithful’ to the
‘letter’ ‘spirit’ or ‘essence’ of a novel, the question of a film fidelity has functioned as the

paramount issue of academic and popular debate on the issue of cinematic adaptation” (Blyn 54).
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Despite such similarities, these fields seem to have developed independently, and a
combination of approaches developed in these fields is still a rather marginal phenomenon in
research projects. In a recent article, Zethsen points out that “there seems to be much to gain
theoretically as well as practically by looking for similarities and differences between various
kinds of translational activities”, yet she also admits that “an academic discipline needs to
delimit its field” (Zethsen, n. pag.). This need could at least partially explain scholarly skepticism
about exceptionally broad definitions of translation (as evident in works by Yuri Lotman, Roman
Jackobson and George Steiner).

As the Russian version of the novel clearly falls under the “interlingual” type of
translation, a few preliminary notes should be made about the status of the screenplay. The status
of the screenplay text is rather ambiguous. From one point of view, it is a written text, and
therefore, intended for reading. However, from another point of view, the text represents
Nabokov’s vision of the film, which is intended for viewing. Consequently, the ambiguity of the
status of the text demands clarification whether it will be approached as an intralingual or
intersemiotic type of translation in my analysis.

Although Nabokov was credited as the author of the screenplay in Stanley Kubrick’s
film, he also admitted that the original screenplay had been extensively changed. Remarkably,
when he made this admission he drew a parallel with translation proper:

The modifications, the garbling of my best little finds, the omission of entire scenes, the

addition of new ones, and all sorts of other changes may not have been sufficient to erase

my name from the credit titles but they certainly made the picture as unfaithful to the

original script as an American poet’s translation from Rimbaud or Pasternak. (L SN: 676)

Regrettably, a thorough analysis of the screenplay has yet to be done, although it is often

discussed in connection with films produced by Stanley Kubrick (1962) and Adrian Lyne
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(1997)*°. The problem of “fidelity” is frequently evoked in these discussions, as the screenplay
features substantial departures from the structure of the original novel. For example, Stam goes
as far as to ask that, “[i]f a novelist has written a novel, but also produced a screenplay which is
already ‘unfaithful’ to the novel, to which text is the filmmaker to be “faithful’?” (118)*".

Scholars have also pointed out that the alterations that Nabokov made to the screenplay
text are comparable in scale to other interpretations of the novel, as Nabokov’s screenplay
“reveals the instabilities of textual production, the fact that so-called definitive works are actually
only one version arbitrarily frozen into definitive status” (Stam 118). The differences between
the original novel and the screenplay are typically explained by differences in the media. Quite
representative here is the conclusion by Boyd: “Obviously, there are differences, but they seem
designed primarily to make the major effects of the novel possible on the screen” ("Even Homais
Nods" : 72). It appears that Nabokov himself shared such an attitude, by terming Lolita the
screenplay “a vivacious variant of the old novel” (L SN: 676).

The main difficulty in rendering the novel for the screen can be reduced to challenges
associated with the loss of general unreliability of the narrator, a signature feature of the text of
the novel. A visual component of the film, the pictorial representation, serves as a representation
of the objective “reality” for the viewer, against which the verbal component is inevitably
evaluated. This difference in the medium is detrimental to rendering the intricate linguistic web

of the text of the novel for the screen. However, it can be argued that this difficulty not only did

* See Stam; Trubikhina; and Jenkins. Individual scenes of the script are also cross-referenced with the novel in
Boyd (1991), Kuzmanovich and Diment (2008) and Tribukhina (2007), among others.

30 Remarkably similar questions have been asked by scholars in reference to the interlingual version of Lolita, the
Russian version of the text. Beaujour, for instance, quotes Johnson: “But if one of the greatest stylists of modern
literature, a man bilingual from earliest childhood, cannot successfully translate his own poetry, then who can? The
same question can also be put for Lolita.” (Beaujour 1989: 117)
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not deter Nabokov from working on the screenplay, it formed a basis for his involvement in the
film, and it informed and shaped his artistic intentions, as evident by the resulting script.

Reflecting on his involvement in the filming of Lolita, Nabokov recalled that when he
was initially approached about the project, producers informed him that some changes would be
imposed on the film due to considerations of censorship. This condition alone led to his refusal
to participate in the project, to which he eventually returned after the production company
assured him that he would have “a freer hand” (L SN: 671) in rendering the novel for the screen
At the core of the film version was inspiration, as Nabokov reflected: “I had long ceased to
bother about the film when suddenly I experienced a small nocturnal illumination, of diabolical
origin, perhaps, but unusually compelling in bright sheer force, and clearly perceived an
attractive line of approach to the screen version of Lolita” (Nabokov 1996: 671). Further,
Nabokov alludes to the specific nature of his inspiration: “Long before, in Lugano, I had
adumbrated the sequence at the Enchanted Hunters Hotel, but the entire mechanism now proved
tremendously difficult to adjust so as to render by the transparent interplay of sound effects and
trick shots” (L SN: 673). While he does not mention the specific scene in question, it is quite
conceivable that Nabokov had in mind a brilliant rendering of the unreliable discourse on screen,
as exemplified by the following passage.

The novel features a particular exchange between Humbert Humbert and a hotel clerk at
the Enchanted Hunters. This exchange poses great difficulties in terms of rendering the
unreliable discourse. When Humbert checks into the hotel, the place where he and Lolita will
eventually become lovers, he is overcome by very conflicting feelings: his acute lust for the
teenage girl and general awareness of the immorality of his feelings about and actions towards

her. In this light, the following exchange is quite notable, as it reveals the inner working of
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Humbert’s consciousness. In an attempt to justify his actions, Humbert ascribes utterances to
others, combining in one sentence what has actually been pronounced and has not been
pronounced, resulting in a dark comic effect. The hotel clerk specifically comments on the size
of the bed in the only room that is available for rent on that particular night:

One crowded night we had three ladies and a child like yours sleep together. I believe one
of the ladies was a disguised man [my static].” (L EN: 118)

This passage shows Humbert subconsciously combining both the clerk’s actual statement
(information that the bed can actually accommodate more than one person) and an imagined one
(information that in the past, these people might have been of different genders) into one remark.
In this specific exchange, Humbert’s authorship of the second utterance is made evident after the
fact, by an explicit mention of a static noise that is attached to the second part of the utterance.
The resulting effect of this juxtaposition would have been incredibly difficult to reproduce on
screen where the viewer is presented with the visual illustration of two people engaged in a
dialogue. But difficult here should not be equated with impossible, as Nabokov’s screenplay

brilliantly demonstrates:

POTTS: It’s really quite a large (opens the book) bed. The other night we had three
doctors sleeping in it, and the middle one was a pretty broad (offers the desk pen to
Humbert whose own pen has stalled) gentleman (L SN:747)

As we can see here the ambiguity of the word “broad” (which can be used as an adjective
in the sense of “wide,” but also as a noun in the sense of “young woman”), followed by a pause
(motivated by the clerk’s assumption that Humbert’s pen no longer works, as he offers him
another one) plays a verbal trick on the viewer, as the factual information originating in the text

is not the same as the viewer thinks it is. This example illustrates that it is not impossible to

render the unreliable narrative on a cinematic screen; indeed, Nabokov offers a very inventive
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solution to the problem. This solution, which strives to reproduce the same effect as in the
English language novel, requires extensive textual changes: the “three ladies” are changed into
the non-gender-specific “three doctors.” As inventive as this particular solution is, it is also
evident from Nabokov’s reflection that he was acutely aware of the limitations and possibilities
embedded in the new medium, specifically that it would be very difficult to sustain the
mechanism of such representation for the entire duration of the film.

In my analysis, I will rely on the text of the screenplay as an intralingual translation or
“an interpretation of verbal signs by means of other signs of the same language” (Jakobson 139).
Nabokov himself emphasized in the Foreword to the screenplay (1973) that this text was
intended primarily for reading: “All I could do in the present case was fo grant words primacy
over action” (L SN: 673, emphasis added). Moreover, the fact that the screenplay was revised
and published by Nabokov independently in 1973 (eleven years after Kubrick’s film had been
released) suggests that Nabokov envisioned it as an independent work of art (rather than just a
component of the film). Finally, the very nature of the text corroborates this point: as noted by
Boyd, the stage directions in the script are mostly unstageable (for example, Vivian Darkbloom
blows Lolita a kiss “darkly blooming,” Quilty’s hands are “meatily clapping”) and they “take on
a considerable part of the novel’s verbal glee” (originally cited in Boyd 2000: 413, also in
Tribukhina, 158).

While both texts (the screenplay and the Russian version) can be approached as
translations, a comparison between approaches developed within adaptation studies and
translation studies reveals a rather peculiar difference in the basic premise on which the resulting
texts are based. In practical terms, this can be exemplified by the very terminology used in these

fields to designate Nabokov’s derivative text. While scholars in adaptation studies refer to the
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screenplay as a “translation,” scholars in translation studies, following Nabokov himself,
designate the Russian version of the text as an English-ed, Russian-ed and even Re-Russian-ed
novel (bearing in mind that ur-Lolita, a short story titled “Volshebnik,” was written by Nabokov
in Russian). This choice of words underscores the fact that the Russian version of the novel is not
considered a translation. As discussed elsewhere in this thesis, Nabokov’s status as the author-
translator of his novel and the unconventionality of his choices when examined against the
backdrop of traditional translation served as grounds for scholars to exclude the Russian text
from consideration of common practices, as violating the norms of translation. In translation
studies, historically bound by the notion of equivalence, the scope of inquiries had been
traditionally informed by the search for similarities of the texts. In the case of the Russian Lolita,
this angle promoted a premise that the author intended to produce the same version of the text in
the Russian language®'. As a result, many comparisons of the novels tend to justify discrepancies
between versions as equivalents, relating them to the process, product or effect of translation,
and identifying them at a local/segment level or at the level of overall textual strategy.

This premise is in stark contrast with the basic premise underlining film adaptation
studies. Most screen adaptations do not involve crossing an interlingual boundary, as typically
both the original novel and the resulting script are based on the same natural language (in case of
Nabokov’s Lolita, it is English). Therefore, there seems to be greater tolerance for inevitable
differences between the texts, as posited by Louis Giannetti: “In each case, the cinematic form
inevitably affects the content of the literary original” (Giannetti 389). When the interlinguistic
element is taken out of the equation, the focus naturally shifts to the author and the issue of

authorial intentions. In Nabokov’s case, Tribukhina wrote: “Any question of interpretation,

3 T am convinced that creating a replica of the English novel might not have been Nabokov’s primary intention.
However, the field of translation studies at large has not, until recently, developed any methodological tools to
consider intentions of each individual translator.
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including cinematic, raises the issue of what is eventually represented and what can be
represented” (Tribukhina 155, emphasis in the original). She further pointed out that “to put the
question of the representational in the perspective of translation, the question that arises is the
relation of the authorial intent behind the original to its subsequent versions” (Tribukhina 155).
Similarly, Schuman approaches the screenplay in light of Nabokov’s own assertion that “The
values of literary art lie not in the tale told, but in the profit and pleasure of the telling” (Schuman
195). Consequently, he focuses on the changes between the versions of the text in an attempt “to
reveal some of Nabokov’s critical dispositions regarding the two media involved” (Schuman
195). As we can see, adaptation studies tend to view the individual author as actively engaging
with and reconciling the constraints and possibilities determined by the change in medium. This
premise will also inform this analysis of the Russian version of the text.

A few comments must be made about the extent of my reliance on the text of Lolita, the
screenplay, in my analysis. When approached holistically, the text of the screenplay is very
different from that of the novel, and naturally it cannot be used in the analysis in the same way as
the text of the Russian novel. Nonetheless, when the body of these three texts is viewed through
the prism of evaluating changes in authorial intentions as far as they can be discerned, the text of
the screenplay is invaluable in determining the pattern of change that is evident in the Russian
version of the novel as well. As will be suggested in my analysis in Chapter Three, Nabokov
employed a continuous pattern of emendation in all three versions of Lolita. This pattern
suggests that shifts in the Russian version are not accidental, but were a part of his deliberate

strategy in transforming the text.
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3.5.Conclusion

In this chapter, I have reviewed Nabokov’s own statements about the nature of his art
and, specifically, about Lolita. While understanding his playful attitude toward art makes it
possible to approach his tests as multi-layered games designed for a variety of potential solvers,
it also raises the question of the limits of a specific instance of a game (Lolita). The status of the
authorial postscript to the Russian Lolita is rather ambiguous, as it can be considered an
extratextual fact in relationship to the text of the novel, but it can also be approached as an
integral part of it. My reading of this text pursues the second option and, as such, the text of the
postscript can be open to interpretation. As suggested above, this text can be approached as
Nabokov’s own attempt to take the game of Lolita to a completely new level. While this reading
seems plausible, conclusions about Nabokov’s strategies can only be drawn from closely
considering the empirical evidence, the Russian text of Lolita, which is the main focus of

investigation in the next chapter.



Roscoff101

4. A Literary Game Across Languages: Analysis of Lolita(s)
What the artist perceives is, primarily,

the difference between things. It is
the vulgar who notes their resemblance.
V. Nabokov Despair (1965)
My approach to the analysis of Lolita(s) in this chapter has been informed by Theo
Hermans’s excellent point, which offered a general critique of common practices within the
descriptive approach:

It cannot be enough to say that a particular option was chosen by a translator or met with
approval from the audience because this or that was the norm and the option chosen
conformed to it. If we want to assess the significance of translation in its historical,
cultural and geopolitical context, we need to figure out not what the possible alternatives
were (in principle, just about anything is possible), but what the most likely, the most
obvious alternatives were, the alternatives that were emphatically not chosen. The
significance of a choice lies in its contingency. The illocutionary force of an utterance, its
point, can only be gauged against the background of what, in the circumstances, could

have been expected but was excluded. (Shaftner Translation: 134)
Admittedly, in a linguistic analysis of Lolita(s), one must acknowledge that the novel has
become a staple of innovative use of language (as the author pushes, twists and breaks the rules
of language to realize his artistic intentions). In light of this acknowledgment, it would be close
to impossible to compile a list of equally innovative alternatives to Nabokov’s actual choices (as
evident from the text of the novel). Due to this understanding, my analysis of the text will focus
on repetitive and extra-linguistic features of the text, such as Nabokov’s own rendering of
numerals, vocal emphasis (by means of italics) and author-specific use of punctuation. These
features might be seen as relatively minor in the overall design of the novel, yet dismissing them

as unimportant means turning a blind eye to the apparent differences in the translated texts. |

contend that their extra-linguistic nature (as they are not subjected to a given natural language
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explicit rules and regulations) make them an invaluable source of information about Nabokov’s
own artistic intentions. The repetitive character of such features in the text (and repetitiveness
with which Nabokov emends them) are indicative of a normative behaviour, i.e. behaviour
influenced by, provisionally, norms.

This approach is in contrast to most views about the text of Nabokov’s translation.
Sampson, who made the translation of the Postscript to the Russian Edition of Lolita available to
the English-speaking audience, framed the text by the meticulous comparison between the
English and the Russian versions (translated into Russian by Nabokov himself) of “On the Book
Entitled Lolita’(1967), and mentioned that there are actually many discrepancies in Nabokov’s
own translation, yet he discounted them as “small differences in wording or phrasing, often a
matter of stylistic equivalences vs. lexical literariness” ("Postcript": 189). My opinion, however,
directly opposes that of Sampson: I argue that the totality of these small discrepancies between
the versions is indicative of the larger difference in the design of the two novels, and all of the
discrepancies deserve to be interpreted in light of this understanding.

It can be argued that, simply by virtue of designating the Russian version of the novel as
“a correct translation,” Nabokov himself determined the premise on which the Russian version of
the text was approached. Nabokov’s assessment, made with “an authority we are powerless to
controvert, because their source is the author,” (Whyte 70) has placed the resulting text directly
into the focus of translation studies, a discipline that has been historically interested in the
sameness of texts. In fact, this authoritative authorial angle has even been further amplified by
Nabokov’s own legacy as a scholar-literalist. Not surprisingly, then, the discrepancies in the
resulting versions have long been seen as Nabokov’s exercising an unsystematic and whimsical

liberty in translation and therefore often dismissed in the field.
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I am convinced, however, that in the case of Nabokov’s Lolita, it is more instructive to
approach the texts as evidence of a system of emendations that informed Nabokov’s strategy in
translation. In this regard, it is more instructive to start the analysis by considering repetitive
features of the text that exemplify “shifts” between the original and derivative texts (the
screenplay and Russian version).

Further, as has been suggested in Chapter One, not all “shifts” are equally valuable for
such analysis. Russian and English are very different languages, and some “shifts” can be seen as
mandatory, informed by the very nature of the languages involved, such as dissimilarities in
grammar>> or semantic asymmetry. Assuming that an internal logic interlining a given
language might be very different in natural languages and might affect a translator’s decisions in
a variety of ways, I am particularly interested in features of the texts that are commonly
described as extra-linguistic, that is, features of the text that are outside the domain of explicit
linguistic rules and regulations. Use of numerals, graphic representation of vocal emphasis (by
means of italics), and peculiarities of author-specific use of punctuation certainly fit this general
profile, as these features are extra-linguistic and repetitive in the text. Crucially, both Russian
and English have readily available means to retain these features, as nothing in the target
language prevents practicing translators from retaining these features in translation.

Finally, as the discussion below will show, in the view of many theoreticians of literary

translation between Russian and English (including Nabokov himself), the extra-linguistic nature

32 Consider, for instance, a Russian translation of “This is a dog. It barks” as «9to cobaka. OHa maer»,where it in
the second sentence must be replaced by the Russian pronoun she, as the Russian word for a dog is formally a word
with a feminine ending. This is an expected change, hardly indicative of a translator’s agency.

%3 In this regard, it must be pointed out that Russians routinely identify two shades of English blue as two distinct
colors: dark blue, or cunnii, and light blue, romy6oii. In English translations of Russian originals it is almost
expected that both cunee mope (dark blue sea) and romy6oe He6o (light blue sky) will be rendered as blue sea and
blue sky, as the target language does not really provide any options in this regard. It might, however, be meaningful
in considering Russian translations of English originals, to consider how to render a description of, say, a characters’
blue eyes. Translators into Russian are forced to select between light blue and dark blue.
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of such textual elements, along with available means to retain them, have served as a basis for
assertions that they indeed must be retained. In what has become a foundational document of the
Russian school of literary translation, Kornei Chukovsky’s article “Principles of Literary
Translation” (1919), the author specifically spoke against liberal practices of literary translation,
and insisted on the approach he defined as “scholarly precision,” which requires translators to
render precisely even the smallest details of the text. Specifically, he asserted that:

If the original features a word or a sentence marked by italics, a translator must introduce

italics in the translation. Parenthesis, ellipses, dashes - all peculiarities of author-specific

use of punctuation must be religiously preserved by the translator. (Chukovsky 1919: 23)
In light of this assertion, Nabokov’s own article “The Art of Translation” (1941) suggests a
number of convergence points with Chukovsky’s statement. An “authentic poet” Nabokov
argues, when undertaking a literary translation, more often than not, “lacks the scholar’s
precision and the professional translator’s experience” (n. pag.), and consequently is likely to
produce a liberal translation that does not represent the original text, or, in Nabokov’s own
words, “instead of dressing up like the real author, he dresses up the author as himself” (n. pag.).
Nabokov (much like Chukovsky) speaks against liberal translations, and provides a list of
requirements that a translator must meet in order to “to be able to give an ideal version of a
foreign masterpiece (sic!)” (n. pag.). According to Nabokov , a translator (1) “must have as much
talent, or at least the same kind of talent, as the author he chooses” (1941: n. pag.); (2) “must
know thoroughly the two nations and the two languages involved and be perfectly acquainted
with all details relating to his author's manner and methods” (1941: n. pag.), and (3) “while
having genius and knowledge he must possess the gift of mimicry and be able to act, as it were,
the real author’s part by impersonating his tricks of demeanor and speech, his ways and his mind,

with the utmost degree of verisimilitude” (1941: n. pag.). Despite the general polemical nature of
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these assertions, it remains out of the question that Nabokov, being both the author and the
translator of Lolita, is the only translator capable of meeting all of the above criteria. Further, if
Chukovsky’s listed features (use of italics, parenthesis, ellipses, dashes) are understood as
specific textual instances of Nabokov’s “real author’s [...] tricks of demeanor and speech”
(Nabokov 1941: n. pag.), it would be natural to expect that Nabokov would retain these features
in translation. However, contrary to this reasonable expectation, these features are surprisingly
subjected to extensive modifications in Nabokov’s own translation of Lolita.

I would like to conclude this introduction by pointing out that commissioned translators
might not always adopt any particular theory of translation as a guidance tool in their decision-
making. Indeed, despite scholarly assertions that these features must be retained, a sustained
consideration of translation practice shows that these areas are particularly “fuzzy” in actual
renderings®*. Therefore, in this analysis I will adopt the following structure: my discussion of
each of the features will be prefaced by a consideration of common translation practices to show
what would be a normative range of deviations. Against this framework, I will consider
Nabokov’s own rendering of the stipulated features (that are clearly outside of the range of
“normal” deviation) and will analyze Nabokov’s strategy in light of the differences in the overall
interpretation of the novel.

4.1. Rendering of Numerals

The rendering of numerals, particularly between languages that share the same numeral
system, is rarely seen as a problem area. However, metaphorically speaking, the translation of
numbers (especially in literary translation) perfectly illustrates problems of translation in general,

as it is not the alignment of numbers from different cultures that poses various problems (after

** It can also be pointed out that rendering of such features is particularly prone to emendations by publishers (or
editors and correctors), as they are heavily dependent on publishers’ guidelines and conventions.
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all, different cultures might use the same system of numerals), but rather the alignment of values
the numerals may represent at the cultural, social and narrative levels, thereby constituting a grey
area in the field. Scholars point out that there is a certain trust that a given community bestows
on the translator, a trust that the information will remain the same in the translation. Chesterman,
for example, evokes numerals (and specifically monetary sums) as the most obvious example of
this sameness: “‘Trente francs’ has to be ‘thirty francs’, not twenty” ("Description": 93).

However, in considering the practice of translation, it would be simplistic to assert that
numerals never change. For example, Natalia Strelnikova, the author of a recent handbook for
translators working from Russian into English, discusses a handful of issues that practicing
translators might encounter when rendering numerals, and outlines a number of instances when a
change of numerals is even desirable (128-129). These changes might be informed by various
differing conventions, such as cultural (the author suggests converting metric measurements into
imperial in texts intended for an American audience), stylistic (the author points out that English
sentences cannot start with a number, and this convention might require translators to change the
position of the numeral in the sentence) and historical (such as different cultural conventions in
formatting dates). A sample of literary renderings found in May (1994a: 80) perfectly illustrates
the range of possibilities that practicing translators can adopt in rendering numerals. A sentence
from “Odin den’ v Zhizni Ivana Denisovicha” by Alexander Solzhenitsyn that describes the
weather conditions from the perspective of an inmate in the Soviet labour camps, in which the
narrator notes that the temperature outside is “nBaaaTh ceMb ¢ BETepKOM [twenty-seven with
wind]” (May The Translator: 80), has lent itself to a variety of translations, such as the
following:

1. “temperature of sixteen below” (translated by Hayward and Hingley, 30)
2. “seventeen degrees below zero” (translated by Parker, 38)
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3. “-27 and a wind” (translated by Aitken, 25)

4. “awindy 17 below” (translated by Whitney, 40)

5. “twenty-seven below” (translated by Wilettes, 29)°°
As we can see, practicing translators’ strategies in rendering the numeral here are not limited to
an accurate retention of the information provided in the source text. The discrepancies also
illustrate a token of the translators’ own interpretation of the significance of this statement. It
should be kept in mind that the original story is set in a labour camp in Siberia (a northern
locality in Russia that is well known for its brutal weather), so the original narrator’s reference to
“twenty-seven” outside cannot possibly refer to warm weather and this explains why the narrator
skips the word “below.” All translators, however, explicitly remind their readers that this passage
refers to the negative side of the scale (evidently not taking for granted that their new audience
will be familiar with the brutal weather conditions in this specific region, which is somewhat
general knowledge in Russia). Keeping in mind that the original numeral represents the
temperature on the Celsius scale (and -27C = -16.6F), one realizes that most translators (1, 2 and
4) not only rendered the numeral in Fahrenheit, but also rounded it up/or down (thus subtly
altering the severity of the weather conditions). Some translators (3 and 5), on the other hand,
choose to preserve the original numeral, yet did not make clear what scale it refers to (F or C). In
this particular instance, the rendering of numerals might appear more accurate, yet the intended
audience might automatically assume that they refer to the Fahrenheit scale (more common in
the USA), and consequently get the impression that the living conditions in this locality are even
more unbearable. In summary, as evident from this example, while in theory one would expect

that numerals will remain the same in translation, in actual practice there is some lenience in

% All references appear in (May The Translator: 80).
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rendering them, as translators settle for some degree of similarity as opposed to the exact
retention.

Lolita reveals Nabokov’s very peculiar approach in translating numerals. Numbers
permeate this narrative, appearing in the form of measurements, dates and records of monetary
exchanges. Considering that both Russian and English share the same numeral system, and
assuming that the numerals have a particular significance for the author, it is fairly easy to
identify a large number of shifts that are outside merely conventional “fuzzy” rendering. In this
chapter, I will examine Nabokov’s systematic changes of numbers in three versions of Lolita: the
English novel, the screenplay and the Russian novel. The possible implications of these shifts for
the interpretation of the resulting texts will be reviewed in thematic blocks. I will now, however,

focus on records of monetary exchanges and time markers in the text.

4.1.1 Records of Monetary Exchanges

Keeping in mind Chesterman’s reasonable assertion that “‘7rente francs’ has to be ‘thirty
francs’, not twenty” ("Description": 93) in translation and assuming that there was some
significance attached to selection of the numeral in the original novel, it would be natural to
expect that Nabokov would preserve the amounts of money mentioned in the text. And yet the
Russian text features multiple departures from the original in this regard. While these shifts are
easily identifiable, their significance is very difficult to interpret. In my reading of the novels, |
link the significance of monetary transaction to the theme of Lolita’s value to Humbert, and this

value is very different in the three versions of the text.

Generally speaking, financial matters are of little concern for Humbert, as he explicitly

states:
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During that extravagant year 1947-1948, August to August, lodgings and food cost us
around 5,500 dollars; gas, oil and repairs, 1,234, and various extras almost as much; so
that during about 150 days of actual motion (we covered about 27,000 miles!) plus some
200 days of interpolated standstills, this modest »ENtier spent around 8,000 dollars, or
better say 10,000 because, unpractical as [ am, I have surely forgotten a number of items.
(L EN: 175)

However, Humbert’s self-professed impracticality in financial matters does not explain the
transformations of the amounts of money that are mentioned in different versions of the book.
An illustrative example appears in the Russian novel when Humbert picks up Lolita from the
camp Q (shortly after her mother’s passing), and the following scene takes place:
Let me retain for a moment that scene in all its trivial and fateful detail: hag Holmes
writing out a receipt, scratching her head, pulling a drawer out of her desk, pouring
change into my impatient palm, then neatly spreading a banknote over it with a bright "...
and five!" (L EN: 110)
Xouy Ha MHUHYTY MPOUITH OTy CIEHY CO BCEMH €€ MelloYaMH W POKOBBIMH
noapoOHocTssMu. Kapra, BeIMChIBatoIIasi paciucKy, cKkpeOyias rojioBy, BbIIBHTAIOIIAS
AOIMK CTOJIA, CHIIUIIONIAs cJady B MOIO HETEPIEIHBYIO JaJl0OHb, MOTOM aKKypaTHO
pacKIIaIpIBaroIasl MOBEPX MOHET HECKOJBKO acCUTHAIMI ¢ 0OJphIM BO3IJIacoM: "U BOT
erre aecsaTe!"
[Let me retain for a moment that scene in all its trivial and fateful detail. The hag writing
out a receipt, scratching her head, pulling a drawer out of her desk, pouring change into
my impatient palm, then neatly spreading a few banknotes over it with a bright "and
here is another ten!"] (L RU: 97)
In these versions of the same scene, the numeral “five” is rendered by “ten,” and further,
Nabokov renders “a banknote” not just by a plural noun, but also by adding “a few” in front of it.
As evident from this scene, the Russian Humbert finds himself in the possession of not only
Lolita but, perplexingly, in possession of a larger sum of money as well. I would contend that the

difference is textually meaningful, rather than merely incidental, that the translation change is

deliberate, reflective of authorial intentions.
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I am convinced that in Humbert’s world money plays a dual role: it is a means to exert
his control over Lolita and a way to demonstrate her growing value to him. Humbert admits that
he started paying Lolita for “fulfilling her basic obligations” (L EN: 184), yet upon discovering
Lolita’s secret savings, Humbert steals the cash, and justifies this action by saying that “what I
feared most was not that she might ruin me, but that she might accumulate sufficient cash to run
away” (L EN: 184). It comes as no surprise, then, that shortly after picking up Lolita from the
camp, the following exchange takes place, where Humbert highlights Lolita’s dire financial
circumstances as well as his ability to improve them:

"How much cash do you have?" I asked.

"Not a cent," she said sadly, lifting her eyebrows, showing me the empty inside of her

money purse.

"This is a matter that will be mended in due time," I rejoined archly. (L EN: 115)

Thus, the theme of financial exchange is established as reflection of a mutual love relationship
(i.e., Lolita is not yet Humbert’s lover and she does not have any money, all of which will be
mediated in due time). Money here represents Humbert’s willingness to pay for that which he
deems precious and valuable. An unexplained increase in the refund amount that Humbert
received for her unfinished stay at the camp then acquires a very personal significance, as the
Russian Humbert has literally more means to exert control over Lolita. Furthermore, this reading
of translation difference is confirmed by a review of other monetary transactions taking place
between Humbert and Lolita, showing that the mentioned amounts increase exponentially, both
within each narrative and from one version of the novel to another. As to the general
arrangement, Humbert notes his perceived helplessness as her customer:

Her weekly allowance, paid to her under condition she fulfill her basic obligations, was

twenty-one cents at the start of the Beardsley era—and went up to one dollar five before

its end. [...] Only very listlessly did she earn her three pennies—or three nickels—per
day; and she proved to be a cruel negotiator [...] Knowing the magic and might of her
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own soft mouth, she managed—during one schoolyear—to raise the bonus price of a
fancy embrace to three, and even four bucks! (L EN: 184)

Ee HenenbHOE *kaloBaHUeE, BHIIJIAYMBAEMOE €1 IPU YCIIOBHH, YTO OHA OyJeT MCIOIHSAThH
TPWKIBl B CYyTKM OCHOBHBIE CBOM O0sS3aHHOCTH, ObLIO, B Haudaine bepncmeiickoit 3psl,
JIBA/ILATH OJMH HEHT (K KOHILY 3TOW 3pbl OHO JOILIO A0 J0JIJIapa | MATH LEHTOB, YTO YKe
COCTaBJSI0O HE OJHMH IIEHT, a LEJNBIX MATh 3a ceaHc). [...] Y OONbHO amaTU4HO
3apabarbiBajia OHa CBOM TP KOICHKHU (2 MIOTOM TpH IATaKa) B JIEHb, @ B HHBIX CIIydasx
yMeJa KEeCTOKO TOProBaThes, [...| XOpOIIO YYHTHIBAsE MAarui0 M MOTYIIECTBO CBOETO
MSTKOTO PTa, OHA YXUTPWIACh - 32 OAWH y4eOHBIA Toa! - YBETHYUTH NMPEMHIO 32 ITY
OIIPEICTICHHYIO YCIIYTY A0 TPEX M Ja)e YeThIpeX J0JUIapoB!

[Her weekly allowance, paid to her under condition she fulfill her basic obligations three
times a day, was twenty-one cents at the start of the Beardsley era (and went up to one
dollar five before its end, which meant not one, but five cents per session) . [...] Only
very listlessly did she earn her three kopeks—or three pyataka—per day; and she proved
to be a cruel negotiator [...] Knowing the magic and might of her own soft mouth, she
managed—during one schoolyear—to raise the bonus price of a fancy embrace to three,
and even four bucks!] (L RU: 166)

It must be noted that while the amounts listed by the narrator increase substantially (illustrating
Lolita’s growing erotic value for Humbert), the Russian version places additional emphasis on
how objectively little were Lolita’s earnings by breaking down her weekly allowance into
separate payments per session. This meagreness is highlighted by using a phrase, 3apadaTsiBaTh
(cBot0) Kormeiiky, or “to earn one’s kopeika,” which means “to earn a modest living” in Russian
and explains the sudden change of currency in the narrative.
Despite her modest allowance, the Russian Lolita manages to accumulate slightly more
money than her American counterpart, thus making Humbert’s fear of her escape more justified:
Once I found eight one-dollar notes in one of her books (fittingly—7reasure Island), and
once a hole in the wall behind Whistler's Mother yielded as much as twenty-four dollars
and some change—say twenty-four sixty—which I quietly removed. (L EN:184)
Pa3 s Hamen BoceMb IOJITApOBBIX OWUJIETOB B OJHOW M3 €€ KHUT (C TOIXOMSIIAM
3arnaBueM "OctpoB CokpoBuml'), a B Apyrod pa3 AbIpka B CTEHE 3a pPENpOLyKIHEH
VYuctnepopoii "Marepu" okazanmach HaOUTOHM JIeHbraMU—sI HaCUUTAI JBAJIATh YETHIPE

Jojtlapa M MeNOYb—CKaKeM, BCEro JBajlaTh MIECTh JIOJUIAPOB,—KOTOpPHIE s
MpecnokoitHo yopan k cebe. (L RU: 166)
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[Once I found eight one-dollar notes in one of her books (with a fitting title Treasure
Island), and once a hole in the wall behind Whistler's Mother turned out to be filled with
coins—I counted twenty-four dollars and some change—say twenty-six dollars—which

I quietly removed. ]

As evident from this example, Lolita’s savings of $24 and some change transform into $26 in the
Russian version. Keeping in mind that Lolita only had one source of income, this increase
indicates that she was required to fulfill her responsibilities even more often. Again, this
discrepancy suggests that Nabokov amplifies Russian Lolita’s value to the narrator by increasing
the frequency of sexual and economic exchange.

Further, it can be argued that the theme of monetary relations reaches its climax at the
end of the novel, when Humbert hands Lolita (by then—Mrs. Dolly Shiller) her inheritance.
While technically this is not a payment for her “basic obligations,” Lolita makes no mistake in
identifying it as such, and asks:

"You mean," she said opening her eyes and raising herself slightly, the snake that may

strike, "you mean you will give [us] that money only if I go with you to a motel. Is that

what you mean?" (L EN: 278)

Humbert emphatically denies this insinuation, but nonetheless, it must be pointed out that he
refers to her inheritance as mon petit cadeau—the same term he used earlier in the novel when
detailing his payment to a French prostitute Monique, where “[a]s usual, she asked at once for
her petit cadeau (L EN: 22). Similarly, in this scene where Humbert gives Lolita an envelope
with her late mother’s inheritance, he notes:

I handed her an envelope with four hundred dollars in cash and a check for three thousand

six hundred more.

Gingerly, uncertainly, she received mon petit cadeau; and then her forehead became a

beautiful pink. "You mean," she said, with agonized emphasis, "you are giving us four

thousand bucks?" (L EN: 278)

A similar tendency—systematic increase of Humbert’s payments to Lolita as a way to

underscore her rapidly growing value to him—is also apparent in the text of the screenplay. First,
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Lolita responds to Humbert’s request to “have a little chat with him” with “[i]f you give me a
dime. From now on I am coin operated” (Nabokov 1996: 767). Then, a few pages later, the
following scene takes place:

LOLITA Give me a quarter for TV.

HUMBERT It’s free, my pet, in this, as they say, joint.

LOLITA I need a quarter anyway.

HUMBERT My pet must earn it. (L SN: 770)

And, finally, the next page culminates in:

LOLITA (reading a notice) Children free. Goody-goody.

HUMBERT. (laughing tenderly) No quarter tonight, free child.

LOLITA That’s what you think. From now this child is paid half a dollar. (L SN: 771).

It must be a pointed out that the amount of Lolita’s inheritance in the screenplay is also increased
substantially (two and a half times) in comparison with the original novel, as Lolita exclaims:
“You mean you are giving us ten thousand bucks?”” (L SN: 830).

As evident from the discussion above, translating “five” as “ten” is far from being an
error or a misprint; monetary transactions serve a very particular purpose in the versions of the
novel and in the process of rendering the text over and over (first as a screenplay, then as a novel
in Russian), the author enhances this striking economic feature. The pattern of monetary
transactions across the versions can be summarized as follows: the amount mentioned in the
original novel, followed by a drastic increase/decrease (if mentioned) in the screenplay, followed
by a corresponding adjustment in the Russian version. In itself, of course, these changes are
minute, yet they illustrate an emerging pattern: it seems that details of the narrative that have
passed through the cinematic adaptation are respectively adjusted in the Russian version of the
novel as well. A similar pattern can also be observed in scenes that do not involve money. For

example, the records of Lolita’s fever, which leads to hospitalization (and her hospitalization, in

turn, leads to the escape from Humbert), also seem to fluctuate across different versions. When
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Lolita becomes ill and needs to be taken to the hospital, Humbert takes her temperature, and the

objective measure of her fever indicates to the reader just how worried he should be:
Her skin was scalding hot! I took her temperature, orally, then looked up a scribbled
formula I fortunately had in a jotter and after laboriously reducing the, meaningless to
me, degrees Fahrenheit to the intimate centigrade of my childhood, found she had 40.4,
which at least made sense. (L EN: 240)

Remarkably, Lolita’s fever in the screenplay is significantly less dangerous, as Humbert notes

that it measures only 39.4C, a seemingly unwarranted departure from the original novel:
HUMBERT: These tricky American thermometers are meant to conceal their information
from the layman. Ah, here we are. Good God, one hundred and three. I must take you
straight to the hospital! (L SN: 806, emphasis added)

But, subsequently, the Russian version of the novel features a slight reduction of the temperature

as well:
Sl mocraBui €W TpayCHHK B POTHK, 3areM MocMoTpen (opMmylly, 3alMCaHHYI, K
CUACTBIO, Y MEHS B KHW)KEUKE, M, KOT/Ia sI HAaKOHEIl NepeBesl OECCMBICIICHHYIO JUIs MEHS
mippy ¢ DapeHreHToBCKOW HIKaibl Ha OJHM3KYyI0 MHE C JEeTCTBAa CTOTPaayCHYIO,
0Ka3aJoCh, YTO y HEE COPOK U JIBE JIECATHIX, YeM IO KpailHel Mepe OOBSICHUIIOCH ee
COCTOSTHUE
[T inserted a thermometer into her mouth, then looked up a scribbled formula I fortunately
had in a notebook and, having laboriously reduced the meaningless to me numeral from
Fahrenheit to the intimate centigrade of my childhood, found she had forty and two
tenths, which at least made sense] (L RU: 221)

As we can see from the discussion above, numeric measurements play a dual role in this

narrative: on one hand, they are objective units of measure, but on the other hand they also have

a highly personal, subjective significance that is ascribed to them by the author. Clearly, the

author accentuates this personal meaning attached to the use of numbers from version to version,

which results in the increase/reduction of the objective/numerical measurements used in the text.

These changes cannot be explained by the influence of social/cultural norms, but should rather

be seen as a tangible evidence of the author’s changing views on certain elements of the book.
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4.1.2 Temporal Markers

There are two very important categories of numerals pertaining to time in Nabokov’s
narrative that merit close consideration: numbers that represent time as objective and external
(specifically, dates) and internal time markers, pertaining to time lapses within the narrative. As
to the typical rendering of dates, Lawrence Venuti mentioned that present-day Western
translations routinely conform to contemporary canons of accuracy that are “based on the
adequacy to the foreign text” (Venuti 484), and tend to preserve specific dates in narratives.

In light of this tendency, Nabokov’s strategy in regards to rendering dates is certainly

unusual, as he systematically provides additional dates in the text of the Russian novel. This

tendency has been pointed out by Brian Boyd and Alexander Dolinin, and it is evident in the

following examples (additions are listed in bold in the third column):

English novel

It was then that began our
extensive travels all over the
States. (L EN: 145)

I cannot be absolutely certain
that in the course of the winter
she did not manage to have, in
a casual way, improper
contacts with unknown young

fellows. (L EN: 186)

For her birthday I bought her a
bicycle. (L EN: 199)

Russian novel

Torga-to, B aBrycte 1947-ro
rojia, HaYaJIMCh HAIU JIOJITUE
cTpancTBUs 0 CoeAMHEHHBIM
ratam. (L RU: 128)

51 He MOry MOKJISCTBCS, YTO B
TeueHue Tou 3uMbl (1948 -
1949 r.) Jlonute HEe yAamoch
BOWTH MHUMOXOJIOM B
HEINIPUCTONHOE

COTIPUKOCHOBEHHE C

Manbuniikamu. (L RU: 168)

Ha ee YETBIPHAAIATOE
pOXIeHWEe, B TEpPBBIM JEHb
1949-ro roma, s momapuin eu

Benocunen. (L RU: 181);

Back translation

[It was then, in August of
1947, that began our extensive
travels all over the States.]

[T cannot be absolutely certain
that in the course of the winter
(1948 - 1949) she did not
manage to have, in a casual
way, improper contacts with
unknown young fellows. ]

[For her fourteenth birthday,
on the first day of 1949, I
bought her a bicycle.]



inventive Humbert was to be, I
hinted, chief consultant in the
production of a film dealing
with "existentialism," still a
hot thing at the time. (L EN:
208)

But the most penetrating
bodkin was the anagramtailed
entry in the register of
Chestnut Lodge "Ted Hunter,
Cane, NH." (L EN: 251)

But on two occasions an art
instructor on the Beardsley
College faculty had come over
to show the schoolgirls magic
lantern pictures of French
castles and nineteenth-century
paintings. (L EN: 252)

This book is about Lolita; and
now that I have reached the
part which (had I not been
forestalled by another internal
combustion martyr) might be
called "Dolorés Disparue,"
there would be little sense in
analyzing the three empty
years that followed. (L EN:
234)

nzobperarenbupiii  ['ymbept
HaMEKHYII, 91O ero
MPUIIIANIAIOT KOHCYJIBTAHTOM
Ha CBEMKY ¢bunpMma,
n300pakaBIIeTO

"3K3UCTeHIHAIN3M" -
KOTOPBIN B 1949

TOAYCUUTAIICS €HIe XOJKHM
toBapoM. (L RU: 189)

Ho OonbHee Bcero mnponsmiia
MeEHS KOITYHCTBEHHAsI
aHarpaMma HaIllero IEePBOTO
He3abBeHHOTO TpuBajga (B
1947-om TOmy, uwWTaTENB!),
KOTOPYIO 51 OTBICKAJl B KHUTE
kacOumckoro motens. (L RU:

232)

Ho nBa-tpu pasa B TeueHHe
yuebHoro roma (1948 - 49)
NPUXOJAWI  C  BOJIICOHBIM

(oHapeM HCKYyCCTBOBEN U3

bepacneiickoro

YHuBepcuTeTa  MOKa3hIBaTh
TUMHA3HCTKaM LIBETHEIC
CHUMKHU (PPaHIIy3CKUX 3aMKOB
Hu 00pa3siibl

UMIPECCUOHUCTUYECKON
xuBonucu. (L RU: 233)

Ota o Jlonure;
Terneph, KOTra JOX0XKY 10 TOU

KHUra -

4acTH, KOTOPYIO s Obl Ha3Baj

(ecnu OBl MEHSI HE
npeynpeau Jpyrou
cTpajaiern, TOXe JKepTBa
BHYTPCHHETO CTOpaHUsI)
"Dolores Disparue",
moIpoOHOe OTHCaHUE

NOCJICAHUX TPECX IMYCThIX JICT,
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[inventive Humbert hinted that
he was to be a chief consultant
in the production of a film
dealing with "existentialism,"
still a hot thing in 1949.]

[But the most penetrating
bodkin was the anagramtailed
entry of our first unforgettable
overnight stay (in 1947, oh
reader!) that I found in the
register of Chestnut Lodge.]

[But on two occasions during
the school year (1948-49) an
art instructor on the Beardsley
College faculty had come over
to show the schoolgirls magic
lantern pictures of French
castles and samples of

impressionistic paintings. ]

[This book is about Lolita; and
now that I have reached the
part which (had I not been
forestalled by another internal
combustion martyr) might be
called "Dolores Disparue,"”
there would be little sense in
analyzing the three empty
years that followed, from the
beginning of July 1949 to the



Roscoff117

oT Havasa wuwatd 1949 no middle of November 1952.]
cepenuHbl HOsOps 1952, He

umeno 0wl cmbicia. (L RU:

253);

When 1 first met her she had Korma mbr nosnakomuiuce (B [When 1 first met her (in

but recently divorced her third 1950-om rony), ¢ Heii HenaBao 1950) she had but recently

husband. (L EN: 258) pasBencs Tpetuid ee myxk. (L divorced her third husband.]
RU: 238).

Such systematic addition of dates is certainly an unusual practice, and as such it attracted
considerable scholarly attention®®. Boyd, following Dolinin, explains this tendency by listing
several reasons: Nabokov’s evolution of style towards greater chronological detail; Nabokov’s
need to clearly identify for the Russian readership the timeframe of the narrative (self-evident for
the American audience) and the author’s need to correct inconsistencies he had noticed earlier.
Some scholars attempted to link the significance of these additions with Nabokov’s covert
attitude to his Russian readership. Barabtablo, for example, specifically commented on this
strategy: “Even the dates are obligingly furnished in parentheses at appropriate moments lest the
careless Russian reader should lose track of time progress in the book” (240). It will be shown
here, however, that Barabtablo’s supposed “careless Russian reader” might have had every
reason to lose track of time in the novel, considering Nabokov’s own strategy in rendering

temporal markers between the versions.

% Actually, most scholarly debates surround an omission of one important date at the end of the novel. A passage,
“The letter was dated September 18, 1952 (this was September 22), and the address she gave was ‘General Delivery,
Coalmont’”’(L EN: 267) was translated by Nabokov as “IIucemo 6bu10 0T ceHTsiOps 18, 1952 rona, u anpec,
KOTOpBIN oHa naBaiia, 6611 ‘Jlo BocrpeboBanus, Koynmont’[The letter was dated September 18, 1952, and the
address she gave was "General Delivery, Coalmont” ]” (L RU: 247).
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It must be pointed out that the Russian version of the book is also substantially longer:
“the Russian translation of Lolita is nearly a third longer than the English original”*’ (Johnson, n.
pag.), despite several missing fragments in the Russian text. This fact alone is of little value, but
in addition to the objectively longer text, it appears that other numerals in the narrative, numbers
representing time as experienced by Humbert, are consistently increased. In particular, the author
prolongs certain, often pleasurable, moments, which forms a distinct pattern in the novels, and
serves as indirect characterization of Humbert as well.

More often than not, this amplification happens when Humbert describes himself
experiencing intense feelings. And if the duration of the stated time in these instances is of any
indication of the infensity of these feelings, then Humbert certainly experiences them more
deeply in the Russian version. Consider, for example, the scene when Humbert reminisces about
his first encounter with Monique, a French girl-prostitute that is prolonged in the Russian
version:

So let her remain, sleek, slender Monique, as she was for a minute or two: a delinquent
nymphet shining through the matter-of-fact young whore. (L EN: 23)

Tak myckail ke oHa OcTaHeTCs TJIaAKOM TOHKOM MOHUKOHN - TakoH, Kakolo OHa Obuia B
IPOJIOJDKEHHE TeX ABYX-TPEX MMHYT, Korjga OecnpuzopHas HUMQETKa MpocBeunBaia
CKBO3b JICTIOBUTYIO MOJIOTYIO TPOCTHTYTKY.
[So let her remain, sleek, slender Monique — such as she was for those two or three
minutes, when a delinquent nymphet was shining through the matter-of-fact young
whore.] (L RU:14)

A date with Monique was Humbert’s first encounter with a girl-prostitute, and he recalls a

profound sensual pleasure from this encounter, which ultimately became a formative part of his

fixation on young girls. As evident from the comparison above, in the subsequent version of the

" However, it is unclear how Johnson arrives at this conclusion (whether it is the word count, the character count or
the page count between the versions). It must also be emphasized that Russian translations tend to always be longer
than the English originals, with some practicing translators considering a 20% increase in size as normal. Still,
according to Johnson, the increase of text in this particular case is above average.
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novel Nabokov further prolongs the moments Humbert admires the girl, indirectly highlighting
the significance of this experience. Moreover, Nabokov uses the same strategy of prolongation of
time on numerous other occasions in the book, forming another distinct pattern between the
versions.

Humbert, having just found out that Charlotte was killed in an accident, points out that
“[a]t this point, I should explain that the prompt appearance of the patrolmen, hardly more than a
minute after the accident” (L EN: 98). This sentence is translated as “TyT s 10omKeH MOSCHUTD,
YTO HE3aMEIUTEIFHOE TOSBICHHUE JOPOXKHOW MOJMUIMU (HE TPOILIO M JBYX MHHYT TOCHE
HecuacTus)" [At this point, I should explain that the prompt appearance of the patrolmen (not
even two minutes have passed after the accident)] (L RU: 85). This passage is actually preceded
by Humbert’s indirect reflection on his feelings, as he says: “I have to put the impact of
instantaneous vision into a sequence of words; their physical accumulation in the page impairs
the actual flash” (L EN: 97). This “flash” lasts longer in the Russian version, underscoring the
importance of this event for the novel as a whole: Charlotte is dead, Humbert is now the sole
caregiver of Lolita, and he can do what he pleases with her. The Russian translation thus
consistently uses increased measures—money and time—to signal its account of increased
intensities.

In the English-language novel, having killed Quilty, Humbert confesses that “I may have
lost contact with reality for a second or two,” but immediately clarifies “oh, nothing of the I-just-
blacked-out sort that your common criminal enacts; on the contrary, [ want to stress the fact that
I was responsible for every shed drop of his bubbleblood” (L EN: 304). This time lapse is
rendered as “Bo3MOXHO, YTO B TEYeHHE [BYX-TpEX CEKyHA S  TOTepsil  CBS3b C

neiicrButensHOCThIO [“I may have lost contact with reality for two or three seconds”]” (L RU:
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282). As we can see, the ultimate victory over his rival is experienced slightly more
pronouncedly by the Russian Humbert as well.

The examples above are fairly consistent in the narrative: the augmented timeframe of
these individual moments serves as an indirect but meaningful characterization of Humbert’s
positive or even joyous emotional state during various points of the narrative, and elongation of
the time serves to underscore the intensity of Humbert’s feelings in the overall design of the
Russian version of the novel. In short, the Russian version emphasizes the narrator’s emotion
more than either the English original or the text of the screenplay.

There are, however, other examples of temporal shifts that allow us to draw broader
conclusions about the narrator’s state of mind. For example, consider the scene where Humbert,
having received Charlotte’s love letter, makes the decision to marry her, and phones the camp in
hopes to inform Charlotte about his decision immediately, only to find out that “she had left half
an hour before” (L EN: 72). This section is translated as “HO oka3anoch, 4TO OHa BOT YK€ 4ac
kak Belexana [“It turned out she left an hour ago]” (L RU: 60). Considering that this timeframe
relates to one of the novel’s crucial sequences (Charlotte and Lolita had just left for camp; a
maid gives Humbert Charlotte’s love letter; Humbert reads it mockingly and then makes the
decision to marry Charlotte in order to gain unlimited access to Lolita), the implication of time
contraction is very significant. Humbert makes this important decision for the novel much faster
in the Russian version, which, in turn, implies that it was a less torturous decision to make.

Another striking example in the text that should be discussed separately, as it illustrates
how systematic contraction (not just within one text, but also across the versions) can be linked
to Nabokov’s artistic goals. Humbert makes no secret of his “idea of marrying a mature widow

(say, Charlotte Haze) with not one relative left in the wide gray world, merely in order to have
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my way with her child (Lo, Lola, Lolita)” (L EN: 70). Clearly, being aware of possible social
repercussions of his aspirations, Humbert underscores that the potential candidate must be
lonely, so that nobody is interested in the fate of the child with whom he has his way. Charlotte
Haze and Lolita, then, fit his requirement perfectly, as the reader learns that “[t]hey had moved
to Ramsdale less than two years ago” (L EN: 46), translated as “B Pam3maiap oHu nepeexanu
OKOJIO ABYX JeT ToMy Hazax [“They had moved to Ramsdale about two years ago”]” (L RU: 36).

However, shortly after the wedding Humbert informs his readers that “by engaging in
church work as well as by getting to know the better mothers of Lo's schoolmates, Charlotte in
the course of twenty months or so had managed...” (L EN: 75, emphasis added). The contraction
of time that Charlotte and Lolita supposedly lived in Ramsdale, however, suddenly becomes
even more pronounced in the Russian version, as the passage is translated as “Tem, uTo ona
y4acTBOBajia B pabOTe LEPKOBHO-0JIArOTBOPUTEIBHBIX KPY)KKOB, M TEM eIlle, 4YTO YycIela
MEPEe3HaKOMHUTBCS C HambOoJiee 3alaloNIMMUCc MaManiaMu JlomuTuHbIX TOBapok, lllapmorra 3a
MOJITOpa rojia u3noBumiIacs [...] [ “by engaging in church work as well as by getting to know the
better mothers of Lo's schoolmates, Charlotte in the course of a year and a half had managed
[...1"]” (L RU: 63). As we can see, the relatively short period of time the Haze family resided in
Rasmdale gradually lessens as it becomes more numerically specific both within and across
versions, as “two years” gradually transforms into “20 months” and then are decreased down to

“18 months.”
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4.2 Use of Italics

Nabokov’s own assertion that a translator “must possess the gift of mimicry and be able
to act, as it were, the real author’s part by impersonating his tricks of [...] speech [...] with the
utmost degree of verisimilitude” ("The Art": n. pag.) serves as basis to consider Nabokov’s
rendering of graphic representation of oral emphasis by means of italics. Words marked by
italics are dispersed throughout the novel, but the pattern of their usage is very different in the
two versions of Lolita. At one point Humbert quips: “In my youth I once read a French detective
tale where the clues were actually in italics; but that is not McFate's way—even if one does learn
to recognize certain obscure indications” (L EN: 211). It can be argued that this carefully planted
remark is designed to prompt the astute reader to search for clues in the use of italics, only to
find Nabokov’s use of italics does contain any clues pertinent to the main mystery of the novel. I
contend, however, that Nabokov’s use of italics deserves detailed consideration.

Conventionally italics are widely used to mark an emphasis on the spoken word,
particularly if this emphasis is different from normal emphasis (arising from the structure of the
sentence), and conveys the intention of the speaker to highlight a word. As evident in Lolita(s)
Nabokov deliberately uses vocal emphasis in very distinct ways, and this strategy merits closer
consideration.

Nabokov consistently elects to adjust the use of emphasis between versions without
changing the word order in the Russian text. Consider the following example: Nabokov
translates “Oh, Lolita, had you loved me thus!” (L EN: 14) as “O, Jlonuta, ecnu 60 Thl MeHA
mobuna max! [“Oh, Lolita, had you loved me thus!”]” (L RU: 6). This translation, as far as the
word order and semantic composition go, is identical to the original, yet the placement of italics

brings out very different nuances of meaning, and these nuances are important for the novel as a
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whole. The English Humbert places a slightly stronger emphasis on the addressee of his
exclamation, Lolita, which renders his frustration with her disobedient ways. The Russian
version, in contrast, emphasizes the foundational event from Humbert’s past (his love for
Annabelle), as an example of feelings he fails to emulate in his relationship with Lolita. This
difference in italicization carries significant interpretive weight: the Russian Humbert
nostalgically wishes to replicate a powerfully transformative experience (“thus”), whereas the
American Humbert feels he has missed the possibility of love in the present moment (“had you
loved me”). It can be argued, then, that this change also indicates a change in Humbert’s attitude
as well, as he is obviously more concerned with the how of his love relationship in the later
version of the novel when compared with the who, the object of his love, in the earlier version.
Nabokov thus has the wistful narrator opt for a drastically different placement of emphasis
despite the possible and readily available means to preserve the original emphasis. Such subtly
strategic alterations warrant further examination of the use of italics in the novel(s).

A review of the use of italics in the novel shows remarkable consistency, as it appears
that all female characters in the English version of the book speak considerably more
emphatically than their Russian counterparts, Lolita included. A few examples will suffice to
illustrate this tendency. At one point Lolita asks Humbert: "Don't tell Mother but I've eaten all
your bacon" (L EN: 50) is translated as “He roBopute Mmame, HO s chena Bech Bail 0ekoH [“Don't
tell Mother but I've eaten all your bacon”]” (L RU: 39). She warns Humbert in another scene:
"Don't do that," she said looking at me with unfeigned surprise” (L EN: 115) translated as “’He
CMeTh 3Toro!’ - ckazana OHa, IJIsAs Ha MEHs C HEIIPUTBOPHBIM ynuBieHueM [“Don't you dare to

do that," she said looking at me with unfeigned surprise”] (L RU:103). In yet another scene she
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asks: "Are we going to sleep in one room?" (L EN: 118) translated as "Kak >xe Tak - MbI Oyznem
crath B oHOI Komuare? [“How is it — are we going to sleep in one room?”’]" (L RU: 106)*®.

This elimination of italics seems to form a general pattern throughout the text, and what
is more interesting, Nabokov avoids using italics in his representation of female characters’
speech in the Russian version even when the stated circumstances of speech would warrant it.
This is apparent in the following scene and its translation, which details Humbert’s encounter
with Vivian Darkbloom:

As we pulled up, another car came to a gliding stop alongside, and a very striking
looking, athletically lean young woman (where had I seen her?) with a high complexion
and shoulder-length brilliant bronze hair, greeted Lo with a ringing "Hi!"—and then,
addressing me, effusively, edusively (placed!), stressing certain words, said: "What a
shame was it to tear Dolly away from the play—you should have heard the author raving
about her after that rehearsal—" (L EN: 208)

Tonbko MBI 3aCTONOPUIIN, TIOJbEXAJIa CIIEBA U IUIABHO OCTAaHOBMJIACH Apyras MalluHa, U
XyZAas 4ype3BbIYaiHO CIIOPTHUBHOIO BHJA MOJIOJAs JKEHIIMHA (T1e s BUJEN ee?) ¢ SAPKUM
[[BETOM JHIla U OJECTSAIHMMU MEIHO-KPaCHBIMU KYJIpSIMH JI0 IIJIed IpPUBETCTBOBaIA
JlonuTy 3BOHKMM BOCKJIMIIaHMEM, a 3aTeM, OOpaTUBIIHUCh KO MHE, HEOOBIKHOBEHHO
Kapko, "»KaHHa-1apkoBo" (ara, BcmoMHui!), KpukHyia: "Kak BaM HEe COBECTHO OTPhIBaTh
Jlonnu oT chekTakiis, Bbl ObI MOCITYIIANHM, KaK aBTOP pacXBaJIMBal €€ Ha perneTHIHH..."

[As we pulled up, another car came to a gliding stop alongside, and a lean, very strikingly
athletic-looking young woman (where had I seen her?) with a bright complexion and
shoulder-length brilliant bronze hair, greeted Lo with a ringing exclamation--and then,
addressing me, in a remarkably heated, “jeanne-d’arc-esque” way (placed!), yelled:
"What a shame was it to tear Dolly away from the play--you should have heard the author
raving about her after that rehearsal...””] (L RU: 190)

The woman, unmistakably, is Vivian Darkbloom, or her Russian counterpart Vivian Damor-

Blok. Her name was revised in the Russian version as it contains the anagram of the author’s

name—hence the change of the adverb that allows Humbert to place the character. She speaks to

Humbert “stressing certain words,” which justifies the use of italics in rendering her statement.

In the Russian version, however, she yells in a “heated way” (which again, implies unusual

*¥ This particular sentence is also featured in the screenplay, but note the difference in the placement of emphasis in
Lolita’s remark: “LOLITA (her features working) You mean we are both going to sleep here?” (L SN: 747)
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enunciation of words), but any mention of unusual emphasis, along with italics, is removed from
her utterance, even though the retention of italics would have been easily justified. This
translation feature, yet again, underscores a very intentional purpose of the elimination of italics
in the later version from the speech of female characters. In fact, this graphic element is linked,
almost exclusively, with the speech of Humbert in the Russian text, and implications of this
marked change should be considered carefully.

It seems that this specific change in italicization can be linked to one of the novel’s major
themes, that of seduction and power distribution among characters. One of the greatest ironies of
the book can be reduced to the following: throughout most of the first part of the novel Humbert
painstakingly plans to seduce Lolita, only to exclaim after their first night together that “I am
going to tell you something very strange: it was she who seduced me” (L EN: 133). This idea—a
charmer being charmed—is thematized on many levels in the narrative, including the very use of
the language by the characters. For example, Humbert is specifically hired by the Haze family as
a French tutor (and his primary responsibility is to teach her the French language, his native
tongue), but his teaching endeavours have an almost opposite effect. In the second part of the
book, the following exchange takes place in which Humbert evidently appropriates Lolita’s
language in their conversation:

"Come and kiss your old man," I would say, "and drop that moody nonsense. In former

times, when I was still your dream male [the reader will notice what pains I took to speak

Lo's tongue], you swooned to records of the number one throb-and-sob idol of your

coevals [Lo: "Of my what? Speak English"] (L EN: 149)

The dialogue above highlights the irony that is evident in the very fact of language use by the

characters: not only did Humbert fail to teach Lolita to speak French, his native tongue, but he,

too, began to use Lolita’s vernacular American language in their conversations. His attempts,
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however, are clearly not recognized as such by Lolita, as she does not understand what he means
when he speaks in elevated diction and instructs him to speak English.

To relate this theme of seduction and language use to the strategy of italics placement in
the novels, it must be pointed out that English Humbert’s attempts to appropriate Lolita’s tongue
go beyond his use of slang words typical for an American teenager. Lolita’s highly emphatic way
of speaking penetrates into Humbert’s speech as well, as he too, begins to speak as emphatically
as her. When reflecting on their travels together, Humbert recalls: “If a roadside sign said: Visit
Our Gift Shop—we had to visit it, had to buy its Indian curios, dolls, copper jewelry, cactus
candy” (L EN:148). This reflection, even though it is narrated by Humbert, alludes to the implied
authorship of the utterance, as Lolita’s highly emphatic speech is revealed in the italics. As we
can see, Humbert’s appropriation of Lolita’s language is evident not just in his use of lexical
items, but also in the way he now speaks (emphatically). This feature is completely absent in the
Russian text, as the passage in question is rendered as follows:

Ecnn BeIBecka NmpuaopoxHOW JaBku miacuia: "Kymnure y Hac nmoxapku!" - MbI pocTo

JOJDKHBI OBLTM TaM MOOBIBAaTh, JOJDKHBI OBUIM TaM HAKyNUTh BCSKHAX JYpPaIKuX

HHIECHCKUX PI3I[€J'IPII>1, KYKOJI, MCIHBIX 663,[[6)'[}’].]16‘1(, KaKTYCOBBIX JICACHIIOB.

[If a roadside sign of a shop said: Visit Our Gift Shop—we simply had to visit it, had to
buy all kinds of silly Indian curios, dolls, copper knickknacks, cactus candy.] (L RU: 131)

It can be argued that the difference in rendering the speech of characters is particularly clearly
emphasized in one of the final scenes of the novel. Recounting the events that took place after
Lolita had left him, Humbert reports the following information obtained from Lolita: “Fay had
tried to get back to the Ranch—and it just was not there anymore—--it had burned to the ground,
nothing remained, just a charred heap of rubbish. It was so strange, so strange—* (L EN: 277).
Once again, against the backdrop of the established pattern in the English version of the novel,

this passage leaves the impression that Humbert’s and Lolita’s voices fuse together, and Humbert
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is following Lolita in lamenting the destruction of the ranch. This fusion symbolically renders his
ultimate submission to her, as it is her voice that is heard in his speech. Surprisingly, the Russian
version of the sentence reads completely differently despite a very similar graphic representation,
as it is translated as:

®sit monpoOoBaa BEpHYTbCS B PaH4Y0, HO OHO TIPOCTO HECYLIECTBOBAIO OOJbIIE -

Cropelo A0TIIa, Hu4e20 He OCTaBaJloCh, TOJIBKO YEpHask Kydya Mycopa. JTo el moka3anoch

TaK CTPAaHHO, MAK CMPAHHO...)

[Fay had tried to get back to the Ranch--and it just did not exist anymore--it had burned

to the ground, nothing remained, just a charred heap of rubbish. It was so strange, so

strange... | (L RU: 257

The significance of italics placement in the Russian text is very different from the one in
English. As is evident from the rest of the text, emphatic use of stress in the Russian version is
the prerogative of Humbert the narrator, and Humbert alone. Rather than fusing two voices
together in this scene, italics here unmistakably mark the authorship of words in the passage and
this is evident in the representation of the final words, repeated “so strange.” Here the first
instance is not specifically marked as it represents the factual information received by Humbert
from Lolita, while the second instance is clearly authored by Humbert alone, who repeats these
words after Lolita, and places further emphasis on these words. Thus italics in the text here can
be seen as the Humbert’s fixation on this information (that the ranch had burned and this is,
indeed, very strange). They do not mark what Lolita had said, but rather—what Humbert Aears.
The plausibility of this interpretation is evident in the addition that follows the passage in
question in the Russian version of the novel (it is absent in the English novel): Humbert attempts

to explain what it is he finds so strange and makes explicit the significance of this event in

connection with other details mentioned in the story: “Uro x, y Mak-Ky Obu10 TOXe moxokee
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nMms, u Toxe cropen aoMm [“Well, McCoo had a similar name and his house burned down too’]”
(L RU: 257) .

To conclude this section, I would like to emphasize the significance of departures in
italics placement in the Russian novel. As is evident from the discussion above, this departure is
deliberate and systematic, and it is indicative of Nabokov’s completely different artistic

intentions in translation.

4.3 Author-specific Use of Punctuation

Punctuation is a prominent feature of any natural language, and punctuation marks aid in
comprehension of the written text by marking intonation and pauses that must be observed when
reading it. The rules of punctuation vary from language to language, and there are certainly
differences in how punctuation marks are used between English and Russian. D. Barton Johnson,
one of the first researchers to consider the implications of Nabokov’s use of punctuation in
translation (by examining English and Russian versions of The Transparent Things), noted that
“[t]he punctuation patterns of Russian and English are radically different—thanks, in part, to
their syntax and morphology” (Johnson, n. pag.). This scholar observes that “[o]ne might also
note that Russian punctuation tends to be syntactically based, i.e., mechanical, while English
relies more on semantic and emotional factors” (Johnson, n. pag.).

It must be emphasized that, while there are differences, both languages also allow author-

specific use of punctuation (in Russian avtorskie znaki), not regulated by language rules®. It is

39 Consider, for example, humorous sentences, such as “Woman without her man is nothing” (or its Russian
equivalent “Ka3unTs Henb3s momMmioBath’”’) where altering the punctuation leads to a drastic difference in meaning:
“Woman! Without her, man is nothing” or “Woman without her man, is nothing”
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precisely these marks—solely controlled by the author and not regulated by external rules—that
provide valuable insight into the workings of an artistic mind.

The use of punctuation and visual representation of the text in general is a relatively
under-researched field in translation. Regarded as a relatively minor aspect of language, the use
of punctuation was often overlooked in translation studies. This attitude, however, is changing
rapidly. In her excellent discussion of literary prose translations from Russian into English,

Rachel May posits that punctuation can be a subtle site of interpretive tension and power:

Translators tend to explain their often cavalier treatment of punctuation by the search for
‘what sounds right’ to them. However, psycholinguistic research shows punctuation to be
a fundamentally visual effect that does not lend itself to such aural criteria. Instead,
punctuation appears to be a locus of translational control, the place where translators
assert the most authority. (The Translator: 6)

As we can see, in the absence of any strict documented rules, this area allows for much “cavalier
treatment” on the part of translators, which makes it particularly valuable for research.
Translators routinely elect to use punctuation marks according to “what sounds right,” i.e.,
according to their own interpretation of the texts, thereby making their own role and strategy in
translation visible.

The case of Nabokov’s legacy in this context, however, merits further consideration.
Arguably, Nabokov was acutely aware of the significance of punctuation for his work, as is
evident from a letter written by Vera Nabokov on behalf of her husband just a few years prior to
the release of the Russian Lolita. The letter was essentially a request to see the final proofs of
Invitation to the Beheading, which was prompted by the detection of numerous misprints in the
text:

In order to avoid new misprints, my husband reluctantly accepts the substitution of dots
for dashes and dashes for inverted commas, although this substitution is unfortunate in
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view of the fact that dots, dashes, and inverted commas all had their carefully assigned
meaning in the original. (cited in White 48)

Lolita specifically features frequent direct or implied meta-textual references to punctuation. The
narrator, for example, highlights the difference between the nature of Charlotte’s remarks and the
way they are presented in the text, as she says: “How I love this garden [no exclamation mark in
her tone]. Isn't it divine in the sun [no question mark either]” (L EN: 55, examples are listed
exactly as they appear in the text of the novel), and goes as far as to ask Jean Farlow to “forgive
me all this, parenthesis included” (L EN:115).

This aspect of Nabokov’s works certainly did not go unnoticed by his readership. Zinaida
Shakhovskaya, one of his early critics, for example, specifically pointed out his “extravagant”
use of punctuation marks. Barton D. Johnson, the first scholar to further explore the
phenomenon, observed that Nabokov’s fiction is “heavily punctuated” (Johnson, n. pag.), and
linked the symbolic representation of punctuation marks to the author’s intended effect of
particular scenes in Transparent Things. Duncan White pointed out the abundance of brackets in
the English Lolita as a particular literary device that reflected and amplified the novel’s crucial
themes—imprisonment, seduction, mystery—concluding that Lolita is, in fact, “a heaven for
charged punctuation” (47). A Russian scholar, B.Yu. Shavlukova, explored a very Nabokovian
usage of a dash combined with “and” in his early Russian prose, pointing out that he often used
this combination in direct violation with normative usage, in order to achieve very specific
literary effects.

Nabokov’s own stated importance of punctuation, further amplified by the general
awareness of his theory of literal translation—his repeated assertions of the importance of
slightest details in interpretation of literary works—has led to the fact that translators of

Nabokov’s texts tend to observe religiously the author-specific use of punctuation when
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translating his texts. This is particularly evident in the translation of “The Postscript to the
Russian Edition of Lolita” written by Nabokov in Russian (1965) and made available to his
English-speaking readership by Earl D. Sampson in 1982. As evident from my comparison of the
original and the translation, Sampson only changed punctuation and formatting of this texts in
instances where it was mandated by the rules of the English language, such as removing
quotation marks around book titles and names of mentioned publishing houses (as well as
marking book titles with italics in the English text), or inserting the present tense of the verb “to
be” in places where the Russian text featured a dash. These are, of course, mandatory shifts,
expected in any translation from Russian into English. However, this translator also meticulously
retained the punctuation symbols in all instances that are not so heavily regulated by the rules of
English. Particularly insightful here is the following example: defending his right to translate
Lolita personally, Nabokov vividly conjures up an image of “amepukanen, KOTOpbIid «Opain»
pycckuii s3b1k B yHHBepcuTeTe” (Nabokov 1968: 298), translated by Sampson as “the American
who had ‘taken’ Russian at the university” (Sampson 192). “To take” a language [class] at the
university in Russian is a notorious lexical calque from English (common among novice students
of Russian), as in standard Russian students typically learn a language (n3ydaror s3bIK). In
standard Russian, when a supposed language professional claims to have “taken” the language,
this wording alone raises the question of his or her supposed proficiency. This violation of the
norms in standard usage certainly justifies the inclusion of the word in the quotation marks. In
English, however, “to take a language” is a standard expression that is commonly used, which
does not require special formatting. Nonetheless, the translator here preserves the quotation

marks*’. This example serves to illustrate the point that, while many translators do not put much

** This, in turn, brings out a semantic implication that is very different from the original: while the Russian version
suggests that the said professional took a language class, but failed to learn the basics of the language, the formatting
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thought into preserving punctuation marks in their texts, translators of Nabokov’s texts tend to
invest a considerable effort into retaining all of the features of the original, even if it might not be
necessary. In this context, Nabokov’s own treatment of punctuation across different versions of

the novel is very different from that of most translators of his own texts.

4.3.1 Parentheses

The sheer abundance of round parentheses in Lolita is truly astounding. Duncan White
notes that there are as many as 450 in the novel, and it must be pointed out that Nabokov places
further emphasis on the use of parentheses in the Russian version of the novel, though this
amplification is not considered by White at all.

As far as their conventional usage is concerned, parentheses commonly mark a piece of
unessential information. See, for example, the definition from the Oxford Dictionary: “a word or
phrase inserted as an explanation or afterthought into a passage which is grammatically complete
without it, in writing usually marked off by brackets, dashes, or commas.” This general guideline
is very similar in Russian as well. The Russian Academic Grammar (published in 1967, around
the time Lolita was translated into Russian) maintains that “parentheses are used to mark words
and sentences that are inserted into other sentences for explanation or as addition to the
expressed thought.” As an alternative to this method, the Grammar lists separation by dashes on
both sides of the inserted fragment, “in instances where separation by parenthesis might lessen

9941

the link between the main sentence and the addition.”” The use of parenthesis in literary texts,

while it often mimics the conventional usage, can also be drastically different. For example, the

of the English translation might suggest that the person never actually took the class.

*!'In this chapter I will accept this alternative—separation by dashes—as an adequate alternative to separation by
parenthesis; however, additional consideration of instances where Nabokov opts for either of these marks might
yield interesting results.
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Russian Literary Encyclopedia underscores that parentheses also highlight the isolation of the
enclosed thought from the discourse as it demands “a change of tone.”

This punctuation aspect—Nabokov’s use and even over-use of parentheses—has
attracted some scholarly attention. White points out that the abundance of bracketed phrases in
the English Lolita may be explained as several authorial strategies at once: as the development of
the theatrical theme (where brackets mark additions that are used similarly to stage directions),
as the special brand of Humbert’s viciousness (hinting at his real motives in front of an
unsuspecting audience), and as Nabokov’s interest in exploring a purely typographic usage of
brackets (where brackets are compared to windows in the narrator’s facade). White then further
explores the use of parentheses in the story and shows their use mirrors and even amplifies the
novel’s crucial themes—imprisonment, seduction, mystery.

Michael Wood in a recent piece dedicated to exploring the notion of “norm” in
Nabokov’s afterword to Lolita reminded us of the “extraordinary vivid use Nabokov makes of
this typographic convention” (238), and in addition to listing some of the conventional purposes
of parentheses—to provide quick examples or supplementary argument, to add information or
anecdote, or as a parody of the device itself—explores the ambiguity of this mark in the
Afterword to Lolita, as “the parenthesis [...] leaves the precision and detail to us” (239). On a
similar note, Bulgarian scholar Katherina Kokinova pointed out the specifically literary use of
brackets in Witold Gombrowicz and Vladimir Nabokov’s Russian prose, as well as the
perplexing ability of these marks to hide and reveal at the same time, concluding that “what has
been put into (brackets) oscillates between the presence and the attempt at absence” (4). She
elaborated her radical view by explaining this punctuation’s visual contradiction:

It looks as though the brackets are a concisely chosen punctuation mark that stands out
visually at the same time as what is within it may be omitted, could be read, “played”
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without it. On the other hand, graphically outstanding, they are more likely to take a
“leading position,” the text in brackets the first/only text read. (Kokinova 4)

These scholars (with the exception of Kokinova) focus on the English version of Lolita, but an
examination of various versions of Lolita reveals very distinct and different patterns in the use of
brackets that ought to be considered in the context of the narratives as a whole. Consider the
following examples, where almost identical phrases have a drastically different placement of
parenthesis: “She went on, her cheek (recedent) against mine (pursuant); and this was a good
day, mark, o reader!” (L EN: 165) translated as “Ona mpomoipkana, OTOABUTAs EKY OT MOel
HACTyMaBIIeH MeKH (1 3To OB, 3aMeTh, €lIe JISTKUH JIeHb, 0 Mo unTtaTens!) ” [“She went on,
receding her cheek against pursuant mine (and this was, mark, an easy day, oh my reader!)”]. (L
RU: 149) Here the English version has an opposite effect to the conventional usage of brackets:
by placing the adjective after the noun and separating it in parentheses, Nabokov draws
additional attention to the direction of movement, very similar to theatrical scripts. The Russian
version contains a direct appeal to the reader, “my reader,” in parenthesis, where the
conventional “insignificance” of the bracketed phrase is somewhat subverted by the request to
“mark” this occurrence, thus implying that it is important. The placement of brackets in his
particular scene, when approached in abstraction, highlights the shifting emphasis between the
original and the translation, as the original draws more attention to the events as perceived by the
narrator, while the translation puts more emphasis on the communication between the narrator
and his readership. However, while this particular scene features a strikingly different placement
of brackets, the analysis of this scene does not indicate whether this is a separate instance of the
narrator’s whimsy or an indication of a pattern affecting the design of the novel as a whole. In
order to make broader conclusions about this aspect of the novel, one must consider whether

parenthetical inclusions form distinct patterns in various versions of the novel. My review of
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these patterns reveals that the discrepancies in the use of parentheses between different versions
of the novels cannot be explained by maturity of the author’s style in use of this unconventional
feature (and should not be viewed as the author’s attempt to enhance this feature, already
prominent in the original), but are rather indicative of his changing artistic intentions in the
overall design of the novel.

The following section will review the effect of the additional parentheses placement in
the Russian version of the novel in light of the consequences of these additions for the narrative
as a whole. Particularly revealing are conclusions that can be drawn from instances where (a) the
Russian version features added parentheses along with new information absent in the original,
and (b) the Russian version features additional parentheses otherwise identical (semantically and
compositionally) to the original sentences.

a) Added parenthesis with new information absent in the original

A review of additions in parentheses in the Russian version of the text reveals numerous
additional interjections by Humbert that seek to evaluate the text surrounding round brackets,
often from what seems to be a retrospective vantage point (indicative of Humbert reflecting on
the events of the plot in retrospect). Considering the importance of juxtaposing two distinct
points of view in the narrative—Humbert the Writing vs. Humbert the Described, to use
Dolinin’s terminology ("Nabokov's Time" 27)—these additions reveal a more prominent voice
of Humbert the Writing throughout the Russian text.

This is evident in the following example, as Humbert laments the fact that he did not film
Lolita while she was playing tennis:

That I could have had all her strokes, all her enchantments, immortalized in segments of

celluloid, makes me moan today with frustration. They would have been so much more
than the snapshots I burned! (L EN: 232)
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MeHs 3acTaBisieT CTOHATh OT OOHJIBI MBICIb, YTO I MOT TaK JIErKO 00E€CCMEpPTHTh BCe
3TH BOJILIEOHBIE Y30pbl, 3aleyaTiieB UX Ha IeJUTyJIOMI0BOM JeHte. Hackoiabko oHu OBl
PEBOCXOJIMIIA T€ MOMEHTAJIbHBIC CHUMKH, KOTOpBIE 5 (Oe3ymen!) cxer!

[The thought that makes me moan today with frustration is that I could have

immortalized all these magic patterns, by placing them onto segments of celluloid. They

would have been so much more than the snapshots that I (a madman!) burned!] (L RU:

213)

Here, the additional bracketed interjection “(a madman!)” shows an emotionally charged
evaluation of the events in the passage, made by Humbert from a retrospective point of view. In
this particular case, we have to rely on the chronology of the events to identify the retrospective
nature of the remark, as Humbert could not have referred to himself as a madman had he known
what events were to follow (Lolita’s disappearance from his life).

Occasionally, the addition of brackets in the Russian text is accompanied by subtle
changes in the lexical items or grammar, all of which unambiguously identify that these remarks
were retrospective. Consider the following striking example, Humbert’s confession made after
having spent a day on the beach with Lolita:

[...] but the fog was like a wet blanket, and the sand was gritty and clammy, and Lo was

all gooseflesh and grit, and for the first time in my life I had as little desire for her as for a

manatee (L EN: 167)

[....] HO TymMaH HaBHcaJd KaKk MOKpPOE OJEsyl0, MECOK ObUI HEMPHUSITHO 3EPHUCTBIA U

KJeHkuii, u Jlonura Bcs MOKphLIachk T'yCHHON KOXKeH M 3epHaMU MecKa, U (€AMHCTBEHHBIN

pa3 B )ku3HU!) sl ©MeEIN K HEll He O0JIbIIe BICUEHHUS, YEM K JJaMaHTHHY.

[[...] but the fog was like a wet blanket, and the sand was gritty and clammy, and Lo was

all covered in gooseflesh and grit, and (for the only time in my life!) I had as little desire

for her as for a manatee] (L RU: 150)

As we can see, the English version identifies Humbert as lacking desire for Lolita for the first
time 1in his life, which identifies Humbert as reflecting on the event as an immediate participant.

In the Russian version, however, Humbert is writing from a much later perspective, and having

lost Lolita, is able to conclude that this was the only time he ever lacked desire for her.
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On a similar note, parentheses sometimes interrupt the grammatical sequence of tenses of
the original and underscore more definite future events in the Russian version. In one scene,
Humbert, admiring Lolita as she is playing with the dog, remarks: “Lo, leaving the dog as she
would leave me some day, rose from her haunches” (L EN: 118) and this remark is translated as
“JlomuTa, ocTaBUB cO0aKy (Tak M MEHs OHA OCTaBHT), MOJHsIIACH ¢ KopTouek™ [“Lo, leaving the
dog (as she will leave me some day) rose from her haunches” | (L RU: 105).

Occasionally, these interjections serve to highlight the gap between the reality that
surrounds Humbert and the way he perceives it at the moment, which is only possible from the
retrospective point of view. This gap is evident from the following changes:

There was the day, during our first trip—our first circle of paradise—when in order to

enjoy my phantasms in peace | firmly decided to ignore what I could not help perceiving,

the fact that I was to her not a boy friend... (L EN: 283)

[ToMHIO JieHB, BO BpeMsl HaIllel TIEPBOM MOE3IKU—HAIIIEro MIEPBOro Kpyra pas, —Koria

JUIL TOTO, 4TOOBI CBOOOIHO YNHMBATHCS CBOMMH (haHTACMAropusiMH, s MPHUHSI Ba)KHOE

pelieHre: He oOpaliaTh BHUMaHUS Ha TO (a ObUIO ATO Tak SIBHO!), 4TO s IS Hee He

BO3JTH00JIEHHBIN

[There was the day, during our first trip—our first circle of paradise—when in order to

freely enjoy my phantasms I firmly decided to ignore (and it was so obvious!) that I was

to her not a boy friend]. (L RU: 263)

In the above examples the indication that there is, in fact, a disconnect between reality and
Humbert’s perception of it is dormant in the original, rendered by the casual “what I could not
help perceiving,” but the translation renders this potential disparity more explicit, in “it was so
obvious!” separated from the utterance both by graphical means (parenthesis) and way of
changed intonation.

The retrospective point of view in these bracketed interjections is particularly apparent

when they chronologically precipitate the events of the plot. Consider, for example, a remark

made by Humbert while driving next to Lolita in the car: “while I prayed we would never get to
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that store, but we did” (L EN: 51) translated as ““st sxe Monmiics - yBbI, 0€3yCII€IIHO, - YTOOBI MBI
Hukorga He goexanu|[while I prayed — alas, unsuccessfully — we would never get to the store”]”
(L RU: 40). Here, the Russian version makes explicit that Humbert’s prayers were unsuccessful
before the trip was completed, and therefore identify a change in perspective.

Oftentimes, parentheses are used in almost identical sentences in the Russian version,
which, when considered against the backdrop of the general pattern outlined above, can be
argued to render a slightly more distant perspective on the details of the plot. Thus, Humbert’s
statement “My choice, however, was prompted by considerations whose essence was, as [
realized too late, a piteous compromise” (L EN: 25) is translated as “Ho B 3TOM BBIOOpE s
PYKOBOJICTBOBAJICSI COOOpaKEHHUSIMH, KOTOPBIC IO CYIIECTBY CBOJMIIMCh—KAK S CIUIIKOM
MO3JHO TOHSII—K JKankoMmy kKommpomuccy [My choice, however, was prompted by
considerations whose essence was—as I realized too late—a piteous compromise]” (L RU: 16).
Both versions here present an identical sentence. The only difference is the placement of dashes
around “as I realized too late” that might suggest a more distant vantage point from which the
main sentence is assessed.

The slightest manipulations to the sentences can have a striking artistic effect. Quite
illustrative here is Humbert’s reflection on making love to Lolita:

I recall certain moments, let us call them icebergs in paradise, when after having had my

fill of her—after fabulous, insane exertions that left me limp and azure-barred—I would

gather her in my arms with, at last, a mute moan of human tenderness (L EN: 285)

BcenomuHaio HEKOTOpblE TakMe MHUHYThl— Ha30BeM HX aicOepramu B paro,—KOIJa,

HACHITUBIIUCH €10, 0CJIa0eB OT 0ACHOCIOBHBIX, O€3yMHBIX TPYIOB, O€3BOIBHO JieXkKa MO

Ja30peBOM MOJIOCOM, UYIIEeH MOMepeK Tena, s, ObIBasIo, 3aKII0Yal €e B CBOM OOBATHS C

MPUTIIYIICHHBIM CTOHOM uejioBedeckoi (HakoHerl!) HexxnocTu (L RU: 264)

[T recall certain moments—Iet us call them icebergs in paradise,—when after having had
my fill of her, being limp after fabulous, insane exertions laying under the azure bar that
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crossed my body, I would gather her in my arms with a mute moan of human (at last!)
tenderness|

Both versions feature at last but its placement is drastically different in the Russian version,
which leads to a change of the words’ meaning. In the original it has an almost purely
chronological meaning (an embrace after intercourse), while in Russian it acquires a pronounced
emotional charge, as it contrasts Humbert’s human attitude towards the girl at the moment with
his implicit wrongdoings to her in the narrative up to this point. More importantly, this particular
instance highlights Humbert’s realization and acknowledgement of his conflicting and complex
feelings towards Lolita.

As we can see from the discussion above, the bracketed interjections in the Russian
version rarely contain new factual information; however, there is a definite pattern in the
translated novel that indicates a redistribution of dominant voices in the novel—a change that
cannot be explained by social or cultural factors. In light of this pattern, other changes in the text,
perhaps of a more subtle nature, can be productively examined as well.

(b) Parentheses added in otherwise identical sentences.

The previous section reviewed multiple instances in the Russian text where parentheses
are added (in instances where there are none in the original), leading to the redistribution of the
main voices of the narrative, as the voice of Humbert the Writing becomes more dominant than
the voice of Humbert the Described, and this retrospective point of view is also revealed through
changes in lexical items, grammar and chronological inconsistencies as observed in the
placement of the remarks. As we can see in the previous section, the voices of the two narrators
of the story (which is the crucial element of the original text) are juxtaposed in a slightly

different way. Nabokov embeds the point of view of Humbert the Writing and consistently
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makes it explicit in reflections of Humbert the Described, a strategy that emphasizes very
different aspects of the Russian novel in comparison with the original.

Keeping in mind the importance of Humbert’s voice for the narrative as a whole (as
Humbert is, after all, the dominant narrator of the novel), a reader must question the instances
where parentheses are added/removed in otherwise identical sentences. One way to interpret
these additions/omissions is to link them with Nabokov’s strategy to highlight (rather than
dismiss as unimportant) details of Humbert’s emotional state, albeit in a very subtle way.
Parentheses serve as a means to render and highlight the emotional state of Humbert at various
points in the narrative. Particularly revealing is the following example: “Clouds again interfered
with that picnic on that unattainable lake” (L EN: 50), which is translated as “Omnstp Tyun
MoMemIan NMUKHUKY Ha—HenocaraeMmoM—o3sepe” [Clouds again interfered with that picnic on
that—unattainable—lake] (L RU: 39). The lake, of course, plays a very important part in
Humbert’s plans to seduce Lolita. A prospect of a picnic by the lake deploys wild fantasies in his
mind, where he manages to “plunge with my nymphet into the wood ““ (L EN: 53), a musing that
soon turns into “ a quiet little orgy with a singularly knowing, cheerful, corrupt and compliant
Lolita behaving as reason knew she could not possibly behave” (L EN: 54). The lake is also
linked to Humbert’s murderous plan to drown Charlotte (which would leave him sole caretaker
of Lolita), the plan that he decides to abandon at the last possible minute. As we can see in the
Russian version of the novel, the narrator skillfully highlights the emotional charge that is
indicative of Humbert’s frustration with the chain of events that postponed the picnic.

Similarly, on the night at the Enchanted Hunters, the hotel where Humbert actually
succeeded in seducing Lolita, he notes in passing that: “[t[he dining room closed at nine, and the

green-clad, poker-faced serving girls were, happily, in a desperate hurry to get rid of us (L EN:
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121). The Russian version highlights Humbert’s state of anticipation with less ambiguity (as it is
not clear who is happy—the serving girls or the narrator—in the original) by “Pecropan
3aKpBIBAJICS B JICBSATh, W KAMEHHOJIMIbIC MOAABANBLIMIBI B 3€leHOH (opme OT4asHHO
CHENIMIH—Ha MO€ c4acThe—OT Hac otaenathes [The dining room closed at nine, and the green-
clad, poker-faced serving girls were—happily for me—in a desperate hurry to get rid of us]” (L
RU: 108). The Russian translation thereby alters the original text to keep Humbert’s emotions
and psyche squarely before us, whereas the English version plays more ironically with polite
ambiguities.

Reflecting on the last time he saw Lolita (in the hospital, right before she disappeared for
three years), Humbert states that “[a]s [ was leaving, leaving voluntarily, Dolores Haze reminded
me to bring her next morning [...]” (L EN: 244), translated as “Yxons, - yxons mo coOCTBEHHOI
BOJIC, - 51 yciblmal, Kak Jlonopec ['eii3 moBTopseT MHe, 4TOOHI 51 3aBTpa yrpoMm npuHec|...|[As |
was leaving - leaving voluntarily - Dolores Haze reminded me to bring her next morning....]” (L
RU: 225). As we can see in the translation of this fragment, Humber further emphasizes the
voluntary nature of his action, along with his disbelief that it was, indeed, voluntary in the
Russian version of the text.

Furthermore, considering that Nabokov worked on this narrative on three separate
occasions (first on the original novel, then on the screenplay, and finally on the Russian version),
the resulting texts showcase instances where details, having passed through cinematic adaptation,
can be said to have acquired additional significance in the Russian version of the novel as well.
This is evident the following example, where Humbert laments his permission granted to Lolita
to study acting: “By permitting Lolita to study acting I had, fond fool, suffered her to cultivate

deceit” (L EN: 229). As we can see, this passage features a moment of self-reflection by
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Humbert, as he connects Lolita’s learning of acting with her increasing ability to deceive him. A
very similar passage is also featured in the screenplay: “HUMBERT: What a fool—what a fool
is this Humbert! Giving little Lolita numberless humbertless opportunities” (L SN: 794). Of
course, this version is slightly different, as Humbert’s frustration here is motivated by the fact
that Lolita used her acting lessons as an opportunity to be unsupervised (and therefore, to have
an opportunity to deceive Humbert). But note a slightly more prominent self-reflection here, first
by repetition of the word “fool” and also by the change in reference—from the first person to the
third person, which implies both subjective and objective perspective. The Russian version
renders this emphasis on self-reflection even more evident by employing parenthesis as well:
“Tem, uto st paspeurws Jlonute 3aHUMATBCS TEATPAIBHOW HMIPOM, s JOMYCTHI (BIFOOJICHHBIHM
mpocrak!), 4ToObl OHa Hay4yWJIach BceM H3oLIpeHusM obmana [By permitting Lolita to study
acting I had (fond fool!) suffered her to cultivate deceit]” (L RU: 210). The parenthical addition
in the Russian version, in comparison with the original novel, can be interpreted as placing
further emphasis on Humbert’s evaluation of his actions in retrospect, by combining two distinct
points of view in a single utterance, similarly to the text of the screenplay.

In an analogous way Nabokov translated “My heart beat like a drum as she sat down,
cool skirt ballooning, subsiding, on the sofa next to me, and played with her glossy fruit (L EN:
58) as “Cepnaue y MeHs 3a0uinocs 6apabaHHBIM 00eM, KOTJja OHa OIyCTHJIaCh Ha IMBaH PSAIOM CO
MHOH (100Ka BO3IYIIHO B31yjach, ONajia) U cTaja Urparh IISHIEBUTHIM IutogoM[My heart beat
like a drum as she sat down on the sofa next to me (skirt ballooning in the air, subsiding) and
started playing with her glossy fruit”]” (L RU: 46). This scene is very similar to a scene in the
screenplay as well, where Lolita is portrayed as she intentionally and “gracefully gyrates in front

of Humbert” (L SN: 714). Thus the fact that this detail is bracketed in the Russian version, along
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with the narrator’s emphasis on the girl’s voluntary proximity to him, suggests the narrator’s
self-serving implication that his feelings are reflected mutually (an implication made much
earlier in the text of the Russian novel). Again, Nabokov’s Russian translation illuminates an
inner life and a thought process of enjoyment, value and self-justification that only exists more
implicitly in the English original. Such a pattern of consistent amplification is indicative of the
author’s fundamental change in the overall design of the novel, as these insinuations are
consistently made much earlier in the body of the Russian text.

A review of bracketed details in descriptions of other characters in the story reveals a
differing effect: a tendency to underscore the distance between Humbert and the other characters.
The following example, which was discussed in great detail by White (51), illustrates Humbert’s
sense of Lolita as belonging in his private, constructed world: “That old woman in black who sat
down next to me on my bench, on my rack of joy (a nymphet was groping under me for a lost
marble), and asked if | had a stomachache, the insolent hag” (L EN: 21). White links Nabokov’s
use of parentheses here with the overall meaning-generating features of the passage, and notes
that they fulfill a dual function, as on one hand, brackets separate the nymphet from the narrator
(much like the park bench conceals the girl from the voyeur). On the other hand, the parentheses
also serve visually as an indication of the focus of the narrator’s glance, unmistakably identifying
the main object of his interest. In this light, it is pertinent to consider how this sentence is
formatted in Russian:

He3abBenHas crapyxa B 4epHOM, KOTOpasi CHjesa PsJIOM CO MHOM Ha MapKOBOM CKambe,

Ha TBITOYHONW CKaMbe MOero OnakeHcTBa (HUM(eTKa MO0 MHOHM cTapaiach HaIlymaTh

YKaTUBIIUICS CTEKJISIHHBIA IIApUK), U KOTOpas CHpocHia MEHs—Haruas BeJbMa—He

60muT 1 y MeHs xkuBotr” (L RU: 12)

[That unforgettable old woman in black who sat down next to me on the park bench, on

torturous rack of my joy (a nymphet was groping under me for a lost marble), and who
asked—the insolent hag—if I had a stomachache].
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The Russian version has the narrator in this passage also graphically distance himself from the
character he finds unpleasant (the old hag in the example above) by enclosing the character in
dashes, which forms a curious pattern in the book. Thus, Nabokov continues to both intensify
and slightly alter meaning from his original by evoking various effects (focus, distance) in the
text of translation.

This distancing tendency is also observed in mentions of Mary Lore, the nurse who
facilitated Lolita’s escape from the hospital. The sentence “Mary Lore, the beastly young part-
time nurse who had taken an unconcealed dislike to me, emerged with a finished breakfast
tray”(L EN: 242) is translated as “Mapus Jlop (Moyiomasi raJiiHa, CIIYKHBIIAs CHUICIKOW U C
MEepBOrO JIHS MEHsSI BO3HCHABHUJICBINAS) KaK pa3 BBIXOAWIA OTTyJa ¢ ocTtaTkamu JIOMUTHHOTO
yTpeHHero 3aBTpaka Ha nogHoce" [Mary Lore (the young beastly nurse who had taken an
unconcealed dislike to me from the very first day) emerged with leftovers of Lolita’s breakfast
on a tray] (L RU: 223). And, on a different occasion, the sentence “’Dolores,” said Mary Lore,
entering with me, past me, through me, the plump whore, and blinking, and starting to fold very
rapidly a white flannel blanket as she blinked” (L EN: 243) is translated as “’Jlomopec!’ -
BOCKJIMKHYJIa Mapus Jlop, BXoAs ¢O MHOW, MMUMO MEHS, CKBO3b MEHS—IIyXJas Jaxyapa—~mu
Moprasi peCHUIIaMH M Ha4rHasi OBICTPEHBKO CKIIAABIBATh Oeoe (uraHeneBoe OAesio, MPoaoIDKas
moprate" ["’Dolores!” exclaimed Mary Lore, entering with me, past me, though me - the plump
slut - and blinking, and starting to fold very rapidly a white flannel blanket as she blinked”] (L
RU: 223). As is evident in these examples, Humbert’s focus on characters he finds unpleasant in

the story is much more pronounced in the Russian version.
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Humbert, it seems, is quite aware of the conventions surrounding the use of parentheses
and never hesitates to subvert these conventions. When Jean Farlow attempts (unsuccessfully) to
seduce Humbert after the death of Charlotte, the following scene takes place:

A clap of thunder reverberated throughout the house, and she added: “Perhaps,

somewhere, some day, at a less miserable time, we may see each other again” (Jean,

whatever, wherever you are, in minus time-space or plus soul-time, forgive me all this,

parenthesis included) (L EN: 104-105)

White notes that at the time of writing the novel Jean will be dead (she will have died from
cancer three years later) and underscores that Humbert acknowledges that “not only his tone, but
his frequent parenthesis demand apology” (50). There is, however, an additional layer to this
passage: by dismissing her name in a bracketed aside, Humbert also highlights the insignificance
of the role that she plays in Ais narrative in sharp contrast to her implicit expectations. A further
comparison between the two versions of the novel reveals that parenthetical additions in
references to the Farlow couple are systematically redistributed by Nabokov in the Russian
version.

Compare, for example, Humbert’s extended reflection upon his first meeting with the
couple which features very different formatting in the two versions of the novel:

John Farlow was a middle-aged, quiet, quietly athletic, quietly successful dealer in

sporting goods, who had an office at Parkington, forty miles away: it was he who got me

the cartridges for that Colt and showed me how to use it, during a walk in the woods one

Sunday; he was also what he called with a smile a part-time lawyer and had handled some

of Charlotte's affairs. Jean, his youngish wife (and first cousin), was a long-limbed girl in

harlequin glasses with two boxer dogs, two pointed breasts and a big red mouth. She
painted—Ilandscapes and portraits—and vividly do I remember praising, over cocktails,
the picture she had made of a niece of hers, little Rosaline Honeck, a rosy honey in a Girl

Scout uniform, beret of green worsted, belt of green webbing, charming shoulder-long

curls—and John removed his pipe and said it was a pity Dolly (my Dolita) and Rosaline

were so critical of each other at school, but he hoped, and we all hoped, they would get

on better when they returned from their respective camps. (L EN: 79)

Jlxkon @aprno ObT TOXWIOH, CIOKOMHBIN, CIIOKOWHO-aTIETUYECKHI CITIOKOMHO-
YIA4JIUBBIA TOPTrOBEll CHOPTUBHBIMM TOBapamH, ¢ KOHTOpoil B IlapkmHIrTOHE, B COpOKa
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MWISIX OT Hac; 3TO OH CHAaOAMI MeHS aMyHULUel g npeciioByroro KosiabTa v Haydui
UM TI0JIb30BaThCs (KaK-TO BO BPEMsI BOCKPECHOH MPOTYJIKH B MPHO3EPHOM OOpY); OH
Takke ObLT "oTyacTu agBoKaTOM" (KaK caMm TOBOPHJI C YIIBIOKOH) U B CBOE BPEMs MPUBEI
B mnopsagok Hekotopele Illapmortunbl gema. J[oaHa, €ro MoOJoOKaBas JKEHa,
MPUXOIMBIIASICS €EMY JBOIOPOJHON CECTPOil, ObliIa JOITOHOras 1aMa, B OYKaxX C PacKoCoi
OTpaBoil; y Hee ObUIN JIBa MAJEBBIX OYJIbA0ra, JIBE OCTPBIX TPYAKU M OOJBIION KPACHBIHA
por. OHa nucana nem3axu U NOPTPEThI—KUBO MMOMHIO, KaK 32 PIOMKOW KOKTEWJISl MHE
CIYYHWJIOCh TOXBAJUTh CACIAHHBIA €0 MOPTPET MAJICHBKOW IIEMAHHULBI, Po3anuHbl
I'pam, rpammo3HOi, po30BOM KPAacOTKHM B TIpi-cKayTckoh (opme (Oeper u3 3eleHoi
LIEPCTH, 3€JEHBINH BSI3aHBIM NOSICOK, MPEIECTHbIE KyApH 10 Iuied), U JKOH BBIHYI HU30
pTa TpyOKy wHcKazan, Kak >kanb, uro J[ommu (most [omnura) um Posanumna Tak
HEMPUSA3ZHEHHO OTHOCATCA JPYT K JAPYXKKE B LIKOJE; BIPOYEM, OH BBIPA3UI HAACKIY, U
Mbl BCE MOJJAKHYJIM, YTO OHM JIyYIlle COMIYTCS, KOTrJa BEPHYTCS, KaXXJas U3 CBOETO
netHero jareps. (L RU: 67)

[John Farlow was a middle-aged, quiet, quietly athletic, quietly successful dealer in
sporting goods, who had an office at Parkington, forty miles away: it was he who got me
the cartridges for that Colt and showed me how to use it (during a walk in the woods
one Sunday)'; he was also a “part-time lawyer” (as he said with a smile)* and had
handled some of Charlotte's affairs. Jean, his youngish wife who was also his first
cousin’, was a long-limbed girl in harlequin glasses with two boxer dogs, two pointed
breasts and a big red mouth. She painted landscapes and portraits*—and vividly do I
remember praising, over cocktails, the picture she had made of a niece of hers, little
Rosaline Honeck, a rosy honey in a Girl Scout uniform (beret of green worsted, belt of
green webbing, charming shoulder-long curls)’ and John removed his pipe and said it
was a pity Dolly (my Dolita) and Rosaline were so critical of each other at school, but he
hoped, and we all hoped, they would get on better when they returned from their
respective camps].

This translated Russian fragment features five instances of authorial intervention, all of which
play some eventual role in the narrative. In reference to John Farlow (instances 1 and 2),
Nabokov uses parentheses for two separate descriptive details in Humbert’s recollection of the
initial encounter, and this strategy draws the readers’ attention to two crucial facts for the
narrative about John Farlow: his mastery with guns and his professional occupation (he is a
lawyer). These details, which might seem insignificant at the first mention, acquire significance
later in the novel. Just prior to the murder scene, Humber acknowledges the role of John Farlow

in teaching him how to use his murder weapon:
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I was now glad I had it [the Colt] with me—and even more glad that I had learned to use

it two years before, in the pine forest around my and Charlotte's glass lake. Farlow, with

whom I had roamed those remote woods, was an admirable marksman, and with his .38

actually managed to hit a hummingbird. (L EN: 216)

By the same token, Farlow’s professional occupation also becomes very significant for the story,
as his letter advising Humbert to “better produce Dolly quick” (L EN: 266) reaches the latter on
the same day as the letter from Lolita, and is the Farlow’s letter that sets in motion the events that
eventually lead to Quilty’s murder. Nabokov in the original version thereby continues a
punctuation pattern of making the apparently incidental eventually important (or a marker for the
important), by using his parentheses to enact a doubled strategy of sideline and centre, of
marginalized and main points. These particular parentheses may contain only information about
a walk and a smile, but they are also the contextualizing details for the facts of the gun and
Farlow’s legal knowledge and status.

In contrast to the addition of parentheses in recollection of John Farlow, all parenthical
inclusions of details from Jean Farlow’s biography in the Russian translation are removed
(instances 3 and 4 above), and these details are seamlessly integrated into the body of the main
text. Considering the insignificance of the role of this character for Humbert, made explicit
earlier in the story by his direct apology for the use of parentheses, the absence of parenthesis
here is indicative of Humbert’s indifference to his character.

As to the last bracketed reference in the above passage (instance 5), the addition of
parentheses around the phrase that depicts the Girl Scout’s appearance highlights a detail of what
particularly attracts Humber’s attention. Metaphorically speaking, the use of parentheses in this
instance may be compared to the use of the magnifying glass, which brings into focus various

details that shed light on Humbert’s state of mind. I concur with White’s thesis that Humbert is

by no means a reformed man (rid of his paedophilia), as the text of the novel features many
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mentions of nymphets in general, not just Lolita. It must be noted, however, that the Russian
version of the novel places further emphasis on Humbert’s interest in other nymphets, as the
author’s systematic addition of parentheses for a/l mentions of young girls in the text indicates:
I remember once handling an automatic belonging to a fellow student, in the days (I have
not spoken of them, I think, but never mind) when I toyed with the idea of enjoying his
little sister, a most diaphanous nymphet with a black hair bow, and then shooting myself.
(L EN: 29)
[ToMHUTCS, § ONH@KIBI WMEN B pyKax IMHUCTOJET, NPUHAMJICKABIIMNA CTYACHTY-
OJTHOKAIITHKKY, B Ty MOPY MOEH JXKU3HU (51, KAKETCs, 00 ITOH Mope He YIOMSHYI, HO 3TO
HEBAXXHO), KOrjJa s JIeJesul MbICIb HAaclaJUTbCsl €ro MAaJEHbKOW  CEecTpoid
(HEOOBIKHOBEHHO JIy4UCTOM HUMGETKOH, C OONbIIMM YepHbIM OAaHTOM) U TOTOM
3actpenutbesd. (L RU: 20)
[I remember once handling an automatic belonging to a fellow student, in the days (I have
not spoken of them, I think, but never mind) when I toyed with the idea of enjoying his
little sister (a most diaphanous nymphet with a black hair bow) and then shooting
myself.]
Or, when reflecting on Lolita’s interest in reading comic books: “Her eyes would follow the
adventures of her favorite strip characters: there was one well-drawn sloppy bobby-soxer, with
high cheekbones and angular gestures, that [ was not above enjoying myself” (L EN: 165), which
is translated as “I'mazamu oHa TMpoCieKUBaJIa MPUKIIIOYEHHUS] CBOUX JTIOOMMBIX MEPCOHAXEH Ha
CTpaHMYKE IOMopa (cpeau HuX Oblla XOpOIIO HAPHUCOBAaHHAS HEpsAXa-JACBUYOHKA B OCIJIBIX
HOCOYKaX, CKyJaCTEeHbKasi M yryioBaTasi, KOTOpOH s caM He mpoub ObUT Obl HacianuThes) [Her
eyes would follow the adventures of her favorite characters in the humor section (there was one
well-drawn sloppy bobby-soxer, with high cheekbones and angular gestures, that I was not
above enjoying myself)]” (L RU: 148).
Nabokov’s use of punctuation in the subsequent version of the novel reveals the change

in his artistic intentions. He now uses parentheses to mark changes in perspective on the events

of the plot and to highlight details that acquire special significance in this later version. All of



Roscoff149

these changes are also indicative of the author’s evolving concept of the work. As it was
suggested in the discussion above, changes in punctuation make visible not just individual
discrepancies between the versions of the text, but also highlight an underlying system of
emendations. This system ultimately linked with the implied author’s redistribution of values
assigned to the characters in the novel. Some characters of the novel (John Farlow, nymphets in
general) are shifted more prominently into the focus of Humbert’s attention, while his interest in

others (Jean Farlow, for instance) is noticeably dwindling in the Russian version.

4.3.2 Square Brackets

There are many instances in the English Lolita where Nabokov uses square brackets,
while the Russian version features none, but many of them are replaced by parenthesis. Square
brackets may well relate to the theme of theatricality in the novel, as they are often used to frame
stage directions, as mentioned earlier.

Consider their specific function, for example, in this particularly striking scene: Lolita
and Humbert’s conversation about their first night together. The mention of “rehearsal” here is
quite ambiguous, as this paragraph follows Humbert’s description of Lolita’s rehearsals for the
play, one of many intended ambiguities in the text:

There was one very special rehearsal... my heart, my heart... there was one day in May
marked by a lot of gay flurry—it all rolled past, beyond my ken, immune to my memory,
and when I saw Lo next, in the late afternoon, balancing on her bike, pressing the palm of
her hand to the damp bark of a young birch tree on the edge of our lawn, I was so struck
by the radiant tenderness of her smile that for an instant I believed all our troubles gone.
"Can you remember," she said, "what was the name of that hotel, you know [nose
puckered], come on, you know—with those white columns and the marble swan in the
lobby? Oh, you know [noisy exhalation of breath]—the hotel where you raped me. Okay,
skip it. I mean, was it [almost in a whisper] The Enchanted Hunters? Oh, it was?
[musingly] Was it? (L EN: 202)

Cpenu perneTuninii CIIy9riIach OJIHa COBCEM OCOOCHHasl... O cepaie, cepare!... Obur B Mae
OJIMH OCOOEHHBIN JI€Hb, MOJHBINA PAaJOCTHON CYeThI—HO BCE TO KaK-TO MPOIILIO MUMO,
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BHE MOET0 Kpyro3opa, He 3aJepXaBIIMCh y MEHS B MaMsITH, U KOTJa YK€ Iocle, K
BeUepy, s OmsATh yBUAen Jlonuty (OHa cuaena Ha BEJIOCUIIEIe, OalaHCUPYs, IPHIKAB PYKY
K BJIQXHOH KOpe MOJOoJ0oi Oepe3bl HAa Kparo Halllero JIy)kKa), MEHS TaK Iopas3uiia
CHUSIOINIAst HEXKHOCTh €€ YIBIOKH, UTO 1 Ha MUT MO3/IPAaBUII c€0si C OKOHYAHHUEM BCEX MOMX
nevayeid. "Ckaxu",—crnpocuna oHa,—'"Tbl, MOXXET OBbITh, TOMHHIIb, KaK Ha3bIBAJICS
OTeJIb—axX, Thl 3HaClllb, KAKON OTeJIb (HOC Y HE€ CMOPUIWIICS), HY, CKaKU—ThI 3HACIIb,—
Tam, rie ObLIM 3TU Oelble KOJIOHHBI U MpaMOpHBIi j1ebens B xomwne? Hy, kak 3To Thl He
3Haellb (OHA ITYMHO BBIJJOXHYJA)—TOT OTEJIb, € Thl MEHs M3HACKII0BaI? XOpOoIlIo, HE B
TOM JIeJI0, K 4OpTY. Sl MPOCTO X0Uy CIPOCUTH, HE HA3bIBAJICA JH OH (IIOYTH IIECTIOTOM) -
"3auapoBannbie OxoTHUKH"? AX, 1a (MeuTaTenbHO), B camoM aene?" (L RU: 184)

[There was one very special rehearsal... my heart, my heart!... there was one day in May
marked by a lot of gay flurry—it all rolled past, beyond my ken, immune to my memory,
and when I saw Lo next, in the late afternoon (she sat on her bike, balancing, pressing
the palm of her hand to the damp bark of a young birch tree on the edge of our
lawn)' I was so struck by the radiant tenderness of her smile that for an instant I
congratulated myself with the end of all our troubles. "Say," she said, "Maybe you
remember what was the name of that hotel—you know which” (her nose puckered)’,
come on—you know'—with those white columns and the marble swan in the lobby? Oh,
what do you mean you don’t’ (she loudly exhaled)’--the hotel where you raped me?
Okay, skip it. I mean, I just wanna ask if it was (almost in a whisper)’ The Enchanted
Hunters? Oh, it was? (musingly)® Was it?].
There are a number of systematic changes in this scene between the Russian and the English
versions. They are certainly interconnected with each other, and support the hypothesis that
Nabokov deploys a system of quite intentional revisions in the later version of the novel, and this
system is akin to rewriting the text anew, rather than creating a replica of the English text. These
punctuation changes affect the following features in the passage: (a) rendering of brackets, as
round brackets are added (instance 1) and square brackets are consistently rendered by means of
round ones (instances 3,6,7, and 8), (b) translation of the bracketed utterances (particularly
instances 3 and 6); and, finally (c) translation of “you know” (instances 2, 4, and 5).
As noted, square brackets are completely eliminated in the Russian version, and are

replaced by parentheses. It is important to keep in mind that the usage of square brackets in the

English novel is to be considered against the usage of parentheses (where the very shape of
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brackets clearly signals a difference in their intended effect, as it brings to mind theatrical
scripts). This punctuation opposition—a presumption of rhetorical choices—is completely
eliminated in Russian. However, it would be premature to conclude that “something is lost in
translation,” as the system of brackets in the Russian text is actually enhanced by the influx of
nuances of meaning that square brackets so clearly identify in the original.

There is some ambiguity in the original passage above: on one hand, square brackets
mark details of Lolita’s facial expressions during the conversation, indicating the intensity with
which Humbert is listening to her and noting the slightest movements of her face (and, of course,
highlighting her intense, sudden and seemingly unprovoked interest in the name of the hotel
where she actually first met Quilty). Quilty had by now prepared a script for the play she will
take part in, though Humbert, the self-congratulatory intellectual, manages to ignore all these
connected facts. On the other hand, square brackets along with the reference to a “rehearsal”
highlight the role Humbert plays in constructing his “reality”: his role can be likened to that of
the stage director, but one that inadvertently allows others to act. It is important to consider the
nature of utterances in brackets: the pronoun is missing in the English version, so the utterance
can be understood in two ways: as a statement of fact (or Humbert’s observation) or as a
direction (not unlike the scriptwriter’s instructions on how to play a certain role). The Russian
version eliminates this ambiguity, however, as these utterances are rendered as unambiguous
statements of fact, or Humbert’s unvarnished observations, by consistently adding a pronoun
(her nose puckered, she loudly exhaled). So the effect of these revisions can be summarized as
follows: in this particular Russian scene, Nabokov downplays Humbert’s role in constructing the
reality of the novel, and emphasizes instead his role as the merely recording voyeur of the scene.

The Russian version emphasizes young Lolita’s emerging control of information, demeanour and
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action. In Russian, Humbert’s receding control of her is further accented by adding brackets.
Instance #1 is—"“(she sat on her bike, balancing, pressing the palm of her hand to the damp bark
of a young birch tree on the edge of our lawn)”—yet another purely visual observation further
distanced by the parentheses, as she begins to take steps to remove herself from him.

The striking differences in formatting this scene result in important consequences for the
power struggle in the narrative as a whole, as is suggested by the transformation in the role
Humbert plays in the narrative: his role as the “creator” of the fictional world is limited to that of
a mere “observer” in the Russian version. Moreover, these observations can be further supported
by considering Nabokov’s strategy in translating the expression “you know” (which Lolita utters
three times during the scene). This seems to be mere a pause filler in Lolita’s English speech—
quite logical for the speech of a teenager who reluctantly approaches a topic that seems to be
significant. Emphasis on the semantic meaning of these utterances in the Russian version (“Oh,
you know which one”—“you know”—"what do you mean you don’t?”) suggests that Lolita is
far more aware of Humbert’s personality: she knows for a fact that Humbert would remember
the name of the hotel, and she is clearly skeptical of his implied denial that he doesn’t. To relate
this observation to my previous discussion, this subtle rendering, which many readers may slide
past unaware, crucially indicates that Humbert not only metaphorically (and at this point
unintentionally) surrenders his role of creator of the fictional world, with himself as its sole
controller, but that Lolita, in this instance, is given a much stronger, more self-aware voice. This
is just one example of how Nabokov intentionally and systematically reworked the Russian text
of the novel, offering therefore much more than a faithful translation of his English work. As the

discussion of Nabokov’s formatting of dialogues below will show, a similar tendency to make
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voices of other characters in the novel more explicit is evident throughout the Russian version of
the text.

However, in reference to the variety of ways Nabokov uses brackets in the novels,
another illustrative example should be considered, and it pertains to Nabokov’s strategy in
rendering the first person plural pronoun (“we”) throughout the novel and in different versions of
the text. The words “we” or “us,” when uttered by Humbert, are certainly intended to mark his
alliance and unity with the girl, which is not always shared by Lolita. This is particularly evident
in the following example from the screenplay:

HUMBERT: We should have turned half an hour ago and taken 42 south, not north.
LOLITA: We? Leave me out of it. (L SN: 761)

At the Ramsdale house, Lolita (who is not yet Humbert’s lover) approaches the latter with a
request: "Look, make Mother take you and me to Our Glass Lake tomorrow" (L EN: 45), which
is translated as “3acraBpTe-ka Mamy moBecTH Hac (Hac!) Ha OukoBoe o3epo 3aBTpa" (L RU: 34),
or [“Make Mother take us (us!) to Our Glass Lake tomorrow™].

During the scene of Humbert’s last conversation with Dolly Skiller, when she practically
spells out to Humbert the significance of clues that were dispersed throughout the novel (albeit
never presented as significant), she inquires: “Did I remember the red-haired guy we ("we" was
good) had once had some tennis with? (L EN: 276), translated as “f, moxxeT ObITb, TOMHUII
pBDKEro Tuma, ¢ KOTopbiM Mbl (Mbl!) Kak-To urpanu B TeHHuc? [Did I, perhaps, remember the
red-haired guy we (we!) had once had some tennis with?]” (L RU: 256). Finally, when Humbert
gives to the now married Lolita her inheritance, she voices her concerns that Humbert expects
her to have sex with him in return: “you mean you will give us [us] that money only if I go with

you to a motel” (L EN: 278), translated as “Tel X04emsb ckazaTh, 4TO Jaiib HaM (Ham!) JeHer,
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TOJIBKO €CJIH S TIEPECIUI0 ¢ ToOOo# B rocturmIe? [you mean you will give us (us!) that money
only if I will sleep with you in a motel?]” (L RU: 258).

As we can see from the overview of the examples listed above, there are specific
instances in the English text where “we” could have been used (“you and me”, emphatic “’we’
was good” and “[us]”) that are rendered by a consistent “(us!)” in the Russian translation. The
thematic implication of this pronoun shift for the narrative as a whole must be discussed in each
example above. As to the first example, it must be considered in conjunction with the scene at
the Enchanted Hunters, and Humbert’s important revelation that it was, in fact, Lolita, who
seduced him. However, while at the Ramsdale house, the speech of Lolita clearly does not
contain any romantic innuendoes. However, by highlighting (“us!”) in the Russian version,
Humbert deploys, considerably earlier than in the original novel, a series of statements
suggestive that his advances towards Lolita were provoked by the latter and, more importantly,
welcomed by her .

As to the second instance, it occurs considerably later in the novel (when Lolita is
married to and pregnant by another man), while Humbert still hopelessly toys with the idea that
she might abandon her new family and come back to him. Reminiscing about their past travels
together, Lolita mentions a specific episode from their travels and uses “we”— which gives
Humbert false hope that she regarded their affair as significant (where in reality she uses the
pronoun simply because there were two of them during the scene).

The final example comes from the scene where Humbert realizes that Lolita’s use of us,
refers to her and Richard and actually excludes Humbert himself. The square brackets in the
original signal, primarily, a flat intonation that is evident in Lolita’s casual mention of the other

man. The Russian rendering—(us!)—highlights Humbert’s fixation on her usage, however,
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along with the outrage it instigates. As evident from this discussion, all mentions of the first
person plural pronoun in the novel are linked with very different meanings the characters ascribe
to it. Nabokov’s Russian rendering of these mentions in a unified manner forms yet another
remarkable pattern in the text. On one hand, Nabokov’s different formatting in three separate
mentions of the pronoun in the English version allows drastically different nuances of meaning
(unity, outrage) ascribed to it by Humbert as his relationship with Lolita progresses. But on the
other hand, by deploying a uniform usage in the Russian version, Humbert establishes a clear
pattern in the novel, where each new instance is connected to the previous one and yet is very
different from it (first it marks Humbert’s hope that Lolita’s remark contains an insinuation,
followed by his hope that their relationship will survive, and, finally, his outrage when this hope

is shattered), thus rendering the dynamic of the relationship more explicit.

4.3.3 Quotation marks

Quotation marks conventionally serve in writing to mark the direct speech of characters,
and the guidelines for their use are very similar in Russian and in English. However, the Russian
translation of the novel reveals Nabokov’s rather peculiar approach to formatting dialogues in
the text. Consider the following example, when Humbert informs Lolita that her mother is at the
hospital (which explains why Lolita had to leave the camp early and why her mother is not there
to pick her up):

"How's Mother?" she asked dutifully.

I said the doctors did not quite know yet what the trouble was. Anyway, something

abdominal. Abominable? No, abdominal. (L EN: 111-112)

"Kak mama?", - cipocuiia OHa BEKJIMBEHBKO, U 51 CKa3aj, 4YTO JOKTOpa HE COBCEM €Il

YCTAHOBUJIM, B 4eM J1eJ10. Bo BCAKOM ciydae, 4To-TO € HKETYAKOM.

"Uro-10 *KyTKOE?"
“Her c xenyakom”
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["How's Mother?" she asked politely, and I said the doctors did not quite know yet what
the matter was. Anyway, something abdominal.

“Abominable?”

“No, abdominal] (L RU: 98)

There is a drastic difference in formatting of the exchange, as the English text suppresses Lolita’s
voice: what appears to be a dialogue between Humbert and Lolita is actually Humbert’s internal
speech directed at Lolita, while the formatting of the Russian text clearly identifies these remarks
as actually pronounced by Lolita. This pattern (suppression of other characters’ voices in the
English version in contrast to their clear identification in the Russian text) is evident on multiple
occasions in the texts.

For instance, in considering the nature of formatting used in a scene of Humbert’s
conversation with Lolita’s classmate at Beardsley (Mona), some conclusions can be drawn as to
what has actually been said in the conversation:

How had the ball been? Oh, it had been a riot. A what? A panic. Terrific, in a word. Had
Lo danced a lot? Oh, not a frightful lot, just as much as she could stand. What did she,
languorous Mona, think of Lo? Sir? Did she think Lo was doing well at school? Gosh,
she certainly was quite a kid. But her general behaviour was—? Oh, she was a swell kid.
But still? "Oh, she's a doll," concluded Mona, and sighed abruptly, and picked up a book
that happened to lie at hand. (L EN: 191- 192)

"A kak npomen 6an?" "Ax, 6yiictenno!" "Bunosar?" "He 6an, a BocTopr.

CnoBom, notpsicatomuii 6an". "Jlomm muHoro tanuesana?" "O, He Tak yxke CTpPaITHO
MHOTO - e ckopo Hajoeno" "A uro nymaer Mona (TomHass Mona) o camoii Jommu?" "B
KakoMm oTHomeHuu, cap?" "Cuuraer nmu oHa, yro Jomam npeycneBaer B mkose?" "Uro
K, JeBUYOHKa OHa - yX, Kakas!" "A kak Hacyer oOmiero moBeaenus?" "JleBuoHka, Kak
cneayet". "Jla, HO Bce-Takm...?" "lIpenects neBuoHka!" — M clenaB 3TO 3aKIIOYEHUE,
MoHa OTpBIBUCTO B3/I0XHYIIA, B3sJIa CO CTOJMKA CIyYailHO MOJIBEPHYBIIYIOCS KHUTY"

[“How had the ball been?” “Oh, it had been a riot!” “Pardon?” “A panic. Terrific, in a
word” “Had Lo danced a lot?” “Oh, not a frightful lot — she got bored soon” “What does
she, Mona (languorous Mona) think of Lo?” “In what sense, sir?” “Does she think Lo
is doing well at school?” “Gosh, she certainly is quite a kid” “But what about her general
behaviour?” “Oh, she is a swell kid” “But still?”” “Oh, she's a fine girl” and having come
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to this conclusion, Mona sighed abruptly, and picked up a book that happened to lie at
hand] (L RU: 173)

In the versions of the exchange above, the dialogue is formatted in this similarly divergent
fashion, where the English version suppresses the voices of others, while the Russian version
presents those voices. The absence of quotation marks in the English text suggests that the
dialogue is imaginary, taking place in Humbert’s head, where only the last remark is actually
pronounced by Mona (which is further emphasized by the switch to the present tense and the use
of quotation marks around the remark). Furthermore, it must be kept in mind that this is a
conversation between a teenage girl and an adult male, during which he imaginarily addresses
the former as “languorous Mona,” a rather inappropriate form of address, and this
inappropriateness is accentuated in Mona’s constructed remark that follows - “Sir?” In short, the
exchange is almost entirely Humbert’s fantasy, except at its end, where the quotations signal
reality. However, in the Russian version, where the dialogue is presented as if it actually took
place (which is further emphasized by the switch to the present tense and the consistent use of
quotation marks throughout), the inappropriate form of address is bracketed and represents one
of Humbert’s mental notes (as discussed above in this study). Moreover, Mona’s remark that
follows does not contain any indication of awkwardness in the exchange, as she simply inquires
“In what sense, sir?”

On a similar note, this dialogue in the screenplay takes the form of an actual exchange
due to the nature of the medium. Mona’s languorous attitude is transposed, metonymically, onto
one of the unstageable directions in the text, her languorous shrug:

HUMBERT So the party was a success?

MONE Oh, a riot, terrific.

HUMBERT Did Dolly, as you call her, dance a lot?

MONA Not a frightful lot. Why?
HUMBERT I suppose all the boys are mad about her?
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MONA Well. Sir, the fact is Dolly is not concerned with mere boys. They bore her.

HUMBERT What about that Roy, what’s-his-name?

MONA Oh, him.

A languorous shrug.

HUMBERT What do you think of Dolly?

MONA Oh, she is a swell kid.

HUMBERT Is she very frank with you?

MONA Oh, she is a doll. (Nabokov 1996: 791-792)

As evident from this example, similarly to the use of punctuation in the later versions, the text of
the screenplay confirms the systematic nature of intentional transformation deployed by
Nabokov in all successive versions.

However, this linguistic and punctuation production of a distinction between the
imaginary/inner and the actual dialogues is most important for the scene of Humbert’s and
Lolita’s reunion at the end of the novel. It helps to address a scholarly discussion that was started
in 1976 by Elizabeth Bruss*. This discussion largely concerns the dates in the narrative: a
widely discussed inconsistency in dates referenced by Humbert in different versions of the novel
prompted many scholars to offer a reading of the text that insists that the scene of Humbert’s
final reunion with Lolita never took place. This reading can be explained as follows: on the last
page of the novel, Humbert notes that his work began 56 days ago, “first in the psychopathic
ward for observation, and then in this well-heated, albeit tombal, seclusion” (L EN: 308). The
novel’s preface by Dr. Ray, on the other hand, contains a specific reference about Humbert’s
date of death, “November 16, 1952”. Counting back exactly 56 days from Humbert’s date of
death, we arrive at September 22, 1952. This date, in turn, is specifically mentioned in the

English novel (but omitted in the Russian version), as Humbert receives Lolita’s letter (which

subsequently sets off a chain of events leading to Quilty’s murder): “The letter was dated

* Bruss’ thesis was further developed by Christina Tekiner in 1979, Leona Toker in 1989, Alexander Dolinin in
1995, and Julian Connolly in 1995.
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September 18, 1952 (this was September 22), and the address she gave was "General Delivery,
Coalmont"”(L EN: 267), which, incidentally, was translated as “Ilucemo ObuTO OT ceHTsOps 18,
1952 rona, u aapec, KOTOpbIK OHa naBajia, obL1 "o BocTpeboBanus, Koyamont"[“The letter was
dated September 18, 1952, and the address she gave was "General Delivery, Coalmont”]” (L RU:
247). This inconsistency of dates, spotted by the above-mentioned scholars, served as grounds
for the argument that Humbert could not possibly drive to Coalmont to see Lolita, then to
Ramsdale, then to the ranch to kill Quilty all in one day, resulting in an interpretation of the
novel that suggests that neither Humbert’s reunion with Lolita nor Quilty’s murder ever really
took place, but were rather “invented” by Humbert while in the psychopathic ward for
observation.

On the other hand, there is a very well substantiated argument by Boyd (2003), who
insists that the scene did indeed take place and was not invented by Humbert. Boyd reminds us

299

that the “revisionists’” theory is based on a single piece of evidence (a single instance of
inconsistency in dates). This scholar convincingly argues instead that (a) Nabokov could
possibly make a mistake as far as dates are concerned; (b) the supposedly “imagined” scenes
containing information that reappears elsewhere in the novel (for example, if Humbert never
reunited with Lolita, how could she travel to Alaska, where, according to the Preface, she died in
childbirth?); and (c) that the script of the screenplay, despite substantial modifications, does not
contain any indication that this scene was imagined by Humbert. Nabokov would probably have
offered some indication of a dream scene or delusional projection in the film had he intended that
interpretation with the discrepancy of dates in the novel.

This scholarly debate can certainly be related to the ways the characters’ speech is

presented in the scenes that follow Humbert’s receipt of Lolita’s letter, as examination of their
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speech across the versions provides another piece of evidence to suggest that the scene in
question might not have been envisioned by Nabokov as imaginary in the Russian version.
Following the general pattern established in the book, Lolita’s utterances are presented as if
actually pronounced by the girl during the meeting in Coalmont. While in the English version
Humbert reiterates the information obtained from Lolita, as in the following example: “Yes, she
said, this world was just one gag after another, if somebody wrote up her life nobody would ever
believe it” (L EN: 273); in the Russian version Lolita acquires her own voice and tells her story,
concluding ““- Jla (mpogoimkana oHa), )KU3Hb - CepHsl KOMUYeCKMX HoMepoB. Ecnu Ob1 pomaHuCT
onucan cyap0y Jlomnmu, HukTo Ob1 eMy He moBepus [—Yes, (she continued), this world is just one
gag after another. If a novelist wrote up her destiny, nobody would ever believe him]” (L RU:
254).

As we can see, the Russian version presents Lolita’s remark as unambiguously
pronounced by the girl (which is underscored by the switch to the present tense, as if the
conversation develops in real time), as opposed to the English version, where the remark is
rendered by Humbert and contains information received from Lolita. Of course, this example
does not invalidate the fact that the meeting could have been conceived by Nabokov as
imaginary in the original novel. Rather, it certainly shows that the scene evolved into a concrete
meeting developing in real time in the later version of the novel (hence the omission of the

crucial date in the narrative).
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4.4 Conclusion

As suggested in Chapter Two, Nabokov approached the translation of Lolita from the
place of disagreement with norms of translation (evident in his belief that translation will change
the text if performed by a commissioned translator). This, in turn, led to my proposed hypothesis
that Nabokov, perhaps, did something in translation of this text that no commissioned translator
would ever have done.

Chapter Three, consequently, provided empirical evidence of how Nabokov’s role in
translation can be contrasted with that of (potential) commissioned translators. Considering
features of the texts that are repetitive (that is, able to form a pattern that would have been
preserved by commissioned translators), that are not regulated by a given language rules (extra-
linguistic) and that are (as many descriptive studies of translation practice indicate) commonly
preserved by commissioned translators enabled me to contrast the role of Nabokov-translator
with that of commissioned translators.

That is not to say that the text was not transformed. As my analysis shows, awareness of
the transformative power of translation prompted Nabokov to exert control over the change the
text is subjected to. Close consideration of features detailed above allowed me to demonstrate
some ways in which the text was transformed. These changes are indicative of the author’s
diminishing interest in some characters (Charlotte Haze, Jean Farlow), and renewed interest in
others (particularly Lolita). Humbert’s dominating position in the narrative is reduced in the
Russian version, which also leads to a redistribution of roles of other characters. Lolita’s voice,
for example, is very clear in the later version; she acquires her own stance (particularly evident is
her skepticism about Humbert’s inability to recall a specific detail from the past). Humbert’s

supposed unity with Lolita (as evident in usage of the word “us”) is gradually developed in the
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English version; in contrast, it is fully-formed, scrutinized and questioned in the Russian text.
Accepting Hermans’ assertion that “the term “norm” may refer both to regularity in behaviour
and to the mechanism which accounts for this regularity” (Hermans 2013: 2) along with
Chesterman’s important addition that “the regularities themselves are not the norms, they are
merely evidence of the norms” (Chesterman1998: 91), I approach regularities in Nabokov’s own
behaviour as evidence of norms, and tentatively”® designate Nabokov’s Russian version as
informed by an alternative set of norms.

However, one’s disagreement with the norms does not cancel the fact that norms still
govern the reception of translation in the target culture. In theoretical conjectures the clash
between different sets of norms (norms of production and norms of reception) always leads to
sanctions. A text that does not appear to follow norms of translation is typically excluded from
the body of translated literature (but, in the case of Nabokov’s Lolita, not discarded
completely—it is simply moved into a category of exceptions). I argue that his text is particularly
useful for establishing on what grounds it has been excluded from the body of Russian translated
literature. Much like Toury who advocated a distinction between statements about translation
and translation practice, 1 propose to examine statements about this text in the target culture in
light of specific actions that the resulting text was subjected to in the publishing practice. These
sanctions are particularly revealing, as it seems, in terms of norms that dominate in the target
culture. Re-translations of the text (attempted, alleged or considered) or commonly accepted
modifications to the text in the publishing industry are very revealing in assessing the mechanism

of norms. These issues will be further discussed in chapter four.

* There have been no other descriptive studies of self-translation to date, so elaborating on the nature of these norms
is not possible at this time.
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5. Translation Problems and Publishing Solutions: Responces to the Text

In Chapter Two I adopted a commonplace understanding of Lolita as a highly
sophisticated literary game. In Chapter Three I reviewed Nabokov’s practice of translating
Lolita, which suggested that this literary game was taken to a completely different level in his
Russian translation. In this chapter, my main objective is to verify empirically the idea of
whether Nabokov was really allowed to play this game.

This chapter will consider in detail critical responses to the Russian text of Lolita in the
context of Nabokov’s legacy in translation. Extending Nabokov’s own metaphoric language, I
will designate the relationship between two texts (the original Lolita and the Russian version) as
a well-documented “problem” of Nabokov scholarship, akin to a chess problem. In light of this
designation, various critical responses to the texts will be approached as obvious “solutions” to
this problem, as they were determined and justified by broad cultural contexts in which they
originated. This overview will show that these solutions can be grouped together on various
conceptual grounds, as “obvious” solutions were drastically different in various ideological-
geographical domains (West vs. East), as well as in different historical periods (Soviet vs.
contemporary Russia). Naturally, there is a token of subjectivity in all of the statements made
about the relationship that links these two texts, but this chapter will primarily focus on the
recurring patterns of assessments in order to capture collective attitudes toward Nabokov’s
translated text. The attitudes, in turn, justified actions that are very different in nature towards the
text of Lolita in the target culture, specifically in the Russian publishing industry. The status of

this text as translation is perhaps the greatest factor that made emendations to the text possible in
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the cultural context. These emendations (considered, attempted or actually implemented) are, in
turn, tangible evidence of powerful cultural mechanisms at work.
As a background study for this chapter, I will use theoretical concepts articulated by
Linda Gorlee in Wittgenstein in Translation: Exploring Semiotic Signatures (2012). The scholar
posits that the goal of commissioned translation is “cultural equivalence” (Wittgenstein: 219) and
it “is more than a linguistic affair” (Wittgenstein: 219). As a result, she approaches the body of
translated work as a particularly valuable insight into the operative practices of culture:
Embedded in the text and the elements which compose it (as well as subsumed in it) lies a
refined lens vulnerable to constant change of culture in time and place. Nothing is fixed
in translation: the translating text, the translated text, the linguistic and non-linguist codes
and subcodes, the translator’s mind, and the translational and cultural [...] norms will all
be subject to continual interaction and change, even to a minute degree. (Wittgenstein:
220)
This cultural instability and sensitivity is, in part, responsible for the phenomenon of
retranslations; in this regard Gorlee maintains that “retranslation will be needed for ‘classics’ in a
broad sense, in order to keep them alive and up to date into the future” (Wittgenstein: 219).
Each act of translation and re-translation of the text is, in turn, likened by the scholar to
an act of game** with language: “In the language-game of translation [...] in order to become a
fluency of speech, the fuzzy (that is, not logical) translation must become ’logical,” as required
by the goal of translation” (Wittgenstein: 220) and further that “not only visible parts of speech
but also the invisible and possible feelings, experiences, and extra-linguistic contexts must be

rectified and corrected, and then assimilated into the new translated versions” (Wittgenstein:

221). These words show a particularly acute understanding of processes that inform

* In a much earlier article “Translation Theory and the Semiotics of Games and Decisions” (1986), Gorlee explores
the fundamental kinship between a specific game (jigsaw puzzle) and translation. Their kinship, according to the
author, is evidenced in the following: in both activities, the solitary player/translator must put together dispersed
pieces/words together in light of the completed design/cultural context.
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commissioned translation in a given culture and are convincingly supported in her book by close
examination of translated versions of Wittgenstein text.

While this understanding seems to be applicable to commissioned, naturally-occurring
and normative translation practices, as stated earlier, there is absolutely nothing normative or
natural about Nabokov’s own self-translation, neither are there any Russian retranslations of the
text”. Nonetheless, I argue, the target culture at large had to rectify the “fuzzy logic” that was
evident in Nabokov’s own version, but in absence of translators willing to perform this task, this
role was assumed by other cultural agents, specifically by publishers of Nabokov’s works.

This chapter will begin with a brief overview of Nabokov’s own attitudes to translation,
which as many scholars would agree have a particular value for the legacy of this author. I will
then consider Western reception of the original Lolita and Nabokov’s own self-translation into
Russian as well as implications of Nabokov’s dual status in the Russian version of Lolita (both as
author and translator) for translations into languages other than Russian (such as Polish,
Lithuanian and Hebrew). As will be evident from this discussion, scholars often invest
considerable effort to re-assert Nabokov’s authority over his own text and justify his right to
translate as he sees fit. I will then consider the Russian reception of the work; both in the context
of the Soviet Union and after its collapse, paying close attention to the emendations to the text in
the publishing industry that were not always made public or opened for debate. As will be
evident from this discussion, Nabokov’s Russian publishers have to assume a rather unusual role

in preparation of Lolita for publication.

* An important qualification to this statement will be discussed in the second part of this chapter, as there is some
indirect evidence that a re-translation of Nabokov’s text into Russian might have been performed.
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5.1 Nabokov and Translation

Nabokov was, of course, a very prolific writer and it was his creative writing that brought
him world-wide fame. However, his legacy as a translation scholar and a practicing translator is
truly remarkable: it includes not only scholarly articles about translations, but also translations
from and into different languages (English, Russian and French), translations of poetry and
prose, as well as translations of his own works and those by other writers. Typically, an
examination of the writer’s artistic principles in any domain, be it creative writing or translation,
can be conducted by two methods: (a) by considering the writer’s explicit statements about his
artistic principles, and (b) by extrapolating his artistic principles from the body of his work. The
two methods typically do not exclude each other, but in the case of Nabokov’s legacy, the
writer’s explicit statements about the nature of his approach to translation often exhibit a great
dependency on the immediate context in which they were made, and should therefore be
approached very cautiously.

Translation (not just as theory or practice, but rather as a very special mode of expressing
oneself) is of very special significance for Nabokov’s legacy. Nabokov’s immense efforts
invested into translation throughout his life have attracted considerable scholarly attention. His
translations, as some scholars argue, are “of such prodigious extent and diversity that they must
be regarded as a principle part of his life work” (Beaujour "Translation": 40). Other scholars see

Nabokov’s efforts in translation as the very foundation of his artistic endeavors*®:

“© One of the most interesting and convincing cases that directly link translation in general and the English Lolita in
particular has been made by Priscilla Meyer. This scholar convincingly shows that the English Lolita, too, can be
approached as translation: “Nabokov writes the most Russian Onegin possible in the English translation and
produces its most American paraphrase in Lolita: he uses both methods of translation to close the cultural gap
between the producer (Pushkin) and the consumer (the American reader circa 1950)” (Meyer 94). This approach has
been explored further by other researches, such as Clarence Brown, who identified Nabokov’s “absolute unity”
(Brown 200) in creative writing, which he links with the idea that the writer wrote “the same book” over and over
throughout his career. This approach limits itself to examination of themes, plot structures and character
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Translation, like trickery, was one of Nabokov’s main obsessions.|...] For a rare bird like
Nabokov, [...] translation could not be simply a means of reaching a wider audience, of
selling more books. Translation was an essential process whereby he articulated his
thoughts. To write, for Nabokov, meant to translate.[...] His attitudes toward translation
are therefore of immense value. (Liberman 46)
However, a closer examination of Nabokov’s theory and practices of translation throughout his
life makes it extremely difficult to capture one systematic attitude towards translation. In fact, his
legacy in this regard is commonly described as full of contradictions and is widely known to
follow three distinct phases: (1) early extremely liberal translation practices, (2) theory of rigid
literalism, and (3) prolific self-translations that do not appear to fall under either of these
extremes. The three phases somewhat correspond to stages in his career (first as an unknown

translator, then as an instructor of Russian and an aspiring writer, and finally a literary celebrity)

and life in various countries (Russian, America, and Switzerland).

5.1.1 Early Liberal Practice of Translation

Nabokov grew up "a perfectly normal trilingual child in a family with a large library"
(Strong Opinions. 43) as he famously described himself. He spoke Russian, English and French
from birth and started translating considerably earlier than writing original works, producing a
translation of Mayne Reid’s The Headless Horseman into French at the age of eleven. Soon other
literary texts attracted his attention—first various collections of poetry, then Colas Breugnon

(translated from French into Russian), and Alice’s Adventures in Wonderland (translated from

relationships in Nabokov’s works, and when these aspects are considered at the sufficiently abstract level, many of
Nabokov’s novels appear to be strikingly similar. It is important to keep in mind, that one might argue that literature
in general has rather limited variance in these aspects. In a famous study, Morphology of the Folktale (1928),
Russian structuralist Vladimir Propp was able to reduce structural variants of the entire corpus of Russian folktales
involving magic (over 500 actual texts) to a mere 30 structural “moves.” Needless to say, my analysis adopts a
directly opposite to the above-mentioned approach, as it focuses on differences at the textual level, rather than
structural similarities.
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English to Russian). The last translation attracted considerable scholarly attention, and it is often
used to illustrate Nabokov’s approach to translation in his early years.

As numerous studies of Nabokov’s practice of translation indicate, in his early years he
adapted an extremely target-oriented, domesticating, approach. For example, Clark (1982) was
among the first scholars to observe that Nabokov used the translation of Alice’s AdvENtures in
Wonderland by Lewis Carroll as “a vehicle for his own style and vision” (72). As Natalia Vid
(2008) convincingly shows, in translating this book Nabokov consistently followed the main
strategy of domestication (realized in the text by substitution and localization), interpreted puns,
parodies, word play, intentional misunderstandings, etc. Finally, Charychanskaya (2005)
concluded that Nabokov’s liberties in interpreting this text resulted in the distortion of the
character of Alice, as “the author and the translator present to the reader are two characters
completely different in nature” (Charyshanskaya, the translation is mine). Nonetheless, some
scholars note that this text is “the best translation of the book into any language” (Boyd
"Nabokov as Translator": 197). This text is also often used by scholars as a “good early example
of Nabokov’s willingness to transform, to transpose, and to sacrifice sense for sound” (Beaujour
Alien Tongues: 87-88). The extent of emendations to the text has led some scholars to conclude
that this book can hardly be called a translation (especially in light of Nabokov’s own theory of
literalism), but should rather be referred to as “adaptation” or “transposition” (Connolly "Ania":
19), albeit they did not offer any insights into how these categories are different from
conventional translation. It should be kept in mind, however, that such extreme assessments are
a result of examination of the text through the prism of Nabokov’s literalism, a theory that was
formulated by Nabokov much later in life. At the time these texts were produced, they were not

markedly different from other translated texts in Russia. For instance, when Boris Nosik, a
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Russian literary translator, mentioned this text in passing, he asserted that this translation was
“performed according to the best traditions of the Russian school of translation” (Nosik 239).
This approach to translation practice was later condemned by the writer; once having completed
his English translation of the Russian masterpiece Eugene Onegin, he emerged as a well-known

literalist.

5.1.2 Nabokov’s Theory of Rigid Literalism

The majority of Nabokov’s explicit statements about the nature of translation were
generated in conjunction with his own translation of Eugene Onegin (by Aleksander Pushkin)
into English, on which he worked for 10 years (1954-1964). His theory of translation was
thoroughly described in both the preface to the translation and the commentary that accompanies
it, and also in essays: ‘“Problems of Translation: Onegin in English” (1955), “Zapiski
Perevodchika I”” and “Zapiski Perevodchika II” (1957), and “The Servile Path” (1959).

Essentially, this was a theory of extreme literalism. Having considered the two most
common criteria for assessing literary translations—fidelity (or accuracy in rendering the
original) and transparency (or conforming to the norms of the target culture)}—Nabokov
articulated a clear preference for the former: “The clumsiest literal translation is a thousand times
more useful than the prettiest paraphrase” ("Problems of Translation": 115). His classification of
translation, offered at the time, included the following translation types:

Paraphrastic: offering a free version of the original with omissions and additions

prompted by the exigencies of form, the conventions attributed to the consumer, and the

translator’s ignorance. Some phrases may possess the charm of stylish diction and
idiomatic conciseness, but no scholar should succumb to stylishness and no reader should

be fooled by it.

Lexical: (or constructional): rendering the basic meaning of the words (and their order).
This a machine can do under the direction of an intelligent bilinguist.
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Literal: rendering, as closely as the associative and syntactical capacities of another
language allow, the exact contextual meaning of the original. Only this is a true
translation. (Eugene Onegin, vol. I: vii)
Consequently, Nabokov produced a translation of Eugene Omnegin, a well-known Russian
masterpiece, in which he stated, “I sacrificed everything—elegance, euphony, clarity, good taste,
modern usage, and even grammar” to “my ideal of literalism” (Eugene Onegin, vol. I: x).
It must be emphasized that Nabokov did not have any illusion regarding the fact that his
literal translation would functionally replace the original in the target culture, and would exert a
similar aesthetic effect of the original on the new readership. Instead, he clearly stated that:
It is hoped that my readers will be moved to learn Pushkin’s language and go through EO
again without this crib. In art as in science there is no delight without the detail, and it is
on details that I have tried to fix the reader’s attention. Let me repeat that unless these are
thoroughly understood and remembered, all “general ideas” (so easily acquired, so
profitably resold) must necessarily remain but worn passports allowing their bearers short
cuts from one area of ignorance to another. (Eugene Onegin, vol. I: viii)
This statement, however, was somewhat ignored by many initial critics of this translation who
approached the text as a work of art in its own right. This attitude is evident in the general
reaction to a publication of a translation produced by his approach that was best summarized by
Wodehouse: “the raised eyebrow, the sharp intake of breath” (cited in Brown, "Nabokov's
Pushkin": 168). Clarence Brown, when reflecting on the circumstances surrounding the original
publication, noted that “the attention of reviewers was mesmerized by one thing: that incredible
translation” ("Nabokov's Pushkin": 196). He continued to characterize it as “preposterous,
gauche beyond words, intentionally ugly, a travesty of a great work of art, sickeningly cute,
incomprehensible” (Brown 1967:196). It is important to keep in mind that such strong reaction to

his translation was fueled, in part, by all the negative publicity that accompanied the text’s

publication: Nabokov’s own harsh critique of the award-winning translation by Walter W. Arndt
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was published just one year earlier, and he had a very public feud with his former close friend
Edmund Wilson, who reviewed this translation in the New Yorker and criticized Nabokov’s use

47 .
”*". Moreover, it can

of “bald and awkward language which has nothing in common with Pushkin
be argued that such a strong public rejection of this translation was, as least in part, attributed not
to the quality of the text but to the figure of the translator himself who by then had emerged as a
master of English literature and the author of Lolita. Coates rightfully hypothesizes in this regard
that “[h]ad his four-volume translation been the fruit of labour by some unknown professor of
Russian, it would have been read in a different light and probably praised as a work of brilliant
but eccentric scholarship” (Coates 91).

Given the unreadability of the translation widely discussed in the critical responses, the
scholarly attention soon focused on the commentary, which was understood as the true essence
of Nabokov’s undertaking. Although the merit of his commentary is outside of the scope of this
study, it must be noted that it provides numerous glimpses of Nabokov’s own aesthetic premise,
as he often offers his own validations of Pushkin’s stylistic choices*. Even more perplexing,
there are instances in the text when Nabokov openly disregards his own method of literal
translation, despite his conviction that “[f]ree translation smacks of knavery and tyranny. It is
when the translator sets out to render ‘spirit’— not the textual sense—that he begins to traduce
the author” ("Problems": 115). His numerous violations of his own stated method are evident in
the following examples. Having translated Becmaem xyney, uoem pasnocuux as “the merchant’s

up, the hawker’s on the way,” he notes: “My version of this line is on the brink of an abhorred

paraphrase. But somehow I disliked the falsely literal Rises the merchant, goes ...the hawker”

*” New York Review of Books, July 15, 1965.
* See, for example: “The text is clumsy!” (Eugene Onegin, vol. II: 39), or “The comparison is trivial, and the
expression, clumsy. The whole stanza, in fact, is poor” (Eugene Onegin, vol.IL: 158).
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(Eugene Onegin, vol.1: 142). Or, when pondering ways to translate the passage Awmapra
mpyoxka Tyapeepaoa he explains, “In rendering Pushkin’s rather clumsy line it was rather
difficult to resist the pretty paraphrase: ambered chibouks from Istamboul” (Eugene Onegin,
vol.1: 100). When translating Meumui, meumul, e0e 6auia cradocmo, 20e 8eunas K Hell pugpma
maadocmo he notes: “This translator has not been able to resist the temptation: “Dreams, dreams!
Where is your dulcitude! Where (its stock rhyme) juventude” (Eugene Onegin, vol.Il: 63). He
then follows with the observation that, of course, at no age did this rhyme crop up commonly in
English poetry. As evident from the examples above, Nabokov’s theory was not as rigid as one
might think. It was a method of translation that coul/d occasionally be violated.

Nonetheless, given the immense publicity that this translation has enjoyed in the West, it
often serves as a basis for Nabokov’s reputation as a translation theorist and translator. In one of
his interviews Nabokov famously reflected on his legacy: "I shall be remembered by Lolita and
my work on EugENe Onegin" (Boyd Viadimir Nabokov: 318), and this prophecy certainly came
true. While, as shown in chapter three, it is possible to argue that literalism was not a part of the
Russian novel production (as Nabokov systematically amended the later text which is
particularly evident in considering features of the versions that a literalist would be expected to
preserve), it has become a prominent fact of reception of this text. To this day, any scholar
writing on the Russian Lolita must address its relationship to Nabokov’s theory of translation.
This theory, as will be shown below, also has a prominent place in the discussions of translating

Lolita into languages other than Russian.
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5.1.3 Self-translation

Once Nabokov achieved international recognition, he became very interested in making
his early Russian works available in English, and seemingly they were not subjected to his theory
of literalism. This phase of his oeuvre was well described by Coates, who states that at this time
“Nabokov is commonly accused of self-contradiction in his theory and practice of translation,
preaching fidelity while practicing freedom™ (99).

Considering the sheer volume of novels that he intended to bring out in English,
Nabokov resorted to working in tandem with other translators, and their statements are consistent
in mentioning the liberties Nabokov took with his own works. Dmitrii Nabokov, for instance, the

<

writer’s son and one of his more prolific collaborators, recalled in an essay that he “ was to
furnish as literal a translation as possible, with which [Nabokov] could take any liberties he
pleased” ("Translating with Nabokov" 149). According to his son, not only Nabokov could but
he actually always did take great liberties with the resulting texts, “deliberately allow[ing]
himself authorial license when dealing with his own works™ (150).

This is not to say that Nabokov was no longer preoccupied with the accuracy in the
translation of his own texts. Accuracy seems to be his primary concern throughout his life. For
example, complaining in a letter to a publisher about the English translation of Camera Obscura
(Laughter in the Dark), Nabokov asserted that he was “trying to obtain an exact, complete, and
correct translation” but instead he received a text that was “loose, shapeless, sloppy, full of
blunders and gaps, lacking vigor and spring, and plumped down in such dull, flat English that I
could not read to the end” (Selected Letters: 13). Similar complaints are exceptionally frequent in

his interviews, letters to publishers and prefaces to his novels, which allows Tammi to conclude

that “concern with accuracy of translation has surely become one of the best-known features
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associated with his public personae” (338). This, I am convinced, does not mean that Nabokov
just happened to collaborate with a number of particularly “bad” translators. Behind the writer’s
frustration one can recognize first-hand experience with the transformative power of translation.
Translation always changes everything. Yet Nabokov was in the position to control this change,
and it is this aspect of his self-translations that is particularly fascinating.

Another interesting point that stems from the overview of Nabokov’s translation practices
is a seeming lack of a uniformed approach to translating, as his practices seem to fluctuate
greatly between two extremes (highly-liberal to strictly-literal), with his own self-translations
being often placed anywhere on this range. This lack of consistency can only be strange if one
believes that literary translators must be consistent in producing texts. I am convinced that in any
overview of his own practices, Nabokov emerges as a highly skilled translator, who was capable
of using a very broad range of strategies in rendering texts by other writers into different cultural
milieus. Moreover, his artistic sensibility allowed him to determine what approach was best-
suited for a given text and for a given readership. Of course, in his early career, he too was
subject to the norms that governed production of texts in Russian culture. Translating works that
were virtually unknown to the Russian readership at the time, he deployed a highly liberal
approach to the texts, seeking to capture the aesthetic and intellectual pleasure from reading the
originals. His insistence on a literal approach, in turn, only took place when he worked on
masterpieces that had already been translated multiple times (with previous translators firmly
establishing an aesthetic canon of translating these works). In a series of resulting texts, all of
which sought to capture the aesthetic effect of the original, Nabokov was using his literal
approach to bring across nuances of content that remained virtually unknown to the American

readership at the time.
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Finally, it must be stressed that by the time he launched his self-translated works in the
USA, he was an established writer. He no longer needed to justify his approach in order to
publish his works, as he definitively knew that his works were going to be published. Finally, he
was in the position to rise above the norms that govern the reception of translated works. Once
again, it is possible to hypothesize that as the author of these works, he was in the best position
to select an approach that would be best suited to a given text, rather than to impose a specific
method of translating. It would be ridiculous to seek some sort of “consistency” in method by
considering translations by a commissioned translator, who had rendered into a given language
two drastically different texts: a recent short story written by a post-modern writer and a 15
century Russian poem, for instance. Why then seek the same consistency in the works of a writer
who rendered drastically different novels into the said language? It seems that a more productive
approach would be to consider the resulting texts in light of why the author had deployed a
specific strategy of translation in relationship to the very nature of the texts he produced, as
opposed to dismissing the evident inconsistencies as a whimsical exertion of authorial liberties.

This latter approach, unfortunately, has been a common premise underlying Lolita scholarship.

5.2 Reception of the American Novel

Consideration of Nabokov’s changing attitudes to translations is virtually impossible
without considering his ascension to the celebrity status. And a particularly large step in this
ascension was Lolita, first published in English in 1955. The goal of this section is to provide an
overview of the reception of Lolita in the Anglophone world, as the initial response to the text
was a formative step in shaping the Nabokov canon. Any serious inquiries into this novel were

somewhat impeded by the initial public outcry about a highly controversial theme of the book,
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which received much negative publicity. As a result of this publicity, “Nabokov” and “Lolita”
soon became household names, yet even today some scholars feel the need to justify the merit of
the object of their study and to address its highly controversial nature. Lolita was unquestionably
the novel that shed a permanent spotlight on Nabokov and made him visible on the literary
scene. But it was also the novel that subjected this author to extended public scrutiny, served as a
basis for allegations of the author’s own perversion, and sparked numerous debates about not just
literary aspects of this work but also such social issues as morality and censorship. Despite the
commonly accepted idea of inseparability of content and form in a literary work, it can be said
that it was the content of Lolita that attracted the initial attention of mass readership in the West.
It was the wide familiarity with the content that then paved the ground for interest in the formal
features of the work.

Lolita, the story of love between a middle-aged European émigré and an American
teenage girl, is still somewhat synonymous with the word “scandal.” However, ironically, a
scandal was the least of the author’s intentions as he expressed it in a letter to Maurice Girodias,
the first publisher of the novel: “Lolita is a serious book with a serious purpose. I hope the public
will accept it as such. A succes de scandale would distress me” (Selected Letters: 175).

As Nabokov explains in “On a Book Entitled Lolita,” the first idea to write Lolita came
upon him in 1939 or 1940 in Paris when he wrote what later became to be known as ur-Lolita, a
novella Volshebnik (translated as “The Enchanter” by his son Dmitrii in 1976). This book was
never published by Nabokov and appeared in print only after his death. As the author reflected in
the afterword to the novel, he started developing the same theme again in Ithaca, NY, around
1949. The novel titled Lolita was completed in 1954 and the author showed it to four different

American publishers, none of whom wanted to publish it (they were shocked and some even
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feared prosecution). Nabokov in turn felt that the refusal of these publishers to buy this book was
based not on his treatment of the theme but on the theme itself, as he reflected in the famous
afterword to Lolita (L RU: 314).

Having realized that it would be almost impossible to publish Lolita in the United States,
Nabokov decided to look for a publisher overseas. Finally, with the help of his old friend
Doussia Ergaz he contacted Maurice Girodias, owner of Olympia Press. Years later, Girodias
recalled his initial impression of the book in the following manner:

[T]he story was a rather magical demonstration of something about which I had so often

dreamed, but never found: the treatment of one of the major forbidden human passions in

a manner both completely sincere and absolutely legitimate. I sensed that Lolita would

become the one great modern work of art to demonstrate once and for all the futility of

moral censorship, and the indispensable role of passion in literature. (Girodias, n. pag.)
Girodias enthusiastically agreed to publish the novel in France. Lolita was released in the fall of
1955 (with a relatively modest print run of 5000 copies). However, it was not noticed by the
public until December of the same year when the American writer Graham Green recommended
it to the readers of the British Sunday Times in the Christmas issue. Ironically, this favorable
recommendation would have probably not done much for the publicity of the novel, had it not
been seen by John Gordon, the editor of Sunday Express, who deemed it “sheer unrestrained
pornography” (6). The disagreement among these reviewers led to a very public debate, which
resulted in enormous publicity for the book. It needs to be pointed out that many issues brought
out by this debate related primarily to the content of this novel, rather than its formal properties
and such debates dominated discussions of this book for years to come. This very public
disagreement of two critics started an avalanche of critical responses to the text. Editors of

Klassic bez retushi note that in the first year after publication, this novel was referenced in over

250 reviews, articles and essays. Because of the initial publicity, the book was soon noticed on
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the international literary scene. The American release of the novel in 1958 surpassed all
expectations, as the book sold 100 thousand copies in the first three weeks, and exceeded the
previous record of Gone with the Wind by Margaret Mitchell.

Nabokov became a celebrity overnight. While many reviews praised the inventiveness of
the novel, some critics completely denied it any literary or aesthetic appeal. For example,
Prescott who saw Lolita as:

undeniably news in the world of books. Unfortunately, it is bad news. There are two

equally serious reasons why it isn’t worth any adult reader’s attention. The first is that it

is dull, dull, dull in a pretentious, florid and archly fatuous fashion. The second is that it is

repulsive. (Prescott 17)

But many more critics insisted that the novel deserved to be published, albeit their opinions as to
why it should be published differed greatly. Some considered it a masterful representation of the
thought process in a pervert’s mind, others as a socially valuable way to expose the evil of
perversion, while yet others maintained that this book was an important step in the civil struggle
to overturn excessively rigid rules of censorship. Reflecting on the reception of Lolita, Parker
posits in the Garland Companion to Viadimir Nabokov: “Apart from an occasional review or
notation of a book in print, serious English language criticism of Nabokov dates to the many
reviews and essays which accompanied and followed the American publication of Lolita” (69).
As Ellen Pifer points out in the Casebook dedicated to the novel, “despite the critical acclaim
that Lolita has garnered since its publication, the controversy sparked by its startling subject has
never fully abated” (186). Particularly persistent is the attitude based on a suspicion that
“Nabokov’s art encourages the reader’s participation in Humbert’s sexual exploitation of a little
girl in order to disguise the author’s own complicity” (Casebook: 186). However, as Pifer

rightfully points out, the fallacy of this line of thought is that such critics “fail to grasp the ways

in which Nabokov deploys the devices of artifice to break the reader’s identification with
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Lolita’s narrator” (186). Similarly, Rekka Tammi makes this observation in his unsurpassed
study of Nabokov’s poetics: “It has been the dominant trend in Lolita-scholarship to lay
exclusive stress on the communicative process taking place between Humbert and his immediate
audience (the court of jurors), with the result that the novel has come to be treated as a more or
less burlesque ‘defense’ for its protagonist” (276). However, the dominance of such an attitude
came to an end after the critics turned to close examination of the formal aspects of the book.

As Elllen Pifer points out in the Garland Companion to Vladimir Nabokov, “Once the
literary merit of Lolita has been recognized, many scholars brushed aside the moral and
psychological dilemmas of the novel—eager, instead to solve Lolita’s linguistic puzzles and to
limn the facets of its cunningly wrought design” (307). Pifer is convinced that the best studies in
the Nabokovian scholarship have shown “how a close examination of the novel’s linguistic
structure does not obviate, but rather enhances an understanding of the human dimensions of
Nabokov’s art” (307). She seems to link this understanding with the nature of the unique brand
of Nabokov’s artifice: “art operates as Nabokov’s model of the universe” as “the world human
beings perceive [...] — is known only through their perceptual reconstruction of it” (307). Lolita
specifically “comprises nothing more or less than a dazzling ‘game’ of words—and worlds” (see
Alter 1975, Appel, 1967, 1991; and Karlinsky “Nabokov’s Russian Games™)” (309).

The meticulous examinations of interconnectedness in form and content of Nabokov’s
works have led scholars to define the unique brand of the writer’s artifice, that is, his style. On
one hand, scholars agree that Nabokov’s use of English in the novel is markedly different from
the use of his contemporaries, which is somewhat justified by the ethnic background of
Humbert and often linked with its author’s own Slavic roots. Joanna Trzeciak noted that one of

the novel’s most striking features is Humbert Humbert’s “inventive use of English in narrating
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his tale” ("Wooley-woo-boo-are?": 616); similarly, Grayson arrives at the conclusion that “in
[Nabokov’s] later English production it is not possible to draw a clear distinction between what
is ‘foreign’ and ‘non-standard’ and what is original and calculated to enrich the scope of the
English language” (Grayson 190). Eventually, scholars came to the understanding that
Nabokov’s novelty in language use has a highly functional purpose, as it has been linked with
the so-called “hermeneutic imperative” that emerges from his narrative. One of the more
prominent definitions was made by Alexandrov (and further endorsed by other scholars, such as
David Bethea):
The experience [of epiphany in Nabokov art] is [...] structurally congruent with a
characteristic formal feature of his narratives, in which details that are in fact connected
are hidden within contexts that conceal the true relationship among them. This narrative
tactic puts the burden on the reader either to accumulate the components of the given
series, or to discover the one detail that acts as a “key” for it; when this is achieved, the
significance of the entire preceding concealed chain or network is retroactively
illuminated. (Bethea 697)
Further, contemporary scholars directly link stylistic properties of Nabokov’s texts with the
artistic method of the writer:
All the various qualities that critics have traditionally subsumed under the rubric of
“style” in Nabokov’s case—onomatopoeia and alliteration, anagrams, patterns of
imaginary, tampering with viewpoint and other narrative ploys, etc.- are placed in the text
at the service of this ‘“hermeneutic imperative” (“deception through concealment”).
(Bethea 698)
This understanding of “deception through concealment” is extremely important for Nabokov’s
legacy in creative writing, but this line of thought has not been sufficiently pursued in
considering Nabokov’s endeavours in translation. Would concealment of a highly original work
under the guise of a translation constitute the act of ultimate deception? This would be a very

“unobvious” yet quite plausible answer to the problem stated in the introduction to this chapter.

Perplexingly, the Russian text had never been approached as such.
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5.2.1 Nabokov — translator of Lolita...

When the Russian version of the novel was first published in the USA, some critics
rightfully pointed out that “We are faced with a thing that cannot be measured by the tools we
have, we must invent others” ("A Little Girl": 19), as the text did not really seem to fit any
existing conceptualizations of translation. By the time Nabokov’s translation was published, his
public reputation (attributable, in part, to the debates surrounding the publication of EugENe
Onegin) was established, in the words of Brian Boyd, as follows:

Nabokov was of a notoriously precise, even pedantic temperament, hard on anyone else’s

mistakes, exigent about particulars, insistent on the exactitude of detail and the delicacy

of interconnection that make it natural to expect him to ensure the accuracy of his own

work. ("Even Homais Nods": 63)

However, in absence of the aforementioned “tools” some Western scholars automatically
accepted that what Nabokov termed “correct translation” actually stands for a literal translation.
Jane Grayson, for instance, referred to it as “a fairly close translation” (Grayson 10). Even such a
well-known Nabokov scholar as Brian Boyd concluded that this text was “for the most part [...]
as literal as any of his other translations” (Vladimir Nabokov: 489). It must be pointed out,
however, that Nabokov’s own word choice here is rather suspicious: after all, if he, a well-known
scholar-literalist at the time, really wanted to indicate that he had produced a literal version of the
text, why did he not just identify it as such?

In light of the awareness of Nabokov’s public personae, many obvious discrepancies
between the versions were dismissed by scholars by evoking the writer’s authority over the text.
Brown, for instance, noted in one of the first reviews of the book:

Lolita herself, if 1 correctly calculate the old-fashioned unit of the linear measurement

that Nabokov employs, is one-and-a-half inches shorter in Russian, but I am sufficiently
apprehensive of Nabokov’s painstaking ingenuity to fear that he might have looked up
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the tables on the physical stature of American and Russian twelve-year-olds and
concluded that she should be shorter by that much. ("A Little Girl": 19)

On a similar note, some unexplained discrepancies were often dismissed as misprints. Thus
Sampson, who made the translation of the Postscript to the Russian Edition of Lolita available to
the English-speaking audience, framed the text by meticulously comparing the English and the
Russian versions (translated into Russian by Nabokov himself) of “On the Book Entitled
Lolita”(1967), and mentioned that there are actually many discrepancies in Nabokov’s own
translation: “small differences in wording or phrasing, often a matter of stylistic equivalences vs.
lexical literariness” (Sampson 189). When discrepancies did not fit either of these categories, he
dismissed them as misprints that were outside of the author’s control, by noting that “Ashland,
Oregon is mistakenly given as “Ashton”—possibly a printer’s error influenced by Afton,
Wyoming, earlier in the list” (Nabokov 1982: 188).

Incidentally, Russian specialists immediately recognized the translation of Lolita as
anything but a literal translation. Nabokov scholar and translator, Boris Nosik, remarked in this
regard that “familiarity with imperfect translations led Nabokov to his formulations and bans on
the artistic translation, which he, thank God, disregarded in a marvelously unsystematic way,
when translating Lolita” (239). Gradually, however, careful comparisons of these two texts in the
Western scholarship has led to the emergence of the Russian text status as “the best example of
self-translation as a powerful tool for self-exegesis” ("Lolita" 325) and as “a new reduction of the
novel, its second avatar in a parallel linguistic and cultural reality, rather than a bleak copy of the
dazzling original” ("Lolita" 323, emphasis in the original). As a result, attention to Nabokov’s
own rendering of details in the text has led to an awareness of the unusual role that the author

assumed in this translation:
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Besides purely technical substitutes and glosses for numerous English puns and allusions
that were obviously motivated by differences between languages and /or cultural and
literary backgrounds, the Russian Lolita incorporates a whole layer of cross-references
and indices that have nothing to do with the problems of translation and serve as prompts
pointing at some missed key or hint or parody in the body of the original text—the
author’s discreet censure, as it were, of his inattentive readers and critics. (Dolinin
"Lolita" 325)
The process of searching for the above-mentioned “cross-references and indices” is rather
peculiar, as the additional clues found in the Russian version launch a scholarly search for
compatible clues in the original, which are often found, at the very abstract level (such as an
allusion to William Faulkner’s theme of incest, or in parallels in plot structure to King Lear by
William Shakespeare), thus enabling the scholar to ascribe the same features, albeit in a dormant
form, to the original as well. In this context, Nabokov is seen as striving to render accurately and
even more explicitly the same content of the book. I submit, however, that these features of the
text remained unnoticed by the scholarship in the original Lolita until the Russian version was
considered specifically because, much like many italicized words and parenthical additions, they

were not present in the original text. The Russian Lolita is not a mere key to the English version.

It is a key that can unlock yet another layer of cross-cultural artistry by Nabokov.

5.2.2 ... and translators of Lolita into other languages

Needless to say, Alexandrov’s definition of Nabokov’s style is very significant for this
writer’s legacy, as it assigns a particularly important role to the formal stylistic features (such as
onomatopoeia and alliteration, anagrams, patterns of imaginary) in the meaning-generating
mechanisms of the literary works. However, in terms of Nabokov’s legacy, understanding the
importance of these stylistic devices has an additional significance: it appears that translations

of Lolita into languages other than Russian are assessed only in regards to translators’ solutions
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in rendering these features (most frequently—allusions, alliteration and puns). Translators of the
novel into other languages, as will be evident from the overview below, deploy a wide variety
of strategies to render these features: some opt to rather conservatively render the literal sense of
the original, others set out to render the acoustic/artistic effect of the original, yet some even
attempt to approximate Nabokov’s own strategy that is evident in comparisons of English and
Russian versions of the novel. But whatever strategy they use, no matter how well they justify
the use of said strategy and how skillfully they implement it, their efforts (inevitably and
predictably) are considered by critics as failures. This troubling tendency will be evident in the
overview of various translations of Lolita into such languages as Polish, Lithuanian, and
Hebrew.

The stylistic devices listed above are greatly dependent on the means provided by a
given language. As such, they constitute a very problematic area in translation studies, and it is
this area where difference between languages and cultures is acutely felt. It would be safe to say
that in different times and in different regions of the world, a// literary translators at some point
have contemplated the best ways to render such stylistic peculiarities of any original into the
target milieu. As a result, this area accumulated a broad range of possible solutions, and it is
simply impossible to know what would constitute a preferred solution in a given language, in a
given culture and in a given variety of texts. Consequently, such comparisons are inherently
unfair to ordinary translators, as in all such comparisons scholars and critics only re-affirm
Nabokov’s status as the best possible translator for this work*’. Nabokov’s conflicting legacy in

translation (his early liberal practices, his theoretic formulations about literalism, and his own

* Of course, these critics are forced to admit that Nabokov’s solutions to these problems are “the best” in a given
context simply because he is the author of the work. In contrast to these attitudes, my analysis focuses on examining
the repetitive textual features that we can be reasonably sure ordinary translators would preserve. Nabokov’s own
systematic emendation of these features suggests that Nabokov certainly does not act as an ordinary translator in
rendering the text.
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practice in Lolita(s) that, in turn, clearly violated his own theoretic formulations) serves as a
basis to defend any point of view. In scholarly responses to Polish, Lithuanian and Hebrew
translations of Lolita, all scholars, unanimously citing the “complexity” of the original text,
predictably elect to address only a narrow aspect of it, and this is always linked with translators’
renderings of Nabokov’s stylistic features of the text.

Thus Anna Ginter, considering the Polish translation of Lolita (by Robert Stiller, 1987),
points out the differences between the English and the Russian versions: “Nabokov introduces in
the Russian text of the novel much new information, detailing place, time, actions and nature of
characters” (Ginter 1999: 172) and emphasizes that the Polish translator based his text on the
English version, considering it more successful. The Russian text, Ginter explains, was used by
the translator as a commentary only, as an interpretation of certain fragments of the novel. In
practice, however, the critic points out that, despite the translator’s stated approach, he elected to
incorporate, rather idiosyncratically, fragments of the Russian text that were missing in the
original novel, into his translation. While this strategy is explained by the Ginter as the
translator’s desire to allow his Polish readership “to get to know [Humbert] better” (176),
awareness of Nabokov’s own solutions to translation problems also suggests that the translator
should have replicated Nabokov’s own behaviour. Thus, in a place where Nabokov elected to
render a Macbeth allusion by a quote from FEugene Onegin (but Stiller preserves the
Shakespearian quote), Ginter concludes that the translator, too, could have found a text in Polish
literature that would have served as a functional equivalent of Nabokov’s own solution. Overall,
however, Ginter’s conclusion ranks the resulting Polish text as inferior to the original. She states
that:

Stiller is not always successful in rendering alliteration or assonance. In many instances
he even rejects deployment of stylistic means and concentrates on literal translation
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(primarily from English) and due to that the novel in the Polish language loses stylistic
and linguistic inimitability. (Ginter 182, translation is mine)

Nabokov, too, does not always render alliteration or assonance in the Russian version of the
novel, a fact that is not explicitly addressed by the scholar. Given the general awareness of
Nabokov’s own theory, one should hardly criticize a translator for being “too literal” in
rendering the source. Yet this assessment is approached from a position of awareness of
Nabokov’s own violations of the stated method (a result of Ginter's familiarity with the Russian
text of Lolita), creating an unreasonable expectation that the translator too, much like the author
of the work, should have violated Nabokov’s own theory. The choice of word here in Ginter’s
conclusion is rather surprising, as it deems the original text “inimitable.” This reveals the hidden
bias of the author herself: if the original inherently cannot be imitated, any translation by an
ordinary translator will always fall short.

This is precisely the case in considering alliteration in the Lithuanian text of Lolita in an
article written by Arttiras Cechanovicius and Jadvyga Kriiminiene in order to “test the hypothesis
that a bilingual author who translates his works himself achieves a greater approximation to the
original, both in form and content, than an ordinary translator does” (Cechanovi¢ius and
Kraminiene 121).°° Drawing parallels between Nabokov’s own strategy in rendering alliteration
in the Russian version of the novel, and that of the Lithuanian translator, the authors note that
Nabokov carefully preserved and at times even enhanced the alliterative patterns of the original.

However, instances when the Lithuanian translator attempts to preserve alliterative patterns (at

%0 This formulation, from the Western perspective, might appear somewhat humorous, as it leads to other questions,
such as (1) whether such a hypothesis can be tested (as if the researcher definitively knows what the original was
about) and (2) whether this is the kind of hypothesis that should be tested in the first place (as such formulation
asserts that the author intended to reproduce the original exactly, while it might not be the author’s intention).
However, this formulation is somewhat justified as it is laden with an Eastern perspective on the translated text,
which has a pronounced tendency to view the translation as failure with the resulting need to justify the writer’s
decisions. This tradition is firmly rooted in the initial Russian reception of the text, and will be considered later in
this chapter.
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the expense of the resulting semantic dissimilarity of words in specific instances) are being
criticized by the authors, as “alliteration should not be forced to the extent of causing a
degeneration of meaning or content” (CechanoviCius and Kriminiene 121). Moreover, the
scholars go to considerable length “to prove that Nabokov was an alliteration virtuoso”
(Cechanovicius and Kriiminiene 123), and list multiple “cases where he successfully alliterates
the same words in the translation as in the original” (Cechanovic¢ius and Kriminiene 123,
emphasis added). While the selection of examples generally confirms Nabokov’s careful
consideration of both semantic and phonetic shapes of the lexical items used in the translation,
one example stands out. Nabokov’s own rendering of “they were as different as mist and mast”
(Nabokov 1991, p. 18) as “oHu ObLTH CTOJb )K€ Pa3IMUHBI MEXKAY COOOM, KaKk MeuTa U Madra”
[they were as different as dream and mast] where, ironically, English “mist” is certainly very
different semantically from the Russian “meuta” (dream), appears as the first example on the
compiled list. And yet marked difference in lexical meaning remains unaddressed by the
scholars.

Further, Cechanovic¢ius and Kriminiene contrast Nabokov’s role with that of an ordinary
translator by emphasizing that “the writer preferred to preserve the rhythmic pattern at the
expense of the semantic pattern” (Cechanovicius and Kriiminiene 123) and considering instances
“where Nabokov alters the content to preserve an alliterative pattern”(124). Yet the Lithuanian
translation is only assessed as successful when it approximates the example set forth by Nabokov
himself in the Russian version of the novel. Often the authors resort to purely quantitative
comparisons of three versions of the novel (English, Lithuanian and Russian). For example,
when addressing a specific instance, they observe: “As for the alliteration, although the sentence

in the Russian text demonstrates a richer alliteration, the Lithuanian translator’s attempt may be
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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” (Cechanovicius and Kriiminiene
126). What is clear from this statement is that the authors regard the English version of the novel
as just a preliminary draft, successfully improved upon by the author-translator in Russian.
Consequently, the success of the Lithuanian version of the novel is linked with the idea that the
translator must emulate exactly the strategy of Nabokov-translator. At first glance then, there is
nothing strange in this assessment: two versions of Nabokov’s text show a range of variation
(four and eight instances respectively), and the translated passage falls within this range (six
instances) which, according to the authors, constitutes a “rather successful” translation.
However, it is important to keep in mind that the Lithuanian translator specifically acknowledges
the Russian version of the novel as her source text. In light of this statement, shouldn’t the
omission of two instances of alliteration (six repetitive sounds in a place where the author used
eight) be regarded as a failure on the translator’s part? To continue this line of thought logically
(that Nabokov’s strategy of translating this text is an indication of how Lolita ought to be
translated) would lead to an almost ridiculous expectation for those translations that were
performed from the Russian version: in the example above, if Nabokov himself doubled
repetitive sounds from the source text (EN) to the target text (RU), shouldn’t this translator be
expected to do the same from her source language (RU) to her target language (LU)? That would
require the said translator to produce 16 instances of repetitive sounds! And this is to be done
without “forcing” alliterative patterns at the expense of accuracy in rendering the semantic

content of the novel. Clearly, no translation can ever satisfy these conflicting criteria.
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Cechanovicius and Kriiminiene’s global conclusion clearly contrasts the self-translation
with an ordinary translation which echoes Nabokov’s own idea that a literal translation is a crib
that should impel the reader to learn the original language in order to read the original text:

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 own Russian translation, as they offer two distinct

expressions of Nabokov’s poetics. Unfortunately, an ordinary translation would never

exert such an effect (127).

Interestingly, the Lithuanian readers (and, by extension, speakers of all other languages, except
for Russian and English) are clearly at a disadvantage when reading this text. In order to truly
appreciate Lolita, they must then be trilingual (adding sufficient command of both Russian and
English to their native languages to appreciate this text). Translation of this text is clearly
impossible, yet the fact that Nabokov himself seemed to regard the Russian version as translation
is not explicitly addressed. The essay seems to strongly reaffirm the idea that Nabokov’s status
as author of the original Lolita makes it possible to justify the emendations to the successive
Russian version, while comparable strategies of an ordinary translator are -critiqued.
Consequently, self-translation is predictably contrasted with translation, resulting in statements
such as “The author-translator enjoyed his authoritative freedom to a degree that any ordinary
translator could never afford” (126). This, however, is a dangerous statement to make, as
translators in other languages saw inspiration in the inventiveness of the Nabokov’s English text,
and exercised considerable creative license to re-create its stylistic effects.

A good case in point is a Hebrew version of Lolita, translated by Dvorah Steinhart and
discussed in an essay by Ari Liberman. By publishing standards, it seems to be a rather

successful translation, as it has been re-published many times (first printing in 1986, twenty-

second printing in 2001). Liberman points out, using Nabokov’s own terminology, that this text
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is “not the work of a hack but of a conscientious translator” (Liberman 40), a translator “who
appreciated the vital role of sound in Nabokov’s prose and attempted to convey not only the
meaning but also the verbal magic of the original text” (Liberman 40-41). The Hebrew novel is
accompanied by a translator’s foreword in which Steinhart discusses “the value of form, of
wordplay and soundplay in Nabokov’s prose, and explains why she chose sometimes to sacrifice
denotation in favor of euphony” (Liberman 41). This, as Liberman points out, is a consistent
strategy chosen by the translator, which is evidenced in a very detailed list of the emendations,
provided in the essay (all of them seem to apply throughout the text of the novel for the sake of
euphony, or for the sake of rhyme, or for the sake of familiarity). Yet another set of examples
illustrates semantic alterations that are “clever Hebrew solutions to English puns—for which one
must allow a bit of freedom” (Liberman 58). All of these alternations are justified by the
translator herself in the introduction as the translator is convinced that this “free or interpretative
translation [...] is more faithful in spirit and sound to what Humbert Humbert and his author had
in mind” (Liberman 44). However, the translator’s liberties with this text are criticized by
Liberman on the grounds of Nabokov’s own theory of literalism. He even conjures up an
imaginary conversation between the translator and Nabokov’s angry ghost, in which the latter
bluntly states:

You have taken liberties which I cannot live with. You have redecorated my house

without my permission. This is a paraphrastic translation teeming with errors, distortions,

and fabrications which I cannot and will not authorize. (Liberman 50)
Despite the translator’s stated objective to reproduce stylistic effects comparable to the original
(often at the expense of the factual content of the work), and the noted consistency of this

approach, the scholar still criticizes the fruits of her labour. While the translator’s solutions are
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warranted and well-executed on a local level (as noted by Liberman), nonetheless he concludes
that they fail at the overall textual level:
Here is the difference, then, the seemingly trivial but actually crucial difference between
the original Lolita and its Hebrew translation: they differ, not just in language, but in
quality. And this goes beyond wordplay. I am talking about Nabokov’s English prose,
Humbert Humbert’s fancy style—you can always count on a translator to spoil it. (60)
Elaborating on his findings, Liberman asserts that the translation is actually a failure, “because
the translator failed to reproduce the comic brilliance of Lolita, the ironic voice of Humbert
Humbert” (Liberman 61). The findings of my analysis, by the same merit, suggest that Nabokov
too was not preoccupied by a mere reproduction of Humbert’s voice. Having assessed Steinhart’s
overall approach as failure, Liberman turns to exploring possible alternatives to this translation,
and finds a solution in adherence to Nabokov’s own theory of strict literalism, concluding that:
I[...] am left with the suspicion that Nabokov’s alternative, an unreadable word-for-word
translation of Lolita into Hebrew, with more commentary than text, which would force
innocent readers to improve their English and go back to the original, is not such a kooky
idea after all. (Liberman 62)
This brings us to square one of this discussion, the Polish translation, which was criticized
precisely for the translator’s too “literal” choices in rendering the text. In summary, this
discussion shows that no matter what strategies translators of Lolita choose, no matter how well
they execute them, no matter how explicitly they state them and to what extent of research they
go to in order to justify them, their achievement is never seen as being able to approach that of
Nabokov, and they are almost predictably criticized for their efforts. Nabokov’s own conflicting
legacy in translation and creative writing provides sufficient grounds to justify just about any
opinion of the text(s). Nabokov’s own Russian translation seems to occupy a rather special place

in these discussions, and it is often used to contrast self-translation with ordinary, or

commissioned, translation (inevitably on the grounds of considering stylistic properties of the
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text). Nabokov’s status as Lolita’s author makes it possible to defend and justify his choices (no
matter how idiosyncratic they might seem), while ordinary translators are criticized for
comparable tactics. Naturally, Nabokov emerges as the best possible translator for this text, and
the Russian version serves as tangible evidence to re-affirm this. One would expect that it was
this text, a supposedly improved version of the original novel, a text that contains “self-exegesis”
right in the body of it, that would be praised even more than the original novel.

This expectation, however, is in sharp contrast to actual critical responses to the Russian
version of the text in the USSR and the Russian Federation. Novelty in creative writing always
presupposes a token of difference, and it was this marked difference in expression that has been
responsible for critical and public appreciation of the English Lolita. Attitudes to translated
literature, however, more often than not, show a rather low tolerance for difference, and the text
of even such a recognized wordsmith as Nabokov is no exception. The next section will show
that critical responses to the Russian version of the text, given its status of translation, were
always informed by unstated expectation of sameness, albeit the idea of what would constitute
this sameness was very different at different periods of Russian history. Lolita was met with
overwhelmingly negative reception in Nabokov’s former homeland. The status of the text as a
translation (rather than an original work) justified emendations to the text in the publishing
industry that seemed to be of a drastically different nature in different historical periods. The
emendations, as well as stated justifications that accompanied them, reveal very powerful
cultural mechanisms at work and will be considered in greater detail below.

Overall, the idea that emerges from pitting Nabokov’s own translation against the
translations done by commissioned translators of Lolifa into other languages seems to only

reinforce the idea that only Nabokov, as the author of the work, can translate this text however
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he sees fit. But can he? The Russian reception of this text provides a very important lesson in this

regard.

5.3 Reception of Lolita in the former USSR

When seen in retrospect, Soviet literature (or literature published in the Soviet Union
from 1917 to 1991°") can be approached as a relatively stable and very isolated literary system
which can be described through tension between two modes of publishing practices: the
“official” literature endorsed by the state and/or state representatives and its opposition, a
grassroots subversive movement of samizdat. This divide was deeply rooted in politics, as the
“official” literature was entrusted by the Party with a number of ideological goals: developing
ideals to be emulated by the general population or exposing “incorrectness” of prohibited
topics; strengthening the only endorsed method of artistic expression (Social Realism);
establishing and promoting canonic interpretations; and standardizing the use of language
throughout all regions and social classes. Samizdat (the term first surfaced in the 1950s, after
the death of Stalin, but the phenomenon is often said to have existed during Stalin’s purges in
the oral form as well) was a practice by which artistic works prohibited for some reason by the
“official” literature were copied by literary enthusiasts (usually in 3-4 copies on a typewriter
and sometimes even by hand) and then disseminated illegally among acquaintancessz. These
two practices were very much “in sync” in a sense that any official ban on a book or a writer
would immediately result in a surge of samizdat publications of that work along with a surge of

interest in the writer who dared to produce it.

> Here rely on the conventional timeframe marked by two significant events: the Russian Revolution of 1917,
when the Soviet Union was formed and the Putsch of 1991, when the Soviet Union was dissolved.

52 Mirriam Webster provides the following definition for the word samizdat: “a system in the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics and countries within its orbit by which government-suppressed literature was clandestinely
printed and distributed; also: such literature,” see http://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/samizdat


http://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/samizdat
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Nabokov’s Russian Lolita circulated exclusively in samizdat in the Soviet Union, as it
was not officially published there until 1991. To date, the topic of official and unofficial
responses to the text of the novel has been explored in only a handful of scholarly works. Of
course, general difficulties involved in such research are linked with the secretive nature of the
samizdat movement. Nonetheless, some very valuable information about the general reception
of Lolita in the USSR can be found in “Nabokov’s Russian Readers” by Ellendea Proffer,
“Official and Unofficial Responses to Nabokov in the Soviet Union” by Slava Paperno and John
V. Hagopian, “Spending the Night with Lolita” by Olga Shekhovtsova, and “Literary Return to
Russia” by Aleksei Zverev.

The existence of communist ideological dogmas in the former Soviet Union is, perhaps,
the greatest factor that affected the distribution of Nabokov’s books in his homeland. Nabokov
certainly did not have any illusion as to how his social status, political views and artistic
principles were going to be perceived in his former homeland. As he reflected in the “Postscript
to Lolita™:

I find it difficult to imagine the regime in my prim homeland, whether liberal or
totalitarian, under which the censorship would pass Lolita.... As a writer, | have grown
all too accustomed to the fact that a blind spot has loomed black on the eastern horizon of
my consciousness for nearly half a century now: I do not have to worry about any Soviet
editions of Lolita! (192)
This awareness, one might argue, also affected his approach to translating the text. Humbert’s
lyric reflection about the prospect of publishing the book contains a passage in which he asserts,
“In its published form, this book is being read, I assume, in the first years of 2000 A. D. (1935
plus eighty or ninety, live long, my love)” (L EN: 299), which was translated as “HanedaranHom

BUJC 3Ta KHUTA YUTACTCA, AYMAKO, TOJIbKO B Ha4YaJIC ABAJAUATb NEPBOTO BCKa (HpI/IGaBHﬂIO K

1935-Tn neBSHOCTO JeT, *KUBU A0iro, Mosi Mo0oBs)” (L RU: 277) .The author replaced a
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tentative timeframe of “eighty or ninety” years with a more definitive “ninety years” as if
anticipating a longer delay in reaching the Russian readership. By the same merit, it can be
argued that Nabokov longed for a chance to make his masterpiece available in his former
homeland, as he likened “every spectral smuggler” who brought the novel into the Soviet Union
to “a hundred legitimate readers in other parts of the world” ("Nabokov o Nabokove": 368).
Clearly, by virtue of his social status at birth, this writer did not exist as far as the Soviet
government was concerned. Paperno and Hagopian wittily remarked in their article “Official and
Unofficial Responses to Nabokov in the Soviet Union” that the official Soviet responses to
Nabokov’s legacy as a whole may be designated as a triptych of silence: aggressive silence
followed by total silence, then followed by cautious silence (all of which somewhat correspond
to three prominent periods of Soviet history: before Stalin, under Stalin and after Stalin) (99).
With Lolita, however, the silence was broken, as it was practically impossible to ignore the novel
considering its world-wide fame. The Russian scholar Shekhovtsova proposes the following
development of the official Soviet criticism of Lolita specifically: 1959 — 1971 (the period of
unconditional condemnation), 1972 — 1985 (the period when the novel was often used as a vivid
example of literary modernism in America and served to criticize capitalism), 1986 — 1988 (the
period when Lolita was no longer banned in the USSR, but was not officially published there
either), and finally, 1989 -1991 (the period when the novel was finally released in Russia with an
official print run of 100,000 copies). According to the scholar, Lolita’s destiny in the USSR
could have been marked by the word catastrophe, the word that was articulated in almost of all
of the reviews, but designated different things during different periods: first it had a meaning of a
catastrophe in literature; then a collapse of bourgeois society; and finally the fate of two main

characters, Lolita and Humbert Humbert (Shekhovtsova 86-87). While this work is incredibly
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valuable in exploring the nuances of the scholarly discourse surrounding this text, it must be
noted that the official mentions of this novel in the Soviet press are not even comparable to the
scale of the American reception: in contrast to the 250 articles in the USA dedicated to Lolita in
the first year alone, the Russian official scholarship resulted in barely 30 mentions of the novel
over the course of 30 years! This section will focus primarily on the unofficial reception of the
Russian text of Lolita (rather than the novel as such, without the distinction in what language it
has appeared).

Shekhovtsova rightfully notes that “Nabokov’s books were banned [in the USSR] even
before he had done anything of significance and before anyone could have supposed that he
would ever make a lasting mark in literature” (Shekhovtsova 76), due to his kinship with one of
the founders of the Cadet Party, which supported the monarchy during the time of the 1917
Revolution. As a result:

Everything written by Sirin [Nabokov’s pen-name in the beginning of this career as a

writer], as by the rest of the “young White émigré” writers, was automatically stigmatized

as hostile and could have no expectation of receiving an impartial view. It was not the
writer’s works or even his views that were critiqued but the fact of his having emigrated.

Therefore, rather than analyzing the texts, the reviewers wrestled quotations out of

context and pinned labels on them—they employed, that is, the standard techniques not of

literary conflict but of ideological struggle. (Shekhovtsova 77)

To make matters worse, Nabokov never bothered to conceal his highly negative attitude towards
the established regime, and openly articulated his views on numerous occasions. Consequently,
his honesty made him a poster child for dissidence in the USSR and “A familiarity with the
works of Nabokov gave an automatic entrée in the unofficial “elite” culture, to a stratum of the
chosen ones who saw themselves as opponents of the regime” (Shekhovtsova 74).

Despite their differences in assessment of Lolita’s reception in the USSR, there seems to

be two points on which all scholars agree. The first is that, despite being officially banned, Lolita
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circulated widely, and virtually all mass readership was familiar with the Russian text. Proffer,
for instance, reflected on her visit to the Soviet Union in 1979: “It seems that almost every
person seriously interested in literature that one meets in the Soviet Union has read at least two
works by Nabokov, and Lolita is almost always one of them” (Proffer 253). The second point
being that despite the wide availability of Lolita (and the often high value of the text, which is
evidenced in the amounts of money Russian readers were willing to pay to gain access to it )
the Russian Lolita was equally widely disliked by the Russian readership. In this regard, Proffer
rather harshly commented that “Even Nabokov’s most ardent fans dislike the Russian translation
of Lolita” (258).

A close consideration of existing mentions of the novel’s reception in the context of the
Soviet Union reveals a striking difference from its reception in the USA. It appears that, in
contrast to the American reception of the novel, where the initial readership was primarily
outraged by the content of the book (and it was the scandalous subject matter that led to the
interest in the formal properties of the text), the discussions of the text in the context of the
USSR centered on the form of Nabokov’s artistic expression in this particular text, rather than its
content. Consequently, the considerations on the acceptance of this text in the Soviet Union were
of a completely different nature than the initial American outrage.

Some scholars tend to link the popular disapproval of the text with the misunderstanding

of Nabokov’s artistry (which was an indirect consequence of the ban on his works); in this regard

>3 Proffer notes “Russian Lolita is currently more in demand than a Russian Doktor Zhivago, and that for private
book traders it is worth an equivalent of $20 (Proffer 254). Shekhotsova provides the following information: “this
book cost up to 80 rubles on the black market and for that amount of money—10 rubles more than the minimum
wage—you could live modestly for an entire month” (Shekhotsova 73). Alternatively, the Russian Lol/ita could be
“rented overnight for 5 rubles, if you promised not to make copies, and for 10 rubles with photocopying rights”
(Shekhotsova 19).
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Shehkovtsova’s remarks that “it is not surprising that when people began openly discussing
Nabokov in the late 1980s, the first articles about him were full of errors and hostility based on a
misunderstanding of his eeuvre and the events of his life” (Shekhovtsova 74). However, it should
be stressed that these views were a result of a complete lack of information about this writer in
the Soviet Union (which, in turn, led to misunderstandings). Quite valuable here are the
observations of Proffer, resulting from extensive interviews with Nabokov’s Soviet readership,
who met “a few people in the Soviet Union who have managed to read all of Nabokov’s prose
works (even they are amazed to learn that Nabokov has written a substantial amount of poetry)”
(Proffer 257), “teachers (usually of English) who have read only one or two of the novels in
English and are surprised to learn that Nabokov had ever written in Russian” (Proffer 257), and
“a few dim littérateurs who read only the Russian works and do not know that Nabokov has
written in English” (Proffer 257).

By virtue of the book being officially banned in the Soviet Union (with the resulting
complete lack of information about this writer), Nabokov’s Russian readership read the text
unframed, as it were, without any background information that would sway their expectations
and would affect their assessment of the text’s merit. Without such information, it can be argued
that readers’ expectations were inevitably shaped by the venue of his texts’ distribution and were
directly dependent on it. Inevitably then, the merit of the text was assessed from the position of
the broad cultural, literary and linguistic norms that were prevalent at the time. As such, the text
of Lolita was implicitly measured against the backdrop of official literature (both original and
translated) that was readily accessible to the readership in the Soviet Union, and unofficial

literature, samizdat (in which it actually circulated).
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Of course it would be a simplification to say that all readers internalized the aesthetic
ideas of Soviet letters. For one, there appears to be a difference in the response to the text
between different generations of readers:

Almost all of his [Nabokov’s] admirers were younger than forty. The older generation

equated Nabokov and Humbert Humbert and found his books disgusting and the plot of

Lolita revolting. [...] How could they, being so accustomed to literature as edifying

exposé, enjoy a writer who “squandered” his talent on stories about deranged men and

bratty girls? A bad person cannot write a good book. (Shekhovtsova 75)

The older generation’s (born before the 1950s, according to the timeline indicated above)
perception of the text was shaped, as one scholar put it, by the “the nineteenth-century ideal
model of a Russian writer as a spiritual apostle who put ideas into practice” (Livak 9). This
model was further promoted in the Soviet official society, where a writer (especially a classic
one) was a figure of substantial authority, often with a canonized biography and bibliography
(which was at times heavily censored: for example, the Soviet editions of supposedly complete
works by Aleksander Pushkin never included his poem “Gavriliada,” a text full of obscenities
and erotic innuendoes, as it was considered improper for a poet of Pushkin’s stature).

The younger generation, one might argue, grew up with an acute understanding of the
conventionality of such an attitude. It seems that this generation had somewhat internalized the
idea that the form of a literary work is an indirect reflection of its content, and therefore the form
must be stylistically immaculate (that is, stylistically uniformed, transparent and invisible). This
unstated assumption is very different from Nabokov’s artistic method, which in turn resulted in
numerous assessments suggesting that the form must be deficient (as the value of the content has
been indirectly validated by Nabokov’s world-wide fame). This becomes apparent when one

considers a statement made by Jane Grayson, a notable expert on Nabokov’s self-translations,

who noted that most Russian readers found the Russian version [linguistically inferior
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(presumably, to the original text of the novel). It is highly unlikely that many Russians could
have any access to the original text (and even less likely that they were in any position to
understand the formal nuances of a text written in English), yet this statement reveals their
conviction that the original must have a superior aesthetic value, which was not immediately
apparent from the text in translation. This resulted in negative assessments of the text, which, in
turn, justified specific actions that sought to bring the text in compliance with the literary norms,
(such as retranslations, considerations on how the text is to be published, and limitations in
circulation). These attitudes were justified by the dominating norms of the target culture, a close
consideration of which provides much material for considering cultural mechanisms in regards to
absorbing novelty and, in the case of Nabokov specifically, normalizing the abnormal.

Around the time when Nabokov translated Lolita and it was smuggled into the Russian
market to be distributed through samizdat, translation studies in Russia were on the rise. The
following statistics attest to the fact that there was much public interest in translated literature,
according to Laurie Leighton:

Prior to 1961 the number of publications on translation during the Soviet period

amounted to between 100 and 120 separate items. In 1961 there were 154 items

published, and thereafter the publication of critical and theoretical studies skyrocketed.

By 1968 the number had reached 493 items. (Leighton 18)

However, while the quantity of translated works increased fourfold, translated literature occupied
a relatively small niche in the publishing industry that brought thousands of new books every
year (and was subordinated to the language attitudes that applied to the original literature as
well). It is also necessary to point out that Nabokov translated in the context of a very uniformed
translating tradition, as Russians took great pride in their translation school during Soviet time.

As Leighton succinctly demonstrated, this school was not based on any rules, but rather a set of

five principles:
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First, Soviet translators accept the principle of translatability, at least in principle.
Second, translation as a literary process is accepted over translation as a linguistic
process. Third, translators consider themselves writers and are thus concerned with reality
as well as text. Fourth, the process and result of translation are understood in relation to
functionality: the process should lead to a text that has the same effect on its readers as
the original has on its readers; a translation should be not a copy or an imitation but an
artistic work in its own right. (Leighton 13-14)

This description is consistent with a summary by Maurice Friedberg, another theorist
interested in the Russian school of translation. Friedberg summarizes the main points of the
Gorky-Chukovsky-Kashkin doctrine of translation, which he identifies as a mainstream doctrine
in the Soviet Union that was representative of attitudes towards translation practice in the Soviet
Union as follows:

Any literary text is translatable.

A translator, like the original author, should study not only the text, but life itself.

3. In literary [khudozhestvennyi] translation, literary aspects are more important than
linguistic ones.

4. A literary translation should be neither “precise” (that is, literal) nor “free,” but “should

rather strive to achieve an artistic impact on readers of the translation that equals the
impact of the original on the author’s countrymen” (Friedberg 95).

N —

The existence of these principles allows Leighton to conclude that “Translation is an art by
tradition in the Russian world” (Leighton 19). Soviet literary translators had the luxury of very
narrow specialization, often translating only a rather limited number of writers from the same
period or a number of works by the same author to ensure the consistency of stylistic and
semantic word usage.

The above-mentioned principle of functionality, however, had very peculiar
repercussions in the Soviet time, as the desire to achieve an effect similar to the one the original
text might have had on its audience gave Soviet translators somewhat of an artistic license to

change the text: oftentimes substituting foreign phenomena for distinctly Russian ones, over-



Roscoff202

relying on Russian colloquial speech, etc. Clearly, when in doubt, Soviet translators tended to
over-use the ethnocentric solutions in their work, and this tendency was exposed and condemned
by a famous Russian translator and translation theorist Kornei Chukovsky in High Art. Having
listed a large number of highly Russified translations from English into Russian (primarily from
Charles Dickens), Chukovsky concluded that upon reading these translations:

One is left under the impression that Mr. Squeers, and Sir Mulberry Hawk, and Lady

Verisopht live in the Piatisobichiem alley in Kolomna and only pretend to be British, but

in reality they are Ivans Trofimivichi, just like characters from the books by Schedrin or

Ovstrovsli. (High Art: 122)

Nabokov’s approach to translation was drastically different from that trend of extremely fluent,
domesticated translations, which explains why his translation was not accepted by many readers.
The fact that Soviet translators viewed themselves as writers suggests that the values associated
with the language use were similar for both translated and original literature, and these values
were very different from those of Nabokov.

Language use, among other things, was heavily regulated in Soviet times through editors
and correctors, who in turn justified their choices using regularly published dictionaries and
academic grammars of the Russian language. Any publicly available piece of writing, be it a
news report or a scholarly article, had to be written in the Russian standard literary language (in
other words, stylistically neutral language). The importance ascribed to the standard language by
the official culture is obvious in the following passage from a much-discussed book, The
Editor’s Lab, by Lidya Chukovskaia published in the 1960s:

Any writer—no matter who he is, no matter what he writes about, not matter what special

goals he has—is obliged to talk to his reader using correct, understandable, exact

language. Otherwise his article will be useless. Not only useless, it will actually be
harmful to the reader as it will teach him to think in inexact terms and inaccurately

express his thoughts. In short—any article should be written in the Russian literary
language. This is obvious and does not require any corroboration. (Chukovskaia 53)
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However, the “literary language” is not to be confused with the “language of literature,”
“a favorite topic for Soviet philologists,” as Rachel May puts it (1994a: 82). According to her,
the distinction between the two can be traced to the opposition between Old Church Slavonic (a
written language reserved exclusively for serious and religious literature) and the oral tradition (a
spoken language reserved for everything else). However, with the evolution of literary forms and
styles the difference became much less noticeable. Rachel May argues that:

In the Soviet period the spoken and the written languages have, theoretically been the

same, with the same dictionaries and grammar. However, there is still a divergence in

vocabulary and structure between the language as spoken and the language as written. In

Russian it is far more noticeable than in English ... (The Translator: 81).
Essentially, when a mark of orality appears in the written form it is stylistically marked as a
colloquialism, prostorechie (a common word) or a regional variant. While all of these were
absolutely not permitted in the Russian literary language, they could appear in the language of
official literature, more often than not as an indirect characterization of the main protagonist’s
social background (as in Na Dne, or The Lower Depths (1901), a famous play by Maksim Gorkii
that is set in a pre-revolutionary flop house and depicts characters of the lower social strata), or
to render an unmistakably local flavor of the narrative (as in Tikhii Don, or The Quiet Don
(1928) the epic novel by Mikhail Sholokhov, set in the early years of 20™ century Ukraine). In
other words, even stylistically Soviet literature was relatively narrow-ranged, and books that
featured experimental, playful language (such as Moskva-Petushki by Venyamin Erofeev, which
showcases a remarkably broad range of styles) circulated only in samizdat or tamizdat (a branch
of samizdat network that disseminated banned literary works published overseas).

In this context, it was not surprising that Nabokov’s self-translation of his most cherished

books was not met in the Soviet Union with any enthusiasm. For example, Proffer even recalls a
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Russian translator of poetry who, while being able to quote several lines from the Russian
version of Dar (The Gift) by heart, was very frustrated by the Russian version of Lolita and kept
saying, “He has forgotten... he has forgotten” (Proffer 258). While this quote ends abruptly, it is
possible to surmise, given the context, that the translator in question meant to imply that the
author of Lolita simply forgot how to write in Russian, which would somewhat justify the poor
quality of the text™*). On a similar note, Grayson observes that in this translation “much of the
language is indeed awkward, unnatural, and strongly influenced by English idiom and English
construction” (Grayson 183). As is evident from these examples, the literary use of language in
Lolita was indeed equated with a personal idiolect of the author-immigrant in popular response
to the text.

Nabokov's novel, stylistically very diverse, seemed to lack a system of organization, as it
combined outdated concepts with foreign notions through calques from foreign languages in the
Russian narrative often on the verge of being simply ungrammatical. However, this novel could
only be perceived as such against the backdrop of highly regulated and standardized language
use in Soviet times. Nabokov’s theory of literalism was virtually unknown in the Soviet Union,
as Proffer observed that “the one item that is the most difficult to obtain in the Soviet Union is
Nabokov’s Onegin—all teachers of Russian literature whom I met knew about it, but not one of
them had ever seen a copy” (Proffer 257, emphasis in the original). Familiarity with Nabokov’s
theory of strict literalism could potentially enable intellectual appreciation of Lolita’s “oddness,”
as it would offset the jarring effect of the text: when this text is understood as a practical
application of the author’s theory of translation it would have possibly not been seen as

“strange.”

> “The poor quality” here is, of course, not to be understood in absolute terms: Lolita just appeared as such against
the general backdrop of literary practices.
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However, due to the general unavailability of this text, it can be argued that the Russian
Lolita has been deprived of the status of literary text in popular reception. This is evident in the
culturally specific actions that accompanied the reception of this novel, and they are perhaps
more valuable than statements about the merit of this translation.

One such action is the re-translation of the text. Thus, for instance, Grayson quotes a
"Soviet writer who had access to an independent samizdat translation of Lolita [and] judges it
greatly superior to Nabokov's own version" (Grayson 184). Re-translations of self-translations or
authorized translations are certainly unusual in the field of translation studies™, but such an
action seemed justified in the Soviet Union. The conviction of the anonymous translator that he
could render the content of the work better than the original author is particularly striking in this
example, as it serves as another piece of indirect evidence of just how far Nabokov’s artistry was
divorced from what has been the habitual, internalized norm of this literary system. This process
seems to have become even more explicit in the years immediately preceding the collapse of the
Soviet Union. Shekhovtsova notes that at this time was particularly rife with criticism, both
official and unofficial, of the Russian Lolita:

While previously such [critical] reactions could have been attributed to ideological

pressure “from above,” when the critics could express themselves freely, it turned out that

many were completely sincere in reviling the banned Nabokov. (Shekhovtsova 75)
Gennadi Barabtarlo, at the time a recent emigrant from the Soviet Union, published an article in
the West, which reads as a passionate defense of Lolita. In this article, he too confirms that the

re-translation of this text was an actual consideration at the time: “And I indeed have recently

learned from a well-informed Moscow source that the editorial board of a Moscow literary

%3 While conducting this research, I attempted to locate possible alternative translations of Lolita. It appears that no
contemporary samizdat archives contain texts of unauthorized translations of Lolita. I have also consulted samizdat
specialists, Nabokov’s translators into Russian and his Russian publishers, all of whom unanimously assured me that
they have never seen any alternative translations of Lolita.
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magazine is seriously debating whether to venture the publication of Lolita in the author's
translation or in one of the ’greatly superior’ versions, leaning toward the latter solution”
(Barabtarlo 242). Interestingly, Barabtarlo’s arguments in defense of Nabokov’s self-translation
are completely unrelated to the complexities of moral dilemmas evoked by the narrative, and
pertain exclusively to the justification of its form:

I submit that the Russian Lolita is not merely an unrivaled triumph of an exceedingly
sophisticated translation technique but also an ultimate masterpiece of Russian prose,
which ought to be studied and savored, and not dismissed by those who are reduced to
relying on scarcely reliable sources. The infinite diversity and rich shimmer of the
vocabulary (catalogued, in part, in the English-Russian lexicon of Lolita, which
comprises seven thousand entries that are not in the standard two-volume Soviet
NERD); the inimitably resourceful, singularly pliable, "sailing" syntax; the cornucopia
of tropes whose very mechanism had been theretofore unknown to Russian prose; even
the partly deliberate, partly automatic dose of what Grayson calls the "English
constructions" - in short, all ingredients of style that are affected by translation and all
elements of composition and design that are not, combine to form a piece of art of the
highest order and quality, which puts the Russian Lolita on the very top step of the frozen
escalator of Russian masterpieces. (Barabtarlo 242)°’

Eventually, as is known from the history of Lolita’s publication, a Moscow literary journal,
Inostrannaya Literatura (Foreign Literature), made the decision to bring Lolita out in
Nabokov’s translation. The first Soviet edition of this novel was 100,000 copies and all the
Soviet editions totaled two million copies® from 1980 to 1991. While these numbers alone are

comparable to the American success of the novel, one should make no mistake in identifying

them as a fortuitous turn of events, a gambling move on the part of the publishers, rather than

%% The scholar evidently refers to New English-RUssian Dictionary edited by L.R. Galperin and published by Russian
Language Publishers in 1977

>7 The scholar also addressed the jarring effect of the Anglicisms used by the author: “As for Nabokov's Anglicisms,
they would have become as integral a part of the Russian cultivated and literary language as are the Gallicisms
encrusted in it, had this language not vanished along with those who spoke it and wrote in it” (Barabtablo 242).
Arguably, this is exactly what happened after the dissolution of the Soviet Union.

> By way of comparison, the 1955 Olympia Press [Paris] edition ran 5,000 copies, and the first American edition of
1958, published in New York by G.P. Putnam’s Sons, had 62,500 copies in circulation in four days and 100,000 at
the end of the first three weeks.
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recognition of the writer’s artistic achievement. Additional indirect evidence corroborates this
point: a four-volume set of Nabokov’s works, published by Ogonek as a summary of his Russian
legacy in1990, did not even contain Lolita, his masterpiece, even though this can be considered
his last novel written in the Russian language.

Some scholars, reflecting on the complex history of the Russian version, note that “in
the final analysis, even [Lolita’s] foreignness proved to be beneficial because it gave the aged
tradition an invigorating jolt (not unlike Joseph Brodsky’s injection of ‘Englishness’ into
Russian poetry) that helped it gain new momentum and direction” (Dolinin "Lolita" 324). I am
convinced that, in light of the discussion above, Nabokov’s influence on Russian literature was
much more indirect. True appreciation of Nabokov became possible only when the cultural
environment at large shifted. And paradoxically, true appreciation of Nabokov does not mean
that the text of Lolita remained unchanged. It has been changed, albeit on completely different

grounds.

5.4 Reception of Lolita in the Russian Federation

The collapse of the Soviet Union is unquestionably an extremely important even of
Russia’s recent history. While this event officially took place in 1991, the social and cultural
consequences of dismantling the Iron Curtain could be sensed in all aspects of the lives of people
behind it for the ensuing decade. The lasting effect of this event is, perhaps, best described as
highly “disorienting” for people in the former Soviet Union.

The policy of “glasnost” (“outspokenness”) officially deployed by Mikhail Gorbachev in
the mid-1980s, had reached an unprecedented scale by the mid-1990s. While the original policy

sought to make government structures and management more transparent and open to debate, it
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gradually evolved into something completely different, as this “outspokenness” resulted in the
exposure of mechanisms of Soviet ideological control (such as censorship and secrecy) and
brought awareness of the atrocities of the Soviet government and its officials (particularly
Stalin). As a result, the label of “Soviet” had begun to designate the undesirable, outdated, and
flawed—in short everything and anything that was wrong.

The political restructuring was also accompanied by a pronounced social crisis. During
the turbulent 1990s many publishing houses were forced to close or to minimize production with
the result that many editors and correctors were laid-off. Manuscripts were often accepted “as is”
and published with minimal or no correction or censorship. This, in turn, led to publishing works
that would sell in the context of an economic crisis, often works of questionable moral or
aesthetic value, and sometimes works with outright shocking effect. These works provided a
completely different background for the reception of Lolita, and the novel could then be
perceived as almost innocent in nature.

The removal of the Iron Curtain also marked the beginning of a rapid Westernization of
Russian society, which had a rather extensive effect on the language and literature of the post-
perestroika era. Linguistic borrowings from other languages (primarily English) have reached an
unprecedented rate, which some scholars tend to explain by either Russian cultural fascination
with Western values and economic status or by a lacuna of new terms in business, sports, and
politics. To illustrate the extent to which the use of anglicisms has spread in Russia, one can
mention numerous legislative attempts to regulate the use of English borrowing and calques in
public and state institutions: an attempt by state officials in Chuvashiya, a federal district of the
Russian Federation, to ban the use of the word “OK” during state debates (motivated by “the

fight for purity and beautification of the Russian language” by an unnamed state official),
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proposals to issue fines to businesses in Kaliningrad, Omsk and Belgorod for the use of foreign
words in public advertising.”” While all of these attempts were essentially unsuccessful, they
testify to the extent of acceptance of foreign words in everyday lives of ordinary Russian people.
Moreover, this strictly linguistic phenomenon paved the way for a rather peculiar literary trend,
which can be termed a “bilingual mode” of narrative. A rather large number of Russian writers
started experimenting with a combination of two languages—Russian and English—in their
literary works, such as Viktor Pelevin in Pokolenie P, Sergei Minin in Dukhless and The Telki,

Oksana Robski in LubOFF/ON, and Linor Goralik in “The American Girl.”® However, this

relatively recent trend, while it remains largely under-researched, makes Nabokov’s attempts to
synthesize two languages in his writing seem quite conservative.

As a result of having passed through the Westernization period of the Russian language,
contemporary Russian speakers appear to be collectively blind to Nabokov’s unusual reliance on

foreign borrowings in the text of Lolita. A website http://www.livelib.ru is one of the larger

online collections of user-generated reviews of this novel, containing 368 very thoughtful
reviews of the book (and some of these reviews have garnered hundreds of readers’ responses).
Virtually none of these reviews refers to the language use by Nabokov as “strange” or
“awkward.” When users comment on the language used in Lolita specifically, they often resort to
what seems to have become stock epithets to describe Nabokov’s language: viscous, sticky,
absorbing, enveloping.

What is more important, Nabokov’s excellent command of language is acknowledged by
the users who did not even like the book. One such user is Mracoris (June 2011), who posted:

“This is unbearable boredom for the sake of boredom. In the first part of the book, my attention

%9 Information from http://www.newsru.com/arch/russia/03mar2008/language.html

% Underlined here are elements of English in the original Russian titles.


http://www.livelib.ru/
http://www.livelib.ru/reader/Mracoris
http://www.newsru.com/arch/russia/03mar2008/language.html
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has been drawn to the novelty of theme and the good language, but in the second part of it the
novelty dwindled off, and I got fed up with the style of writing. Then came the realization that
this is not my [cup of tea]”."!

The only “foreignness” of this text, when commented upon by the users, is linked

exclusively with the abundance of French phrases in the text. User lena_k monino (August

2013) commented on how distracting these phrases were for reading the novel: “The language of
descriptions, in my opinion, is very complex. There are many French words and sentences,
without any footnotes, by the way. Sometimes I had to re-read a sentence or a paragraph, as I
could not wrap my mind around the story.”®*

User trounin (February 2014) wrote his review in the form of the open letter to the writer,

and concluded the letter with mentioning two aspects of book he did not like:

1. There are only Russians all around. Here and there. Humbert did not have any
relationship to them, why do we have to see recurring Russian surnames?
2. French expressions and words. Personally, I never understood why they like to

use words from other languages in foreign literature. A book in the English language
always contains Latin, French and German expressions. English is not a self-sufficient
language? I understand, Vladimir Vladimirovich, you are an erudite, but I really do not
understand the need to incorporate different languages“.

%! HeBbIHOCHMOE 3aHYJICTBO pajl 3aHY/ICTBA. EC/IM TepByI0 MOJTOBHHY KHUI'M BHUMAHHE yIEp/KHBATH HOBH3HA
TEMBI ¥ XOPOIIHUH S3bIK, TO B KOHIIE KOHIIOB HOBM3HA COIIIA Ha HET, a SI3BIK M CTHJIb yCIEIH BIOJHE
paciipo0OoBaThesl, M IPHUIIO OCO3HAHKE, YTO HE MOE

*SI3pIK HANHCAHKS BEChMa ,KaK MHE I0Ka3aJ10Ch, CJI0%KeH. [IpOCKaKMBAIOT (hpaHITy3cKue
CIIOBEYKH,IPE/ITIOKEHHST, IpHYeM 0e3 CHocoK. VIHOTa 51 taske repeunThiBajia NpeIokeHue Wi ab3all, T K MHOTAa
MOM MBICJIH COBCEM HE yJIaBJIMBAJIM JIMHUIO paccKasa.

63 JIBa MOMEHTAa MHE€ HC TIOHPAaBUJIMCh B KHUTEC:

1. Bokpyr oxau pycckue. Tam u TyT. ['ymMOepT jke HUKaKOro OTHOIICHHS K HUIM HE HMeII, TaK 3a4eM ITOCTOSTHHO
CMOTpPETh Ha MEJIBKAIOIINE PYCCKUe haMmInu?

2. ®paHITy3cKHe BRIPAXESHNS U cI0Ba. JIMUHO 5 HUKOTIa He TOHMUMAJ II0YeMy B HHOCTPAHHOI JTUTEepaType Tak
JOOST BCTABJISITH CJIOBA U3 APYTOTo sA3bIKa. B KHUre Ha aHTJIMHACKOM SI3bIKE 00513aTEITLHO BCTPETSTCS JTATHHCKHE,
(dpaHIy3cKue, HEMEIKHe BRIPpaXeHMsI. AHMIMHCKUN 361K HE MOXKET TIOXBACTAThCS CaMOI0CTAaTOYHOCTRIO? S
nonumaro, Braaumup Brnagumuposud, Bamly 3pyaupOBaHHOCTb, HO 51 AEHCTBUTENBHO HE TOHUMAIO CMBICIIA
npuoeraTh K pasHbIM SI3bIKaM.


http://www.livelib.ru/reader/lena_k_monino
http://www.livelib.ru/reader/trounin
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In short, Nabokov’s Russian over the course of the last decades became undistinguishable from
the Russian commonly used by contemporary speakers and no longer creates a startling effect
that was evidenced in the Soviet times.

With the collapse of the Soviet Union, accompanied by an economic, political and
demographic crisis, Nabokov’s views became somewhat of a mainstream point of view on the
Soviet Union. As Yuri Leving points out, as far as Nabokov’s post-Soviet readership is
concerned, “Nabokov is no longer just a writer, but the last nobleman in Russian literature”
(Leving 143). Furthermore, because he was associated with pre-revolutionary Saint Petersburg,
in popular culture he was often falsely equated with a longing for the culture of the perished
state, as “Petersburg more often [was] associated with pre-revolutionary (here read—authentic)
Russia” (Leving 143).

However, it must be pointed out that the general availability and interest in Nabokov’s
works, as well as interest in the writer, made his theory of literalism widely known. Nosik, a
translator of Nabokov’s Pnin, recalled in 1993 the tremendous pressure of the editorial team to
translate this novel into Russian literally:

When I submitted it [the translation] to the publisher, the editors-Nabokovians, knew that

one must translate “literally”, that is “honestly”, that is word per word, and better yet—

not to translate from foreign languages—a smart [person] will understand even the
foreign language. Do not render comic effects—this is not literal. And therefore—

dishonest. So I gave up—in some sense and in some places. (Nosik 242)

The idea that Nabokov’s theory of literalism is to be strictly adhered to and never violated found
its way into very scholarly publications as well. In a Russian volume of highly scholarly articles,
Vladimir Nabokov: Pro and Contra, editors note that they strove to translate Nabokov’s texts

“just as he demanded: literally” (9), despite the fact that the writer’s preoccupation with literal

translation was just one aspect of his translation career. The fact that Nabokov’s name is firmly
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associated with literalism in translation has had very unexpected consequences for Lolita’s
publishing practices in the Russian Federation.

In 2003, a major Russian news portal released an article with the somewhat sensationalist
title “A Lost Page from the Nabokov’s Lolita is Found” (Altantov, n.pag.), and it has since then
been re-published in many print newspapers. The article reported a “discovery” made by a
journalist in a provincial town: that the Russian version of the novel was missing a “substantial
fragment” (Altantov, n.pag.) The word “discovery” here has to appear in quotation marks, as this
fact was mentioned in passing by one of the first scholars of Nabokov’s translations, Jane
Grayson, 20 years prior, in 1977. Reflecting on the structural changes between a number of
Nabokov’s English novels and their Russian translations, she noted that (original references
preserved):

Lolita R contains the only deletion of some length. It is a passage twenty-one lines long

which describes an occasion when Humbert Humbert is stopped in his car by the police:

“Another jolt I remember... as she mimicked limp prostration” (Lolita E, pp. 167 — 8). It

is conceivable that Nabokov decided that the incident was repetitious. (Grayson 120)

As evident from Grayson’s statement, she attempted to justify the omission by the author. The
actions of Russian publishers, however, were completely different from this attitude (yet
completely justifiable in light of Nabokov’s reputation). The mass media sources reported that
the said Russian journalist contacted Nabokov’s son and copyright holder, Dmitrii Nabokov,
who had access to the manuscript of the novel and subsequently confirmed that the fragment was
indeed missing. In the subsequent publications of the novel in Russia, this error has been

corrected. All contemporary editions (beginning in 2007) of the Russian Lolita routinely include

a translation of the missing paragraph into their publications.
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Earlier in this thesis, I have connected Nabokov’s own norm-violating behaviour in
translation with his rising authority. Interestingly the idea of authority seems to affect publishers’
decision on sow to present the missing paragraph, albeit in a very different and convoluted ways.

In a letter evidently addressed to the Western scholarly community, which was made
available to the public on a reputable scholarly forum® by Dr. Galya Diment, Dmitrii Nabokov
confirmed that the paragraph was indeed missing in Nabokov’s own drafts:

I hasten to extend a clarification for all. Sharp-eyed Mr. Svirilin informed me of the

missing Lolita paragraph some time ago. I checked back through all the Russian-language

editions to the ms, and found that he was right. (Dmitrii Nabokov, n. pag.)

Further, he asserted that, in his view, the paragraph was unintentionally omitted by the writer:
Since the paragraph was well worth retaining in Russian one can only conclude that my
father inadvertently skipped it while writing the translation, not on index cards, but in an
album with lined pages. There is no reason on earth to accuse Nabokov of "hiding" this
innocuous and entertaining fragment. (Dmitrii Nabokov, n. pag.)

As evident from this statement, Dmitrii Nabokov’s position on this matter is opposed to that of

Grayson who attempted to justify this omission as intentional in 1977, by stating that the passage

was omitted by the author, as “[i]t is conceivable that Nabokov decided that the incident was

repetitious” (Grayson 120). Indeed, there appears to be nothing outrageous about the passage in
question (see Appendix One for the text of the paragraph). However, in light of my analysis of
the novel, this particular omission acquires significance. When Lolita is approached as a highly
sophisticated multi-level game with bilingual readers, in light of the author’s explicit assertion
that he “pride[s] [himself] only on the iron hand with which [he] checked the demons that incited

[him] to deletions and additions™ ("Postscript": 193), this omission can be approached as a direct

invitation to the reader to further engage in the game, proving the author wrong (not unlike

% See full text here: https://listserv.ucsb.edu/lsv-cgi-bin/wa? A2=nabokv-1:ccdcc5be.0302



https://listserv.ucsb.edu/lsv-cgi-bin/wa?A2=nabokv-l;ccdcc5be.0302
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Nabokov’s own statements on the command of the language, that were thoroughly debunked by
scholars).
Finally, Dmitrii Nabokov’s letter concludes with his assessment of Svirilin translation
and sheds some light on the nature of their collaboration by stating that:
I have translated the missing paragraph and sent it to St-Petersburg for publication in the
coming edition of the Symposium Lolita. Mr. Svirilin jumped the gun a bit and proceeded
to make a translation of his own. To be fair, I think he has made a good effort, and there
are relatively few corrections I would have made in his version, mainly matters of style
and nuance and only one real boner. At the same time, | have borrowed a couple of
felicitous locutions from his text. I have been in touch with him and we are in full

agreement that it is my version that will be included in the new edition. My translation is
now in semi-final draft, and may undergo some very minor revisions (Dmitrii Nabokov,

n. pag.)

The translation was attached to the above-mentioned letter (see full text in Appendix One).
Perplexingly, despite Dmitrii Nabokov’s clear differentiation between his own version and a
version by Svirilin’s, there appears to be only one translation of the text that is routinely
incorporated into the full text of the novel by the Russian publishers. Interestingly, publishers’
decisions on #ow to incorporate the translated fragment seem to be dependent on who the text of
translation is attributed to.

It seems that at some point, the authorship over the text of translation has been disputed
between two translators (Dmitrii Nabokov and Alexander Svirilin), and, with Dmitrii Nabokov’s
recent passing, it might be impossible to clarify the exact nature of their collaboration.
Nonetheless, there appears to be two distinct tendencies in publishing practices that will be
reviewed below.

It seems that when the text of the translation is attributed to Alexander Svirilin, a virtually
unknown journalist who was responsible for the discovery and publicity that surrounded the

missing paragraph, publishers tend to clearly identify visually or even separate completely the
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text of the translation. One such example is shown in Appendix Two: this specific edition is
prefaced by what appears to be Svirilin’s own note that acknowledges the addition of the missing
paragraph, and the text of translation, in turn, is clearly identified within the body of the novel:
1. Dby a statement immediately in front of the paragraph (specifically the Russian phrase that
reads [In the English version these words are followed by a passage that remained untranslated
by the author (a fact established by Alexander Svirilin)] and is placed in front of the addition),
2. followed by the translation of the passage itself, marked by a differed colour of font,
3. concluded by a statement on the authorship of translation (translated by Alexander Svirilin).

This tendency is also evident in the printed versions of the novel. Interestingly, despite
Dmitrii Nabokov’s assertion that “we are in full agreement that it is my version that will be
included in the new edition” (Dmitrii Nabokov, n. pag.), Symposium (the publishing house
mentioned in the letter) evidently made the decision to attribute the translation to Alexander
Svirilin specifically, and, as a result, includes the translation as an addendum to the main body
of the novel®.

Other publishers, however, opt to seamlessly integrate the text of the translation into the
main body of the novel. One such example appears in Appendix Three. In this instance (see
example in Appendix Three), the text of the novel is prefaced by a note, evidently written by
Dmitrii Nabokov, who acknowledges that the translation is Ais. The text of the translation in
such instances seems to be seamlessly incorporated into the main body of the novel, and
remains unidentified any further (as evident from the screenshot provided in Appendix Three).
This is also evident in printed editions of the novel by publishing house Azbuka, for instance.

This publishing house consistently presents the translation in this way, beginning in 2007.

% The novel is published on pages 11 — 391 in Volume II of five-volume Compilation of American Works, and the
translation in question is included on page 670 and clearly identified as translated by A. Svirilin.
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Needless to say, all marketing materials for the book by this publisher routinely incorporate a
mention of the unique nature of the edition, as it incorporates a previously unknown omission.*®

In concluding this section, I would like to emphasize that there are, indeed, subtle
differences in versions of the translation. They certainly do not suggest that the translation was
performed anew by both translations. Rather, comparisons of translations suggest that the
translation was completed by one person and edited by the other. However, at this point the exact
sequence and nature of collaboration between Dmitrii Nabokov and Aleksander Svirilin remains
unclear, and until it is clarified, no preliminary conclusions (or judgments) should be made. It is
also entirely possible that the editing was initiated by a specific publisher (rather than any of the
translators in question).

What remains out of question in the review of publishing practices above, however, is
that Dmitrii Nabokov (the writers’ son, copyright holder and collaborator in his translational
endeavors into English) is a figure of substantial authority in the eyes of the publishers, despite
some of his controversial decisions regarding Nabokov’s estate’’. As a result, when the
translation of the paragraph is attributed to him, publishers tend to seamlessly integrate the text

into the main body of the novel.

5 Fyll list of marketing blurbs for editions is available here http://www.livelib.ru/book/420807/editions

57 This, of course, brings to mind Dmitrii Nabokov’s widely discussed decision to publish Nabokov last unfinished
novel The Original of Laura (1977) despite his father’s specific instruction to destroy the manuscript, in 2009. See a
discussion in The Guardian for more information http://www.theguardian.com/books/2009/nov/22/original-of-laura-
vladimir-nabokov



http://www.livelib.ru/book/420807/editions
http://www.theguardian.com/books/2009/nov/22/original-of-laura-vladimir-nabokov
http://www.theguardian.com/books/2009/nov/22/original-of-laura-vladimir-nabokov
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6. Conclusion

As recent inquiries into translators’ behaviours convincingly demonstrate, something
always happens in translation. While popular discourse is often quick to designate this change as
“something is lost in translation” or “something is found in translation,” the metamorphosis of
the translated text cannot be reduced to this simple dichotomy. A descriptive approach in
translation studies is a very useful tool to describe what this something actually is, as it considers
each individual text as a site where various, often conflicting modalities of intentions,
suggestions and regulations intersect, bend and twist. Each and every translated text is a
reflection of, ultimately, values that are dominant in the target culture, captured in a unique way
by a translator, a cultural agent.

Not all translators, however, are such cultural agents, and self-translating authors are a
good example of such exception. Specifically, Vladimir Nabokov, who grew up and matured in
geographically and culturally different countries, but lived and wrote his novels in an ambiguous
intercultural space. He was a bilingual writer and a prolific translator. His translations were
undertaken with acute artistic sensibility towards peculiars of each literary text. Moreover, given
his authoritative status as the author of these texts, his practice of translation has a definitive
scholarly value.

As my examination of this text had shown, Nabokov approached the translation of Lolita
by expressing no doubt that if this translation had been performed by a commissioned translator,
the text would have been transformed, and not in a way he would have preferred. This assertion,
in turn, allowed me to suggest that, perhaps, Nabokov also did something in translation that no
commissioned translator would have done. This, however, raised an important methodological

question: what empirical evidence can be used to support this argumentation? Most studies to
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date have only considered Nabokov’s rendition of formal linguistic features associated with his
style (such as allusions, alliterations and puns, for instance). Rendering of such stylistic devices
in general is a well-documented problem of translation. Based on a consideration of these
features, it is simply impossible to compare/contrast Nabokov’s role in translation with that of a
commissioned translator, as we simply do not know how a commissioned translator would
render such features. Therefore, in my review of the texts, I focused on considering Nabokov’s
strategy in rendering repetitive, extra-linguistic features that are readily available in both English
and Russian and not subject to given natural language rules. The a-linguistic nature of such
features explains why practicing translators tend to retain them in their renderings of originals, as
no explicit rules of language prevent them from doing so. This background illuminates
Nabokov’s role in translating Lolita into Russian: given the stated importance of these features it
would be natural to expect Nabokov to retain them. And yet, as my analysis illustrates, Nabokov
deploys a system of emendations of these features. This intentional system of emendations can
be explained by Nabokov’s change in artistic intentions throughout the Russian text. And yet,
this system of emendations remained unaddressed for many decades. Arguably, by designating
the Russian text a translation, Nabokov’s himself determined the way the second version was
received. As evident from close consideration of publishing practices in Russia, these practices
have always been informed by the premise that the author could not do anything but approximate
the original text in translation. Consequently, the Russian publishing industry at large deployed a
system of emendation to the text that would bring it to compliance with what would constitute a
“normative” translation. The nature of these emendations shows that the idea of “normative”

translation of this text was very different in Soviet and post-soviet Russia.
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Throughout writing this dissertation, I have intentionally abstained from using evaluative
terms; such terms should not be expected in this conclusion either. I want to state emphatically
that while Nabokov’s text is full of what most translators would consider, bluntly, “errors,” such
discrepancies should not result in assessments such as “incorrect translation” or ‘“non-
translation.” I insist that Nabokov’s text is a translation, albeit a translation governed by a set of
alternative, unknown at present, norms. To deny it this status means to continue the tradition of
turning a blind eye to the unusual and dismissing it under the rubric of “exceptions.”

The same applies to the actions and decisions made by publishers of the Nabokov’s
Russian text. While these actions fall under the umbrella term of “sanctions” in the target culture,
I want to acknowledge that they were informed by the best possible intentions, and were made
by people who truly valued Nabokov’s legacy and deeply cared for promotion of his legacy in
Russia. There cannot be any evaluation of these actions and decisions, as they were absolutely
normal (that it, influenced by norms) under the circumstances.

One global conclusion that I would like to make in considering the Russian text of Lolita
pertains to the notion of liberty in translations. Liberal translations are not uncommon, yet liberty
in translation should not be equated with a license to do just about anything. Arguably, even the
range of liberties one can exercise in translation is determined by the target culture norms. As my
discussion of Nabokov’s text illustrates, when authorial liberties are divorced too much from the
norms that dominate the target culture, the target culture at large deploys a mechanism of
bringing the text into compliance with its norms (which can be very different in different
historical periods). But where does the boundary between norms and abnormalities lie? This can

only be established by future research into norms. As my discussion suggested, the descriptive
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approach should not limit itself by focusing on mainstream practices, as considering the unique
and unusual can result in valuable insights as well.

I would like to conclude this thesis by listing a number of questions and considerations
that remained unanswered in the present work to outline possible directions of future research
into self-translations. Of course, the case of Nabokov’s Lolita is very specific, and findings of
my analysis might not apply to other self-translators. Yet I am convinced that a number of
comprehensive considerations of self-translated texts might shed some light on patterns that will
enable us to draw more abstract conclusions about this phenomenon. One such pattern has been
suggested in this work: an observation that many authors undertake a translation of their own
text specifically because they are dissatisfied with a commissioned translation. This observation
certainly deserves further exploration. Does this dissatisfaction lead to doing something in
translation that no commissioned translator would have done? How can this assumption be
empirically verified? Studies that pursue this line of thought might prove very valuable in further
developing and sharpening methodological tools of investigation.

Another line of inquiry pertains to Lolita specifically. As I made clear in the discussion of
the text, my designation of the Russian novel as informed by an alternative set of norms is
provisional at this point. I have only considered Nabokov’s use of numerals, graphic emphasis
and use of author-specific punctuation in this analysis, and my findings suggest the intentional
nature of these emendations. I sincerely hope that this analysis will provide sufficient grounds to
reconsider other features of texts (such as Nabokov’s introduction of Russian subtexts in the later
version, changed patterns of alliteration and a large number of unusual lexical choices) in light of
Nabokov’s intention to amend the text, rather than considering them mere functional equivalents

of the English original.
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Finally, there are certainly gaps in the reception of the Russian text that can be further
investigated. Despite scholarly mentions of possible alternative translations of Lolita into
Russian, I was not able to locate such texts. They might or might not have existed. Should such
parallel texts be found, their comparison with Nabokov’s own translation could be instrumental
in clarifying the nature of norms in Soviet Russia. As to the more recent practices, the authorship
of the translation for the missing paragraph is evidently disputed between Dmitrii Nabokov and
Alexander Svirilin. What were the disagreements on the translation, and how did their views
affect their word choices? Should the missing paragraph be incorporated into the contemporary
editions of the novel, and how should the authorship of its translation be identified?

I see the value of this dissertation not so much in providing definitive answers to a range
of questions that a comparison of Lolita’s two versions raises, but rather in providing a
foundation from which even more questions can be asked and, hopefully, answered. Nabokov
himself characterized the process of this translation in an interview as “Completing the circle of
my creative life. Or rather starting a new spiral” (Nabokov, 1973:52). I sincerely hope that this
dissertation will help to start such new spiral in considering this text, not just in the context of

Nabokov’s legacy but also in the field of translation studies.
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Appendix One: The Text of the Missing Fragment
The text of the missing paragraph, omitted by Nabokov in the Russian version:

Another jolt I remember is connected with a little burg we were traversing at night, during our
return journey. Some twenty miles earlier I had happened to tell her that the day school she
would attend at Beardsley was a rather high-class, non-coeducational one, with no modern
nonsense, whereupon Lo treated me to one of those furious harangues of hers where entreaty and
insult, self-assertion and double talk, vicious vulgarity and childish despair, were interwoven in
an exasperating semblance of logic which prompted a semblance of explanation from me.
Enmeshed in her wild words (swell chance... I'd be a sap if I took your opinion seriously...
Stinker... You can't boss me... I despise you... and so forth), I drove throuth the slumbering town
at a fifty-mile-per-hour pace in continuance of my smooth highway swoosh, and a twosome of
patrolmen put their spotlight on the car, and told me to pull over. I shushed Lo who was
automatically raving on. The men peered at her and me with malevolent curiosity. Suddenly all
dimples, she beamed sweetly at them, as she never did at my orchideous masculinity; for, in a
sense, my Lo was even more scared of the law than I--and when the kind officers pardoned us
and servilely we crawled on, her eyelids closed and fluttered as she mimicked limp prostration.
(L EN: 171)

The text of the Russian translation of the missing paragraph (Dmitrii Nabokov claimed
authorship of this specific passage, see https://listserv.ucsb.edu/lsv-cgi-bin/wa?A2=nabokv-
l:ccdecSbe.0302):

Eme onna BcTpsicka, MOMHHUTBCS, Obla CBsI3aHA C TOPOJKOM, Yepe3 KOTOPBIH MbI Mpoe3kKalu
HOYbIO, HA O6paTHOM IIyTH. Muin 3a ABaalaTb 10 TOrO MHE JOBEJIOCH CKa3aTh GI\/'I, YTO 4YaCTHas
TUMHA3Us1, KOTOPYIO OHa Oyzaer mocemarhk B bepjciee — 3To mIKojia BeCbMa MPUIHYHAS, IS
JIEBOYCK, O€3 BCAKOW COBPEMEHHOMU UeIyXH, mocie 4ero JIo yroctuna MeHs: OJJHOUM U3 TeX CBOMX
OCIICHHBIX TUPAJa, e MOJIbOA M OCKOpOJEHUE, CAMOYTBEPKIECHUE U JIyKaBash OECCMBICIIUIIA,
SPOCTHAs BYJIbrapHOCTh U JETCKOE OTYAsHUE TMEPerieTalluCh B BO3MYTHTEIHLHOM MOI00UU
JIOTUKH, YTO TOJTAIKHBAIO MEHS K MOA00HI0 oObsicHeHUs. ONMyTaHHBIN €€ TUKUMU CIOBaMU
(pa3meuTaiics!.. s He Aypa Kakasi-TO, YTOOBI CEPbE3HO TO CIYIIATh... TAAUHA... Thl HE MOXEIllb
MHOM pacnopsiKatbes... s Mpe3uparo Te0s... U TaK Janee), s exan 4epe3 IPEeMITIONINI TopoaoK
Ha CKOPOCTH MATHIECSAT MUJIb B 4Yac, HE MPEpPhIBas POBHOIO IOCCEHHOrO XO0/a, KOTAa JBOE
MaTPYJIbIIMKOB OCBETHJIM MAalllMHY M IpHUKa3ald MHE chexaTh Ha 000ounHy. S mukHy:n Ha Jlo,
MallMHAJIBHO MpoJAoJDKaBUIyto OymieBarh. [lonuielickue pasrisapiBaii €€ U MEHs ¢
HEZ00pOXKeIaTeIbHBIM JTI0OOOTBITCTBOM. BHE3amHO Bce e SMOYKH 3alyqriIiCh Ha HHX, Kak
HHUKOIr'Ja, HUKOrga HEC JIYYHJIMCh Ha MORO OpXHHefIHYIO MYKCCTBCHHOCTD, noo B HEKOTOPOM
cmbicie Mosi Jlo Oosutachk 3akoHa emie Oonblle, YeM s caM — U KOrJa J0Opbhle CIYKUTENn
MOPSAIKA MPOCTUIN HAC U TTOJI000CTPACTHO MBI YIION3IH, BEKH €€ OMYyCTUIIUCH U 3aTpeneTaid —
OHa W300pakasia MOJHOE U3HEMOKECHHE.


https://listserv.ucsb.edu/lsv-cgi-bin/wa?A2=nabokv-l;ccdcc5be.0302
https://listserv.ucsb.edu/lsv-cgi-bin/wa?A2=nabokv-l;ccdcc5be.0302
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Appendix Two: Clear Identification of the Missing Paragraph When It Is Attributed to
Alexander Svirilin

The following screenshots were taken on website http.//nabokovandko.narod.ru/Texts
/Lolita_rus.html. The text is prefaced with the following disclaimer:

HacToAuwana anekTpoHHaA BepcMA NOArOTOBMNEHA HA OCHOBE TeKCTA C KomnakT-Avcka B B Habokoe 3JHumknonenuueckoe cobpaHue
couMHeHWi ("Agent”, 2003). B okoHUYaTenNbLHEIA BAapWaHT Jo0aeneHsl NpegUCNoBWe, CMOBAPEL MHOCTPAHHLIX TEPMWHOE, a8 TaKKe Nepeeoq
thparmeHTa TpeTkeR rMaekl BTOpOA YacTk. BouKTKa npow3eoannack no uwagadHuio Habokoe B. B. CobpaHne counHeHWd B 5 Tomax. T. 2.
("Cumnoamym”, 1997). O 3ameueHHLIX onevaTtkax npockBa cooblaTts no agpecy svirlin@mail ru.

AnekcaHap CEBMPUNWH

[The present e-book is prepared on the basis of text from a CD titled V. Nabokov Encyclopedic
Works Compilation (Adept 2003). The final version includes a preface, dictionary of foreign
words as well as a translation of a fragment from the second part of the novel, section three.
Final proofing was based on the text as it appears in Nabokov V.V. Compilation of Works in
Five Volumes, volume two (Symposium 1997). Please inform of any noted typographical errors
at svirilin@mail.ru. Alexander Svirilin]

The missing paragraph is clearly identified in the body of the novel.:

repoA, KOTOpblii oBHUMaeT KpacaBuLy-HEBECTY Ha AanbHed rpaHiue UuBMnu3auvd. MHe BCMOMMHAETCA OHeBHOe NpeAcTaBneHue B
MAmNeHLKOM 3aTXMOM KnHemaTorpace, BUTKOM HABUTOM AeTEMMW W NPONUTAHHOM TOPAYMM AYLIKOM KMHONAKOMCTBA - KapeHbIX KYKYPY3HbIX
3epeH. Bcxoauna KenTas NyHa Had MyprbIKAOWWM TUTAPUCTOM B HALLEAHOM NNAaTKe, OH MOCTABUN HOTY HA COCHOBOE DpEeBHo W
NoLMNbIBAN CTPYHbI, W A - COBEPLIEHHO HEBWUHHO - 3aKMHYN PYKY 3a nneyo JIoNnTel W LWeKod NpuBNU3WUNCA K ee BUCKY, Kak BAPYr - ABe
BellbMbl 38 HaMu cTani DOPMOTaTb NPECTPaHHLIE BeLW - He 3Hal, NPaBWMbLHO MY A NOHAM, HO TO, YTO A HANCIOBMHY pacchbiwan,
3aCTABMINO MEHA CHATL C Hee MO NMACKOBYH PYKY, M, KOHEUYHO, OCTaNLHAA YacTk (PUNbMa NPoLLNa ANA MeHA B TYMaHe.

[*B anenudckol eepcuu Aoce 3mMux croe crnedyem HenepeeedeHHbIl aemopom ab3ay (ghakm coobwieH AnexcaHopom CeupunuHBIM):

Eule onHa BcTpAcka, NOMHWTCA, ObinNa CBA3aHa C rOPO[IKOM, KOTOPbIA Mbl Nepecekani Houblo, Ha obpaTHom mytw. Munk 3a ABaguath
[0 TOro £ Cka3an e, YyTo LWKona, B KOTopoil oHa DyaeT yuuTecA B bepacnee - OBONLHO BLICOKOTO paHra 3aBefeHue, Oe3 coBMeCTHOro
o0yyeHUsa n De3 CoBpeMeHHOTo B3Aopa, nocrne yero J1o o0patunach KO MHe C OOHOA W3 TeX CBOWCTBEHHEIX i BO3MYLLEHHLIX peveid, rae
monbba W ockopOneHun, caMmoyTBepXOeHWe W TNUUEeMepwe, 3MoCTHaA BYNbLrApHOCTL W [IETCKOe OTJYafHWe ChneTanuch B
pasgpasuTencHoe nofobue MOrvky, ToMkaBliee MeHA Ha nopobue obbAcHeHuA. ONyTaHHLIA ee AMKAMU CroBamMy (XOpPOLLUEHLKanA
BO3MOMHOCTb... A Obina Okl OypOuKOW, ecni Obl NPUHANA TBOE MHEHWE BCepbe3... CBOMOYb... Thl HE MOXELlb KOMaHLOBaTb MHOW... A
npe3upaio Teba... M Tak fanee), A exan yepe3 CNALLMIA ropo/l CO CKOPOCTLIO B NATLAECAT MWL B Yac, HE NpepbiBas POBHOTO LLOCCEAHOrO
Xofa, U TyT ABOE NaTpynbLUMKOB HaNpaBUnW CBOA MPOMKEKTOP HA MAalUMHY WM NpWKa3anM MHe chexaTb Ha obounHy. H wukHyn Ha Jlo,
KOTOpan aBTOMaTM4ECKW NPOLOIKANA HeCTU OKonecuuy. MyX4uHbl BCMOTpEnuCh B HAc ¢ HeqoOpoxenartensHbiM mobonsbitcteoM. Bapyr
BCA Nepenueanch AMOYKAMM, OHA YNbIDHYNAck MM Tak CNaako, Kak HUKOrAa He ynelbanack Moei opXuOeiHol MymeCTBeHHoCTH, ubo B
HEKOTO| cMeicnie moA Jlo BoAnack 3akcHa ele Bonblue, 4em A - U Koraa Aodpeie NaTpynbLUKA NPOCTUNKM Hac, M Mbl NnogobocTpacTHO
MoNon3nu Jarnslue, ee BeKn ONyCcTUIINCE W 3aTpeneTany - oHa n3olpaxana nondoe uinemoxeruve. ([lepesod AnekcardOpa Ceupununa.)]

TyT MHe NpUXOOMTCA cOenaTk CTpaHHoe npu3HadWe. Bl ByaeTe cMeATBECA - HO €CNK CKa3aTk BCH NpaBay, MHEe KAK-TO HUKOTAAa He
yaanock B TOMHOCTW BLIACHWTL HPWOWYECKYD CTOPOHY NONokeHWA. He 3Haw ero go cux nop. O, pasymeeTcn, Koe-Kakve cnydaiHbie
CBEeHWA 00 MeHA Jowrnu. Anabama 3anpeljaeT OnekyHy MeHATe MEeCTOMWTENsLCTBO nogonedHoro pefexka Oe3 paspelleHWA cyda;
MuHHECOTa, KOTOPOW HWM3KO KNAHAKCH, NpeaycMaTpuBaeT, YTO ecnv POACTBEHHWK NMPUHWMMAaeT Ha ceba 3aMTy U oneky OMTATH, He
AOCTUrLLEro YeTbipHaaUaTWneTHero Bo3pacTa, aBToOpWTeT Cyaa He NycKaeTcA B XxoA. Bonpoc: MoxeT v oTynum obaATenbHol 40 cnasMbl B
rpyou, efBa OnylWWBLUEWCA OYLWEHbKW, OTYMM BCEr0 C OOHOMECAYHBIM CTaMeM, HEeBpPACTEHWK-BAOBEL C HeDOoNnblUM, HO


http://nabokovandko.narod.ru/Texts%20/Lolita_rus.html
http://nabokovandko.narod.ru/Texts%20/Lolita_rus.html
mailto:svirilin@mail.ru
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Appendix Three: No Clear Identification of the Missing Paragraph When It Is Attributed to
Dmitrii Nabokov

The following screenshots were taken on website http://rubook.org/book.php?book=232264
&page=1. The text is prefaced with the following disclaimer:

MprmMeyaHMe K HACTOALLEMY M3LaHUI0

B 2T0 uzpaHue <«JloNWTbl» BKAKOYEH MOW pycCcKWd nepesog dparMedHTa (dactb 11,
rnaea 3, oAWHHaauUaTblid abzaly), KOToOpblA okazanca cnydalHo ebinyuwedH HaboKoBbBIM M3
ero nepeeofa poMaHa. A npuzaHaTened A. CBUPUNMHY 3a YKa3aHWe Ha 3Ty WM HeKoTopble
ApYrMe HeTOYHOCTM B pYCCKOM TekcTe, a Takxe A. KoHoeanoey 32a nMoMoOlWb B
cocTaBneHuu cnucka owmnbok, KoTopble ByayT MCNpaeneHbl B NoOCNeayolwmMx U3gaHmnax.

Amutpuia Habokoe
Manm-buy, ©aopuga,

ceHTAbpL 2007 .

[A Note on the Present Edition
This edition includes my Russian translation of a fragment (Part II, section three, eleventh
paragraph) that was unintentionally omitted by Nabokov from his translation of the novel. I am
grateful to A. Svirilin for pointing out this and some other discrepancies in the Russian text, as
well as to A. Konovalov for his help in compiling the list of discrepancies that will be corrected
in the subsequent editions.
Dmitrii Nabokov
Palm-Beach, Florida
September 2007]

The missing paragraph is seamlessly integrated into the body of the novel:

CKyne pa30orpeBleroca reposi, KOoTopbld oBHMMaeT KpacaBWuy-HEeBecTy Ha AanbHei
rpaHvMue UMBMAM3aLMKM. MHe BCMOMMHAETCA AHEBHOE MPEeACTABMEHUE B MafeHbKOM
3aTXnoM KuHematorpade, 6MTKOM HabWTOM AETbMW W MPOMUTAHHOM TOPAYMM AYLIKOM
KWHOMAaKOMCTBA — JKapeHblX KyKYpy3HbIX 3epeH. Bcxoauna xentaa fyHa Hag
MYP/bIKSIOWMM TMTapucToM B HAWEWHOM MMaTke, OH MOCTaBMA HOTY Ha COCHOBOE
6peBHO M NowWMNbIBaa CTPYHbI, N 1 — COBEPLUEHHO HEBMHHO — 3aKMHYM PYKY 3a Mnedo
NonuTbl U ulekoli NpUBAUIUNCA K ee BUCKY, Kak BAPYr — ABE BelbMbl 3@ HaMW CTanu
60pMOTaTL NpecTpaHHble BEelM — He 3Hal, MPaBWbHO MM A MOHAMN, HO TO, YTO A
HaMoMoBMHY pacc/biwas, 3acTaBuio MEHS CHATb C HEee MOK flacKOBYK pYKY, W,
KOHEUHO, OCTalnbHas YacTb hvbMa Npollna A8 MeHs B TyMaHe.

Fule oaHa BCTpACKa, NMOMHWTCA, OGblNa CBAZaHA C FOpPOAKOM, Yepe3 KOTOPbIA Mbl \
npoes3manK Houblo, Ha obpaTHOM NyTM. Munb 3a ABaguaTe A0 TOrO MHE AOBENOCh

CKazaTh €, UTo YACTHaA TMMHa3WA, KoTopyk oHa ByaeT noceulaTh B bepacnee — 370
WIKONa BecbMa MNPWIWMUHASA, ANA AeBodek, Ge3 BCAKOW COBPEMEHHOM uenyxu, nocne
yero Jlo yrocTMna MeHA oAHOW W3 Tex ceoux OeweHbix Tupan, roe mMonbba w
ockopbnenue, camoyTBep¥aeHue v nykaBas BeccMblicivua, sipocTHas BYNbrapHOCTh W
AeTcKoe OT4asHWe nMepernietanncs B  BO3MYTMTENbHOM  nofobuum  Norvku, uto

noaTankMBano MeHa K nogobuio obbAcHeHusa. OnyTaHHbIA ee AWKMMKM  CHOoBaMu Added
(pasmeutancal.. A He Aypa Kakaa-To, 4yToBbl CEpPbe3HO 3TO CAYWATb... FafiMHa... Tbl He

MOXEllb MHOW pAcrnopsXaTbeA.. s npesvpak Tebs.. M Tak nanee), A exan uyepes

APEeMIOWWA FOPOAOK CO CKOPOCTbK) B MATBAECAT MW/b B 4ac, He MpepbiBasa pPOBHOMO fragment

WOCCEMHOro XoJa, Koraa ABOE NaTpy/blUMKOB OCBETMAM MALLMHY W NpUKazanu MHe
cbexaTb Ha oboumHy. { wukHyn Ha Jlo, MawWHanbHO NpoAc/M¥aBwykw OyuweBaTb.
Monuuelckne pas3rnaabiBanM ee W MeHAa ¢ HepobpoenaTenbHbiM NMoGONbITCTBOM.
BHezanHo BCe ee SMOYKM 3aNy4YWU/INCb HA HWX, KaK HMKOraa, HUKOr4a He NyYwnvcb Ha
MOK OPXWAEHHYH MYXECTBEHHOCTL; MO0 B HEKOTOPOM CMbicne mos Jlo BoAanach 3akoHa

eule 60ﬂbLIJe, yeMm A4 caM, — W Koraa ,D,Oﬁpble CNYyXUWUTenn nopanka nNpocTUNM Hac u
I'IO,EIOﬁOCTpaCTHO Mbl YMON31K, BEKHU ee ONYCTUNWUCE WU 3aTpeneTand — OHa M306pa>|(ana j
NonHoOe U3HEMOXEHKWES,


http://rubook.org/book.php?book=232264%20&page=1
http://rubook.org/book.php?book=232264%20&page=1

