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In his preface to The Manipulation of Literature. Studies in Literary
Translation, Theo Hermans asserts that from the target perspective “all
translation implies a degree of manipulation of the source-text for a cer-
tain purpose”! so that the process of translating will bring the target text
into line with a particular socio-political and cultural model and hence
a particular notion of correctness, and thus secure social acceptance,
even acclaim?. This target-oriented, functionalist approach to translation
represented by the Manipulation School prevalent in Translation Studies®
is based on the concept of the literary polysytem, derived both from the
Russian Formalists and the Prague Structuralists and further elaborated
by Gideon Toury and Itamar Even-Zohar in Papers in Historical Poetics,
1978* The Tel Aviv scholars posited that literature functioning within
a given society is always a collection of various interconnected systems,
in which diverse genres, schools, tendencies are constantly jockeying for
a dominant position and competing for prestige and power. Seen in this
light, “literature is no longer the stately and fairly static thing it tends
to be for the canonists, but a highly kinetic situation in which things are

'T. Hermans: Introduction: Translation Studies and a New Paradigm. In: The Manipula-
tion of Literature. Studies in Literary Translation. Ed. T. Hermans. London—Sydney: Croom
Helm 1985, p. 11.

2 See T. Hermans: Translational Norms and Correct Translations. In: Translation Stud-
ies. The State of the Art. Eds. K. van Leuven-Zwart and T. Naaijkens. Amsterdam—Atlanta:
Rodopi 1991, p. 166.

* See M. Shuttleworth, M. Cowie: Dictionary of Translation Studies. Manchester, UK: St
Jerome Publishing 1997, p. 101.

4 See E. Gentzler: Contemporary Translation Theories. London: Routledge 1993,
p. 105-143.
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constantly changing’. Literary translation, playing frequently a primary,
innovative and subversive role within the cultural polysystem, is con-
ceived as one of the elements participating in the constant struggle for
survival and domination in this stratified conglomerate of interrelated
elements, and thus, an autonomous text-type in its own right, a histori-
cal and literary fact and an integral part of the target culture. In such
a paradigm, translation is no longer perceived as a marginal, servile or
inferior activity and the target text does not stand in a lower position
vis-a-vis the hegemonic position of the source text. Instead, its tremen-
dously influential power is being constantly emphasized.

The crucial idea of refraction® and the ensuing concept of rewriting crystal-
lized by Andre Lefevere’, enter the very center of this discourse as referring
to arange of processes, which can be said to reinterpret, alter or manipulate
an original text. Since rewriting is inseparably connected with the political
and literary power structures operating within a given target culture, the
processes of adaptation and manipulation, which rewriters perform, lead
predominantly to the production of texts which reflect the dominant ideol-
ogy and poetics. Once considered a subservient, transparent filter through
which a text could pass without adulteration or refraction, translation is
now reappraised as an activity in which the translator’s intervention in the
linguistic transfer is “far from innocent and very visible indeed””®. The aes-
thetic presuppositions of the rewriter are always governed by social norms,
literary conventions, prevailing poetics, the historical horizon and current
political situation characteristic of the target system.

According to Lefevere, translation “as the most obviously recognizable
type of rewriting™ contributes greatly to constructing the image of a writer
and an original in the target culture, particularly for non-professional readers
who have no access to the reality of the source text and remain exposed to
rewritings. This representation can undoubtedly be inadequate, misleading
or deceptive, insofar as the translator can distort and manipulate the reality
of the original because of the pressure of a series of constraints systemically

5J. S. Holmes: The State of Two Arts: Literary Translation and Translation Studies in the
West Today. In: idem, Translated! Papers on Literary Translation and Translation Studies.
Amsterdam: Rodopi 1988, p. 107.

¢See A. Lefevere: Mother Courage’s Cucumbers: Text, System and Refraction in a Theory
of Literature. In: “Modern Language Studies” 1982, Vol. 12, Ne 4.

7 See A. Lefevere: Translation, Rewriting and the Manipulation of Literary Fame. Lon-
don—New York: Routledge 1992.

8 S. Bassnett: The Meek or the Mighty. Reappraising the Role of the Translator. In:
Translation, Power, Subversion. Eds. R. Alvarez and M. Carmen-Africa Vidal. Clevedon:
Multilingual Matters 1996, p. 23.

° A. Lefevere: Translation, Rewriting and the Manipulation of Literary Fame..., p. 9.
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governing the production of texts and ensuring the readers’ acceptance or
rejection of literary translations, which Lefevere denotes as ideological,
poetical and economic, typical of the target culture. Faithfulness is thus
understood as “one translational strategy that can be inspired by the collo-
cation of a certain ideology with a certain poetics™'® and the concept of the
“intended equivalence” is dethroned in favour of the Manipulation School’s
idea of “admitted manipulation™!.

The translator’s (consciously directed or unconsciously filtered) ideology,
defined as “the grillwork of form, convention, and belief which orders our
actions™'?, is reflected in the way he/she treats the original’s Universe of
Discourse comprising “the objects, concepts, customs belonging to the world
that was familiar to the writer of the original”!*. According to Lefevere, the
translator’s attitude to such items is further conditioned by the status of the
original, the self-image of the culture that text is translated into, the types of
texts deemed acceptable in that culture, the intended audience, the cultural
scripts that audience is used to or willing to accept and, last but not least, the
translator’s personal preferences. The second constraint which operates in
translation is the poetics dominant in the target culture, that is an inventory
of literary devices, genres, motifs, characters, situations and symbols'* as
well as the culture’s notion of what the role of literature in the social system
should be. The poetological/ideological motivation behind the production
of rewritings can be either conforming to or rebelling against the dominant
target culture and politics.

Apart from the power of professionals (translators, critics, reviewers,
teachers) acting within the literary system, whose intervention can determine
the poetological/ideological shape of a source text or ensure that the way
in which it is perceived fits in with the reigning orthodoxy of a culture, the
literary system in which translations function is necessarily controlled by
patronage operating outside the literary system. “Patronage” denotes those
influential and powerful individuals (political leaders, dictators, the ap-
paratus of a totalitarian state, a political class or party) or institutions (the
educational establishment, academic journals, the media, etc.) that regulate
the selection, production and distribution of literature and literary ideas,
further or hinder the reading, writing and rewriting of texts'>. Uncovering

10Tn the work cited above, p. 51.

'See M. Snell-Hornby: Translation Studies: An Integrated Approach. Amsterdam: John
Benjamins 1988, p. 22.

12 A. Lefevere: Translation, Rewriting and the Manipulation of Literary Fame..., p. 16.

13 In the work cited above, p. 41.

14 See the work cited above, p. 26.

15 See A. Lefevere: Translating Literature. Practice and Theory in a Comparative Literature
Context. New York: The Modern Language Association of America 1992, p. 15.
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the mechanisms of canonization, integration, exclusion, and manipulation
being at work at literary, social and political levels, the study of rewritings
necessarily acquires relevance beyond the realm of literary and linguistic
disciplines'. It is these methodological premises that allow for an interesting
reconstruction of the poetological and ideological dimension of the textual
presence of translators as rewriters and interpreters. The importance of
deconstructing the manipulatory parameters in the production of literary
translations cannot be overemphasized.

Andre Lefevere’s thesis that “rewriting manipulates, and it is effec-
tive”!” provides a productive framework for the discussion of the typically
Foucauldian binary essence of the power/ knowledge opposition as conveyed
via translation. Rewritings can give rise to the problem of ostentation and
even abuse of power in transmission, relocation and reinterpretation of
knowledge of the “Other” and become a form of control, particularly if there
already exist preconceived stereotypes about the source culture in the target
culture as is the case with Polish-Russian relationships. For, what makes
power hold and accepted is the fact that it does not only weigh on originals
and their authors as a repressive force but “that it [also] traverses and pro-
duces things, it induces pleasure, forms knowledge, produces discourse”'?,
It is therefore important that the all-powerful target image of a work of
literature and the rewritings constituting that image and influenced by pa-
tronage, ideology and poetics be studied alongside its reality.

It could admittedly be argued that the Manipulation school methodologi-
cal framework is nowhere as productive as in the comparative analysis of
English and Polish rewritings of the Russians’ immediate poetic reactions to
political changes after the Bolshevik upheaval of 1917. The incredible fertil-
ity of the Russian Modernist revolutionary poetry for the discussion in the
light of target-oriented Translation Studies reaches its plateau in Aleksander
Blok’s /{eenaoyamw which boasts thick encrustations of interpretation and,
consequently, a whole concatenation of contradictory rewritings.

Blok’s prophetic remark is the best point to enter in medias res:

ITpaBna 3aKitoqaeTcs B TOM, UTO 109Ma HAIMCAHA B Ty HCKITFOYUTENBHYIO U BCETa
KOPOTKYIO TTOPY, KOT/1a TPOHOCSIIUHCS PEBOTIOLHOHHBIH IIUKIIOH TPOU3BOAUT Oypro
BO BCEX MOPSIX — MPUPOJBI, ’KU3HHU U UCKYCCTBA [...]. Mops MpupoabL, ®KU3HH U UC-
KycCTBa pa30yIeBaInch, OpbI3TY BCTAIN palyroi HaJ HaMH. S cMOTpen Ha pajyry,
Korza nucan /{eenadyams; OTTOTO B I03ME OCTaIach Karst noauTuku. [locmorpum,

16 In the work cited above, p. 3.

7 A. Lefevere: Translation, Rewriting and the Manipulation of Literary Fame..., p. 9.

8 Power/Knowledge: Selected Interviews and Other Writings by Michel Foucault,
1972—-1977. Ed. C. Gordon. New York: Pantheon Books 1980, p. 119, qtd. by A. Lefevere:
Translation, Rewriting and the Manipulation of Literary Fame..., p. 15.
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YTO CIENACT C ITUM BpeMsi. MOXeT ObITb, BCSAKAS MOJIUTHKA TAK IPA3HA, YTO OJHA
Karuis ee 3aMyTHUT U PA3JIOKHUT BCE OCTAIBHOE; MOXKET ObITh, OHA HE YOBET CMBICIIA
MOGCH I03MBI; MOXKET OBITh, HAKOHEI] — KTO 3HACT — OKaKETCs OPOANIIOM, Oiarogapst
KOTOpOMY /l6enadyams IPOUTYT KOTHA-HUOYIs B HE HaIK BpeMeHa. CaM s Ternepb
MOTY TOBOPUTH 00 3TOM TOJIBKO C UPOHHKEH; HO — He OyaeM ceiiyac Oparth Ha ceOs
peruTenpHoro cyaal’.

Puzzlingly enough, it is the vicissitudes of this “drop of politics” as comprised
by the rewritings of Blok’s politically slanted ceuvre that provide an insight into
the way ideology shapes literary discourse and, conversely, the way discourse
practices help to reinforce governing ideologies. Mirroring the amalgam of
ideological and poetological motivations and constraints governing the transla-
tors’ strategies, the following empirical corpus sheds an interesting light on the
construction of the image of a writer belonging to one culture in another culture,
and the manipulation of his literary as well as political fame.

Written amidst the chaos of the 1917-1918 St Petersburg uprising and
considered as the watershed separating pre-revolutionary from Soviet
Russian literature, /[genaoyams presents a deceptively simple narrative.
Against a background of a degenerate society, twelve Red Guardsmen march
through the wind-and-snow-swept streets of an unnamed but unmistakable
city, nocturnal Petrograd, a capital in which (as William Butler Yeats wrote
of revolutionary Dublin in 1916) “All changed, changed utterly/ a terrible
beauty is born”?’. Twelve men, uncouth “Apostles” of the Revolution, pa-
trol the streets, shouting, singing, shooting, looting, killing. Accidentally,
they meet a sledge in which their former comrade, now a renegade, escorts
Kat’ka, who is a prostitute and the ex-mistress of Pet’ka, a member of the
Twelve. Having killed the girl in a momentary fit of fury, they continue on
their way while Jesus Christ, mysteriously and unseen (or unindentified)
by them, precedes them through the streets:

...Tak uxyT NepskaBHBIM IIaroMm,
Ilo3agu — romogHbIl TIeC,
Brnepean — ¢ xpoBaBbIM (iarom,
U 3a BpIOTOI HEBUANM,

N ot nynu HeBpeaum,

HexHolt nocTynbio HaJABbIOKHOM,
CHEXHOH POCCHITIBIO JKEMUY)KHOM,
B Genom BeHunKe U3 po3 —
Bnepenu — Ucye Xpucroc?'.

1 A. Bnok: Couunenus ¢ 2-x momax. Cmuxomeopenusi, nosmvi, meamp. U3 onesHuxos
u 3anuchvlx Kuudicex. Iucvma. Mocksa: XynoxkecTBeHHas uteparypa 1955, T. 1, c. 774.

20W. B. Yeats: The Collected Poems. London: Macmillan 1952, p. 202-205.

21 B. BaHoB-Pazymuuk: Mcnoimanus 6 2pose u 6ype. briok: Crugpwi. [Jeenaoyams. bepnun:
WznarensctBo “Cxudn” 1920, c. 42.
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Though striking and even sudden at first glance, this Christophany in the snow-
storm is not an ill-conceived, irrelevant appendage or a mere effective literary
ornament?? since the close reading of Blok’s ceuvre reveals a careful aesthetic,
phraseological and iconographical preparation for the final image throughout
the poem?. Furthermore, it has been suggested that the last verse

is not only the climax of the poem, but the one in which the whole of its emotional
plan is contained, so that the entire work in its own way amounts to variations,
hesitations, and deviations from the theme of its conclusion®.

In point of fact, it is precisely the mystifying portrayal of the Twelve’s
mysterious patron in the last sequence of Blok’s poem that caused more
confusion and discord among literary critics, historiographers and translators
than all the 334 lines that preceded it. Understandably, the scale of diver-
gences between various interpretations and evaluations of the role of the
outcasts and Christ has always been very substantial. It could admittedly be
argued that this fierce controversy concerning the reception of /[genaoyamo
was of vital importance for the very process of the translation of Blok’s
revolutionary masterpiece and for the strategies adopted by translators while
approaching its Universe of Discourse.

Serving as the official propaganda line, the Russian Marxist school of liter-
ary criticism received /[eéenaoyams with great éclat, as a brilliant evocation
of the revolutionary scene and an irrefutable proof of the poet’s acceptance
of the severe but just laws of the October Revolution as well as his positive
attitude to the condition of Russia under the Bolshevik regime®. Having
read /Jeenaoyams, Vladimir Korolenko exclaimed: “Christ tells us about
the pro-Bolshevik affiliations of the author!”* and thus — according to
Vladimir Orlow — “immediately grasped the right sense of the image™?.
Also the very title of Stanistaw Rogoz’s article “on the Bolshevik poem of
Blok* does not raise the slightest doubt with regard to the perspective and

22 See K. UykoBckwuii: Anexcandp Bnox xax uenosex u noosm. Beedenue ¢ nosszuio Bnoka.
[erporpan: A.®. Mapkc 1924, c. 27-28.

2 S. Hackel: The Poet and the Revolution. Aleksandr Blok's “The Twelve”. Oxford: Clar-
endon Press 1975, pp. 84-88.

2 1O. TesinoB: brok. B: Ero ke, [losmuka. Hcmopusi aumepamypotr. Kuno. Tloar. s,
u komMmeHT. E. Tomnec, A. Uynakos, M. UynakoBa. Mocksa: Hayka 1977, c. 123.

3 Historia literatury rosyjskiej XX wieku. Red. A. Drawicz. Warszawa: Wydawnictwo
Naukowe PWN 1977, p. 183.

26 B. Koponenko: Hosas pycckas knuea. bepiauu 1923, Ne 5/6, c. 14; B. Opnos: ITosma
Anexcanopa broka ,, [{eenaoyams ”. Cmpanuya uz ucmopuu cogemcxou iumepamyput. I3m.
BTOpOE, JoToMHeHHOe. MockBa: XyaokecTBeHHas uteparypa 1967, c. 90.

" Tam xe.

2 S.Rogoz: O bolszewickim poemacie A. Bloka. In: ,,Przeglad Wspotczesny” 1923, Ne 14,
pp. 48-62.
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interpretive strategy the Polish critic adopted. Treating the figure of Christ
(“at first sight even ambiguous”?) as the author’s argument justifying, vin-
dicating and even sanctifying the atrocities of the Revolution and blessing
the Bolshevik coup d’etat remained the obligatory interpretation of Blok’s
poem; for “the red flag in Christ’s hands leaves no doubt that he leads the
revolution’ and “He himself is the personification of a new, universal and
common religion as well as a new morality [...]"!. A substantial part of the
pro-Bolshevik press declared that Blok likened the Red Guards to the twelve
disciples in the Gospels. Leon Trotzky confirmed that Blok wanted “to save the
artistic image of Christ by propping it up with the Revolution”*. He sanctified
the revolutionary change provocatively with the blessing of Christ. Significant
is Mark Slonim’s confident and blunt assertion that it is “Christ himself” who
appears at the end of the poem as the “invisible leader” of the Red Soldiers. “Thus
the twelve criminals become the twelve apostles, and out of the blood and filth
emerges the image of a new gospel that justifies the terror and the destructive-
ness of Bolshevism™. The murderous revolt acquires a religious significance
and moral sanction. For the English Slavist, Blok’s poem sounds like a dirge
for the Old Russia which, like an Easter Mass announcing the Resurrection,
blends death and the hope for a splendid future with “Russia as the savior of
humanity and the builder of a new society”*, though, according to Slonim, “the
Communists had not been quite content with the vision of the Crucified as the
bearer of the innermost revolutionary truth’.

Needless to say, the unofficial literary critics, notwithstanding the Marxist
unanimous enthronement of Blok’s Christ as the leader of the revolutionary
movement, emphasized the poet’s ambivalent, searching and distrustful at-
titude to the October Revolution and preferred to think that Christ was not
the one who led the Red Guardsmen but rather the one who was led to a place
of execution by a firing squad*. Questioning the validity of a comparison
of the Twelve with the Apostles, Voloshyn asked whether Christ’s followers
have ever gone hunting for their Messiah (,,4T0 e 3T0 32 aroCTOJbI, KOTOPhIC
BBIXOIAT OXOTHUTHCS Ha cBoero Xpucra?” ). The Koktebel poet argued:

2 B. Opnos: [Tooma Anexcanopa Bnoxa ,,/Jeenaoyams”...., c. 90.

30 Tam xe, c. 91.

31 Tam xe, ¢. 105.

32 L. Trotzky: Literature and Revolution. Ed. W. Keach. Chicago: Haymarket Books
2005, p. 107.

3 M. Slonim: Soviet Russian Literature. Writers and Problems 1917—1977. London—Ox-
ford-New York: Oxford University Press 1977, p. 8.

3* In the work cited above, p. 9.

33 See the work cited above, p. 8.

3¢ See Historia literatury rosyjskiej XX wieku..., p. 183.

37 M. Bosouun: [Toasust u pesonioyusi. B xu.: Ero xe: Coopanue couunenuii. Iom obmieit
pen. B. I1. Kymmaenko u A. B. JlaBpoa mpu yuactuu P. I1. Xpynesoi, t. 6, k. 2: [Iposa
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XpucToc BOBCE HE UAET BO IVIaBE JBEHA/IATH KPACHOTBAP/CHIIEB, a, HATIPOTHUB,
npecnenyercs UM |...]. Kpacusrii ¢ar B pykax y Xpucra? B 9ToM To)ke HET HUKaKoi
KOILIYHCTBEHHOHU IBYyCMBICHHUIBI. KpoBaBblid (piar — 3T0 HOBBIH KpecT XpHCTa,
CHMBOJI €T0 TEMIEPEIIHUX PACTIATHIAS,

Blok’s ambivalent attitude to both Christ and Christianity as revealed in the
poet’s personal diary and letters to Vyacheslav Ivanov® throws a dim light on
this matter and makes the epiphany in the snowstorm even more mysterious and
troublesome. Commenting on the Soviet critics’ practices aiming at “blurring
and drowning out the ambiguity of Blok’s attitude towards the Revolution”,
Struve emphasises the poet’s ambivalence, even political disengagement and
ventures an opinion that “the assimilation of Blok to the ‘Soviet culture’ is
a sheer usurpation™. Proving his point, the Russian critic quotes Blok’s protest
against Gorky’s arbitrary interpretation of /[eenaoyams as a malicious satire on
the recent events and the poet’s comment: “those who consider Dvenadtsat’a
political poem are either very blind to art, immersed in political dirt up to their
ears, or completely possessed by great wrath™!,

It is precisely this interpretive openness inherent in /eenaoyams and an
impression of “a grandiose unresolved dissonance”* that has presumably
become the ultimate cause of the excessive productivity and hence giant
proportions of the series of translations based on Blok’s verse epic*. For
seldom can a Russian Modernist literary work boast as many as twenty Polish
translations* and sixteen English renditions*, not to mention its numerous
versions in other languages of the world*.

1900-1927. Ouepku, cmamou, 1eKyuu, peyensuu, Habpocku, niausi. Mocksa: “Ommc Jlak
2000 2008, c. 33.

3% Tam xe, ¢. 31-32, 33.

¥ See S. Hackel: The Poet and the Revolution. Aleksandr Blok's “The Twelve ..., p. 88-96;
JI. Umonmna: A. brok u B. Hsanos  200v1 nepesoii pycckoti pesonoyuu (K sonpocy o eenesuce
obpasa Xpucma 6 nosme ‘/lgenadyamy’. ,,Y4eHbIe 3aUCKH TapTyCKOTO roCylapCTBEH-
Horo yHuBepcutera” 1991, Ne 10: Brokosckuii coopruk. A. brok u pycckuil cumeonusm:
Ipobremwvr mexcma u srcanpa, c. 21-31.

40T, Crpyse: O uemwipex nosmax. Bnok, Conozyo, I'ymunes, Manoervumam. Cooprux
cmameii. London: Overseas Publications Interchange Ltd 1981, c. 19-20.

4wt no: T. Crpyse: O uemwipex noomax: bnok, Conozyb, ['ymunes, Mandenvwman..., c. 7.

V. Zhirmunsky, qtd. by V. Terras: Handbook of Russian Literature. New Haven—London:
Yale University Press 1985, p. 56.

4 See A. Legezynska: Ttumacz i jego kompetencje autorskie. Warszawa: Wydawnictwo
Naukowe PWN 1999, s. 215.

4 See the work cited above, p. 188.

4 Cwm.: A. Tleivmen: 06 awenuiickux nepegodax cmuxomeopenuu A. Broxa. B xu.:
Meswcoynapoonvie cesasu pyccxou aumepamypul. Coopuux cmameti. Pen. M. Anekcees.
Mocksa—Jlenunrpan: U3n-Bo AH CCCP 1963, c. 417, 430.

46 Cm.: X. lynesckuit: Peyenyus nosmut [eenadyams A. A. Broka é Boreapuu. Bosoeiicmeue,
nepesoowvi. W: Literatura rosyjska i jej zwiqzki miedzynarodowe. Materiaty z II Miedzynarodo-
wej Konferencji Naukowej. Red. E. Kucharska. Szczecin: Wydawnictwa Naukowe US 1988.



Troublesome epiphany in a snowstorm... 55

Deeply embroiled in most acrimonious and interminable controversy
centering on its ideological sense, Blok’s revolutionary masterpiece imme-
diately became “the traditional prey of Polish translators™’ validating the
poem by the revolution or, to the contrary, the revolution by the poem. For
it was the poetic interpretation of revolutionary events treated as a reliable
testimony of Blok’s personal attitude towards the Bolshevik upheaval and
not traces of the literary avant-garde that the Polish audience of the 1920’s
actually sought in /[eenaoyamse. Not only was the ideological interpretation
of the poem of primary concern, but also the translators’ choices became at
the same time their ideological and political acts. Remarkably enough,
the first inter-war Polish renditions of Jeenadyamo were signed by the
translators’ pseudonyms, rather than their real names: Jerzy Karwin
(Karol Winawer), 1919; Jan Hutnik (Zofia Wojnarowska), 1921; Czestaw
Wrocki (Przectaw Smolik), 1922, the dates being significant as directly
preceding and following the Polish—Bolshevik War of 1920-1921.
Moreover, the reception of the Polish Blok of the 1920°s was strongly
influenced by the predominant anti-Bolshevik attitude of the Polish
society resulting in strong prejudices against the culture of the Russian
“red tsars™s,

Since “the essence of a series of translations does not lie in the destruction
of senses programmed in the original, but in the very tension built between
what bursts those senses and what unites them”’, it has to be admitted that
all the translations strive to give some substance and some definition to the
revolutionary Christ appearing in the closing sequence of Aleksander Blok’s
poem, albeit the results, illustrating various kinds of manipulative techniques
and clashes of ideologies as well as poetics, vary to a considerable extent.
The methodological formula of the present inquiry has been inspired by
James S. Holmes’ thesis that:

all translations are maps, the territories are the originals, and since no map is defini-
tive, but will serve only the specific purpose for which it was made, it is necessary
to have a variety of translations of a poem in order to achieve a fuller understanding
of the original®.

4TF. Siedlecki: Przektady z poezji rosyjskiej. ,,Skamander” 1936, pp. 71-73.

4 E. Pogonowska: ,, Bez cara carska” — wizja Rosji sowieckiej w poezji polskiej por. 1917.
In: Materialy Miedzynarodowej Konferencji ,, Wspotczesne Problemy Uniwersalizmu w Eu-
ropie Srodkowej i Wschodniej — Wspélnotowosé, Regionalizm, Globalizm. Red. A. Goralski.
Warszawa: Wydawnictwo Polskiego Towarzystwa Uniwersalizmu 1996.

¥ E. Balcerzan: Literatura z literatury (strategie thumaczy). Katowice: ,,Slask” 1998,
p. 21.

0 J.S. Holmes: On Matching and Making Maps: From a Translator’s Notebook. In his:
Translated! Papers on Literary Translation and Translation Studies..., p. 58.
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Not only does mapping reveal that various rewritings of a single work
of literature can provide the target reader with an accurate reflection only
of certain aspects of the original, but— what is of crucial importance here
— also allows for a clear documentation of the degree of manipulation
occurring in translation as the source and the refracted target texts can
be confronted and analysed comparatively. Furthermore, the application
of mapping as a method of investigating the relationship between source
text and target text is conducive to the deconstruction of the image of
the Other as projected by translations. The present study is precisely an
attempt at the simultaneous analysis of various historical and literary
products.

Holmes’s method of mapping allows us to highlight the differentiated
strategies translators adopted to deal with this “ideologically doubtful”
masterpiece that at the same time was well established in the Russian
literary canon. Both the Polish and English rewritings will be provided,
the latter serving as a dialogical, contrastive background for Polish
renditions reflecting manipulative strategies conditioned by Polish state
politics and cultural ideology under the patronage of the neighbouring
Soviet Union. Having arisen in a country remaining under direct and
immense influence of Soviet cultural politics®! and reflecting subsequent
stages of the Polish political orientation (after the Bolshevik war, World
War 11, and, finally, the Thaw after Stalin’s death) they necessarily consti-
tute more illuminating and blatant examples of translatory manipulation
than the English renditions created on the other side of the iron curtain.
Since the Polish polemical rewritings form a more cogent evidence sub-
stantiating the Manipulation School assumptions, they will be discussed
extensively. The decision to quote as many as nine Polish translations
(out of twenty) vis-a-vis five English ones has been motivated by an
exceptional visibility of the diachrony of Polish literature as mirrored
in the Polish rewritings. The confrontation of subsequent Polish rendi-
tions uncovers an immense influence of poetic schools reigning in the
Polish polysystem on translational practices. The English texts, being
frequently literal renditions incorporated into literary deliberations on
Russian Modernist poetry and not existing autonomously, are much less
stigmatised by English poetic systems.

51 See W. Piotrowski: Kryteria oceny i promocji tworczosci literackiej w porewolucyjnej
Rosji. Od Pazdziernika do pieriestrojki. In: Rusycystyczne studia literaturoznawcze. Rosyj-
ska literatura popularna. Ed. B. Stempczynska. Katowice: Wydawnictwo Uniwersytetu
Slaskiego 1994, Ne 18, pp. 17-25.
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...Jda krokiem tak miarowym — ...I grzmi rytmicznie krok ich zwawy —
z tylu — glodny, wstretny pies — (Za nimi pies w rozpacznej biedzie...)
A z sztandarem purpurowym, — Na czele dzierzac sztandar krwawy,
I zadymka otulony, Wsrod mgiet kurniawy niewidzialny,
I od kul zabezpieczony, Dla kul ztoczyncow nietykalny
Lekko idac przez puchowe Spowity w pyly zawieruchy,
Przez ptateczki: te pertowe, — Ledwie tracajac $niezne puchy,
W wianku z 16z, kryjacym gtog W wiencu z r6z biatych — kroczac na
W dal ich wiedzie Chrystus-Bog. przedzie,

(trans. by K. Winawer®?) Chrystus szyk wiedzie!
(trans. by. M. Tuszowski*®

... Wladnym krokiem idg zwawo... ...1da, ida wladnym krokiem...
Poza nimi glodny pies, Glodny pies za niemi bokiem,
a na przodzie z ptachta krwawa, Przed niemi — z krwawym sztandarem,
za wichurg niewidzialny, Niewidzialny ludzkim okiem,
i dla kul nicosiggalny, Ostaniany od kul czarem,
lekka stopa ponadsniezysta, Mocniejszy od zlej zawieji,
w dal perlista i bezbrzezna, W $niegow pertowej rozchwieji,
W wiencu z r6z — przez gesty mrok, Jasny $wiatlem wszystkich zorz,
Jezus Chrystus niesie krok. Kryjac w wianku biatych réz
(trans. by J. Lobodowski**) Krwawienie krzyzowych ran,

Prowadzi ich — Chrystus Pan.
(trans. by W. Denhoff-Czarnocki®®)

...Ida, ida krokiem twardym — Maszerujg tak z kurzawa,

Glodny pies za nimi goni, A za nimi — glodne psisko,

Przodem — niosac krwawy sztandar, A przed nimi — z flaga krwawa,

Za wichurg niewidzialny Posrod $niegu niewidzialny,

I dla kul nieosiagalny, Posrod ognia nietykalny,

Lekka stopa nad$niezysta Nad padotem wracych burz,

Przez perliste rozsypisko, Sciezka perel, amatystow,

W wiencu biatych r6z na skroni, W énieznobiatym wianku z r6z —

Idzie przodem — Jezus Chrystus. Prowadzi ich — Jezus Chrystus.
(trans. by S. Pollak®®) (trans. by W. Woroszylski®”)

2 A. Btok: Dwunastu (poemat o rewolucji). Transl. K. Winawer. Warszawa: Sktad gtéwny
w Ksiggarni Spotecznej ,,Ksigzka” 1921, p. 12.

3 A. Blok: Dwunastka. Transl. M. Tuszowski. Warszawa: Drukarnia Artystyczna 1928,
p- 22.

3% A. Blok: Dwunastu. Transl. J. Lobodowski. In his: U przyjaciél. Lublin—-Warszawa:
Biblioteka poetycka Dzwigaréw 1935, p. 63.

3 A. Blok: Dwunastu. Transl. W. Denhoff-Czarnocki. In: Nowa poezja rosyjska. Eds.
W. Denhoft-Czarnocki, L. Podhorski-Okotéw. Warszawa: Naktad Towarzystwa Wydawni-
czego WATRA 1923, p. 36.

% A. Blok: Dwunastu. Transl. S. Pollak. Warszawa: Wydawnictwa Artystyczne i Filmowe
1957, p. 29.

57 A. Blok: Dwunastu. Transl. W. Woroszylski. In: Antologia nowoczesnej poezji rosyjskiej
1880-1967. Eds. W. Dabrowski, W. Woroszylski, A. Mandalian. Wroctaw: Zaktad Narodowy
im. Ossolinskich 1971, Vol. 1, p. 231.
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...Ida hardo, wiatr si¢ wzmaga — Dwunastu kroczy w $nieznych mgtach.
Z tyhun, — wygtlodniate psisko, Z tyhu zgtodnialy przypadt pies.
A przed nimi, — z krwawa flaga, Na przodzie sztandar z wiatrem gra...
Niewidzialny na wietrzysku, Niewidzialny w mroznym btysku,
Nietykalny dla pociskow, Nietykalny dla pociskow,
W zaémie, gdzie $niezyca dymi W pertowej za¢mie brodzi juz —
Wydmuchami perlistymi, Na gtowie wieniec z biatych roz,
W bialym wianku z r6z, przed nimi — Stopami gladzac $niezny tan —
Jezus Chrystus. Na przedzie kroczy Chrystus Pan.
(trans. by J. Waczkdéw™®) (trans. by B. Dohnalik*”)
Ida réwno i z powaga Forward as a haughty host they tread.
a za nimi glodny pies A hungry mongrel shambles in the rear.
a przed nimi z krwawg flaga, Bearing forth the banner’s windy red,
cho¢ w zadymce z 6cz im szczezt Where the vagrant snow-veils veer,
nie drasnigty pociskami, In dim hands no bullets sear,
krokiem lzejszym niz ta zamie¢ — On the tempest gently thrown,
poprzez wichru $wist Like a snow of diamonds blown
w $niezne, perfolotne mrowie, In mist-white roses garlanded —
z wiankiem biatych r6z na glowie Christ marches on. And twelve are led.
idzie przodem Chryst. (trans. by B. Deutsch and A. Yarmolinsky®")
(trans. by B. Drozdowski®)
So they march with sovereign tread: Forward they go commandingly
Behind them a hungry dog, A starving cur behind them,
Before them, with a blood-stained banner, A blood-red banner in advance:
Unseen through the blizzard, Unseen in blinding snow,
Unscathed by the bullets, Unharmed by flying bullets,
With soft step above the storms, And walking softly through the storm
In a pearly whirl of snow, of tossing, pearly flakes,
With a white halo of roses, And crowned with roses, Christ
Before them — Jesus Christ Marches before them by himself.
(trans. by G. Struve®?) (trans. by H. T. Moore and A. Parry®)
...On they march with sovereign tread,— ...So they march with sovereign tread:
With a starving dog behind, In they rear, the hungry cur,
With a blood-red flag ahead, And with blood-red flag ahead,
Through the storm where none Unseen, since the blizard’s there,
can see, Unharmed as the bullets fly,

From the rifle-bullets free,

% A. Blok: Dwunastu. Transl. J. Waczkow. Warszawa: Iskry 1977, pp. 40, 42.

% A. Blok: Dwunastu. Transl. B. Dohnalik. In: ,,Nowy Wyraz” 1980, Ne 101, p. 14.

¢ A. Btok: Dwunastu. Transl. B. Drozdowski. In: ,,Poezja” 1977, Ne 10, p. 11.

" An Anthology of World Poetry. Ed. M. Van Doren, New York: Albert & Charles Boni
1928, p. 1017.

2 G. Struve: Russian Literature under Lenin and Stalin 1917—1953. Norman: University
of Oklahoma Press 1971, p. 8.

® H.T.Moore, A. Perry: Twentieth-Century Russian Literature. Preface by H. T. Moore,
London: Heinemann Educational Books 1976, p. 20.
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Gently walking on the snow Stepping gently, blizzard high,
Where the pearly snow-flakes glow, Sprinkling pearly trails of snow,
Marches rose-crowned in the van With garland of white
Iesus Christ, the Son of Man. roses spliced —
(trans. by C. M. Bowra®) Up in front is Jesus Christ.
(trans. by S. Hackel®)

" Curious as it may seem, the ortography of the name (Mcyc Xpucmoc)
suggesting the Old Believers’ origin of Blok’s Christ and having vital re-
percussions on the interpretation of the poem® has not been preserved in
any of the renditions.

In the original, Christ is situated in front of the Red Guardsmen — “snepeou”,
which allows for a broad interpretation. Seweryn Pollak asserts in a conciliatory
spirit: “irrespectively of all interpretations, [Christ] goes along in a garland of
white roses; whether in front of the Red Guardsmen squad or only as a phantom
in the snowstorm phantasmagoria™’. It is Sergei Hackel’s rendition (,,Up in
front is Jesus Christ”), Struve’s proposal (“Before them — Jesus Christ”) and
Jozef Waczkow’s solution (,,[...] przed nimi —/ Jezus Chrystus”) that preserve
the double entendre inherent in Blok’s ideologically slanted closing verse: ei-
ther Jesus leads the twelve “Apostles” of the Revolution or, to the contrary, he
floats above them, unseen and indifferent. Presenting his own literal, polemical
translation integrated into the literary discourse on Russian literature under Lenin
and Stalin, Gleb Struve explains in a footnote:

I give this passage in my own translation, aiming at the greatest possible accuracy
and disregarding the subtle beauty and music of the original. All the existing English
verse translations take some liberties with Blok’s text [...] [and] destroy the effect of
Blok’s ambiguity by making his Christ lead the Twelve®®.

Further on, emphasising the rich polyphonic quality of the poem inter-
weaving realism with symbolism, the scholar wonders:

is Christ leading the Twelve (whose number seems symbolically significant?), or
are they shooting at him, suspecting in him an enemy lurking round the corner in
the winter darkness? The former interpretation is the more usual, and was probably
the one intended by Blok®.

¢ C. M. Bowra: Poetry and Politics 1900—1960. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press
1966, pp. 49-50.

% S. Hackel: The Poet and the Revolution. Aleksandr Blok's ,, The Twelve”..., p. 229.

¢ See in the work cited above, pp. 109-118.

7S. Pollak: Nieprzypisany. In: A. Biety: Poezje. Opracowat i stowem wstepnym opatrzyt
S. Pollak. Warszawa: Panstwowy Instytut Wydawniczy 1975, p. 28.

® G. Struve: Russian Literature under Lenin and Stalin 1917-1953...,p. 8.

% In the work cited above.
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Taking the liberty of singling out one of the possible senses of the source
text, Jozef Lobodowski, Karol Winawer, Wactaw Denhoff-Czarnocki, Wiktor
Woroszylski, Roman Tuszowski, Cecil Maurice Bowra, Avrahm Yarmolin-
sky and Babette Deutsch not only reduced the polyphony of the poem and
thus deprived its dénouement of a variety of dimensions, but also ascribed
the chosen sense, in the target reader’s consciousness, to the author’s axio-
logy™. Their rewritings presenting Christ as the leader of the Red Guards-
men necessarily imply the positive attitude of Blok towards the October
Revolution: ,,W dal ich wiedzie — Chrystus-Bog” (Winawer), ,,Prowadzi
ich — Chrystus Pan” (Denhoff-Czarnocki), ,,Prowadzi ich — Jezus Chrys-
tus” (Woroszylski), ,,[...] kroczac na przedzie, Chrystus szyk wiedzie”
(Tuszowski), ,,Jezus Chrystus niesie krok (Lobodowski), ,,Marches [...]
in the van Iesus Christ, the Son of Man” (Bowra). However, this alterna-
tive interpretation is most explicitly and blatantly stated in Deutsch and
Yarmolinsky’s rewriting introducing a strong, rhetoric amplification: “Christ
marches on. And twelve are led”.

In his preface to Dwunastu (notabene affixed with the telling subtitle
Poemat o rewolucji), Winawer authoritatively arrives at the conclusion that
the final chord of the poem depicts “a new power rising from the heavily
bleeding body of the revolution™”'. Intertwined with the idea of Christ, it
constitutes

an altogether interesting combination of evangelical theories of redemption and
present-day socialism; a power, that — according to the poet — will crown the wrath
and blood of the revolution by a garland of roses... The poet puts the red banner into
Christ’s hands thus making him ‘wies¢ w dal’, ‘w mrok i cht6d’ the twelve of her
blodshedding apostles™.

Significantly enough, Winawer quotes his own translation as Blok’s own
words.

Not any less high-handed is the explanation of what the march of the
soldiers through the snowstorm means offered by Bowra. The author of one
of the English versions of /{eéenaoyams argues:

Blok introduced Christ as the leader of the Revolution [...] because he could not
see the Russian people on the march without him. [....] For him [Blok] Christ is not
the Christ of the Orthodox Church, nor of any theology, but simply the incarnation
of the most tender and most generous impulses in the Russian soul. Blok creates
his own religion and finds his own symbol for it, and among them is Christ, who
is needed as the only possible figure that can give meaning to so tumultous and so

0 See A. Legezynska: Tlumacz i jego kompetencje autorskie..., pp. 202-204.
MK. Winawer: Przedmowa. In: A. Blok, Dwunastu (poemat o rewolucji)..., p. 1.
2 In the work cited above, p. 1-2.
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violent a change. [...] Blok makes no forecast of the future beyond indicating a divine
leadership towards some undescried goal™.

Despite his declared conviction that ,,Christ is a symbol, not himself’, the
translator uses verbs connoting the reality and substantiality of the Messiah’s
figure (“walking”, “marches”). Similar in this respect are the rewritings of
Seweryn Pollak, Barbara Dohnalik and Bohdan Drozdowski, who, albeit
preserving some hint of ambiguity in the last verse, desymbolize and subse-
quently “materialize” Christ, compelling him to march just as the Guardsmen
do: “Na przedzie kroczy Chrystus Pan” (Dohnalik), “idzie przodem Chryst”
(Drozdowski), “[...] idzie przodem — Jezus Chrystus” (Pollak).

Unlike in the original, where not a single verb refers to Christ’s move-
ment, the figure presented in the above Polish and English rewritings is no
more a mysterious epiphany, but a real, flesh and blood man. The sphere
of reality and the symbolic representation of dramatis personae and events
become thus completely unified as a result of manipulating the Universe
of Discourse. Hence, far-reaching is the translators’ choice to use the same
verb denoting the movement of both the Twelve and their mysterious patron:
*“...1da, idg krokiem twardym [...]/, Przodem idzie Jezus Chrystus” (Pollak),
“Dwunastu kroczy w $nieznych mgtach [...]/ Na przedzie kroczy Chrystus
Pan” (Dohnalik), “Ida réwno i z powaga [ ...],/ idzie przodem Chryst” (Dro-
zdowski), “...On they march with sovereign tread,— [...]/ Marches [...] in the
van/ lesus Christ...”(Bowra), “Forward they go [...]/ walking softly through
the storm [...] Christ/ Marches before them by himself” (Moore and Parry),
“...Wladnym krokiem idg zwawo” and synonymous: “Jezus Chrystus niesie
krok” (Lobodowski), “...I grzmi rytmicznie krok ich zwawy — [ ...]/ kroczac
na przedzie,/ Chrystus szyk wiedzie!” (Tuszowski). Unquestionably, the
rewriters’ power to project positive or negative images of the text, the poet,
and the whole Russian Modernist revolutionary poetry is very visible. The
physical unity of Christ and the Twelve in these renditions implies the unity
of the revolutionary ideology, the profanum and religious ideas, the sacrum
whereas preserving the double-plan construction of the world presented in
Blok’s poem seems to be crucial in order to achieve the ideological ambigu-
ity inherent to /[genadyams.

Antoni Demianowicz’s rendition (“Z przodu plynie — Chrystus Pan”),
Pollak’s expression “lekka stopa nad$niezysta”, L.obodowski’s “lekka stopa
ponadsniezysta”, Drozdowski’s “krok lzejszy niz ta zamie¢”, Winawer’s
“[...] lekko idac przez puchowe / Przez ptateczki: te pertowe”, and finally,
Hackel’s rewriting (“Stepping gently, blizzard high, / sprinkling pearly trails

3 C. M. Bowra: Poetry and Politics 1900-1960..., p. 50.
™ In the work cited above, p. 52.
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of snow [...]”") — strive to compensate for the interpretive abuse and sug-
gest Messiah’s immaterial, elusive appearance. Tuszowski’s faint attempt
to emphasize Christ’s lightness, fragility and ethereal constitution: “ledwie
tracajgc $niezne puchy...” is abandoned in the very next verse: “[...] kroczac
na przedzie / Chrystus szyk wiedzie!”. A similar inconsistency in portray-
ing Christ’s movement is apparent in Dohnalik’s translation: an enigmatic
figure “stopami gladz[i] $niezny tan” only to wade through the snow after
a while: “w pertowej zaémie brodzi” and tread in the vanguard: “na przedzie
kroczy” like the Twelve who “krocz[3] w $nieznych mgtach”. It is Struve’s
literal rendition that preserves the “verblessness” of Blok’s final accord and
employs past participle forms while describing Christ. The localization of
figures is conveyed only via prepositions (“behind” and “before™).

It has been frequently argued that Blok’s Christ has a “feminine appari-
tion””, which could have been influenced by Vladimir Solovev’s Platonistic
writings on androgynism suggesting the presence of a feminine element in
the totus Christus or, amazingly enough, the very concept of Sophia, Di-
vine Wisdom and Eternal Feminine central to his philosophical system’.
Convincing parallels can be also drawn between Blok’s literary method of
presenting Christ’s figure with the 19th century typical Russian convention
of describing the parusion of the utterly silent Messiah: Mikhail Nester-
ov’s painting of Holy Russia, Fyodor Tiutchev’s Russian Christ from Omu
beonvie cenenust, Apollon Maikov’s Christ at the vanguard of the Russian
army, the Christ of Sergei Esenin’s Tosapuwy, the Silent Christ of Fyodor
Dostoyevski’s bpamwvs Kapamaszoswt, as well as Andrei Belyi’s Xpucmoc
sockpec and Vsevolod Krestovskii’s revolutionary Christ”.

Blok’s mild, silent and tender figure, moving gently and daintily over the
blizzard is distinguished by a tiny, delicate garland of white roses, as op-
posed to the biblical crown of thorns. The use of the diminutive “senuux”
strengthens the impression of delicacy of the image and emphasises the poet’s
effort to efface Christ’s very masculinity. Blok’s personal diary legitimizes
such an interpretation of Christ’s figure”. Oddly enough, nobody from

3 R. Przybylski: Muzyka rewolucji. ‘Dwunastu’ Aleksandra Bloka. In: ,,Poezja” 1967,
Ne 10, pp. 29, 32; A. Topenos: Iloosue pycckoui aumepamypul. Jleannrpan: CoBeTcKuit
mucareib 1957, ¢. 419; S. Hackel: The Poet and the Revolution. Aleksandr Blok's ,, The
Twelve”..., pp. 118-143.

76 See S. Hackel: The Poet and the Revolution. Aleksandr Blok's “The Twelve” ...,
p. 122.

7 See the work cited above, p. 98—109; T. Brzostowska: Tryptyk z Milczgcym Chrystusem.
In: Almanach Mysli Rosyjskiej. Wokot Tolstoja i Dostojewskiego. Red. J. Dobieszewski,
Warszawa: Wydziat Filozofii i Socjologii Uniwersytetu Warszawskiego 2000, pp. 58—72.

8 See A. Blok: Dzienniki 1901-1921. Przektad M. Le$niewska, przedmowa J. Szymak-
Reiferowa. Krakow: Wydawnictwo Literackie 1974, p. 255.
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among the Polish translators decided to render this “6ensiti 6ernuux uz poz”
into “biaty wianuszek z r6z”. They carefully used either ,,wianek bialych
r6z” (Drozdowski), “$nieznobiaty wianek z r6z” (Woroszylski), “wieniec
biatych r6z” (Pollak), “wieniec z bialtych r6z” (Dohnalik), “wieniec z réz
biatych” (Tuszowski) or “garland of white roses spliced” (Hackel) instead.
Similarly, Christ is “mist-white roses garlanded” in Deutsch and Yarmolin-
sky’s rewriting. Remarkably, Struve’s “white halo of roses” differs from all
these proposals as referring to the iconographic convention of portraying
saints, angels and the Holy Family with nimbuses encircling their heads. In
Denhoff-Czarnocki’s amplifying description (“Kryjac w wianku biatych r6z/
Krwawienie krzyzowych ran”’) and Winawer’s interpretation (“wianek z 16z,
kryjacy gtog™), Christ’s march with the Twelve unexpectedly parallels the
Way of the Cross and thus corresponds with Wasilii Masiutin’s explication
of the sense of /[genadyames: ,,In this march with sovereign tread one can
detect the glory of going to meet doom. The double march. And the double
sacrifice””. For, as the critic argues, apart from the secular sacrifice of the
old world, there is the second, divine one, which “[...] weighs down with
the bloody flag as if with the burden of the cross, and climbs Golgotha. Af-
ter the dark, snowy night the spring dawn of the Resurrection will come™*°.
Celina Becker’s Polish translation of Blok’s final stanza “W aureoli bialych
kwiatow/ Jezus Chrystus Zbawca Swiatow” (notabene quoted by Siedlecki
(1936) as the most scandalous rendition of //eenadyams of inter-war Poland)
would conform to this interpretation as well. Considering the figure of Christ,
“crowned with roses” and walking ahead of the revolutionists who patrol the
icy streets of Petrograd, H. T. Moore and A. Parry ponder: “It is not clear
whether Christ is actually leading them, or whether he is again a martyr”?!.
Bowra’s “rose-crowned” suggests a similar interpretation.

It is beyond doubt that each of the interpretations as well as various lin-
guistic shapes of the closing sequence of Blok’s poem discussed above are
part of an overall strategy individual translators developed to translate the
text as a whole. They emerged as a result of various poetics and ideolo-
gies impinging upon the rewriters’ techniques adopted while approaching
the original’s Universe of Discourse. The translators’ tactics were further
conditioned by the status of the original in the source cultural polysystem
(Blok’s oeuvre belongs to the Russian Modernist literary canon), the target
audience’s horizon of expectations with regard to the translated work of lit-
erature as well as the self-image and the status of the receiving culture. The

" A. Brok: [eenaoyams. C 4-ms1 rpaBiopamu B. Macroruna. bepnun: Hesa 1923 (page
numbers not given).

8 Tam »xe.

81'H. T. Moore, A. Perry: Twentieth-Century Russian Literature..., p. 19.
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rewritings are always constructed within the confines of a given literature,
which has its own generic and stylistic features, and which is, in its turn,
embedded in a whole target cultural formation.

According to Even-Zohar’s polysystem theory, neither the ideology of
a culture nor the poetics is monolithic and stable. They always consist of
one dominant current and various countercurrents or peripheral tenden-
cies ready to dethrone the central formation®. Being an integral part of the
cultural polysystem, which develops according to the principle of polarity
and evolves constantly in a sinusoidal manner into its own country system,
rewritings mirror the clash of rival poetics and constitute ,,a perfect gauge to
measure the extent to which a poetics has been internalized”® by individual
translators. The diachronic analysis of the Polish corpus under consideration
provides a lucid account of historically variable poetological constraints con-
ceived as manipulative factors in translation. The subversive and innovative
power of various poetics dominant at subsequent stages of the evolution of
the Polish literary system is reflected in ,,Polish Bloks™ rewritten according
to successive stylistic devices endemic to the target national literature: the
,Young Poland” stylistic convention and language registers, the poetics
of Polish symbolism, post-war realism and, finally, stylized folklore. Pro-
found are the accompanying genre transformations of Blok’s poem: from
a romance in verse (Winawer) through a report from a revolutionary city
(Pollak) to a folk epos (Drozdowski) and a dramatic performance (Wacz-
kow). Furthermore, it transpires that all the Polish rewritings of Blok have
been evidently designed to fit in with the poetics dominant at the time the
translation was published. Accompanying shifts of the ideological meaning
of Blok’s oeuvre are also easily detectable®.

The translators take liberties with reinterpreting the senses of the original
with profound political implications and ensure that the way in which the
original is perceived fits in with the reigning orthodoxy of the target culture.
They also prompt the reader to perform axiological actions and make arbi-
trary judgements on the author’s ideological stance. Unquestionably, they
are ,,image makers, exerting the power of subversion under the guise of

82 See I. Even-Zohar: The Position of Translated Literature within the Literary Polysystem.
In: Literature and Translation. New Perspectives in Literary Studies with a Basic Bibliogra-
phy of Books on Translation Studies. Eds. J. Holmes, J. Lambert, R. von den Broeck. Leuven,
Belgium: Acco 1978, pp. 119-124; A. Lefevere: Translating Literature. Practice and Theory
in a Comparative Literature Context...

8 A. Lefevere: Translation, Rewriting and the Manipulation of Literary Fame..., p. 38.

8 Subsequent historioliterary conventions of Polish translations of Blok’s /Jeeradyamo
have been already extensively discussed by A. Legezynska: Ttumacz i jego kompetencje
autorskie..., pp. 188-215.
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objectivity”®. Reassessing the role of translators by analysing their power-
ful and ideologically far-reaching intervention in the process of linguistic
transfer is therefore of paramount importance. There is no escaping the fact
that in the snowstorm each rewriter has seen his own Christ through the
prism of his own cultural formation and dominant ideology.

,Far from [being] innocent and very visible, indeed”®, the subsequent
rewritings of Blok’s /[genaoyams confirm Anton Popovi¢’s thesis that
translation always disambiguates the original’s Universe of Discourse and
reduces its polyphony. Most emphatically, it is these rewritings that exert
an enormous power on shaping common knowledge of Russian Modernist
poetry and reinforce national stereotypes. Furthermore, they give birth to
other influential and powerful rewritings: pieces of literary criticism, an-
thologies and dictionaries, frequently containing such highly authoritative
and arbitrary assertions as:

Blok greeted the 1917 Revolution with fresh enthusiasm, and made common
cause with the Bolsheviks. His great poem The Tielve celebrates his fervent ac-
ceptance of the October revolution. [...] Apparently Christ serves to consecrate the
revolutionary activity of the Red Guardsmen [...] Indeed Blok embraced the 1917
Revolution because he believed that it would purify Russia through suffering and
give her a new spiritual birth*.

The translators assume the author’s power to determine implicit meanings
of the final version and, consequently, the ideological sense of the target text
which, most emphatically, is the original® for the mass readership which has
no direct access to the reality of the source text and frequently boasts only
a nodding aquaintance with classical Russian literature. Vital is the transla-
tors’ interpretive activity aiming at disambiguating the original’s Universe
of Discourse and, consequently, uniting the Revolution of 1917 and God in
an apocalyptic vision in which twelve Red Army men become apostles of
the New World, headed by Christ. Needless to say, to accept such renditions
is to detract from the polyphonic complexity of /[genaoyams, a poem which
allows different, even mutually contradictory, interpretations.

Andre Lefevere’s rhetorical question seems to be adequate to conclude
the present deliberations on Russian poetry of the October Revolution in
English and Polish translations: “And what if all literature is, to some extent,

8 A. Lefevere: Translating Literature..., p. 7.

8¢ S. Bassnett: The Meek or the Mighty..., p. 23.

8 'W. E. Harkins: Dictionary of Russian Literature. The New Students Outline Series.
Patterson, New Jersey: Littlefield, Adams, and Co. 1959, pp. 22, 24.

8 A. Lefevere: Translation, Rewriting and the Manipulation of Literary Fame.. ., p. 110.
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transmitted of necessity in the same manipulatory manner?”®*. Therefore,
it would be highly desirable and prolific to apply the methodology of the
Manipulation School and the concept of refraction not only to the revolu-
tionary writings of the Russian Modernists, but also to the broader field of
contemporary Russian literature whose reception has been long manipulated
in Polish and Anglo-American cultural polysystems.

Tamara Brzostowska-Tereszkiewicz

NIEPOKOJACA EPIFANIA W SNIEZYCY. DWUNASTU ALEKSANDRA BLOKA
W PRZEKLADACH POLSKICH I ANGIELSKICH

Streszczenie

Przedmiotem artykutu jest interpretacja ideologicznie ambiwalentnego zwienczenia
poematu Aleksandra Btoka /[eenaoyams zar6wno w macierzystym porewolucyjnym
kontekscie literacko-ideologicznym, jak w kolejnych przektadach polskich i angielskich.
Metodologicznym uktadem odniesienia analizy serii translatorskiej Dwunastu i The Twelve sa
translatologiczne rozpoznania tzw. ,,Szkoty Manipulacyjnej”. Konfrontacja poszczegdlnych
przektadow rewolucyjnego poematu rosyjskiego symbolisty-sofiologa unaocznia nieuchronne
ideologiczne ujednoznacznienie finatowego obrazu Chrystusa zgodne z aktualnymi history-
czno-ideologicznymi i literackimi parametrami kultury docelowe;.

Tamapa bococmoscka- Tepewkesuy

BECITOKOSIIEE BLIOKHOE BOT'OSIBJIEHUE. TOJILCKUE U AHTINIICKUE
TIEPEBOJIbI JBEHAIIATH AJTEKCAHJIPA BJIOKA

Pesome

ITpenmeToM HacTosIIIEH CTAThU SIBISAETCSA HHTEPIPETALHS HEOTOTNUECKU HEOJHO3HAYHOTO
3aBepIIeHNs 103MbI Anekcanapa brioka /{genadyams xak B IMTEPATypHO-UAEOIOTHIECKOM
KOHTEKCTE ITOPEBOIOLMOHHON Poccuy Tak U B 0U€peHbIX OJIbCKUX U aHIVIMHCKUX IEPEBO-
Jax. AHaJIUTHYECKUE NCCIIEI0BAHNS MEPEBOAUECKHUX CEPHii OCHOBBIBAIOTCSI HA METOJIOJIOTH-
YECKUX MPUHIUNAX T.H. IIKOJIBI MAHUITY/IALMHU B 3aI1aHOEBPOIEHCKOM MIEPEBOIOBEICHUL.
CpaBHUTEBHBII aHAJIM3 HECKONBKUX MOIBCKUX U AHNITHHCKHUX NEPEBOIOB PEBOIIOIIMOHHOM
HO3MBI PYCCKOTO CHMBOJIMCTA-CO(HOIIOra MOKA3bIBACT HEU30CIKHYIO MICOIOTHYECKYIO
JucaMOuryanuo GUHAIBHOTO MPEACTABICHHUS XPHUCTAa B 3aBUCUMOCTH OT MCTOPUYECKH-
UJICOIOTUYECKUX U JINTEPATYPHBIX MapaMeTPOB MPHHUMAIONIEN KyIbTypHI.

8 In the work cited above, p. 58.





