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In this paper, we describe an attempt to apply the concept of dominant meaning by V.A. Pishchalnikova
for the Descriptive Approach to study the relationship between the poetic text and its self-translation
on the example of self-translations by J. Brodsky. V. A. Pishchalnikova points directly to the need to
develop a theory of translation based on conceptual analysis, “when the content of the text is presented
as a function field of meaning, rather than verbal actualization of the semantic field of a lexeme, it
should be studied the relationship of the components of the dominant meaning of the text, represented in
different lexemes which do not usually implement an abstract systemic meaning, but fix actual author’s
subjective meanings using conventional units”. A significant part of reconstructed personal meanings
of poetic texts by J. Brodsky are aestheticised emotions. The technique proposed by Pishchalnikova
allows to present the cognitive structure of each literary text as a set of cognitive features (including
the relationship between these features). The analysis of correlation of semantic schemes of original
text and the translation of the poem by J. Brodsky proves the relations of isomorphism (the identity
of the form of original text and self-translation, where the form means formal-explicable personal
meaning, according to the method by V. A. Pishchalnikova).
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To read is to translate, for no two person's experiences are the
same
W.H. Auden
Point Approach to study the relationship between the

This article is methodologically based poetic text and its self-translation on the example

on the concept of dominant meaning by
V.A. Pishchalnikova (Pishchalnikova 1999).
In this paper, we describe an attempt to apply

this theoretical framework for the Descriptive
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of self-translations by J. Brodsky.
Inherconcept, V.A. Pishchalnikova bases on
well-known psycholinguistic concept of Leontiev

of subjective author’s meaning (Leontiev 2001).
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So, from the point of view of D. A. Leontiev,
there are three dimensions of meaning: 1)
objective relationship between the subject and
the world, so called “meaning of life”; 2) image
of the world in the consciousness of the subject,
one of the components is the personal meaning.
Personal meaning in this case is “understanding
(interpretation) by the subject of their role and a
place in the activity” where the personal meaning
and the reflection of the dynamics of subjective
image of reality is “the phenomenological aspect
of meaning”; 3) “unconscious mechanisms of
internal regulation of life are psychological
substratum of the meaning”, so called “semantic
structures of the personality” related to “activity”
or “substrate” aspect of meaning. As a part of our
thesis research the main focus of our attention
is directed to the second dimension, so called
“personal meaning”, according to D. A. Leontiev.
These are subjective relations generated by
the author of the text between the functional
conventional units of the language embodied in
the text (in our case, the literary text). And here
let us remember the words by A. A. Leontiev: “we
are not talking about the meanings themselves,
the

component of the image of the world is a personal

abstracted from the person’s identity:
meaning, “meaning-for-me” (Leontiev, 267). A.
A. Leontiev referring to D. A. Leontiev points
out “there is a system of mechanisms, working
for the correlation, ordering, hierarchization,
and, if necessary restructuring of motivational-
value-semantic personality sphere. This <...>
subsystem of consciousness can be attributed to
the right to the structure of personality as well; in
fact, it binds the identity and consciousness and
corresponds to what in ordinary words is called
“the inner world of personality” (Leontiev: 269).
Here he explains that “enduring meanings of
meaningful objects and phenomena arising from
a unique personal experience and personal values

are the main components of the inner world of

personality” (Leontiev, 270). V. A. Pishchalnikova
points directly to the need to develop a theory of
translation based on conceptual analysis, “when
the content of the text is presented as a function
field of meaning, rather than verbal actualization
of the semantic field of a lexeme, it should be
studied the relationship of the components of
the dominant meaning of the text, represented
in different lexemes which do not usually
implement an abstract systemic meaning, but
fix actual author’s subjective meanings using
conventional units” (author’s italics — notes A.
Sosna) (Pishchalnikova 1999, 150). Yu. A. Sorokin
believes that to reason epistemologically we can
“talk about the literary text as about a potentially
pluralistic state of signs in their content-formal
aspects” (Sorokin 1985, 29), but it is important
that the reader, interpreting, forms a “dominant
meaning” that we reconstruct in translation from
this “potential” field of meanings.

A significant part of reconstructed personal
meanings of poetic texts by J. Brodsky are
aestheticised emotions. In this regard, we
believe it is important to give the opinion of V.
A. Pishchalnikova, based on the study of modern
psychology, where she concludes: “emotions to
some extend are the only meaning-centered point
of a literary text. The main function of emotions
here is regulative, they direct the stream of
various author’s associations, allow to compare
different realities on the basis of the same
subjective-emotional attitude towards them”
(Pishchalnikova 1992, 18).

Example

Relying on the theory of the dominant
meaning by Pishchalnikova we performed the
analysis of cognitive structure of a number of
poems. It should be note that in our analysis,
we do not seek to formalize all the possible
meanings of the poem. Obviously, it’s impossible

due to subjective factors (and especially our own
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subjectivity of perception as a researcher). We
just demonstrate the applicability of the concept
of dominant meaning by Pishchalnikova to the
comparative analysis of self-translations of poems.
The technique proposed by Pishchalnikova allows
to present the cognitive structure of each literary
text as a set of cognitive features (including the
relationship between these features). In this case,
due to the domination of the aesthetic function
of language (according to Jakobson) signs often
represent a particular emotion. For example, the
poem “Letter to an Archaeologist” (Brodsky,
Electronic resource):
Original text':
I'paxxnanuH, 10X, rOroyka, nepecTapox,
Bpar Hapoja, Oomxapa, OexKHel — FOJHBIN
JIPAUTh TOTYOK,
KOXa Yepera, CTOJIbKO MPUHSBILAS OLIAPOK,
YTO CBAPEHHBIM Ce0sl UyBCTBYET MO3KEUOK.
Ja, MBI )XHJIH 34€Ch — B 3TOM TPYXJISIBOM IIeOHE
U KHprude, T000# MPOCETHHOM 10 MYKH,
B MIEPEKPYUYCHHBIX IIPOBOJAX, OLIETHHEHHBIX
KaK TepHOBBIE CTEOIH.
He naBanu m00BH, 3aTO XKEHIIUHBI ObUTH
JlaBaTh JIETKH.
JISI3T KUPKH, PBYILEH TO, 4TO OBLIO XKEIE30M,
Bce & HexHee, YeM YTBEPXKIaIH MBI,
WM TBEPIHIIU HaM.

[onerue! Yto Tebe KaXkeTCsi MEPTBEIHHOM

o B3pe3y,
B CYUIHOCTH, €CTh CBOOO/Ia OT IJIeHa
OHATOMEMOpaH.
Uro 10 HalIMX UMEH — He cTapalics,
BOCCO3/1aBast

BOKJIM3M U T. . Tpeneil B HUX He kenal
YCIBILIATE: TAM HCCTYILICHBE CYKH, 4TO,
3axJ1e0bIBasCh, COKUPAET
COOCTBEHHBIH KaJl, CIIE/BI U B IOBEPIICHBE —
Jai.
Self-translation :
Citizen, enemy, mama’s boy, sucker, utter

garbage, panhandler, swine, refujew, verrucht;

a scalp so often scalded with boiling water
that the puny brain feels completely cooked.
Yes, we have dwelt here: in this concrete,
brick, wooden
rubble which you now arrive to sift.
All our wires were crossed, barbed, tangled,
or interwoven.
Also: we didn’t love our women,
but they conceived.
Sharp is the sound of pickax that hurts
dead iron;
still, it’s gentler than what we’ve been told
or have said ourselves.
Stranger! Move carefully through our carrion:
what seems carrion to you is freedom
to our cells.
Leave our names alone. Don’t reconstruct
those vowels,
consonants, and so forth: they won’t resemble
larks
but a demented bloodhound whose maw devours
its own traces, feces, and barks, and barks.

In this poem, the author actualizes the
emotion of “disgust”, which is represented by the
following features:

¢ disgusting sounds (clang, barking),

e disgusting sensations (a scalp so often
scalded with boiling water that the puny
brain feels completely cooked),

o disgusting taste (a bloodhound whose

maw devours its own traces, feces),

¢ unpleasant environment, conditions
(rotten rubble, barbed wires),
e unpleasant people (mama’s Dboy,

panhandler, refujew, sucker),
¢ unpleasant actions (scrub a push, women
were easy for making love, to tear what
was iron, devours).
The language units put in brackets actualize a
particular feature of the original text of the poem.
We found the following compliances between the

original text and the self-translation:
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1) barks;

2) a scalp so often scalded with boiling water
that the puny brain feels completely cooked;

3) a bloodhound whose maw devours its own
traces, feces;

4) wires ...barbed;

5) mama’s boy;

6) panhandler;

7) refujew;

8) sucker;

9) devours.

Some original language units, objectifying
these or other signs of cognitive emotion
“disgust” have no compliances in the translated
text: 1) “nmccrymiense”; 2) “TpyxiusaBeiii’; 3)
“TrOFHBIA ApanuTh TOTYOK”. At the same time a
part of language units with the same cognitive
features has no compliances in the original text:
1) “demented”; 2) “verrucht”; 3) “utter garbage”.
Another part of the language units of the original
text and the translation take “intermediate
position” in the sense that they have compliances,
but they aren’t in vocabulary, but subjectively
selected by the author-translator: 1) Bpar Hapona
(enemy); 2) pBy11I€eH TO, YTO OBLITO 3KeIe30M (hurts

dead iron), 3) sharp is the sound (ms3r). Thus, in

1

The copyrights on these texts belong to J. Brodsky.

this poem in the original text and in the translation
in total there are at least 27 units of language,
marked by objectifying personal meaning and 18
language units (67 %) form 9 pairs of compliances

close in vocabulary.

Conclusion

In conclusion, we note that the poetics by
Joseph Brodsky, in general, is an example of
metapoetics, in the sense that the interpretation
of the text becomes a search for proliferating
sources belonging to different linguistic cultures
and eras. One would think, diverse range of
aesthetic patterns must inevitably lead to the
disintegration of the integrity of the poetic system,
but this does not happen, in contrast, the poetics
by Brodsky demonstrates rare completeness and
maybe if it is not particularly harmony, but the
inner conditionality of its constituent elements.
The analysis of correlation of semantic schemes
of original text and the translation of the poem by
J. Brodsky proves the relations of isomorphism
(the identity of the form of original text and
self-translation, where the form means formal-
explicable personal meaning, according to the
method by V. A. Pishchalnikova).

It is to be noted that the original and translated text of the poem are given here for educational and academic purposes only.
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K BOIIPOCY 0 PEKOHCTPYKIIUH JOMHHAHTHOI'0 CMBICJIA
MO3THYECKOI'0 TEKCTA B CHTyallMl aBTOPCKOI'0 IepeBojaa:
neCKanTHBHLIi?I MOJAX0/ B IIEPEBOAOBEACHUH

A.C. CocHa

Cubupckuii pedepanvHulil yHuepcumem
Poccus, 660041, Kpacnosipck, np. Ceobo0muiii, 79

B oannoui cmamve mul onucviéaem RONLIMKY NPUMEHEHUS. KOHYENyuu OOMUHAHMHO20 CMbICIA
B.A. Huwanehukogotl Onsi 0eCKPUNMUEHO2O0 NOOX00A K UBYHEHUI) B3AUMOOMHOUEHUN MedHCOY
XY002HCECBEHHBIM NOIMULECKUM TMEKCHOM U €20 AGMOPCKUM NepesoooM HA npumepe asmopCcKux
nepesooos U. bpoockozo. B.A. [Tuwarenuxosa npsmo ykazvleaem Ha HeoOX00UMOCMb pa3padbomKu
meopuu nepesood HA OCHOBE KOHYENMYAIbHO2O AHAAU3A, «KO20d CcoOdeplcanue meKcma
npeocmaesisiemcs Kaxk PYHKYUOHAIbHOE NOJle CMbICA, d He peyedas aKmyaiu3ayusi CeMaHmu4eckozo
NOs KAKOU-1U60 JeKceMbl, m.e. cledyem u3yuams 83aumoOmHoOueHe KOMNOHEHMO8 OOMUHAHMHO20
CMBICIA MeKCMA, NPeOCMAasieHHO20 8 PA3HBIX IeKCeMAaX, KAK Npaguio, He peanusyioumux HeKoez2o
abcmpakxmmno2o CUCMeMHO20 3HAYEHUS], a QUKCUPYIOWUX AKMYAIbHble CYObeKMUGHbIE A8MOPCKUe
CMBICTBL ¢ NOMOWBIO KOHBEHYUOHANbHBIX eOUHUY». SHAUUMENbHAS YACMb PEKOHCMPYUPOBAHHBIX
HAMU JUYHOCMHBIX CMbICI08 nodmuueckux mexcmoge M. bpoockoco npedcmasgnsiom co60il
acmemu3supogarnuvie smoyuu. [lpednoscennasn Huwanvnuxkogou memoouxa no36osem npeocmaeumas
KOZHUMUBHYIO CIMPYKMYPY KAAHCO020 XYOO0ICECMBEHHO20 MeKCma KAk HAO0p KOZHUMUBHBIX
NPU3HAKOS (BKAIOHAS OMHOWEHUSL MENCOY IMUMU NPUSHAKAMU. AHATU3 COOMHOWEHUST CMBICTIOBbIX
cXemM OpUSUHANO8 U ABMOPCKUX NEPeBo008 MEKCMO8 UCCAeO08AHHO20 HAMU cmuxomeopenus H.
bpoockozo ykasan na npucymcmeue omuowenuti uzoMoppuama (moxcoecmeo Gopmvl opucuHaia
U a8MopcKo2o nepesood, 2oe nood QYopmol NOHUMAEMC POPMATLHO-IKCHAUYUPYEMbITL TUYHOCTHHBLU
cmblen, gvloensemvlii no memoouke B.A. [TuwyanbHuxosoii).

Knrouesvie cnosa: uzomopguszm, meopus nepegood, 3KGUBANEHMHOCHb, NCUXOIUHSBUCIUKA,
XY0021cecmeeH bl Nepegoo, XyO0HCeCMBEHHbII MEKCM.
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