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Abstract 

 

The translation and publication process of foreign literary works and particularly of 

childrenôs literature in Russia has been through various changes and reforms following the 

socio-political shifts that occurred in different periods of Russian history. This thesis 

examines three Russian translations of Lewis Carrollôs Aliceôs Adventures in Wonderland 

published before, during and after the Soviet Era. This periodisation is essential, as the main 

research question of the thesis is how the shifting socio-political circumstances and 

ideologies governing Russia in each of the three periods examined affected the translation of 

childrenôs literature. 

 

The study focuses on power and authority references, which are frequently identified in the 

book, as the creatures of Wonderland constantly insult and terrify Alice in their attempt to 

seize power. Through these examples and drawing on Even-Zoharôs polysystem theory, 

Touryôs concept of norms and Houseôs model of translation quality assessment, this thesis 

also answers questions as to how the norms prevailing in the source culture are transferred to 

the target culture, as well as what translation strategies are used by the Russian translators of 

Alice Adventures in Wonderland in each of the periods examined.  

 

Since the study takes place in a Russian context, references to censorship in translation and 

publication of childrenôs literature are inevitable, as previous research has demonstrated that 

publications were under state control, particularly during the Soviet years. Therefore, the 

translations used here as observational material, are also examined for any potential 

censorship effect. 

 

Despite the fact that the same examples are examined in all three translations, the result and 

the translatorsô choices, differ to a great extent. The pre-Soviet translation has many 

deletions, related particularly to the violent scenes of the book. The Soviet translation is a 

literal rendering of Carrollôs original story. Finally, the post-Soviet translation is a creative 

work, which contains many additions that bring the story closer to the mentality and 

understanding of the Russian readership. 
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Transliteration Note 

 

The Library of Congress system of transliteration has been followed in this study; however, 

some adjustments have been made. Instead of the ñiiò ending that is frequently met in the 

Russian surnames, I use the Anglicised ñyò (e.g. Dostoyevskii  - Dostoyevsky). I have also 

eliminated the use of the apostrophe () which is used for the indication of the soft sign ()ɹ, as 

well as the (ᾴ) symbol for the hard sign (̡). I also use the modern spelling orthography where 

words such as Sovietskago in the old style become Sovietskogo in the new. The titles of 

Russian publications mentioned in the thesis are sited in English translation followed by their 

transliterated Russian version in parenthesis.  

 

Translations into English in quotations from secondary sources are my own unless otherwise 

indicated. All back-translations from Russian to English of citations from primary sources are 

my own. 
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Introduction  
 

Childrenôs literature and its translation are considered to be relatively new and unexplored 

fields of academic research. This is due to the fact that childrenôs literature was considered to 

be a simple and easy subject to study on a scholarly level or as Shavit notes, scholars did not 

regard childrenôs literature as a ñproper subjectò to work on, as it was mainly related to its 

educational purposes and not to its literary value (Shavit, 1986: ix). Epstein also notes that 

childrenôs literature seems to be considered ñsimpler and more conventionalò than works for 

adults (Epstein, 2012: 6). However, the above views have changed as childrenôs literature as 

well as its translation received more attention by researchers in different but often interrelated 

academic disciplines. 

 

According to Tabbert, academic interest in the translation of childrenôs literature emerged 

due to the following factors: the assumption that translated childrenôs books can build bridges 

between different cultures; text-specific challenges facing the translator; the theory which 

classifies childrenôs literature as a subsystem of minor prestige; and the age-specific 

addressees either as implied or as real readers (Tabbert, 2002: 303). However, more factors 

make the translation of childrenôs literature a challenging filed. These may be related to 

issues of power, ideology and censorship. 

 

In general, all discussions and academic debates on childrenôs books and their translation 

always harked back to three variables: the literature, the children and the adults (Hunt, 1999: 

15). The adultsô interference as to what children read is inevitable, as they are the ones that 

write, edit, produce and buy books for children. Due to adultsô involvement in the writing and 

translating process of books for children, issues related to the manipulation of childrenôs 

literature have been raised.  

 

References to manipulation and censorship in childrenôs literature have been particularly 

related to totalitarian regimes. In contexts as such, translated literature attempted to enter a 

countryôs literary system, was monitored, as it was considered to be carrier of foreign ideas 

that might be harmful for the state. More specifically, Thomson-Wohlgemuth (2003; 2006; 

2009) has demonstrated that translated childrenôs literature in the former German Democratic 
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Republic (GDR) had been revised in order to shape a readerôs identity according to the 

politically correct ideology.  

 

The reshaping of translated childrenôs literature in order to instil Socialist ideas has also been 

observed in the former Soviet Union. Books for children were critically censored and used as 

a tool of state propaganda. For example, Frank Baumôs The Wonderful Wizard of Oz, was 

adapted by Alenxander Volkov in Soviet Russia, in 1939. According to Mitrokina, Volkov 

made ña number of cuts and insertionsò that have altered the content of the story, in order to 

promote ñideological messagesò and ñappropriate role modelsò for the Soviet children 

(Mitrokina, 1997: 183). One example of ñthe paranoia of the Soviet systemò, as Mitrokina 

stresses, is the tornado that is not a natural phenomenon in the story, but a force coming from 

the witch Gingema in order to destroy the humans. In the Soviet context, this allegory 

symbolises the constant search by the Soviet Union for an invisible enemy who is responsible 

for every negative and unfortunate incident that takes place in the country (Mitrokina, 1997: 

184).  

 

Despite the belief that censorship is a Soviet phenomenon, in fact, it has its roots in 

prerevolutionary Russia, as the idea of protecting the nationôs identity existed already from 

the early stages of the countryôs development (Choldin, 1989: 29). Censorship practices in 

Russia started to be gradually eliminated during the years of perestroika1 and were 

completely abolished after 1991 and the official dissolution of the Soviet regime. Therefore, 

Russia has had many changes in its political, social and cultural structures which were also 

accompanied with shifting ideologies. If we accept that translation activity is influenced by 

other developments in society, or as Lefevere (1992) suggested, that social groups and 

institutions (patronage) ensure that the literary system does not fall out of step with society, 

then it can be assumed that translations in Russia have been affected by shifting historical 

circumstances. And historical circumstances in Russia, as was noted above, were dramatic 

enough to have affected cultural production  

 

 Considering the three periods in Russian history (Imperial, Soviet, post-Soviet), the main 

research question that this study wishes to answer is the following: 

                                                 
1 Perestroika in Russian means ñrestructureò. This was a programme introduced during the Soviet years (mid 

2980s) by Mikhail Gorbachev to restructure Soviet economic and political policy. 
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How do shifting political and cultural ideologies affect the translation of 

childrenôs literature in different stages in Russian history? 

  

The answer(s) to this question will be examined through the study and the comparative 

textual analysis of a classic work of Victorian literature. Three translations of Lewis Carrollôs 

fantasy story, Aliceôs Adventures in Wonderland (one from each designated period) will be 

examined in parallel with the original text, as well as with each other. The reasons for this 

choice are related to the fact that Alice, a landmark of English literature, is a book, which 

contains many culture-specific references to the Victorian era. These references make the 

translation of the book a challenging task. More importantly, previous research has discussed 

the bookôs revolutionary content for the time of its publication.  

 

As Hunt points out, Alice was written in a period of ñincreasing instabilityò when British 

power and religion were being challenged and women and the working classes started 

seeking to change society. These topics are indicated in Carrollôs story through satire and 

complex allusions. Hunt also notes that Aliceôs success emerged from the fact that it changed 

ñthe idea of what children were allowed to thinkò, as well as ñthe tone of voice of childrenôs 

bookò (Hunt, 2009: 73). Therefore, the transfer of such a rebellious Victorian book into a 

Russian context is particularly interesting, as both the source and target culture and language 

are governed by radically different norms.  

 

As will be discussed later in this study, many references (drugs, death, sex, genre, class, 

power) in Alice indicate the bookôs ambivalent nature and unsuitability for children. Also 

interesting from a sensitive content point of view is the issue of power. Indeed, the book 

features moments where power references or asymmetries can be identified. Arguably, these 

may be assumed to cause intense emotional responses on the part of the implied reader or the 

real reader of these books. In other words, translators might have been aware of the impact it 

had on the implied readers they had in mind and the texts may have had such concrete effects 

on real readers. 

 

The notion of power in childrenôs literature and its translation is a topic that has always been 

interesting for researchers as the childrenôs books are governed by the adult-over-child power 

demonstration. However, as Beauvais notes, power has many meanings and it is not always 
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used to mean the same thing. It may mean ñauthority, ability, domination, strength, impact, 

influence, potential, importance, prominence, superiority, energy and much moreò. Power is 

used as an ñumbrella termò that needs further explanation (Beauvais, 2012: 79). In Aliceôs 

Adventures in Wonderland, the adult-creatures dwelling in Wonderland exert their power 

over the child-Alice as well as over each other, through intense, aggressive and violent verbal 

and non-verbal communication, which includes insults, humiliations and even threats against 

someoneôs life. This thesis explores the transfer of these referential aspects onto a Russian 

context where issues of power and authority have defined the country in many stages of its 

history.  

 

To summarise the above-mentioned issues, Aliceôs Adventures in Wonderland is a book that 

may be amenable to layered manipulation: On the one hand the two languages are different 

and translators are obliged to reformulate, as they do not have the same semantic, syntactic or 

pragmatic means to express the ideas and form of the source text. To quote the linguistic 

relativity thesis, language influences thought (Boase-Beier 2011: 31). More importantly, 

however, linguistic choices are influenced by socio-historical factors. It can be assumed that 

Russian was steeped in historical circumstances at a given time, so this must have presented 

translators with opportunities for rewriting of the original. As was noted above, when 

translating literature under certain periods of Russian history, translators did their work under 

conditions of publicly acknowledged censorship norms. Thus, it can be assumed that 

linguistic norms and norms concerning literary motifs on the one hand and societal norms, on 

the other, may have been aligned. Therefore, the second research question that this study 

examines is: 

 

How are the norms prevailing in the source culture transferred to the 

target culture? 

 

Many scholars have discussed the topic of the cultural norms that govern the translation 

process and the choices a translator needs to make in order to transfer these norms from the 

source to the target language. Desmidt discusses the fact that there are general translational 

norms, such as the source-text related norms, the literary aesthetic norms and the business 

norms. However, the translation of childrenôs literature is a more challenging task as there are 

more norms involved than in the translation of adult literature. This is due to the didactic 

purpose of childrenôs books and the assumed close relation between the systems of education, 
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politics and professional literary production. Therefore, when translating books for children, 

all these norms, didactic, pedagogical as well as technical (illustrations) should also be taken 

into consideration (Desmidt, 2006: 86). After answering the above question regarding the 

cultural norms in the translation process, a general conclusion on the translation strategies 

used in each period will be drawn. The third research question, therefore, in this study is: 

 

What translation strategies did the translators of Alice use in each 

period? 

 

In order to answer this question, it is necessary to collect clues about translatorsô behaviour 

regarding the translation of childrenôs literature during the three periods examined. Therefore, 

the conditions under which translations of childrenôs books were conducted in Imperial, 

Soviet and post-Soviet Russia are also discussed and whether Aliceôs Russian translations 

examined here followed this pattern is analysed. 

 

Finally, since the thesis examines the translation process in the Russian context of cultural 

production, it is important to focus on references related to censorship are inevitable. 

Considering all the above, the last question that this study seeks to answer is: 

 

Is there evidence of censorship in the Alice translations examined? 

 

Chapters 3 and 4 present details and information regarding the censorship history of the 

country as well as censorship practices adopted by the government in different periods. 

Indeed, in childrenôs literature there are several examples of books where the content has 

been altered in order to serve the Partyôs ideology. An example is Collodiôs Pinocchio, who 

becomes Buratino, suggesting a fight for the social ñgoodò (see 4.5.2.1).  

 

In order for the above research questions to be answered the use of a specific theoretical 

framework, which will illuminate the methodology and the findings of the study, is 

necessary. As already stated, the main point of this research is to examine the manipulation of 

translated childrenôs literature in Russia before, during and after the Soviet Era. The 

theoretical framework employed for the study is based on Even-Zoharôs polysystem theory 

and Gideon Touryôs concept of cultural norms and their role in translation. Both these 

theoretical approaches are culturally oriented and they view translation as a cultural product 
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influenced by external factors. Using the above approaches, translations can be examined in 

relation to the contexts in which they are produced. Moreover, Juliane Houseôs model of 

Translation Quality Assessment is also employed in the study as a complementary tool to 

Even-Zohar and Touryôs approaches to the studying of translation of childrenôs literature. 

House's model will be used for textual micro-analysis purposes. The two approaches, 

systems/norms and text analysis are presented in the following sub-sections.  

 

1.1 Theoretical Framework of the Study 

This study explores the translation of childrenôs literature considering the environment or the 

context in which they were created. It seeks for answers regarding the manipulation of 

childrenôs books in Russia in different periods and the effect of political ideologies and 

cultural norms on their translation. For the above purposes to be achieved, a combination of 

translation theories was used as theoretical framework for the conduction of the research. The 

theories and approaches used in this study are Itamar Even-Zoharôs Polysystem Theory 

(PST), Gideon Touryôs approach on the role of Norms in translation and Juliane Houseôs 

model of Translation Quality Assessment. 

 

Despite the fact that there are many theories and methodologies exploring particularly the 

translation of childrenôs literature (see chapter 5), the combination of the theories mentioned 

above was deemed to be ideal for the comparative text analysis and for the purposes of this 

study to be achieved. More specifically, polysystem theory examines different literary genres 

within a wider literary polysystem. These genres may include literary text written for adults, 

or texts written for children and even translated childrenôs literature. Polysystem takes into 

consideration the fact that a countryôs literary polysystem interacts with the countryôs 

cultural, political or, broader social systems. Therefore, the relational logic of this model 

allows a researcher to consider shifts occurring within these systems having possible 

implications for how literature is produced and presented to readers. Also these shifts change 

the position of each genre in the polysystem, moving them from a central position to the 

periphery and vice versa (Even-Zohar, 1979; 1990). Polysystem theory has successfully been 

applied to childrenôs literature and its translation. As Even-Zohar notes, with the polysystem 

theory translations are ñno longer treated as the pure transfer between linguistic semiotics but 

are to be viewed as the transfer between textsò (Even-Zohar, 1979: 289). 
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Polysystem theory places translated texts in a system, which is dependent on and shaped by 

various other systems and it examines them as such, instead of looking at texts in isolation. 

These systems are transformed in time, influenced by various factors (cultural, social, 

political) which are reflected in the literary system. Therefore, the translational behaviour of 

the texts is a result of the external factors shaping the polysystem. Even-Zoharôs approach is 

not only based on textual features. It is an interdisciplinary approach where external and 

perhaps non-linguistic factors are also considered. More specifically, Even-Zoharôs systemic 

approach places translations in the context of their creation, which should also be examined.  

 

Influenced by Even-Zohar's polysystem theory where translations are part of a system within 

a wider polysystem, Gideon Toury supports the idea of translational norms play a significant 

role in transferring the source text and culture in the target culture. Since Touryôs norms are 

the continuation of the polysystem theory, both theories can be considered to be indissolubly 

linked, so for the purposes of this they will both be introduced for a better understanding of 

systemic approaches in translation studies. According to Toury, norms may occupy a central 

position on the social scale between absolute rules and pure idiosyncrasies. The closer to the 

rule a norm stands, the stronger it is. However, the norms may change positions on the scale, 

moving either closer to rules or idiosyncrasies (Toury 1995: 54). This expectation gives rise 

to the idea that patterns (rather than idiosyncracies) of translation behaviour may emerge 

when the texts are examined in highly politicised contexts. This is an issue that will be 

addressed in chapter 3. 

 

For Toury, translations also should not be isolated from their contexts and a translator serves 

a ñsocial roleò, ñfulfilling a function allotted by a communityò (Toury, 1995: 53). Therefore, 

translation is a ñnorm-governedò activity always accompanied by certain constrains (Toury, 

1995: 56). Norms define the permitted behaviour for different situations taking place in a 

community. In the case of translation, the translator is expected to produce a text, compatible 

with the communityôs norms. Deviations from the prevailing norms may have negative 

results.  

 

Toury classifies the norms to preliminary, initial  and operational norms and suggests that the 

translation activity involves at least two sets of norm-systems on two levels, those found in 

the source text and culture and those of the target text and culture (Toury, 1995: 56-8). 

Finally, the translatorôs choice to preserve the source cultureôs norms, determines the 
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translation's adequacy. On the other hand, his/her choice to follow the target cultureôs norms 

determines the translationôs acceptability (Toury, 1995: 56ï57). 

  

According to Toury, there are two major sources for a reconstruction of translational norms. 

These sources are textual and extratextual. More specifically, textual are the translated texts 

themselves and extratextual are general comments, observations and remarks by people 

involved in the translation activity such as translators, editors, publishers. The difference 

between these two sources is that texts are ñprimary products of norm-regulated behaviourò 

and can be considered as ñimmediate representationsò (Toury, 1995: 65). In general, Touryôs 

approach on translation norms also examines translations in their context, considering the 

social norms, the translatorôs skills and background and the paratexts that accompany the 

texts.  

Despite the fact that polysystem theory and norms were developed in the 1970s, they are still 

popular and useful in translations studies. The reasons for that may be summarised to the fact 

that polysystem theory is ña point of departureò (Shuttleworth, 2011: 179) for any study 

related to translation history. Polysystem and the way it was developed further in norm theory 

cast new light on comparative text analysis and translation history. They allowed researchers 

to think of complex networks of texts, some of which extend to many cultural spaces and/or 

across time. Thus, language direction, production, dissemination and reception in translation 

could be seen on a systematic rather than a fragmented/case-study basis. The two models also 

allowed researchers to turn their attention to context, for example by examining not only the 

text itself but the paratexts as well such as ñprefaces, reviews, reflective essays and so onò 

(Baker, 2011 : 190). All the above, are important for this study as they allow the examination 

of translation in different historical contexts. Complementary to polysystem and norms a 

third approach is also used as it allows the examination of specific linguistic choices in detail. 

Similar to polysystem and norms, Juliane Houseôs translation quality assessment relates texts 

and translated texts to their situational and cultural contexts. House sees translation as both ña 

cognitive procedure which occurs in a human beingôs, the translatorôs, head, and a social, 

cross-linguistic and cross-cultural practiceò (House, 2015: 1). She notes that the equivalence 

in translation is important, which inevitably leads to the assessment of the quality of 

translation and, therefore, translation quality assessment can be ñthe heartò of any theory of 

translation (House, 2015: 1). Preserving the cultural aspect of translation, that both Even-



©Eleni Karvounidou    19 

 

Zohar and Toury suggest, Houseôs ideas on ñcultural filteringò (1997, 2016) appear to be 

suitable and perhaps complementary to the notions of polysystem and norms. House 

identifies ñmismatchesò between ST and TT where ñcultural filterò is applicable and ñovert 

errorsò which distort the meaning of the original text (House, 1997).  

 

According to Kaniklidou and House (2017), in the process of cultural filtering, the source text 

ñundergoes systematic rearrangements and major adaptations to target culture normsò. They 

also explain that these changes occur in order to serve the target textôs ñassumed readability 

and acceptabilityò by the target audience which includes both children and adults. Therefore, 

the target text is accepted by the ñtarget cultural norms and expectationsò (Kaniklidou and 

House, 2017: 3). Therefore, the notion of norms is also inscribed in Houseôs model of 

translation quality assessment. This makes all three theories used in this theories compatible 

and complementary to each other as they examine translated texts on both micro and macro 

level. 

 

Translation Quality Assessment, as well as polysystem and norms examine the translations 

within their cultural context. Register analysis and particularly the aspect of tenor 

demonstrate the social distance between characters (addresser/addressee) which is necessary 

for the analysis of the source and target texts in this study. The combination of all these 

approaches (Even-Zohar, Toury, House) is invaluable for this study and will be discussed in 

detail in chapter 2 of the thesis. Drawing on the above theoretical framework, this thesis 

investigates the socio-political context in which source and target texts were created, as well 

as the role of the norms governing translation in each of the periods Aliceôs Russian texts 

were produced. The Russian translations of Alice chosen for this study are expected to reflect 

the norms of the time they were published. Through textual analysis and drawing on 

theoretical approaches for the translation of childrenôs literature the study reaches 

conclusions about the shifts occurred within the Russian literary polysystem. 

 

1.2 Aliceôs Adventures in Wonderland 

Aliceôs Adventures in Wonderland, a Victorian childrenôs fantasy book written by Lewis 

Carroll is chosen as observational material for this study. Alice is a book, which has attracted 

the attention of many disciplines. It has been subject of discussion and criticism in the 

academic world, from 1865 until today, 152 years after its publication. There is a significant 
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number of books, book chapters and articles were written regarding some stock aesthetic 

features of Alice. The list is relatively long and includes the following: Aliceôs ambivalent 

content, the potential hidden meanings and symbols of specific references, the unique 

linguistic features including the puns, the parodies, the verses as well as Carrollôs wordplay, 

the depiction of the Victorian era, the position of the child in Victorian society, the 

illustrations2, which accompany the text, and the translations of the book. Regarding the 

latter, the translators in all language pairs worldwide seem to have encountered the same 

challenges regarding the transfer of specific parts of the book in their language (see 5.6).  

 

These challenging parts indicate Aliceôs perceptibly culture-specific content. The book 

contains many personal references (Carrollôs environment), local references (Oxford society) 

and Victorian references, which cannot be realised by readers of another language and of a 

different culture. In fact, some of these references could only be understood by Carroll 

himself and the Liddell girls, while some others only by the people who lived in the Victorian 

Oxford of that time. When translating Alice, the Victorian norms, and more particularly the 

norms related to demands of social behaviour, battle of social classes as well as power and 

authority structures are transferred to a different cultural environment.  

 

In order for all the above to be achieved, and for the research questions to be answered, the 

selection of specific translations to serve as observational material for the study was essential. 

The choice was determined after identifying all or at least as many Russian editions of Alice 

as possible, which have been published since the bookôs first appearance on the Russian 

market until the early post-Soviet years. The research began with the exploration of already 

existing lists, published in books, journals or online resources on websites and blogs devoted 

to Lewis Carrollôs works and particularly to Aliceôs Adventures in Wonderland and its 

Russian translations. 

 

1.3 Selecting the Target Texts: List s of Aliceôs Russian Translations 

After choosing Lewis Carrollôs fantasy story, Aliceôs Adventures in Wonderland as 

observational material for this study, the next step was to identify the number of the Russian 

translations published in the period examined. An effective way to find all Aliceôs translations 

                                                 
2The illustrations in both Carrollôs books Aliceôs Adventures in Wonderland and Alice through the Looking-

Glass were created by Sir John Tenniel, an English illustrator and mainly political cartoonist.  
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published was by looking into lists of publications already existed. Initially three lists 

containing Russian publications of Aliceôs Adventures in Wonderland as well as publications 

of Alice through the Looking-Glass translated into Russian were identified. These were 

published by Weaver3 (1964), Rushailo4 (1991) and Parker5 (1993). The lists had many 

similarities and none of them seemed to be complete, as the number of publications presented 

for more than 100 years was small (10 to12 translations). Moreover, all lists contained 

translations until the 1960s or 1980s and publications from the post-Soviet period were not 

identified. Therefore, the research for a complete list of Aliceôs publications continued from 

the Imperial until the early post-Soviet years continued.  

 

The most extensive and detailed work regarding the translations of Aliceôs Adventures in 

Wonderland was published in June 2015, two years after the beginning of this study: Alice in 

a World of Wonderlands, a three-volume bibliography containing translations of Alice into 

different languages and even dialects, edited by Lindseth and Tannenbaum. This work is a 

tribute to Warren Weaver and a continuation of his Alice in Many Tongues (1964). The first 

volume of the publication contains essays on both Alice books, Carrollôs life and work, and 

Tennielôs illustrations. There are also essays on the great number of translations that appeared 

after, as well as an appraisal to Warren Weaver, who was the first one to work on a project 

containing the publications of Alice worldwide. The second volume includes the back 

translations of a specific passage from Alice in various languages. The third volume of this 

significant project is a checklist of all editions of both Wonderland and Looking-Glass into all 

languages for which a translation has been identified.  

 

The number of scholars who contributed to the publication of this book is considerable, as the 

essays, back translations and checklists of both Alice booksô publications, in all three 

volumes were written by ñmore than 250 unpaid volunteer contributors from around the 

worldò (Lindseth and Tannenbaum, 2015a: 13). There are 7,609 editions, issues and reprints 

of Aliceôs Adventures in Wonderland in 174 languages and 1,530 of Alice through the 

Looking-Glass in 65 languages. In these numbers are included 650 books, which are 

                                                 
3 See Appendix 1 

4 See Appendix 2 

5 See Appendix 3 
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combined editions of both Wonderland and Looking-Glass (Lindseth and Tannenbaum, 

2015a: 22).  

 

Lindseth and Tannenbaumôs list provides a large number of translations of Alice published in 

Russia from 1879 until today. According to the list, there are 219 Russian editions (reprints, 

republications) of Aliceôs Adventures in Wonderland only (this number does not include the 

Alice through the Looking-Glass publications), registered from 1897 until 2013 (Lindseth and 

Tannenbaum, 2015a: 743). This significant amount of editions indicates the popularity of 

Alice in Russia and the interest both children and parents (or in general, adults) have 

expressed for the book. Moreover, according to Lindseth and Tannenbaumôs recordings the 

Russian translations (219) hold the 10th position for having the most (re)publications after 

Dutch (243), Korean (278), Italian (391), Brazilian Portuguese (396), French (451), Chinese 

(463), German (562), Spanish (1,223) and Japanese (1,271) (Lindseth and Tannenbaum, 

2015a: 743). Considering the above facts, Alice seems to have been among the popular 

childrenôs book in Russia. This number of publications may signify the bookôs acceptance in 

the Russian literary system. 

 

Lindseth and Tannenbaumôs list of the Russian publications of Aliceôs Adventures in 

Wonderland seemed to be the most sufficiently complete until that time. It is assumed that it 

contained all publications and republications of Aliceôs Russian translations, which were 

published not only in Russia but in other countries as well (e.g. Germany, Bulgaria). The list 

contained information needed regarding the date and place of publication, the publishing 

house, the translator(s) and the illustrator(s), the number of copies published and even the 

number of pages of each edition. In some entries there were also comments relating to the 

translation itself as well as the publication process followed. Therefore, this list seemed to be 

an ideal tool for the final selection and reasonable justification of the translations used as 

observational material, which serves the purposes of the study, that is, the search for 

prototypical translations in the three socio-political contexts identified.  

 

1.4 The Alice Translations Examined  

In her discussion regarding research methods in translation studies, Tymoczko notes that the 

translations chosen to be examined in a research project assumingly ñset in high relief the 

cultural or ideological issues related to the cultural interface at handò. However, she stresses 
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that it is ñimpossible (and usually irrelevant) to study the full text of one or more translationò 

and therefore the choice of specific passages that will serve the researchôs hypothesis best is 

crucial (Tymoczko, 2002: 18). As already mentioned, the Russian publications of Alice in the 

period from 1879 when the book was first translated into Russian until 2013 were recorded to 

be 217, according to Lindseth and Tannenbaumôs list (2015c). This vast body of data is 

impossible to examine within the time and scope of a PhD project and may probably be 

unnecessary. Therefore, the translations should be limited and the selection should serve the 

purposes of the study and give answer(s) to the research question(s) posed.  

 

For example, research questions focusing on examining individual lexical items across a 

large number of translations would be possible by using electronic corpora. Research 

questions in this instance would revolve around the distribution of such lexical items and 

patterns/norms in translation by using small units of translation. In this thesis, however, the 

approach of close reading takes into account distinct narrative implications (the story) and 

how translation behaviour varies in relations to these. A small number of translations can 

then be justified on the grounds that the approach is more qualitative. The study also aims at 

both confirming findings of existing studies (e.g. Parker) as well as going beyond such 

studies. 

 

This study, seeks to examine the impact of changing cultural shifts in the translation of 

childrenôs literature before, during and after the Soviet era. Therefore, the number of 

translations to be examined was limited to three: a pre-Soviet, a Soviet and a post-Soviet. The 

next issue that needed to be tackled was which translation of each period would make the 

ideal observational material for the comparative analysis, which is presented in chapter 6. 

Two publications played a crucial role to the methodology of this thesis. The first one is the 

frequently quoted list of Russian publications by Lindseth and Tannenbaum in their three-

volume book Alice in a World of Wonderlands (2015c). Their list is used as a guide to all 

publications that appeared in Russia from 1879 until 2014. The second publication is Herman 

Ermolaevôs book Censorship in Soviet Literature, 1917-1991, published in 1997. Ermolaev 

(and many other scholars) divides Soviet history into different categories regarding the stages 



©Eleni Karvounidou    24 

 

of censorship in relation to literature and childrenôs literature. His classification6 is used as a 

guide to the course of literary censorship for the better understanding of the publishing 

process during the Soviet period. The book contains six chapters, which indicate the six 

periods of Soviet censorship in the literary history. 

 

Taking into consideration Lindseth and Taunebaumôs list along with Ermolaevôs 

periodisation it was possible to identify which translations of Aliceôs Adventures in 

Wonderland were published in each period and what this meant in terms of the context of 

translation. After examining the sources available, the final decision was to choose the first 

translations that appeared in specific periods during the three eras examined. A problem 

might arise here. As discussed already, the Soviet era is subdivided into more periods 

according to specific characteristics and the choice of the relevant translation might need a 

more detailed explanation. In general, among the large number of Russian translations of 

Alice, the pre-Soviet translation chosen is the first translation published in Imperial Russia in 

1879, and consequently the first Russian Alice. The Soviet translation chosen is the first 

translation published in Moscow, in 1958, after Stalinôs death and after a long period of 

stagnation related to Aliceôs publication. Finally, the post-Soviet translation chosen is the first 

translation published in the Russia, in 1991, when the end of the official end of the Soviet 

regime was approaching. All the above are significant periods in the Russian History and the 

translations published during that time (especially the first ones) are expected to reflect the 

cultural, social and political norms prevailing each era in the most effective way.  

 

The reasons for each choice will be presented in detail in the following sections. However, it 

should be noted here that due to access constraints some of the translations examined are 

later, identical republications of the first versions chosen for the reasons already mentioned 

and explained further in the following three sections (one for each translation) of the study. In 

general, the first translation chosen as observational material is the first translation of Alice 

published in Tsarist Russia in 1879 and, at the same time, it is the first translation ever 

published in Russia. The choice of the second translation was more challenging as the Soviet 

period can be subdivided to different periods during which different publishing policies 

                                                 
6 Ermolaevôs classification of the Soviet period regarding to censorship practices in literary publications is used 

in order to understand the Soviet norms prevailing publications better and to justify the choice of the Soviet 

translation used as observational material for the study. 
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applied to childrenôs literature. The translation chosen here is not the first Soviet translation 

published (as this is a translation published in 1923 by DôAktil). Instead, it is the first 

translation published in Moscow after Stalinôs death and the only one being published in the 

country for approximately 31 years. In addition to the fact that this translation was the only 

one circulating in the country for many years, it is particularly interesting, as it is also 

accompanied with an introduction, which is perhaps used in order to warn the readers about 

the content of the book. Finally, the third translation chosen was published in 1991, at a time 

when even if it was not official, the Soviet dictates regarding the publication policies in 

domestic and foreign literature were no longer effective.  

 

All the translations appeared in periods when social, political and ideological norms were 

different. In particular, the two latter ones were published in times when changes took place 

and cultural shifts occurred. The first translation appeared in the Tsarist Russia under the 

reign of Alexander II. The second translation was published in the time when the Soviet 

regime was exercising stricter measures regarding publishing policies. Moreover, it was 

published by Detskaya Literatura, the official stateôs publishing house for childrenôs 

literature. The third translation was published in 1992 in the post-Soviet, Russian Federation. 

Therefore, it can be assumed that the translators operated under different constraints, which 

are possibly reflected in the translation. The selection criteria of all three translations will be 

presented in detail in the following sections in chronological order (pre-Soviet, Soviet, post 

Soviet).  

 

1.4.1 The Pre-Soviet Translation 

The pre-Soviet translation chosen as observational material for the purposes of this study is 

the first translation of Aliceôs Adventures in Wonderland published in Imperial Russia in 

1879 (as recorded in all lists examined and presented above). According to Lindseth and 

Tannenbaum, this translation was published while Carroll was still alive and it was Carroll 

himself who attempted to reach an agreement with the translator. This publication was the 7th 

translation published in a foreign language before Carrollôs death. The rest of the translations 

published in that time were in Dutch and Danish (1875), Italian (1872), Swedish (1870) as 

well as French and German (1869) (Lindseth and Tannenbaum, 2015: 103).The pre-Soviet 

translations listed seem to be 8. However, several factors made this first translation 

particularly interesting, which will be explained, throughout this section.  



©Eleni Karvounidou    26 

 

 

The first Russian translation of Alice was published in Moscow in 1879 under the title Sonia 

v Tsarstve Diva (Sonia in the Tsardom of Wonders) by Typografia A. I. Mamontova. This 

appears to be the only translation published in Moscow as the rest of the Imperial translations 

listed were all published in Saint Petersburg. The bookôs cover can be seen in Figure 1.  

 

 

Figure 1: Sonia v Charstve Diva book cover 

 

According to Lindseth and Tannenbaum (2015: 687), there is now evidence that the translator 

of the first Russian translation was Mrs. Olga Ivanovna Timiriaseva. Despite the above 

reference and because of its uncertainty, this research will refer to the translator of the first 

Russian translation of Alice as ñAnonymousò.  

 

The reasons that make this translation interesting from the academic research point of view 

are three. First, it is the fact that this is the first translation of Aliceôs Adventures in 

Wonderland ever published in Russia. This possibly means that translators who followed 

might have used this publication as a guide, as a precedent-setting example. Careful spot-

checking ï in individual items as well as longer excerpts ï for similarities, might confirm this 
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point. For example, in 1908, a few years after Soniaôs debut in Russian, Granstrem in his 

translation Prikliucheniia Ani v Mire Chudes (Aniaôs Adventures in Wonderland), also 

changes Aliceôs name, but into Ania this time. In 1923, Vladimir Nabokov also used the name 

Ania for his Alice in a translation published in Berlin. 

 

In terms of longer excerpts, another example of possible influence from the first translation to 

the ones that followed is the historical references to Napoleon Bonaparte, the French military 

and political leader. In the original Carrollôs text when Alice meets the Mouse in the Pool of 

Tears chapter, she tries to start a conversation with it, but the Mouse seems to ignore her and 

it refuses to give answers to her queries. Then, Alice assumes that the Mouse does not 

respond because does not understand her as it is probably a French mouse: ñI daresay it's 

a French mouse, come over with William the Conquerorò (Carroll, 2009: 21). In the same 

monologue, Alice assumes the Mouse is a French mouse, which had probably come to Russia 

with the invasion of Napoleon7, and this is why it does not answer her, because it does not 

understand her language. In 1923, Nabokov uses the exact same reference to Napoleon in his 

translation.  

 

The above common references might be only coincidences; however, they might also be 

influences passing from one translator to another. In general, this first translation of Alice was 

a domesticated version with all its English culture-specific elements rendered into Russian 

terms. This Russification of Aliceôs story was a method used in the majority of the early 

translations that followed 1879.  

 

A second factor that made this translation seem an interesting choice for further investigation 

is the evidence of censorship control printed on the first page of the book. Aliceôs first 

Russian translation carries evidence of passing the censorôs approval. In the first page of the 

book, behind the cover, there is printed the following indication:  

 

ɼʦʟʚʦʣʝʥʦ ʮʝʥʟʫʨʦʶ. ʄʦʩʢʚʘ, 28 ʦʢʪʷʙʨʷ 1878 ʛʦʜʘ. 

 

                                                 
7 Russian readers of 1879 might not recognise the name of William the Conqueror. However, they must be 

familiar with Napoleon Bonaparte from the history of their country and more specifically from the French 

Invasion in Russia in 1812, known as the Patriotic War (ʆʪʝʯʝʩʪʚʝʥʥʘʷ ʚʦʡʥʘ).  
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This sentence means: Allowed by the censor, Moscow, 28th October 1878 year. This is a 

proof that the book had been examined and had passed the censorship control, which might 

mean that its content might could have been changed or adjusted in order to become 

appropriate for publication. The censorôs approval can be seen in the following picture. 

 

 

Figure 2: Sonia v Charstve Diva   

 

The third factor that played an important role in the choice of Sonia as observational material 

for the study is also the negative reviews that the book received in Russia when it was 

published (see chapter 4). As already discussed, the reviewersô comments were quite 

discouraging. The initial reaction to the book in Russia was similar to the reaction to the book 

in England. The critics in both countries were not in favour of Alice. This common reaction to 

the original book as well as to its first Russian translation triggered further research to 

ascertain whether such negative impressions from both countriesô critics are justified; thus, 

close reading of the text was deemed to be necessary. 

 

To sum up, the reasons that led to the choice of the first Russian translation of Aliceôs 

Adventure in Wonderland to be examined in a comparative analysis for this study are three: 

first of all, this translation, as the first to be published, may have served as an example for the 

translations that followed. Therefore, by its examination, the answers that will occur will 
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possibly apply to other translations and justify the choices of other translators as well. 

Second, there is clear evidence in the first page of the book that it was passed by the 

censorship control. This indication might demonstrate that the content of the book was 

censored or adjusted in order to be approved and pass to the publication stage. Therefore, it is 

quite interesting to examine which parts of the book have been altered and explain the 

possible reasons. Finally, the third reason is the first negative reviews that the book received 

in Russia, which were similar to the first reactions against the original book in England. This 

coincidence made the book ideal for further examination as there must be similar reasons for 

these common reactions that should be investigated. 

 

1.4.2 The Soviet Translation 

The choice of the Soviet translation was the most challenging of the three translations that 

needed to be chosen for this studyôs goal(s) to be achieved. This is because the Soviet era can 

be subdivided in different periods regarding the austerity of the government measures in 

relation to domestic and foreign publications. Moreover, there was a great number of Alice 

translations covering the years from 1917 until 1991 according to Lindseth and 

Tannenbaumôs list (2015c). A number of scholars and researchers have already classified the 

Soviet Era in relation to the political changes that occurred within the 75 years of the 

Communist regime. It seemed appropriate to follow their pattern and use their classification 

for the purpose of this study. More specifically, Ermolaev (1996), as mentioned above, 

classifies the Soviet literary history in 6 periods in relation to the stateôs censorship policies. 

Ermolaevôs book contains six chapters, each of them devoted to a specific period, which is 

characterised by title. In his study, Ermolaev identifies two types of censorship, the political 

and the puritanical and his classification is the following: 

 

¶ (1917-1931) ï ñBirth and Maturationò 

This is period at the beginning of the Soviet era. It starts with the establishment of the Soviet 

Union and ends with the introduction of Social Realism into all kinds of art (Ermolaev, 1996: 

xiv). In Lindseth and Tannenbaumôs list there are two translations in this period and they are 

both published in 1923 by DôActil and Nabokov. However, Nabokovôs translation is not 

taken into consideration for this study as it was published in Berlin. Nabokovôs works were 

banned in Russia at that time and Nabokov had left the country as a Russian émigré living in 
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Germany. Therefore, any strict Soviet policies regarding publications probably do not apply 

to his translation.  

 

¶  (1932-1945) ï ñIntensificationò 

As can be understood from Ermolaevôs title, the second period is when the Soviet regime 

started to practice the strict measures of censorship control as these are the first years under 

Stalinôs power (Ermolaev, 1996: xiv). Following Lindseth and Tannenbaumôs list (2015c), 

there is only one Alice translation published during this time. It is Olenich-Gnenenkoôs 

translation, Alisa v Strane Chudes, published in Rostov-on-Don, the translatorôs hometown, 

in 1940 (Hellman, 2013: 475). 

 

¶ (1946-1953) ï ñThe Peakò 

The third period according to Ermolaevôs classification is ñthe worst period in the history of 

Soviet literature and censorshipò (Ermolaev, 1996: xiv). Once again there is only one Alice 

translation in Lindseth and Tannenbaumôs list (2015c: 689), published in 1947 which 

probably is an identical republication of Olenich-Gnenenkoôs 1940 translation and it is again 

published locally in Rostov-on-Don.  

 

¶  (1953-1965) ï ñThe Unstable Thawò 

The fourth period in Ermolaevôs classification includes the years under Khrushchev, or the 

years of ñthe first relaxation of Soviet censorship since its emergenceò (Ermolaev, 1996: xiv). 

During this period censorship tactics become looser. Surprisingly, the only translations 

indicated in Lindseth and Tannenbaumôs list (2015c: 689) are again the ones by Olenich-

Gnenenko. There are four entries this time. The first one is a translation of 1958 published in 

Moscow followed by a note saying that ñthe text underwent insignificant revision in 

comparison with 1940 and 1946 editionsò (Lindseth and Tannenbaum, 2015c: 689). The 

statement regarding the ñinsignificant revisionsò needs to be further investigated in future 

research, as it is vague and unjustifiable. However, this is the first time Olenich-Gnenenkoôs 

translation reaches Moscow since ñMoscowôs publishers would never have accepted Carrollôs 

absurdismò until then (Hellman, 2013: 475). Considering the above, this translation was 

chosen as observational material for this study. There were two more translations by Olenich-
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Gnenenko published again in Rostov-on-Don in 1960 and 1961 and one published in 

Khabarovsk, in 1961. 

 

¶  (1965-1984) ï ñThe Freezeò 

The fifth period entails censorship under Brezhnev, Andropov, and Chernenko. During this 

period, Lindseth and Tannenbaum include two translations in their list. The first one, was 

published in 1967, by Nina Demurova. However, this translation is also not taken into 

consideration as it was published in Sofia, Bulgaria (as Nabokovôs 1923 translation was 

published in Berlin). The second translation indicated, was published in 1971 by Boris 

Zakhoder. 

 

The three translators mention above by Demurova, Zakhoder and Nabokov are considered to 

among the most popular Russian translations of Alice and they still have a significant number 

of republications or reprints. However, Nabokovôs translation was not published in Russia 

until 1976 and similarly Demurovaôs translation was first published in Russia in 1978. 

Despite this delay in entering the countryôs system of childrenôs literature, they still managed 

to become childrenôs favourite translations. 

 

To sum up, the first Soviet translation of Alice by DôAktil appeared in 1923. The next 

translation was published in 1940, 17 years after the first one, by Olenich-Gnenenko and it 

remained the only translation in the Russian market for 31 years as it was the only one 

constantly republished until 1971 when Zakhoderôs translation entered the Russian market. 

This means that for 31 years many generations of Soviet children had only access to the 

translation of Aliceôs Adventures in Wonderland created by Olenich-Gnenenko. A possible 

explanation is that the authorities probably did not wish to experiment with publishing new 

translations in times of great political, social and military tension that describe the years 

under Stalinôs power, World War II, Stalinôs death as well as the instability during the 

Khrushchev years that followed. 

 

All the above can be observed in the table below which is a part of Lindseth and 

Tannenbaumôs 2015 list8 which outline the Alice translations published from 1923 until 1971. 

It can be seen that the only translation circulated in the country from 1940 until 1971 was the 

                                                 
8 Reproduction from Lindseth and Tannenbaum, 2015c:689-90 
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one created by Olenich-Gnenenko (highlighted in yellow colour). The 1967 entry by 

Demurova is not taken into consideration for this study as it is both a combined edition of 

Wonderland and Looking-Glass and it was also published in Sofia, Bulgaria. Therefore, it is 

assumed that the Soviet publishing policies have probably had no effect to this translation. 

 

1923  ɸʣʠʩʘ ʚ ʩʪʨʘʥʝ ʯʫʜʝʩ [Alisa in the land of 

 wonders] 

 Moscow: St. Petersburg: L. D. Frenkel 

 TRANS: A. D' Actil ILLUS: John Tenniel 

 D' Actil is pseudonym for Anatolii 

 Adolfovich, Frenkel, 132 pp. 

 

1940 ɸʣʠʩʘ ʚ ʩʪʨʘʥʝ ʯʫʜʝʩ [Alisa in the land of  

 wonders]  

 Rostov-on-Don: Rostizdat 

 TRANS: Alexander (Pavlovich) Olenich- 

 Gnenenko ILLUS: John Tenniel  

 108 pp. Cover design by V. Biriukov, 

 20,000 copies. 

 

1946 ɸʣʠʩʘ ʚ ʩʪʨʘʥʝ ʯʫʜʝʩ [Alisa in the land of  

wonders] 

 Rostov-on-Don: Rostizdat 

 TRANS: Alexander (Pavlovich) Olenich- 

 Gnenenko ILLUS: John Tenniel 

 96 pp. Cover design by A. Gubin. 5,000 copies. 

 

1958 ɸʣʠʩʘ ʚ ʩʪʨʘʥʝ ʯʫʜʝʩ [Alisa in the land of 

 wonders] 

 Moscow: Ministry of Education Children's 

 Publishing House 

 TRANS: Alexander (Pavlovich) Olenich- 

Gnenenko ILLUS: V (alery) Alfeyevsky 

 By Luis Keroll (ʃʴʶʠʩ ʂʵʨʦʣʣ). Revised  

 Edition. Publishing House of Detskaya 

 Literatura. 144 pp. 223 mm. Alice with  

flamingo and Ugly Duchess on cover.  

 Introduction by V. Vazhdaiev. The text  

 underwent insignificant revision in 

comparison with 1940 and 1946 editions. 

 

1960 ɸʣʠʩʘ ʚ ʩʪʨʘʥʝ ʯʫʜʝʩ [Alisa in the land of 

wonders] 

Rostov-on-Don: Rostov Book Publication 

TRANS: Alexander (Pavlovich) Olenich- 

GnenenkoILLUS: A. G. Mosin 

Cloth-backed boards. 54 illustrations.  

113 pp. 

1960 ɸʣʠʩʘ ʚ ʩʪʨʘʥʝ ʯʫʜʝʩ [Alisa in the land of 

wonders] 

Moscow: Ministry of Education Children's 

Publishing House 

TRANS: Alexander (Pavlovich) Olenich- 

Gnenenko ILLUS: V (alery) Alfeyevsky  

143 pp. 

 

1961 ɸʣʠʩʘ ʚ ʩʪʨʘʥʝ ʯʫʜʝʩ [Alisa in the land of 

wonders] 

Rostov-on-Don: Rostov Book Publication 

TRANS: Alexander (Pavlovich) Olenich- 

Gnenenko ILLUS: A. G. Mosin 

5th edition, 113 pp. Cloth-backed boards,  

54 illustrations. 

 

1961 ɸʣʠʩʘ ʚ ʩʪʨʘʥʝ ʯʫʜʝʩ [Alisa in the land of 

wonders] 

Khabarovsk: Khabarovsk Book House 

TRANS: Alexander (Pavlovich) Olenich- 

Gnenenko ILLUS: V. Vasiliev.  

135 pp. Boards. 

 

1967 ɸʣʠʩʘ ʚ ʩʪʨʘʥʝ ʯʫʜʝʩ. ʉʢʚʦʟʴ ʟʝʨʢʘʣʦ ʠ  

ʯʪʦ ʪʘʤ ʫʚʠʜʝʣʘ ɸʣʠʩʘ [Alisa in the land of 

wonders. Through the looking-glass and 

what Alisa saw there] 

Sofia, Bulgaria: Foreign Language 

Publishing House. 

TRANS: Nina [Mikhailovna] Demurova 

ILLUS: P[etȈr] Chuklev 8 planes. Poems 

translated by S. Marshak and D. 

Orlovskaya. Introduction by Nina 

Demurova. 

Combined edition with Through the 

Looking-Glass. 227 pp. 

 

1971 ɹʦʨʠʩ ɿʘʭʦʜʝʨ ʨʘʩʩʢʘʟʳʚʘʝʪ ʩʢʘʟʢʫ 

ʃʴʶʠʩʘ ʂʵʨʨʦʣʣʘ ɸʣʠʩʘ ʚ ʩʪʨʘʥʝ ʯʫʜʝʩ 

 [Boris Zakhoder tells L'Ȉis Kèrroll's story 

 Alisa in the land of wonders] 

 [Moscow]: n.p. 

 TRANS: Boris [Vladomirovich] Zakhoder 

 ILLUS: V. Chizhikov 

 Published in children's monthly magazine 

 Pioneer, 1971, No 12 & 1972, Nos. 1-3. 

Table 1: (Lindseth and Tannenbaum, 2015c: 689-90) 
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Going back to the Soviet translation chosen the reasons for its selection will be explained in 

detail, starting from the bookôs translator: Aleksandr Pavlovich Olenich-Gnenenko (1893-

1963)9. Olenich-Gnenenko was a Russian writer and translator of childrenôs literature. He 

was born to a noble family in Kegichevka, Ukraine, where he spent most of his childhood. 

His father was also a writer and a journalist. After childhood, he and his family moved to 

Siberia, in Omsk. In 1916, he graduated from Kharkon University where he studied, at first, 

natural sciences and then law. Soon his poems for children were published magazines in St 

Petersburg and Siberia. In 1918, he joined the Bolshevik Party. In 1922, he started working as 

a journalist, editing the regional newspaper. In February 1931, he went to Rostov-on-Don and 

became the editor of the local newspaper ñKolkhoz Pravdaò. Later he headed the Rostov 

writers' organization (1935-1938). There, in Rostov-on-Don, he published his first book for 

children Veselii Kray (Happy Land) and many more works followed. During the Second 

World War, he voluntarily joined the army where he worked as a journalist and studied 

English, German and French. 

 

According to Ermolaevôs classification regarding the periods of literary censorship in Soviet 

Russia and following Lindseth and Tannenbaumôs list of Russian publications of Aliceôs 

Adventures in Wonderland, the periods that seems to be most interesting in terms of the 

bookôs number of publications are the three periods covering from 1932 until 1965. These are 

the years of Stalinôs power and the politically unstable years that followed his death in 1953. 

During this long period, there is only one publication of Alice in the Russian market that is 

constantly approved and republished. That is, Alisa v Strane Chudes, translated by Alexander 

Pavlovich Olenich-Gnenenko. The translation was initially published in Rostov-on-Don in 

1940 by the publishing house Rostizdat. The bookôs cover was designed by V. Biriukov, 

however, the illustrations inside the book were the original ones made by John Tenniel. The 

book was printed in 20,000 copies and in 1946 it was reprinted in 5,000 copies with a 

different cover this time designed by A. Gubin.  

 

Both these publications were published locally in Rostov-on-Don, the translatorôs hometown 

(Hellman, 2013: 475). Olenich-Gnenenkoôs publication reached Moscow only in 1958 ñsince 

                                                 
9Aleksandr Pavlovich Olenich-Gnenekoôs biographical note is taken from the online Russian journal ɺʨʝʤʷZ, 

which can be found following the link: http://www.ytime.com.ua/ru/50/2746. The translation is made by the 

author of the thesis.  

http://www.ytime.com.ua/ru/50/2746
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Moscow publishers would never have accepted Carrollôs absurdismò before (Hellman, 2013: 

475). However, with ñinsignificant revisionò (Lindseth and Tannenbaum, 2015c: 689) the 

book was finally published in Moscow by Detskaya Literatura accompanied with an 

introductory note written by V. Vazhdaev and with new illustrations created by Valery 

Alfeyevsky. The picture below is the cover of the 1958 Moscow edition: 

 

 

Figure 3: Alisa v Strane Chudes by Olenich-Gnenenko (1958) - cover 

 

More republications of Olenich-Gnenenkoôs translation followed in different places: two 

republications in Rostov-on-Don in 1960 and 1961 and one in Khabarovsk in 1961. 

According to Lindseth and Tannenbaumôs list there was no other translation of Alice 

published in Russia from 1940 when Olenich-Gnenenkoôs book was first published until 

1971 when Boris Zakhoder published his translation in the childrenôs monthly magazine 

Pioneer. Therefore, Olenich-Gnenenkoôs translation was ñRussian childrenôs sole access 

to Aliceò (Imholtz Jr. and Imholtz, 2014: 153) for 31 years.  

 

Another fact that makes this translation particularly interesting is the introductory note, 

written by Viktor Vazdaev, which accompanies the book. The introduction is seven pages 

long and it appears to be a brief but detailed biographical note on Carrollôs life and work with 
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the main focus on Aliceôs Adventures in Wonderland and its content. He begins with a rather 

literary description of Carroll sitting by the window of Christ Church College, looking at the 

three Liddell girls ï Lorina, Alice and Edith playing in the garden. Vazdaev then talks about 

Carrollôs love of mathematics and classical literature as well as his journey to Russia and the 

diary he kept with all the humorous and funny observations he had written down. Vazdaev 

also describes Carrollôs contributions to magazines, journals and other publications, which 

became quite popular. Vazdaev talks about Carrollôs choice of this pen name. He comments 

on the rule of Christ Church that Carroll had to follow and he never got married, as he wanted 

to devote his life to science. Then he describes Carroll as a shy person who enjoyed 

photography and telling stories or reading poetry to children. 

 

Vazdaev reveals information and details for Carrollôs life, which probably signifies that apart 

from the Alice book, there was an interest in Carroll himself in Russia at that time, and 

perhaps there were translated biographies published. When Vazdaev starts talking about the 

Alice story, once again he mentions details about the boat trip and the creation of the story. 

He talks about the publication of Looking-Glass that followed, Queen Victoriaôs interest in 

the book, and the Golden Age of childrenôs book that started with Wonderland. He explains 

that the book ridicules the dogmatic life of the Victorian era, the educational system, the 

everyday habits and the laws, providing examples from Aliceôs inability to recall things 

taught at school, the Mad Hatterôs tea party, the Knaveôs court and the Queenôs irrational 

demand to cut peopleôs heads off.  

 

Vazdaev admits that through all the above examples, Wonderland might sound a scary place 

but Alice remains brave. In general, Vazdaev highlights the ñabsurdities and incongruitiesò 

(ʥʝʣʝʧʦʩʪʠ ʠ ʥʝʩʦʦʙʨʘʟʥʦʩʪʠ) of Victorian life. His description might sound like a warning 

to parents or adults reading the book. He underlines the fact that the incidents described take 

place in another country, in a place far away from Russia where everyday life is different. In 

this country, children are scared and suffer, and their life has nothing in common with the 

ñperfectò childhood of Soviet children. 
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What is particularly interesting here is the last paragraph of the introduction. In a free 

translation,10 Vazdaev notes that little Alice loves her big England and because of this love 

she should now raise her voice calling for a new sense and for a new dream, to see her 

motherland become better and free from all the things that astonished her in Wonderland. 

With this last sentence, Vazdaev calls Alice and perhaps the child-reader to ignore all the 

impressing elements met in Wonderland and fight for a country without any of these 

absurdities. He stresses that Wonderland and, at the same time, Victorian society is 

inadequate in comparison to Soviet values. He also encourages the reader not to be distracted 

by the meaningless content of the book but to stay focused on a motherland free from any 

irrationality. 

 

The above facts inevitably lead to the conclusion that this translation was allowed to circulate 

around the country under circumstances of either strict or subtle censorship and, therefore, it 

must have had a kind of official approval, even in the times when it was published outside 

Moscow. The book was accessible to the public for such a long time, potentially shaping 

peopleôs attitudes and shaping young minds. Despite its promotion by the publishing 

committees of the time, later critical reviews were not positive. Demurova suggests that this 

translation was ñfatal for Carrollôs worksò (Demurova, 1994ï1995: 16) and Parker underlines 

Olenich-Gnenenkoôs ñattempt to remain exactly constant to the originalò which ñgives the 

Russian a monotonous tone, thus failing to convey Carrollôs verbal brillianceò (Parker, 1994: 

31). These comments support even more the belief that the content of this translation was 

processed accordingly to the publishing demands of the time. 

 

In general, taking into consideration the above analysis as well as issues of accessibility11 in 

specific translations, the Soviet translation chosen as observational material for this study is 

Olenich-Gnenenkoôs Alisa v Strane Chudes published in Moscow, in 1958. As already 

explained, this seems to be the only translation of Alice for many years in Russia. This 

                                                 
10

 The Russian excerpt from Vazdaevôs introduction is the following: ñʄ  rʥʝ ʩʦʤʥʝʚʘʝʤʩʷ, ʯʪʦ ʤʘʣʝʥʴʢʘʷ 

ɸʣʠʩʘ ʥʝʞʥʦ ʣʶʙʠʪ ʩʚʦʶ ʙʦʣʴʰʫʶ ɸʥʛʣʠʶ, ʥʦ ʚ ʝʝ ʣʶʙʚʠ ʪʝʧʝʨʴ ʫʞʝ ʜʦʣʞʝʥ ʟʘʟʚʫʯʘʪʴ ʛʦʣʦʩ ʥʦʚʦʛʦ 

ʯʫʚʩʪʚʘ, ʥʦʚʦʡ ʤʝʯʪʳ ð ʚʠʜʝʪʴ ʨʦʜʠʥʫ ʣʫʯʰʝʡ, ʦʩʚʦʙʦʞʜʘʶʱʝʡʩʷ ʦʪ ʚʩʝʛʦ ʪʦʛʦ, ʯʪʦ ʪʘʢ ʧʦʨʘʟʠʣʦ 

ɸʣʠʩʫ ʚ çʩʪʨʘʥʝ ʯʫʜʝʩèò. 

 

11 Olenich-Gnenenkoôs translations of Alice published in 1940 and 1946 in Rostov-on-Don were not found 

during the research. 
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probably means that it was transformed into a book ñsafeò for Soviet children to read. Its 

transition from a book published on a local level at Rostov-on-Don to a book published in 

Moscow was also accompanied with ñinsignificant revisionò, a reference that also implies 

censorship processing. Therefore, this translation will be examined in comparison to Carrollôs 

original as well as the other two translations in order to answer this studyôs research 

questions. 

 

1.4.3 The Post-Soviet Translation 

The final period in Ermolaevôs classification of the Soviet era is the period (1985-1991) or 

ñMeltingò era as he chose to name it. This era led to the end of censorship and the Soviet 

regime during Gorbachevôs perestroika (Ermolaev, 1997: xiv). During that time, the 

translations published were republications of previous translations by Demurova, Zakhoder, 

Nabokov, Shcherbakov and Oryol. However, in the year 1991 there is a new addition to the 

list of Aliceôs translators. A new translation by Yakhnin, under the title ʇʨʠʢʣʶʯʝʥʠʷ ɸʣʠʩʳ 

ʚ ʩʪʨʘʥʝ ʯʫʜʝʩ, was published in 1991 the year of the Soviet Unionôs dissolution. The 

regime officially collapsed in December 1991. However, the last few years before 1991 and 

during Gorbachevôs perestroika the ñmeltingò of the regime started as described by 

Ermolaev. It is not known what is the exact date of Yakhninôs publication of Alice, however, 

it is assumed that this is a new translation, under new perspectives and free from the Soviet 

ideas and values. 

 

Figure 4: ʇʨʠʢʣʶʯʝʥʠʷ ɸʣʠʩʳ ʚ ʩʪʨʘʥʝ ʯʫʜʝʩ 
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As such, the third translation chosen for this study is the post-Soviet translation by Leonid 

Lvovich Yakhnin12. Yakhnin was born in 1937 in Moscow. In 1964, he started publishing 

poems for children. He was also known for his translations from different languages such as 

English, German, Slovenian, Polish and Georgian into Russian. Among his translations were 

Lewis Carrollôs Aliceôs Adventures in Wonderland and Alice through the Looking-Glass 

which were published in 1991 and in 1992 in the journal Pioneer. 

 

What makes Yakhninôs translation of Alice interesting in terms of observational material is 

the fact that this translation was a new entry in the list of Aliceôs Russian translations 

provided by Lindseth and Tannenbaum (2015c). Until his translation was published in 1991, 

Aliceôs translations in Russia were republications of the Soviet ones which republished, such 

as the translations made by Demurova, Nabokov and Zakhoder. This can be seen in the table 

provided below which is in part taken from Lindseth and Tannenbaumôs list. It indicates that 

among the well-known translations from Demurova and Zakhoder there is also Yakhninôs 

translation (highlighted in yellow colour), a new entry and a new translator of Aliceôs 

Adventures in Wonderland. 

 

1991 ʇʨʠʢʣʶʯʝʥʠʷ ɸʣʠʩʳ ʚ ʩʪʨʘʥʝ ʯʫʜʝʩ [The adventures of Alisa in the land of  

wonders] 

 Leningrad: Phatum 

 TRANS: Nina [Mikhailovna] Demurova ILLUS: Vanda Beketova 

 71 pp. Color pictorial wraps with Alice running through a door. Pirated edition 

 with uncredited translation and illustrations after Disney. 

 

1991 ʇʨʠʢʣʶʯʝʥʠʷ ɸʣʠʩʳ ʚ ʩʪʨʘʥʝ ʯʫʜʝʩ [The adventures of Alisa in the land of  

wonders] 

 Nizhni-Novgorod: Volvo-Viatskoc Publishing 

 TRANS: Boris Zakhoder ILLUS: E. Gorokhovski 

 176 pp. Color illustrations. 

 

1991 ʇʨʠʢʣʶʯʝʥʠʷ ɸʣʠʩʳ ʚ ʩʪʨʘʥʝ ʯʫʜʝʩ [The adventures of Alisa in the land of  

wonders] 

 Moscow: Children's Literature 

 TRANS: Boris [Vladomirovich] Zakhoder ILLUS:L[idia] Shulgina 

 Published in Zakhoder: Stihiiskazki (Zakhoder: Poems and fairy- tales).  

 Alice on pages 479-590. 

 

1991 ʇʨʠʢʣʶʯʝʥʠʷ ɸʣʠʩʳ ʚ ʩʪʨʘʥʝ ʯʫʜʝʩ [The adventures of Alisa in the land of 

 wonders] 

Moscow: n.p. 

                                                 
12 Yakhninôs short biographical note was found online from https://www.livelib.ru/author/422117-leonid-

Yakhnin  

https://www.livelib.ru/author/422117-leonid-yahnin
https://www.livelib.ru/author/422117-leonid-yahnin
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TRANS: Leonid [L' vovich] Yakhnin ILLUS: A. Martynov 

Published in a monthly children's magazine Pioneer, 1991, Nos. 1-3. 

 

1991 ʇʨʠʢʣʶʯʝʥʠʷ ɸʣʠʩʳ ʚ ʩʪʨʘʥʝ ʯʫʜʝʩ [The adventures of Alisa in the Land of 

 wonders] 

Barnaul: Day 

TRANS: Nina [Mikhailovna] Demurova ILLUS: A. Klimenov.  

112 pp. 

 

1991 ʇʨʠʢʣʶʯʝʥʠʷ ɸʣʠʩʳ ʚ ʩʪʨʘʥʝ ʯʫʜʝʩ [The adventures of Alisa in the land of  

 wonders] 

Moscow: Enlightenment 

TRANS: Boris [Vladomirovich] Zakhoder ILLUS: Unillustrated 

Excerpt in textbook of foreign literature. Alice on pages 97-102 

 

Table 2: (Lindseth and Tannenbaum, 2015c: 697) 

 

To sum up, the three Russian translations of Carrollôs Aliceôs Adventures in Wonderland 

presented above are chosen as observational material for this research as they are believed to 

serve the purposes of this studyôs best. The first translation chosen is the first Russian 

translation of Alice. It was published in 1879, during the pre-Soviet period, in Moscow by an 

anonymous translator. It appeared under the title Sonia v Tsarstve Diva (ʉʦʥʷ ʚ ʎʘʨʩʪʚʝ 

ɼʠʚʘ ï Sonia in the Tsardom of Wonders). Even when reading the bookôs title, someone can 

imagine the shifts that might have occurred in the translation process. Alice becomes Sonia 

and Wonderland becomes a Russian Tsardom13. On the bookôs cover, the only information 

provided in the following order is the title (ʉʦʥʷ ʚ ʎʘʨʩʪʚⱲ ɼʠʚa), the place of publication 

(ʄʦʩʢʚʘ), the year of publication (1879), the name of the publishing house and its address 

(ʊʠʧʦʛʨʘʬʽʷ ɸ. ʀ. ʄʘʤʦʥʪʦʚʘ ʠ ʂÁ, ʃʝʦʥʪʴʝʚʩʢʽʡ ʧʝʨ, N05). The authorôs, the translatorôs 

and the illustratorôs name are not mentioned on the bookôs cover, nor in any page of this 

edition. Despite the fact that it is now known that the author is Lewis Carroll and the 

illustrator is John Tenniel, the Russian translator remains a mystery. 

 

The second translation chosen was published in Moscow, in 1958 during the Soviet years. 

The translator was Alexandr Olenich-Gnenenko and the bookôs title was ɸʣʠʩʘ ʚ ʉʪʨʘʥʝ 

ʏʫʜʝʩ (Alisa in the Land of Wonders). This translation was originally published in Rostov-

on-Don in 1940 and then again in 1946 until it was finally published in Moscow in 1958. 

Olenich-Gnenenkoôs translation was the only version of Alice published in Russia from 1940 

when it first appeared until 1971 when Zakhoderôs Alice was published in the childrenôs 

                                                 
13 Tsardom is the Russian equivalent for kingdom. It refers to the domain of power and authority of the Tsar 

(Russian king, emperor). 
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magazine Pioneer. Finally, the third translation examined in this study was published in 

Moscow, in 1991 by Leonid Lvovich Yakhnin under the title ʇʨʠʢʣʶʯʝʥʠʷ ɸʣʠʩʳ ʚ ʉʪʨʘʥʝ 

ʏʫʜʝʩ (Aliceôs Adventures in Wonderland). It was published in 1991 in the journal Pioneer, 

in a time when the demands of the Soviet regime had already started to fade and publication 

policies as well as society itself had started to change in order to escape the Soviet past (see 

3.4). 

1.5 Rationale and Contribution to the Field  

Previous research has been conducted on the translations of Aliceôs Adventure in Wonderland  

worldwide covering various editions and language pairs. Regarding previous research on 

Aliceôs Russian translations, a work close to this study was published by Prof. Fan Parker in 

1994 under the title Lewis Carroll in Russia: Translations of Alice in Wonderland 1879-

1989. In her PhD research, Parker records only 11 translations of Alice in Russia from 1897 

to 1989. It seems that Parker used the lists already published by Weaver and Rushailo as they 

count the same number of translations and they seem to miss many of the editions published 

in 2015 by Lindseth and Tannenbaum. 

 

In 58 pages, Parker offers a brief description of 11 translations and reaches conclusions of the 

translationôs quality based on few examples from the text. In some cases, she resorts to a 

single example or very short sentences without further justification. Her analysis routinely 

covers one to two pages of the book and in many cases, there are pictures included. It is not 

known if  Parker reached conclusions after examining all 11 translations in detail. However, 

her conclusions on whether a translation is ñattractive though not successfully sustained 

renderingò14 (Parker, 1994: 14) or whether a translation ñreads smoothlyò15 (Parker, 1994: 

31), are not justified through her text analysis.  

 

Despite the fact that two of the translations examined in this study are also included in 

Parkersô work, the differences between these studies lie in the methodology used. There are 

only three Alice translations examined thoroughly in this study in terms of the power relations 

between Wonderland creatures. The scenes were chosen in terms of their prototypicality as 

episodes on the basis of strong discourse, plot and criticism-specific features. By discourse-

                                                 
14 This comment refers to the first translation of Alice published in Russia in 1879 by an anonymous translator. 

15 This comment refers to Aliceôs translation published in 1940 by Alexandr Olenich-Gnenenko.  
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specific features, it is meant here that the examples contain references to power frames, which 

are believed to indicate best the authoritative behaviour of the bookôs protagonists. By plot-

specific features it is meant that the examples contribute significantly to the storyôs plot 

considering their duration (long dialogues/arguments between the characters which could be 

called episodes) and the outcome of the scene (intense dialogues in which characters are 

verbally assaulted and might leave the place/scene). Finally, the criticism-specific features 

indicate scenes, which have previously been under the reviewersô microscope. This means 

that other scholars, mainly in the field of literary and cultural studies have also identified 

these scenes as important for Aliceôs plot and have pointed out the power issues they contain. 

However, they did not discuss power references to the same extent or at the same level of 

detail, as this study does, especially in terms of translation. 

 

The combination of all or at least of the great majority of the features described above 

(discourse-specific, plot-specific and criticism-specific) is identified in each of the examples 

presented. Excerpts will be discussed from a comparative angle. Originals will be presented 

as free text quotations, accompanied by additional information that helps contextualize the 

episode presented. Then analysis between the original examples and its three Russian 

translations (TTa, TTb, TTc) will follow. The same instances from the book are examined in 

all three translations and any deviations from the original are discussed considering 

translational norms and contexts. The conclusions reached are based on a detailed 

comparative textual analysis where the shifts in social relationships between addresser and 

addressee are identified.  

 

Acknowledging the methodology presented above and adopting an interdisciplinary 

theoretical framework, which includes systemic approaches of translation studies and 

translation of childrenôs literature this thesis aims at making a scholarly contribution to the 

study of the translation of childrenôs literature into Russian. More specifically, it aims at 

reaching conclusions regarding the translation of childrenôs literature in Russiaôs history 

starting from the Imperial to early post-Soviet years. Three translations of Aliceôs Adventures 

in Wonderland are chosen as observational material. The focus is on the power relationships 

between Wonderland creatures, as it is believed that they are apt indicators of norms 

governing the country each particular period examined. Therefore, considering the context in 

which translations were made, deviations are identified, in an attempt to examine the extent 

to which translations were influenced by external factors. 



©Eleni Karvounidou    42 

 

 

1.6 Thesis Outline 

The present thesis is composed of seven chapters. The first chapter is the Introduction of the 

thesis where the topic of research, the research questions and the theoretical framework of the 

study are introduced. Moreover, the source text, Aliceôs Adventures in Wonderland is briefly 

presented along with the selection process and criteria of the three targets texts. The rationale 

and the contribution of this study to the field of translation studies are also discussed. The 

second chapter under the title Text in Context: Theories of Translation and Quality 

Assessment presents the importance of examining translations within the contexts in which 

they were produced, as well as role of translation history as a method in translation studies. It 

also provides a discussion of the translation theories that serve as the theoretical framework 

of the thesis: Itamar Even-Zoharôs Polysystem Theory and Gideon Touryôs Norms in 

Translation. Juliane Houseôs model of Translation Quality Assessment is also presented as 

the model is a useful methodological tool for the evaluation of the three Russian translations 

of Alice. Finally, an example from Alice with its three translations is presented where the 

theoretical framework chosen for this study is tested for its efficiency and suitability for the 

purposes that this study aims to achieve. 

 

In chapter 3, Translation in Russian Context: Cultural Shifts and Censorship Practice a brief 

presentation of the history of translation in Russia is provided. The translation history in 

Russia is divided in three sections: Translation in Imperial Russia, Translation in Soviet 

Russia and Translation in the Russian Federation. This classification is important as the 

study wishes to present the context in which the three Russian translations examined were 

created. The discussion on context of translation in Russia inevitably includes censorship 

practices applied to publications. Therefore, throughout the whole chapter the translation 

process is discussed in parallel with censorship procedures that were particularly intense 

during the Soviet years. The chapter also provides an insight into the forms of censorship that 

appeared and to techniques invented to evade the censors. A second example from source text 

and the three target texts is presented to test the censorship effect in Aliceôs Russian 

translations. 

 

The fourth chapter, Childrenôs Literature and Aspects of Translation, introduces the major 

factors that make childrenôs literature and its translation a challenging topic. The notion of 
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childhood, the educational purposes, the power and ideology effect, the involvement of adults 

in the production and distribution of childrenôs books, as well as their double audience are 

factors that should be taken into account before any analysis of childrenôs literature takes 

place. The chapter continues with the classification of genres of childrenôs literature with a 

focus on the genre of fantasy as well as the Victorian era, thereby contextualising Aliceôs 

Adventures in Wonderland. The chapter focuses on the notion of power and how it is 

reflected in the relationships of the narrator and the implied reader through the textôs 

relationships between protagonists. It also presents the major theories in the field of 

translation of childrenôs books from scholars such as Shavit, Klingberg and Oittinen who 

have extensively engaged with the idea of manipulation in childrenôs literature. The final 

section of the chapter describes the context in which childrenôs literature and translated 

childrenôs literature was published and distributed in Russia, particularly during the Soviet 

time, as state control was more intense. A third example is also introduced here, in order to 

examine how Aliceôs features which childrenôs literary criticism indicated as unsuitable for 

children, were treated in the translation into Russian in each period.  

 

Aliceôs Adventures in Wonderland: A World Classic is the fifth  chapter of the current thesis 

and it reviews the literature related to Alice, a book that was published in 1865, and even 

today, 150 years after its publication, is still a topic of discussion in the academic world. The 

chapter places the original Carrollôs book within the context it was created presenting the 

initially negative opinion of the reviewers, the critical approaches that followed and the 

reasons that made Alice an ambivalent text. The notion of power and the violent references 

will also be discussed, as well as the translations of Alice worldwide and the issues 

translatorsô faced, regarding the transfer of the book onto a different language and culture. 

The Alice example used in this chapter indicates the bookôs special features, which are deeply 

connected to the Victorian era, and their translations into Russian are examined.   

 

Chapter 6, A Different Alice in Different Wonderlands, contains more Alice excerpts indicate 

the power and authority relations between Wonderland creatures in their verbal and non-

verbal communication. The examples and their Russians translations are presented in separate 

sections, followed by discussion and commentary. Finally, chapter 7 is the concluding 

chapter of the thesis where a summary of the main points of the thesis is provided and the 

findings of the comparative analysis are discussed in relation to the studyôs research 

questions and aims. The chapter ends with suggestions for future research related to Aliceôs 
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Adventures in Wonderland as a book for children as well as to the field of translation of 

childrenôs literature. 
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Chapter 2 

Text in Context: Theories of Translation and Quality Assessment 

 
 

The present chapter explores how theories of translation uncover political ideology in the 

three Russian translations of Alice. For this purpose to be achieved, a critical overview of the 

theoretical background of the thesis is provided. The methodologies employed in this study 

are the following: Itamar Even-Zoharôs Polysystem Theory, Gideon Touryôs approach on 

translational norms and Juliane Houseôs model of Translation Quality Assessment. These 

methodologies provide an apt theoretical backdrop for this study, because they highlight the 

importance of cultural context and the conventions that accompany both source and target 

text.  

 

More specifically, the chapter begins with a discussion on the text and context relationship 

and the role of the latter in the translation act. The notion of context is then related to 

translation history as both terms indicate social and/or cultural change. The two so-called 

systemic approaches to translation ï polysystem theory and norms are then presented, 

followed by Houseôs revisited model of Translation Quality Assessment. Finally, the chapter 

concludes with testing the theories in one excerpt of the three Alice translations to 

demonstrate the suitability of the theoretical background in relation to the objectives of the 

thesis. The Alice scene used here is the one where Alice meets the Duchess and they have an 

awkward conversation in the kitchen resulting in life threatening orders. This is a scene were 

Wonderland power structures are demonstrated and creatures attempt to exercise their 

authority. The following section presents the important role of context in which transitions 

are made in translation history studies.  

 

2.1 The Context of Translation 

As noted in Munday, the etymology of the word ñtranslationò derives from the Latin word 

translatio, which means ñto carry acrossò, ñto bring acrossò. Today the word translation has 

acquired several meanings and therefore, is quite challenging to include everything in one 

definition. According to Munday, translation is ña general subject field or phenomenonò 

which involves both the ñproductò (text) and the ñprocessò of translation (Munday, 2012: 8). 
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Venuti defines translation as ña cultural political practice, constructing or critiquing ideology-

stamped identities for foreign cultures, affirming or transgressing discursive values and 

institutional limits in the receiving cultureò (Venuti, 2008: 15). With this definition, Venuti 

steps away from the linguistic dimension of translation and suggests that the culture-specific 

elements of the target language and culture play a significant role in the final product of 

translation as well. 

 

Besides the cultural factor, the ñhighly complex natureò (Baker, 2006: 321) of translation is 

always related to, and interact with, many other notions and disciplines. As Baker accurately 

suggests, considering the fact that translation is ñdeeply embedded in wider social and 

cultural practicesò, its connection to notions such as context, culture, power and ideology, 

seems to be inevitable (Baker, 2006: 321). Therefore, the notion of context is one of these 

terms frequently discussed in translation studies.  

 

Despite the frequent references to context, its definition may be challenging, as it includes or 

it can be influenced by various factors, such as social, cultural, geographical, political, 

economic or religious elements (or a combination of the above), which may differ from time 

to time and from one environment to another. However, ña phenomenon is connected to its 

surroundingsò, as noted by Dilley, and therefore, contexts are ñsets of connections construed 

as relevant to someone, to something or to a particular problemò (Dilley, 2002: 440). Dilley 

also notes that contexts are related to ñlocal, indigenous social and cultural practice of 

peoples throughout the worldò (Dilley, 2002: 441). This is how translation is associated with 

context, as the translation process involves two sets of social and cultural norms or two 

linguistic concepts: the ones prevailing in the source text and the ones prevailing in the target 

text. Therefore, translation is the transfer of linguistic units from the source text context to the 

target text context.  

 

Considering the relation between the linguistic units and the context, Malinowski sees 

translation as ñthe placing of linguistic symbols against the cultural background of a society, 

rather than the rendering of words by their equivalents in another languageò (Malinowski, 

1935: 18). In other words, the cultural context in which translations occur plays a significant 

role and has great influence on the linguistic result. Therefore, any theories of translation 

cannot be examined separately from the notion of context. Texts are created in a specific 

context and then are translated into a different context from the original one. Both these 
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contexts need to be taken into account in order for translation choices to be understood and 

justified.  

 

House (2006), discussing a re-contextualization theory of translation, indicates 3 criteria 

which are necessary for its validity. According to her criteria, the relationship between text 

and context has to:  

 

¶ explicitly account for the fact that source and translation texts relate to different 

contexts;  

¶ be able to capture, describe and explain changes necessitated in the act of re-

contextualization with a suitable metalanguage;  

¶ explicitly relate features of the source text and features of the translation to one 

another and to their different contexts (House, 2006: 344).  

 

In this study, the context or in other words, the background (social, cultural, political, etc.) in 

which both the original (ST) and its translations (TTs) have been created is taken into 

account. Following Houseôs criterion which demands that ñsource and translation texts relate 

to different contextsò (House, 2006: 344), not only is the ST different from the TTs, but the 

TTs are also different to each other. Aliceôs Adventures in Wonderland was written and 

published in England, in 1865. Its Victorian-featured content is then rendered into Imperial, 

Soviet and Post-Soviet contexts. The word context here includes various conventions and 

values related to the social, cultural and political instability governing Russia during these 

periods, as well as to specific publication policies. Therefore, the shifts that may occur from 

the transfer of a Victorian context to a Russian one may also reflect the shifting norms in the 

history of Russia during various periods in the countryôs history. 

 

2.2 Translation History  

The relationship between text and context implies the connection of the text with its 

environment and its surroundings. It includes answers to questions such as who wrote the ST, 

who translated the TT, when the translation occurred, where, how and why. It introduces the 

history of the TT at the time when the text was translated. The translatorôs background also 

provides information on several aspects defining translation, such as historical, social, 
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political, and geographical elements. Therefore, the examination of a translated work can 

shed light on various parts of a cultureôs history.  

 

Among the many aspects within translation studies that have attracted the interest of 

academics and scholars in recent years, interest towards Translation History has also 

emerged. Pymôs contribution to the field of Translation History has been significant. He 

suggests three reasons for studying translation history. First, the translation history can ñfulfil 

a service function with respect to the humanistic disciplines concerned with describing 

individual culturesò. Second, it can ñprovide information and ideas that may prove useful for 

policymakers in the field of general language and culture as well as translationò. Finally, 

translation history ñcan be of indirect service to social groups of intermediaries (translators, 

negotiators, traders) to affirm their intercultural specificityò (Pym, 1998: 16-17). In other 

words, Pym summarises the importance of the Translation History to the humanities in 

general, as well as to language and cultural studies in particular. When studying Translation 

History, the context in which texts were produced is studied. Therefore, various conclusions 

might occur regarding the social and political state of both the source and the target cultures 

during the study process. 

 

According to Pymôs definition, translation history is ña set of discourses predicating the 

changes that have occurred or have actively been prevented in translationò (Pym, 1998: 5). In 

other words, the changes that take place within a society, in different periods can be reflected 

in the translations of its literary systems. He also classifies translation history studies into 

three categories: translation archaeology, historical criticism and explanation. Translation 

archaeology answers the questions ñwho translated what, how, where, when, for whom and 

with what effectò. Historical criticism ñassesses the way translations help or hinder progressò 

and the explanation as Pym defines it, indicates, ñwhy the archaeological artifacts occurred 

when and where they did and how they were related to changeò (Pym, 1998: 5-6). All these 

three categories of translation history indicate the complicated nature of translation and the 

number of actions as well as agents, effects and theories, which are involved in the studying 

of translation history. 

 

Pym also develops four principles related to the factors that play an important role in 

studying translation history. First of all, according to him, translation history should explain 

ñwhy translations were produced in a particular time and placeò. This parameter will answer 
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any possible questions regarding ñsocial causationò, which includes the social reasons that 

various translation choices were made. Second, Pym suggests that in order to understand why 

translations were produced, the people involved should be taken into account as well. These 

are ñthe human translatorsò as he calls them and they are responsible for ñsocial causationò. 

The third principle is that the ñsocial contexts where translators live and workò should also be 

examined in translation history. Finally, the fourth principle described by Pym is that anyone 

who is involved with translation history should examine the past, without forgetting the 

present. In other words, translation history sheds light on the past in order for problems, 

issues, questions of the present to be solved. For Pym the present should be a priority and the 

examination of the past can contribute to maintain the present as such (Pym, 1998: ix-x). 

 

Pymôs work focuses mainly on translators, their background and the way they can affect 

translation, rather than the text itself. In his words, ñthe central object in historical knowledge 

should not be the text of the translation, nor its contextual system, nor even its linguistic 

featuresò (Pym, 1998: ix). For him the central object should be the translator of the TT. It is 

generally argued that the translatorôs background is not the only factor that defines a 

translator. Although it is important, however, there are various other reasons and contexts to 

explain and justify translational choices.  

 

Pym is not the only scholar who has contributed with his research to field of Translation 

History. In 2010, Dôhulst explained the terms history, historiography and metahistoriography 

and suggested eight questions that translation historians should ask. These questions are the 

following: Quis?, Quid?, Ubi?, Quibus auxiliis?, Cur?, Quomodo?, Quando?, and Cui bono?. 

The first question is ñQuis?ò which means who and focuses on the translator and more 

specifically on his/her intellectual and social background, production, group of formation and 

network relations (Dôhulst, 2010: 399). This agrees with Pymôs approach and signifies that 

the translator is never invisible in a translation and that his/her character, personality and 

background might be responsible for any form of text manipulation. 

 

The second question is ñQuid?ò, and it asks what has been translated. With this question 

Dôhulst wonders which have been the ñselection criteriaò for each translation and the 

ñconcrete selection proceduresò. Dôhulst suggests that the texts chosen for translation are not 

random choices. There are more reasons behind the choice or the rejection of texts for 

translation. The answer to this question may lead the translation historians to useful 
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conclusions on both history and translation. This is because the selection criteria of which 

text will be translated and which not, would probably be defined by social, economic, or even 

political and ideological reasons.  

 

The next question in Dôhulstôs list is ñUbi?ò, which is, where the translation has been done, 

published or distributed. The place of creation or publication of a translation and the 

circumstances that govern this place may also affect the final product of tranlstion. It can also 

signify social constraints, which may allow the publications in one place, but prohibit them in 

another. For example, as it will be shown in chapters 4 and 5, when referring to the Russian 

translations of Alice chosen for this study, the Soviet translation was initially published only 

in Rostov-on-Don, the translatorôs hometown. As stated in Hellman, Moscow would not 

accept Carrollôs absurdism at that time (Hellman, 2013: 475). Therefore, the place of 

publication indicates that, at that time, Aliceôs content was not considered to be suitable for 

publication in Moscow, the capital of the country, where publication control may have been 

stricter, than it was in smaller, rural areas. 

 

Another example regarding the importance of the place of publication in translation history is 

Nabokovôs Russian translation of Alice, which was published in 1923. Looking at lists that 

contain Aliceôs Adventures in Wonderland publications, it can be observed that this 

translation was not published in Russia, but in Germany. Examining the history further, it 

becomes apparent that Nabokov was exiled from the country at that time. His works were 

banned in Russia and therefore, his Alice translation was published in Berlin, where he lived 

as a Russian ®migr®. Nabokovôs translation entered Russia only in 1976 when the strictness 

of the Soviet regime started to fade. More examples as such, where translation may reflect 

history, will be discussed later in the thesis.  

 

Going back to Dôhulstôs questions, the fourth one is, ñQuibus auxiliis?ò, that is, by what 

means the translations have been made. This question implies that translators might have 

been subjected to various kinds of support in order to complete their work. Since external 

agents may support the translation process, issues of power, ideology and censorship in 

translation may occur. This can also be related to the next question which is ñCur?ò, why; 

why do translations appear and why do they appear in specific forms? Both the above 

questions imply that translations may serve specific purposes or play a role in the society in 
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which they were published and this is also something that should be taken into consideration 

in translation history.  

 

The next two questions are ñQuomodo?ò, how and ñQuando?ò, when that indicate how and 

when are translations done. Both these questions include the evolution of norms, which 

change over time and, therefore, reflect a given societyôs ideas. The last question suggested 

by Dôhulst is ñCui bono?ò which literally means for whose benefit. This question should give 

answers to what are the effects, functions and uses of translation in society (Dôhulst, 2010: 

399-403). This study, as it examines translation through history, will attempt to give answers 

to how and when the translations of Alice were created and if they had a purpose to serve.  

 

The answers to Dôhulstôs questions presented above can help translation historians ñto 

understand past thinking, past practices, past contextsò as much as possible (Dôhulst, 2010: 

403) and they can function as a framework for translation history. Providing answers to all 

these questions in only one study might not be feasible, considering issues of time, scope and 

resources. The present study will provide answers to some of these questions examining the 

translation history of childrenôs literature in Russia. 

 

As described in both Pym and Dôhulstôs approaches, translation history includes many 

parameters and not all of them may be examined in the data that a translator is given or has 

access to. Apart from that, translation history demands cooperation between translators and 

historians, which may also appear to be challenging. OôSullivan points out that the 

relationship between history and translation has always been problematic (OôSullivan, 2012: 

131). This tension is also identified by Rundle, whose claim that ñthe more we immerse 

ourselves in the historical field of our choice, the more the other scholars of this field become 

our natural interlocutors and the less we have in common with other scholars in translation 

studiesôô, implies the problematic relationship between the two fields (Rundle, 2012: 232). 

This is how a debate on the purposes of translation history and its interaction with 

historiography was triggered between Rundle (2012), St-Pierre (2012), Hermans (2012) and 

Delabastita (2012).  

 

Rundle argues that studying the history of translation differs significantly from studying 

translation in history and that translation may contribute to a better understanding of history. 

Rundleôs research is related to translation in fascist regimes and particularly in Italy. More 
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specifically, he tries to show how ñthe same documentary material can be narrated from two 

viewpoints, that of the history of translation and that of the history of fascismò (Rundle, 

2012: 237). Rundle explains, that if the question that needs to be answered is what Italian 

fascism can indicate regarding the history of translation then the answer is not enlightening 

enough. However, if the question is what translation can reveal about the history of fascism 

then a good ñinsight into the nature of fascist regime is given, as ñthe regimeôs reactions to 

the translation phenomenon are a reflection of its own self-image and its essential lack of 

confidenceò (Rundle, 2012: 237-8). 

 

Following Rundleôs conclusions, St-Pierre argues that Rundleôs point deserves some 

attention, although because he uses a ñspecificò example applied to fascism and tries to draw 

out general conclusions and ñpatterns of behaviourò, further exploration is needed (St-Pierre, 

2012: 240). Another opinion on the same topic is introduced by Hermans (2012). Hermansô 

argument is related to the fact that Rundle contrasts studies, which contribute to historical 

knowledge with studies which contribute to the history of translation. This contrast, 

according to Hermans, is false as the way translation was practiced at a specific time plays an 

important role with regard to history as well as to the data itself (Hermans, 2012: 244). 

Delabastita argues that this tension between history and translation depends on scholarsô 

choices: whether they want to preserve authenticity or not. He also wonders how specific the 

historianôs specific data can be and why Rundleôs findings should only be examined under 

these two perspectives (Delabastita, 2012: 246-70). 

 

Despite the constraints presented by the scholars above, this study agrees with Rundleôs view 

that translation is both ña historical object in its own right and an approach to interpreting 

other historical subjectsò (Rundle, 2014: 7). This definition suggests that translations can 

reveal historical facts, or vice versa, historical incidents can be explained, identified or 

confirmed through the examination of translations. The present study aims at acquiring an 

insight into the translation of childrenôs literature in Russia using historical facts, regarding 

the policies followed in the field of publication and, at the same time, draws conclusions 

pertinent to Russian history based on the translation findings. 

 

This study takes into consideration the majority of factors that constitute translation history 

studies as it investigates the context in which the translations where made: who, where, when, 

why and for what purpose were the translations made. In the Russian context, Nikolajeva 
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suggests, that it is impossible to understand the political and cultural situation of Russia today 

without examining its Soviet and/or even its Tsarist history. Particularly, in Soviet childrenôs 

literature which is ñas artificial and misshapen as the Soviet state itselfò these political and 

cultural changes are clearly reflected (Nikolajeva, 1995: 105). Therefore, through the 

examination and understanding of the Imperial, Soviet and early post-Soviet history, this 

study reaches conclusions on both translation and history. 

 

2.3 Systems and Norms as Context 

The discussion of translation history indicates the importance of placing the translated texts 

in their contexts. Pymôs principles on the role of translation history point out the necessity of 

more information around the translationsô date and place of publication and the translatorsô 

social and even personal background (Pym, 1998: ix-x). Apart from that, Dôhulstôs points 

about what questions translation historians should ask (Quis?, Quid?, Ubi?, Quibus auxiliis?, 

Cur?, Quomodo?, Quando?, and Cui bono?) also indicate that many factors are involved in 

translation and should be examined. This kind of knowledge leads to a better understanding 

of the context in which translations are produced and to a more precise explanation of the 

translatorsô choices.  

 

Building upon the discussion on translation history and the importance of the context in 

which a text is created, this study develops a theoretical framework that will enable the main 

points to be dealt with. A combination of polysystem theory (PST) by Itamar Even-Zohar and 

Gideon Touryôs theory of norms seemed to be an appropriate choice, as both theories see 

translation as a literary system interacting with other systems and they place translation in a 

social, cultural, and historical context. This combination provides the ground for a further 

investigation into the factors that might have contributed to the result, such as the translatorsô 

backgrounds, the places and dates of publications, the possible reasons behind the 

publications or any agents involved. The following two sections provide an insight into both 

polysystem theory and translational norms. 

 

2.4 Even-Zoharôs Polysystem Theory 

Polysystem theory was created in the late 1960s by the Israeli literary and cultural theorist 

Itamar Even-Zohar. The theory was ñan alternative to the then current ahistorical, static, and 

text-oriented approaches to literatureò (Codde, 2003: 91). The theory supports the idea that a 
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literary work should not be studied isolated from its context, but as part of a wider literary 

system, which affects or can be affected by other systems. Polysystem was further elaborated 

by many scholars, such as Gideon Toury whose views regarding the role of norms in 

translation, will be discussed in 2.5, and Zohar Shavit, whose work on childrenôs literature 

includes systems and norms and it will be discussed in 4.4.1. 

 

Polysystem theory is inspired by the principles of Russian Formalism, a movement that 

according to Bennet has its roots in the 1880s. However, as ñan identifiable critical 

movementò, it appeared in 1915, a few years before the establishment of the Soviet regime 

(1917) and lasted for a decade after that (Bennett, 1979: 18). At this point, a few things 

should be mentioned about the movement and its basic principles. This presentation will 

contribute to a better understanding of the polysystem theory, the use of norms in translation, 

which followed, and the choice of these methods as a theoretical background of this study. 

Moreover, the translations examined in this study are also Russian literary texts. They might 

not have been published during the movementôs most inspirational years; however, they 

appeared in the wake of this influential movement. 

 

The Russian Formalist movement, from the beginning was divided into two different groups 

that approached literature from different perspectives. The first group was the Moscow 

Linguistic Circle represented be such scholars such as Petr Bogatyrev, Roman Jakobson, and 

Grigory Vinokur, and the second group was the Petersburg OPOYAZ ï Obschestvo po 

Izucheniyu Poeticheskogo Yazyka (the Society for the Study of Poetic Language), which 

included the scholars, Boris Ejchenbaum, Viktor Shklovsky, and Jury Tynjanov, among 

others (Steiner, 1984: 17). The former was founded in 1915 and headed by Jakobson. The 

latter in 1916, headed by Shklovsky (Bennett, 1979: 18). 

 

According to Bogatyrev and Jakobson (as quoted in Steiner), the Moscow group believed that 

ñpoetry is language in its aesthetic functionò and that ñthe historical development of artistic 

forms has a sociological basisò. On the contrary, the OPOYAZ claimed that ñthe poetic motif 

is not always merely the unfolding of linguistic materialò and it insisted upon ñthe full 

autonomy of its artistic formsò (Steiner, 1984: 17-8). However, the two groups did share 

common-ground ideas, which overcame their differences. As described in Bennet, there were 

two main concerns for the Formalists. First of all, they wished to establish the study of 

literature as ñan autonomous science using methods and procedures of its ownò. More 
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specifically, they raised the question of literariness, in order to ñdistinguish literature and 

poetry from other forms of discourseò (Bennett, 1979: 19). Second, the Formalists argued that 

literature was not ña reflection of reality but only a particular, semiotically organised 

signification of itò. Literature has the ability to ñmake it strangeò, or to ñdislocate our habitual 

perceptions of the real wordò. This ability of defamiliarisation (ostranenie) is the factor that 

can distinguish literature from other forms of discourse (Bennett, 1979: 20). 

 

In general, the Formalists argued that ñliterature should be regarded as a practice which, 

through a variety of formal devices, enacts a transformation of received categories of thought 

and expressionò (Bennett, 1979: 24), or as Hermans suggests, the Formalistsô ñliterary 

evolutionò was the replacement of ñthe familiar with the unfamiliar, the traditional with the 

innovativeò (Hermans, 1999: 104). However, as noted in the Oxford Dictionary of Literary 

Terms (Baldick, 2008), in the late 1920s and during Stalinôs dictatorship, Formalism was 

ñsilenced as a heresyò and its principles migrated to the Prague School, later in the 1930s. 

 

Going back to the Even-Zoharôs polysystem theory, it is noted by Codde, that this theory is 

ñan elaboration of the principles of Russian Formalism and Czech Structuralism, especially 

the writings of Roman Jakobson, Boris Ejchenbaum, and Jury Tynjanovò (Codde, 2003: 92). 

In particular, Tynjanov is the first scholar to see literature as a ñsystemò (Hermans, 1999: 

104). Rosengrant suggests that the essence of Tynjanov's theory of literature is that ñeach 

work of art is a system which has a function within the larger system of literature, which in 

turn is related to all other historical ordersò (Rosengrant. 1980: 357). In other words, he 

argued that works should be studied as part of the contexts in which they are produced. In 

order to explain this relationship between text and context, he used the concept of ñsystemò 

according to which literary works should be seen as a part of various systems, which 

constantly interact.  

 

Even-Zohar worked further on Russian Formalism and particularly upon Tynjanovôs theory 

of systems. He called the entire network of interrelated systems as a polysystem. This 

included literary as well as non-literary systems and was used to explain canonical as well as 

non-canonical literary works. In the literary polysystem, several literary activities, related to 

each other, take place. These activities do not include only the products ï the texts ï but also 

the consumers, the producers, common repertoires, institutions and finally the market. All 
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the above factors are closely related and they contribute to the literary functions. Therefore, 

they should not be examined separately (Even-Zohar, 1990: 34).  

 

Using the word producers, Even-Zohar refers to the writers of literary products, the texts. By 

consumers he refers to the readers (Even-Zohar, 1990: 36). For him, the term institutions, 

includes all the factors involved with the ñmaintenance of literature as a socio-cultural 

activityò. More specifically, these are: producers, critics, publishing houses, periodicals, 

clubs, groups of writers, government bodies, educational institutions, the mass media and 

many others that can influence the function of the literary system (Even-Zohar, 1990: 37). By 

using the term market, Even-Zohar refers to all the factors that influence ñthe selling and 

buying of literary productsò such as bookshops, book clubs and libraries (Even-Zohar, 1990: 

38). Finally, the repertoire consists of all the ñrules and materials which govern both the 

making and use of any given productò (Even-Zohar, 1990: 39). As described above many 

factors have an effect on the final production of a literary text. These factors can also be 

observed in the translated literature of a literary system. 

 

Even-Zoharôs theory was not originally designed for translated literature, but it was later used 

to understand the position of translations in the literary polysystem, as well as their functions. 

More specifically, Even-Zohar studied literary works translated from Russian and Yiddish 

into Hebrew. As Hebrew lacked original texts, the Russian and Yiddish translations had a 

central position in Hebrew literature. Therefore, these findings led Even-Zohar to examine 

further the position that translations can occupy in the system of a literary polysystem. Their 

position in the polysystem would vary depending upon the nature of the literary system it 

belongs to. Until then it was believed that translations occupy a secondary position in a given 

literary system. However, Even-Zohar argued that they could occupy either a primary 

(central) or secondary (peripheral) position. 

 

The translated literature holds a central/primary position if the translation ñparticipates 

actively in shaping the centre of the polysystemò (Even-Zohar, 1990: 46). This case may 

occur under three conditions. The first one is that translated literature occupies the central 

position in the polysystem when a polysystem ñhas not yet been crystallized, that is to say, 

when a literature is óyoungô in the process of being establishedò. This means that the literary 

polysystem of the target culture has not taken its final form and shape and it can be 

influenced by more established literatures. The second condition is when a literature is either 
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ñperipheral or weak or bothò. This means that the literature of the target culture has not 

developed all literary types and accepts types that do not exist into its system. Finally, the 

third one is when there are ñturning points, crises or literary vacuumsò in a literature. In that 

case, there is a point in literary history when the already existing models are not sufficient 

and therefore the acceptance of foreign models becomes important (Even-Zohar, 1990: 47).  

 

However, the translated literature may also hold a peripheral/secondary position in the 

literary polysystem. This means that the translated literature has ñno influence on major 

processes and it is modeled according to norms already conventionally established by an 

already dominant type in the target literatureò (Even-Zohar, 1990: 48). Polysystem theory 

assumes that there are different norms that affect the translation process and determine the 

position of the translated literature in the polysystem. The norms of the translated literature 

may be different from the ones of the original text and its position in the literary polysystem 

determines the translation strategies employed. If the position of the translated literature in 

the literary polysystem is peripheral/secondary the translators conform to already existing 

models of literary texts. However, if the translated literature holds a central/primary position, 

then the translators are free to create new models of literary conventions. 

 

In Even-Zoharôs words, the translational norms might be ñtoo foreign and revolutionaryò for 

the target literature. However, if the new norms are accepted then ñthe repertoire of translated 

literature may be enriched and become more flexibleò. This acceptance can only occur during 

ñperiods of great change on the home systemò because this is when a translator can try new 

conceptions, which might differ from the already established and accepted repertoire (Even-

Zohar, 1990: 50-1). This is the relevance of Even-Zoharôs polysystem theory for this study. 

All three transitions from the Imperial environment to the Soviet period and then again to a 

post-Soviet era are considered to be ñperiods of great changeò and the observation of 

different translation of the same book published during these periods attempts to identify the 

role of the different translational norms. 

 

Despite the theoryôs significant contribution to the field of translation studies, it has also 

attracted criticism. According to Codde, polysystem theory is ña functionalist approach 

because it sees all semiotic phenomena as belonging to one or more systems and 

consequently analyzes these phenomena in terms of their functions and mutual relationsò 

(Codde, 2003: 92). However, it is not a ñstatic systemò that it is described here (which is 
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often associated with functionalism), but a ñdynamic systemò which takes into consideration 

ñthe synchronic relations within the systemò which according to Codde allows the systemôs 

evolution in time (Codde, 2003: 92). 

 

As Gentzler points out, the substance of the polysystem theory involves ñthe exploration of 

the complex interrelations among the various systemsò (Gentzler, 2001: 115). Gentzler also 

stresses the contribution of the polysystem to the study of literature (or translated literature) 

from the scope of ñsocial and economic forces of historyò (Gentzler, 2001: 120). In other 

words, Even-Zohar studies the function of literature in its historical context and indicates the 

interaction of these two systems in time. 

 

Despite its innovative concept for the time it was developed and its use to a number of other 

works until today, polysystem theory had also been the subject of criticism. Gentzler also 

stresses the issues that the polysystem theory does not cover. According to Gentzler, Even-

Zoharôs theory tends to ñovergeneralize and establish universal lawsò, despite the little 

evidence he had examined and the contradictions found in his own research. Even-Zohar also 

uses concepts such as ñliterarinessò which are not appropriate for a complicated theory on 

systems related to cultural factors and he does not take into consideration the ñreal 

conditionsò of a textôs creation, which might also affect its translation (Gentzler, 2001: 120-

2). 

 

For Hermans, the central idea of the polysystem theory is ñrelationalò, as elements are 

ñconstantly viewed in relation to other elementsò, and ñthey derive their value from their 

position in a networkò (Hermans, 1999: 107). Moreover, he thinks that this theory ñintegrates 

translation into broader socio-cultural practices and processesò (Hermans, 1999: 110). 

However, Hermans, is ñunconvincedò by the PTS, as he finds its laws ñself-evident, or 

problematicò. He claims that literature and cultures are not isolated and that the target culture 

may not necessarily select the ST. He cites the example of the period of European 

colonization when France and England were seen to be ñdumping literary items on a 

colonized populationò. He also claims that the revised version of the polysystem theory 

seems to include ñhighly questionable generalisationsò (Hermans, 1999: 111). 

 

These reservations about the polysystem theory described above are not an obstacle to 

accepting the theoryôs advantages. Also, some of the concerns are not relevant, such as the 
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approaches to colonization. Polysystem theory places the translation of literary texts in their 

historical context and it sees translation as a part of the historical and cultural evolution of 

societies. PST is used here as it is a theoretical framework, which places literature and 

language in their cultural contexts. According to Even-Zohar, polysystem theory indicates 

how ñliterature correlates with language, society, economy, politics, etc.ò (Even-Zohar, 1979: 

300). This is also what this study seeks to address: the influence of external factors had in 

translated childrenôs literature in Russia.  

 

2.5 Touryôs Translational Norms 

The notion and the use of norms in translation has been examined and used by a significant 

number of scholars. For Hermans, norms are ñpsychological and social entitiesò, they are 

ñlike rules and conventionsò having a ñsocially regulatory functionò and contributing to the 

ñstability of interpersonal relations of groups, communities and societiesò (Hermans, 1996: 

26). The first scholars discussing translational norms were JiŚ² LevĨ and Itamar Even-Zohar. 

However, Gideon Toury was the one to elaborate more on the nature and role of norms in 

translation.  

 

Toury, developed further Even-Zoharôs polysystem theory and focused on the actual 

relationships between the source text and the translation. For Toury, translation activities 

have ñcultural significanceò and inevitably meet with socio-cultural constrains. These 

constraints can be classified in three categories. The first two are the absolute rules (which 

are more objective) and the idiosyncrasies (which are more subjective). Somewhere between 

these two categories there are the norms, which can be either stronger and closer to the notion 

of rules or weaker as idiosyncrasies (Toury, 1995: 53-4). In any case, norms indicate a certain 

social behaviour and are the ñkey concept and focal point in any attempt to account for the 

social relevance of activitiesò (Toury, 1995: 55). In other words, norms define what is 

socially acceptable and what is forbidden. They indicate and control the human behaviour in 

a society in a specific period. Moreover, they differ from country to country and constantly 

change, transform and evolve.  

 

Translation is a ñnorm-governed activityò and since it involves two languages, it involves two 

sets of ñnorm-systemsò (Toury, 1995: 56). The translator who follows the norms and 

conventions of the source text aims at an ñadequate translationò. On the other hand, the 
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translator who follows the norms of the target text aims at an ñacceptable translationò (Toury, 

1995: 57). However, the translation is never either adequate or acceptable. It is usually a 

mixture of these two notions.  

 

According to Toury, there are three types of norms in translation: initial , preliminary, and 

operational norms. Initial  norms are the personal decisions that the translator has to make 

regarding the translation strategy he/she intends to follow (staying closer to the ST or the TT) 

(Toury, 1995: 56). 

 

Preliminary norms are related to ñthe existence and actual nature of a definite translation 

policy, and to the directness of translationò (Toury, 1995: 58). In other words, preliminary 

norms define the choice of the texts for translation (translation policy) and determine the 

directness of translation. This means that many factors need to be taken into account before a 

work is translated into a particular culture in terms of which translations are suitable for 

translation in a specific language and what will be the effect on the TT readers. Human 

agents might be involved as well and will probably define what is ñpermittedò, ñprohibitedò, 

ñtoleratedò, ñpreferredò, ñignoredò and even ñcamouflagedò in the target language (Toury, 

1995: 59). 

 

Operational norms are the norms that ñdirect the decisions made during the act of translation 

itselfò. They affect ñthe matrixò as well as its ñtextual make up and verbal formulationò. The 

operational norms can be subdivided to the matricial norms and to the textual-linguistic 

norms. The former determine the textôs existence, location and segmentation, whereas the 

latter determine the actual material of the target text and they might be either general or 

particular (Toury, 1995: 59). 

 

Touryôs addition to the existing theories regarding translatability and equivalence can be 

summarised to the conclusion that ñit is norms that determine the (type and extent of) 

equivalence manifested by actual translationsò (Toury, 1995: 61). These translational norms 

determine the degree of adequacy and acceptability in translation. Cultural, social, political 

and ideological norms operating in a country can affect the translation process. The translator 

has to take into consideration and render properly the norms prevailing in the original text 

into the target language. For Toury, translations occupy a position in the social and literary 
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systems of the target culture, and this position determines the translation strategies that are 

used (Toury, 1995: 61).  

 

The impact of Touryôs approach on norms to the field of translation studies is significant as it 

considers translation as a process by which ñsubjects of a given culture communicate in 

translated messages primarily determined by local cultural constraintsò (Gentzler, 1993/2001: 

131). In other words, Touryôs theory allows translators to adjust the text according to the 

norms of the target culture in order to be acceptable and understandable by the different 

culture.  

 

Gentzler points out four ways in which Toury influenced translation studies (Gentzler, 

1993/2001: 133-4): 

 

¶ The notion of complete linguistic and literary equivalence is abandoned. 

¶ The literary tendencies of the target culture are acknowledged. 

¶ The notion of an original text with stable meaning is undermined. 

¶ Both original and translated texts are seen as parts of an interrelated semiotic system. 

 

However, Gentzler also suggests that since this concept has its roots to Even-Zoharôs 

polysystem theory, which is also based on the Russian Formalism, Touryôs theory of norms is 

an evolved theory of formalism. This formalistic tendency limits Touryôs conceptual 

framework as ñthe translated texts are viewed as empirical facts and the cultural norms are 

seen as static, non-contradictory rulesò (Gentzler, 1993/2001: 130).  

 

In general, Toury's approach sees translation as human activity undertaken by translators with 

a specific social background and ideology, which might affect their choices in translation. 

According to his concept of norms in translation, there are many sets of competing norms in 

all societies during a particular period. These norms might interact and even be in conflict 

with one another. In terms of translation studies, it is indicated that various translations (TT) 

of the same source text, which occurred in different time in the target cultureôs history, would 

indicate the existing norms of each period.  
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The above description indicates the reason why Touryôs approach on norms and their role in 

translation has been chosen for this study. Three Russian translations of the same source text 

have been chosen. These translations occurred in different times in the target culture and they 

are expected to reflect the norms of their time. More specifically, the norms during the 

Imperial, the Soviet and the post-Soviet era may interact or even conflict with each other, as 

stated above. This interaction is examined through the translations of Aliceôs Adventures in 

Wonderland. In addition, the Russian norms of the target texts are not only compared to each 

other, but to the Victorian norms governing the source text as well. Therefore, the concept of 

norms in translation plays a key role in this study. 

 

According to Ben-Ari, translation is ña norm-determined process whose rigidity depends on 

the state of the literary system of which it forms a partò (Ben-Ari, 1992: 221). This definition 

of translation includes both norms and systems as two factors dependent on each other and it 

justifies the choice of these two approaches for this study. The combination of Even-Zoharôs 

polysystem theory (2.3.1) and Touryôs approach on translational norms (2.3.2) is the most 

suitable theoretical framework for the purpose(s) of this study for several reasons. First, both 

theories place translation in a cultural context, taking into consideration that many external 

factors have contributed to the creation of the final product. Second, they provide a 

framework for the analysis considering the environment in which the texts were created (i.e. 

the Imperial Russia, the Soviet Russia and the Russian Federation). Third, they take into 

consideration not only the norms governing the TT but also the norms of the ST.  

 

As Ben-Ari points out, translation is more a cultural process rather than a linguistic or literary 

one (Ben-Ari, 1992: 222). Therefore, the context in which translations takes place plays a 

significant role in the final product. The theories of Even-Zohar and Toury both focus on the 

final product, the TT and its relation to the surroundings as well as to the norms governing 

literature in the literary polysystem. In general, these approaches apply to adult and childrenôs 

literature. The translation of childrenôs literature, however, might be associated with more 

challenges and constraints as it addresses a specific audience: children, who have different 

levels of comprehension and different needs. The challenges of translating childrenôs 

literature will be discussed in chapter 4. 
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2.6 Discourse and Register Analysis for Translation 

In 1977, Juliane House developed a new model of translation quality assessment using 

Crystal and Davyôs (1969) system of ñsituational constraintsò (House, 1997: 38). This model 

seeks for an answer to the question ñhow do we know when a translation is good?ò The 

model was designed to provide an analysis of the ñlinguistic-discoursal as well as the 

situational-cultural particularities of originals and translated texts, a principled comparison of 

the two texts and an evaluation of their relative matchò (House, 2015: 21). In other words, 

Houseôs model of translation quality assessment is based on the comparative analysis 

between the source text and the target text, indicating the degree of equivalence, including 

felicitous and less effective matches between translations and originals. 

 

For House, translation should be examined from two complementary perspectives: ña social 

perspective, which takes into account the macro- and micro-contextual constraints that 

impinge on translation and the translator, and a cognitive perspective, which focuses on the 

óinternalô way a translator, goes about his or her task of translatingò (House, 2015: 5). 

 

Modifying Crystal and Davyôs model (1969), House suggested the following two situational 

dimensions (House, 1997: 39; 2015: 27-8):  

A. Dimensions of Language User  

1. Geographical origin 

2. Social class 

3. Time 

B. Dimensions of Language Use  

1. Medium: simple/complex 

2. Participation: simple/complex 

3. Social Role Relationship 

4. Social Attitude 

5. Province 

 

The above categories are then used to explain the linguistic functions on syntactic, lexical and 

textual levels and the ñmismatchesò and the ñerrorsò of the translation equivalence are 

indicated. House applied the model to text translated from English to German and based on 
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her results she suggested two major translation types: overt translation and covert translation 

(House, 1997: 66; 2015: 54). 

 

An overt translation is the translation in which ñthe addressees of the translation text are quite 

óovertlyô not being directly addressedò. According to House, in this type of translation ñthe 

source text is tied in a specific manner to the source language community and its cultureò 

(House, 1997: 66). A covert translation is the translation, which ñenjoys the status of an 

original source text in the target cultureò. It is a translation ñwhose source text is not 

specifically addressed to a particular source culture audience, i.e., it is not particularly tied to 

the source language and cultureò (House, 1997: 69). In this type of translation a ñcultural 

filterò, as House calls it, should be applied by the translator in order to modify any cultural 

elements of the source language, and turn them into cultural elements familiar to the target 

language (House, 1997: 115). 

 

However, this model received criticism regarding the following four aspects (House, 1997: 

101): 

¶ the nature of the analytical categories and the terminology used 

¶ the lack of inter subjective verifiability of the analyses 

¶ the ñlimits of translatabilityò 

¶ the distinction between the overt and covert translation 

 

Therefore, in 1997, House revised her translation quality assessment model using a 

combination of Hallidayôs functional system as well as her previous categories, which drew 

upon Crystal and Davyôs situational dimensions. This model allows the analysis and 

comparison of the source text and its translation(s) on three different levels:  

¶ Language/Text 

¶ Register 

¶ Genre 

 

According to House, register ñcaptures the connection between texts and their ómicro-

contextôò, while genre ñconnects texts with the ómacro-contextô of the linguistic and cultural  

community, in which the text is embeddedò (House, 2015: 64). The new register categories 

now are Field, Tenor and Mode. Field refers to ñthe nature of the social action that is taking 
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placeò. Tenor refers to ñwho is taking part, to the nature of the participants, the addresser and 

the addressees, and the relationship between them in terms of social power and social 

distance, as well as the ódegree of emotional chargeô in the relationship between addresser 

and addresseeò. Finally, Mode refers to ñboth the channel ï spoken or written, and the degree 

to which potential or real participation is allowed for between interlocutorsò (House, 1997: 

108-9). Her model is described in the table below:  

 

 

Table 3: Houseôs scheme for analysing and comparing ST and TT (House, 1997: 108). 

 

House also introduces the concept of a cultural filter, which is ña means of capturing socio-

cultural differences in expectation norms and stylistic conventionò between the source culture 

and the target culture (House, 2015: 68). She uses this concept to examine cultural 

differences before any form of manipulation of the original text is conducted by the 

translator. 

 

Puurtinen (2006: 62) notes that House ñdoes not deal with childrenôs literature in connection 

with this model for translation quality assessmentò. However, this statement is dubious as 

House herself applied her revised model of translation quality assessment to different types of 

texts such as autobiographies, philosophical essays, history texts and most interestingly, 

childrenôs literature translated from English into German (House, 1997: 122-131). Through 

ñstatements of functionò and ñstatements of qualityò, she compared the target text to the 

source text resulting in a number of mismatches and errors. Her results, particularly for 

childrenôs books, identified a number of mismatches in the categories of Field and Tenor, 
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which reflect ña culturally conditioned difference in the realisation of Genre between English 

and German childrenôs booksò (House, 1997: 131). 

 

According to the results of her research on translations of books for children, House notes 

that of all the childrenôs books translated into German more than 60% have been translated 

from English. However, neither the children nor the parents (or anyone who chooses the 

books for the child) realise that they are translations. Therefore, House suggests that the 

translations of childrenôs books from English into German tend to be translated ñcovertlyò, 

which means that the source text is ñadapted to the expectation norms in the receiving 

cultureò (House, 2004: 684). 

 

Apart from Houseôs own application of translation quality assessment in childrenôs literature, 

the model is frequently applied for the evaluation of translation of childrenôs books as well as 

different genres of literary texts. In 2012, Tahernejad and Akef applied the model on two 

Persian translations of Matilda, a book for children written by Roald Dahl in 1988. After 

examining the texts in terms of register and genre, they identified mismatches, concluding 

that the two translations were of similar quality but only one followed the overt translation 

features (Tahernejad and Akef, 2012: 77).  

 

Houseôs model is adopted in this research, as it efficiently serves the purposes of the study, 

particularly the part of register that examines the shifts in tenor. This is because the category 

of tenor includes the authorôs provenance and stance, the social role relationship and the 

social attitude expressed in the text. Tenor appears to be useful in the assessment of the 

power structures that appear in Aliceôs Adventures in Wonderland, which is the key focus of 

this study. In general, the register category of Tenor refers to the nature of the participants, 

the relationship of the participants in terms of social power and social distance, the degree of 

emotional charge, the text producerôs temporal, geographical and social provenance, as well 

as his/her intellectual, emotional or affective stance and the social attitude (House, 2001: 

248). 

 

More particularly, regarding the nature of the participants (who is the addresser and who is 

the addressee) in Aliceôs Adventures in Wonderland the participants are the child-Alice and 

the adult-creatures in the roles of addresser and addressee. The relationship of the participants 

in terms of social power and social distance changes many times in the story. Alice initially 
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seems to have no power in Wonderland. The creatures compete to prove who is the most 

powerful among them by attacking Alice verbally and even by threatening her life. However, 

this power demonstration reverses by the end of the story. Alice claims the power and the 

relationship between addressers and addressees changes. 

 

Regarding the degree of emotional charge, Aliceôs emotional state seems to be unstable. She 

bursts into tears often, which is a result from both the changes in her size and the constant 

personal assaults by the Wonderland creatures. The White Rabbit is constantly worried about 

the time. The Queen of Hearts is always angry and show disrespect to everyone she interacts 

with. In general, all creatures demonstrate a degree of emotional charge, which is most of the 

time related to their anxiety to gain more influence and power over others.  

 

In Aliceôs case the text producerôs temporal, geographical and social provenance, as well as 

his/her intellectual, emotional or affective stance is different in all versions of Alice examined 

in this study. The authorsô stance is different as the contexts in which the source and target 

texts are created is different. The social, political and ideological norms of Victorian era are 

transferred and perhaps clash with the norms of Imperial, Soviet and post-Soviet Russia. 

Since the context changes, the authorôs stance is also changed.  

 

Finally, regarding the so-called ñsocial attitudeò, this is a less transparent term House uses to 

refer to levels of formality. These levels range from formal to neutral and intimate style 

(again, her terminology here needs some simplification as she seems to be adopting 

categories from linguistics that are less transparent; e.g. consultative refers to a neutral style 

used among people who do not know each other very well). Wonderland characters tend to 

demonstrate different styles of communication, either formal or informal, depending on the 

level of their power and authority over to other creatures they interact with and depending on 

their assumed social class.  

 

To sum up, from Houseôs model of translation quality assessment (1997), this study employs 

the concept of tenor. Tenor refers specifically to who is taking part, the nature of the 

participants, the addresser and the addressees, the relationship between (social role 

relationship) them in terms of social power and social distance, the degree of emotional 

change in the relationship between addresser and addressees and the notion of social attitude. 
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The latter indicates the different styles that may be used ï formal, consultative and informal 

(House, 1997: 108-9).  

 

Using Houseôs model of translation quality assessment and focusing on the concept of tenor 

as well as considering her notion of the cultural filter employed in both the source and the 

target language, this study examines the Russian translations of Aliceôs Adventures in 

Wonderland through comparative analysis. Features of Houseôs category of tenor can be 

identified in many examples in the book. Language variation along the tenor continuum can 

be an excellent indicator of social norms and of how a translator applies their own cultural 

filter. In all excerpts examined in this thesis, the instances of syntactic, lexical and textual 

mismatches are identified and examined according to their content.  

 

The combination of the theories described above allows an in-depth analysis of the context in 

which source and target texts were created and demonstrate the impact of Russian political 

ideology on the Russian translations of Alice. In order to answer the question of how 

translation theories uncover political ideology and why the theories presented above are 

suitable for further text analysis of Aliceôs translations, an example is provided in the 

following section. Polysystem theory and Touryôs approach on norms are examined together 

as they are not two different theories, but the latter is part and continuation of the former. 

These two theories examine the context of translation on a micro and macro level. Similarly, 

Houseôs translation quality assessment examines the linguistic aspects of translation in more 

detail. Therefore, the combination of all three theories is expected to provide a useful 

background for the text analysis. 

 

The usefulness of the above theories and their suitability to answer the research questions of 

this study is presented in the following section. The example chosen from Aliceôs Adventures 

in Wonderland to test the frameworks described above is the scene where Alice meets the 

Duchess in the kitchen of her house. This scene was chosen due to its power demonstration 

and power subversion from the characters involved and it is believed to prove the suitability 

of the theories employed for this study. 
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2.7 Translation Theories in Practice: The Duchess Scene 

According to Brandt, houses in Wonderland are ñviolent placesò (Brandt, 1994: 30). Every 

time Alice enters a house, there are some negative consequences. The first house she entered 

was the White Rabbitôs house where she grew bigger and trapped in the room. The second 

ñviolent placeò Alice enters in Wonderland is the Duchessôs house. As noted by Honig, Alice 

is ñmore self-confidentò when she enters this house than the first time, she walked in the 

Rabbitôs house. It can be said that she breaks not only the Victorian norms of social 

behaviour but also the norms of any ñpolite societyò as she opens the door and enters the 

house without permission (Honig, 1988: 81).  

 

The scene described below takes place in a kitchen where the Duchess who sits ñon a three-

legged stoolò, the cook, the Cheshire Cat and the baby are present. According to Hunt, in his 

annotated version of Alice, in childrenôs literature kitchens are ñsymbols of warmth, food and 

securityò. However, in Alice, the Duchessôs kitchen is an exception. This is a ñdysfunctionalò 

kitchen where ñeverything is violent, unstable and unsettingò (Carroll, 2009: 265). The 

atmosphere is full of smoke and perhaps Alice is scared as she ñtimidlyò asks Duchess ñwhy 

your cat grins like thatò (Carroll, 2009: 52-3). The Duchess is a mother figure, one that is 

ñhighly abusiveò (Honig, 1988: 29), and ñparticularly aggressiveò (Brandt, 1994: 30), 

showing no affection for her baby. She acts with ñbrutal maniaò, as noted by Ren, and ñtreats 

her child in an abusive wayò (Ren, 2015: 1662). More specifically, she shakes it violently to 

make it stop crying, calls it ñpigò and even throws it to Alice without caring about any 

potential injury. Tennielôs illustration for the kitchen scene is the following: 

 

 

Figure 5: Tennielôs illustration (Carroll, 2009: 52) 
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The Duchess is at the centre of the illustration and she is depicted with a disproportionally 

large head that makes her look scary. Although, the Duchess seems to be the absolute figure 

of power in this scene, her power is subverted. First, there is a class issue here, as Duchesses 

in Victorian England would never sit on three-legged stools in kitchens. Second, it is the cook 

who acts violently and threatening against the Duchess and the baby as she throws any piece 

of kitchen equipment she could reach such as saucepans, plates and dishes at them. Alice who 

also feels threatened from all these objects asks the cook to mind what she is doing ñjumping 

up and down in an agony of terrorò (Carroll, 2009: 52-3). This scene demonstrates subversion 

of class structure and shows how scared the child-Alice is in a kitchen where adults display 

violent behaviour. After the remarks to the cooks and a confusing dialogue between Alice 

and the Duchess, the latter without any particular reason orders the cook to execute Alice.  

 

ST1: ñIf everybody minded their own business,ò said the Duchess in a hoarse 

growl, ñthe world would go round a deal faster than it does.ò 

ñWhich would not be an advantage,ò said Alice, who felt very glad to get an 

opportunity of showing off a little of her knowledge. ñJust think of what work 

it would make with the day and night! You see the earth takes twenty-four 

hours to turn round on its axisððò 

ñTalking of axes,ò said the Duchess, ñchop off her head!ò 

Alice glanced rather anxiously at the cook, to see if she meant to take the hint; 

(Carroll, 2009: 54) 

 

This is the first time an execution order is given in the book and it comes from the Duchess. 

Carroll uses the axis-axes wordplay to order the execution. Apart from class and social order 

that are subverted having the Duchess sitting on a stool, in the kitchen, the linguistic order is 

subverted here as well with the use of a pun. Alice once again seems to be scared as she 

ñglanced rather anxiouslyò at the cook making sure that she is not going to kill her. Both the 

content and context of this excerpt in all three translations are presented in the sections below 

and the theoretical background chosen for this study is tested for its suitability for this study. 

The source texts (ST) are presented by using the following convention TT1a, TT1b, TT1c. 

Each translation is followed by a literal back translation for ease of reference.  
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2.7.1 TT1a 

ST1 presented above is an excerpt from the original Aliceôs chapter called Pig and Pepper. In 

TTa, the chapterôs title changes to ʇʦʨʦʩʸʥʦʯʝʢ, which means ñpiggyò. Perhaps, this title is 

used to emphasise the existence and the role of the unusual baby-pig and the diminutive form 

used makes it more child-friendly. Also the word pepper is unnecessary in the title, as this 

kitchen has a smell of onion and garlic (ʟʘʧʘʭ ʣʫʢʘ ʠ ʯʝʩʥʦʢʘ). Perhaps, these are culinary 

norms of the time, which would make more sense to Russian readers. Sonia still enters a large 

kitchen full of smoke and sees the Duchess of Spades (ʧʠʢʦʚʘʷ ʢʥʷʛʠʥʷ) to sit on a three-

legged stool (ʥʘ ʩʢʘʤʴⱲ ʦ ʪʨʝʭʲ ʥʦʞʢʘʭʲ). The translator also preserves Carrollôs 

subversion of class, having the Duchess sitting on a three-legged stool in the kitchen. 

However, the Duchess name is not in capitals. In TTa, this feature appears for many 

characters in the story. Perhaps, the Wonderland creatures are not seen as real characters or 

people that should have a proper name. Their names are more like descriptions of them and 

consequently they do not have to be in capitals since the characters are either animals (rabbit, 

hare) or objects (cards).  

 

Regarding the bookôs illustrations, the translator chooses to keep Tennielôs original 

illustrations and therefore the picture used here is the same as in the original. The kitchenôs 

atmosphere is described in a similar way: there is a lot of smoke in the room, the smell from 

cooking is strong and Sonia ñtimidlyò (ʜʦʚʦʣʴʥʦ ʨʦʙʢʦ) asks the Duchess why her cat grins. 

After their short conversation, the cook starts throwing kitchen equipment in the air and 

Sonia shouts at her to ñstop and be more carefulò (ʧʝʨʝʩʪʘʥʴʪʝ, ʦʩʪʦʨʦʞʥʝʝ) while she 

ñjumps and runs around the kitchen in terrible fearò (ʦʪʩʢʘʢʠʚʘʷ ʠ ʙʝʛʘʷ ʧʦ ʢʫʭʥʝ ʚ 

ʫʞʘʩʥʦʤ ʩʪʨʘʭʝ). After Soniaôs intervention, her conversation with the Duchess continues as 

follows:  

 

TT1a 

(Anonymous, 

1879: 82-3) 

Ăʅʝ ʩʦʚʘʣʩʷ ʙʳ ʢʘʞʜʳʡ ʚʲ ʯʫʞʽʷ ʜⱲʣʘ ʠ ʟʝʤʣʷ ʧʦʰʣʘ ʙʳ ʰʠʙʯʝ 

ʢʨʫʞʠʪʴʩʷñ, ʟʘʛʦʚʦʨʠʣʘ ʭʨʠʧʣʳʤʲ ʛʦʣʦʩʦʤʲ ʢʥʷʛʠʥʷ. 

Ăʅʝ ʟʥʘʶ, ʯʪʦ ʙʳ ʠʟʲ ʵʪʦʛʦ ʚʳʰʣʦ!" ʛʦʚʦʨʠʪ ʉʦʥʷ, ʨʘʜʫʶʩʴ ʩʣʫʯʘʶ 

ʚʳʢʘʟʘʪʴ ʩʚʦʶ ʫʯʝʥʦʩʪʴ. Ăɺʳ ʪʦʣʴʢʦ ʧʨʝʜʩʪʘʚʴʪʝ ʩʝʙⱲ, ʯʪʦ ʙʳ ʵʪʦ ʙʳʣʦ, 

ʝʩʣʠ ʙʳ ʚʜʨʫʛʲ ʜʝʥʴ ʧʝʨʝʧʫʪʘʣʩʷ ʩʲ ʥʦʯʳʦ!.... ɺⱲʜʴ ʟʝʤʣʷ, ʟʠʘʝʪʝ, ʚʲ 24 

ʯʘʩʘ ʦʙʨʘʱʘʝʪʩʷ ʦʢʦʣʦ ʩʚʦʝʡ ʦʩʠ.....ñ 

Ăʆʪʩʪʘʥʴ ʩʲ ʪʚʦʠʤʠ ʯʘʩʘʤʠ, ʩʯʝʪʘʤʠ ʜʘ ʨʘʟʩʯʝʪʘʤʠ! ʗ ʯʠʩʝʣʲ ʠ ʮʠʬʨʲ 
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ʪʝʨʧⱲʪʴ ʥʝ ʤʦʛʫ!ò 

[Segment from the original text is omitted] 

ʊʫʪʲ ʢʥʷʛʠʥʷ ʟʘʥʷʣʘʩʴ ʨʝʙʝʥʢʦʤʲ: ʢʘʯʘʝʪ ʝʛʦ ʠ ʥʘʧⱲʚʘʝʪ ʢʦʣʳʙʝʣʴʥʫʶ 

ʧⱲʩʝʥʢʫ. 

Back 

Translation 

 

ñIf  everyone would not interfere to somebody elseôs business, then the earth 

would have spin much faster,ò said the princess in a hoarse voice. 

ñI do not know what would come out of it!ò says Sonia, happy with the fact 

that she would show her knowledge. ñYou just imagine what it would be if 

suddenly the day got messed up with the night!... As you know the earth, in 

24 hours turns around its axis.....ò 

[Segment from the original text is omitted] 

ñEnough with your hours, accounts and calculations! I canôt stand numbers 

and figuresò! 

Then the princess took up her child: shakes it and sings a lullaby. 

Table 4 

 

After Soniaôs attempt to show off her knowledge and her comments that the earth turns 

around its axis in 24 hours, the Duchess interrupts her and asks her to stop as she cannot 

ñstand numbers and figuresò ( ̫ʯʠʩʝʣʲ ʠ ʮʠʬʨʲ ʪʝʨʧⱲʪʴ ʥʝ ʤʦʛʫ) and then she sings a 

lullaby to baby-pig. Carrollôs axis-axes wordplay and the ñchop off her head orderò are 

omitted. The scene progresses quicker to the Duchessôs dissatisfaction with numbers and to 

the lullaby.  

 

Concidering the polysystem theory and Touryôs norms the axis-axes pun is deleted perhaps 

because it is not understandable or because there was no equivalent in Russian that would be 

understandable from the implied reader of the book. Regarding the deletion of the execution 

order, norms of the time demanded the protection of the child from descriptions that may 

cause terror to the child. The translatorôs choices possibly reflect the influence of official 

censorship or perhaps self-censorship (see 3.5.1), which support the idea of protecting 

children from foreign perceptions. The Russian literary polysystem demanded the filtering of 

ideas in childrenôs literature. Therefore, the omission of the Duchess order of Aliceôs 

execution is understandable. 
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Examining the excerpt in linguistically based details and in Houseôs terms of translation 

quality assessment, the tenor in TT1a has changed due to a number of mismatches and errors. 

Apart from the axes-axis pun and the execution order that are deleted completely (error), 

there are lexical mismatches that contribute to the different interpretation of the scene from 

the implied reader. One of these is the use of small letters for the Duchess (ʢʥʷʛʠʥʷ). As it 

will be observed in all the examples of TTa, the characters names are written in small letters. 

Perhaps this signifies the fact that they are not real characters but either animals (rabbit, hare) 

or imaginary, animate objects (cards). In general, they are not real characters and therefore, 

they do not have proper name but descriptions. Only Sonia seems to be real and human in the 

story as only her name is written in capitals. 

 

2.7.2 TT1b 

The title for this chapter is translated literally from its original title (Pig and Pepper), as 

ʇʦʨʦʩʸʥʦʢ ʠ ʇʝʨʝʮ. Alice enters the kitchen which is full of smoke and sees the Duchess 

(ɻʝʨʮʦʛʠʥʷ) sitting on a three-legged stool (ʥʘ ʪʨʝʭʥʦʛʦʤ ʪʘʙʫʨʝʪʝ). Once again, the class 

subversion that puts a Duchess sitting on a stool in the kitchen is preserved. In the same 

atmosphere, as in the original, full of smoke and a strong smell of pepper, Alice asks 

ñtimidlyò (ʥʝʤʥʦʛʦ ʨʦʙʝʷ) why the Cat grins. However, the illustration depicting the scene 

in the kitchen is different than Tennielôs original as can be seen below: 

 

 

Figure 6: The kitchen scene (Olenich-Gnenenko, 1958: 73) 
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The bookôs illustrations were made by Valery Sergeevich Alfeevsky (ɺʘʣʝʨʠʡ ʉʝʨʛʝʝʚʠʯ 

ɸʣʬʝʝʚʩʢʠʡ, 1906-1989), a childrenôs books illustrator. The legend of the illustration reads: 

ʅʘ ʪʨʝʭʥʦʛʦʤ ʪʘʙʫʨʝʪʝ ʩʠʜʝʣʘ ɻʝʨʮʦʛʠʥʷ ʥʷʥʯʠʣʘ ʛʨʫʜʥʦʛʦ ʨʝʙʝʥʢʘ (Back translation: 

On a three-legged stool, the Duchess was sitting nursing the baby). This image enhances the 

description of the text. The kitchen is disorganised ï broken plates and kitchen equipment on 

the floor. The illustrator also emphasises to the smoke surrounded the kitchen and the cook 

using too much pepper. 

 

After the conversation between Alice and the Duchess, once again the cook starts throwing 

things in the air and Alice shouts at her to think about what she is doing ñjumping up and 

down in terrorò (ʧʦʜʧʨʳʛʠʚʘʷ ʚ ʫʞʘʩʝ). And the scene progresses as follows: 

 

TT1b 

Olenich-

Gnenenko 

(1958: 75) 

- ɽʩʣʠ ʢʘʞʜʳʡ ʙʫʜʝʪ ʟʘʙʦʪʠʪʩʷ ʦ ʩʚʦʠʭ ʩʦʙʩʪʚʝʥʥʳʭ ʜʝʣʘʭ, - ʭʨʠʧʣʦ 

ʧʨʦʚʦʨʯʘʣʘ ɻʝʨʮʦʛʠʥʷ, - ʟʝʤʣʷ ʙʫʜʝʪ ʚʝʨʪʝʪʩʷ ʛʦʨʘʟʜʦ ʙʳʩʪʨʝʝ, ʯʝʤ 

ʩʝʡʯʘʩ.  

- ʆʪ ʵʪʦʛʦ ʥ ʝ  ʩ ʪ ʘ ʣ ʦ ʙʳ ʣʫʯʰʝ, - ʩʢʘʟʘʣʘ ɸʣʠʩʘ, ʢʦʪʦʨʘʷ ʙʳʣʘ ʦʯʝʥʴ 

ʨʘʜʘ ʥʝʤʥʦʞʢʦ ʧʦʢʘʟʘʪʴ ʩʚʦʠ ʧʦʢʘʟʘʥʠʷ. ï ʊʦʣʴʢʦ ʧʦʜʫʤʘʡʪʝ, ʯʪʦ 

ʩʜʝʣʘʣʦʩʴ ʙʳ ʩ ʜʥʝʤ ʠ ʥʦʯʴʶ! ɺʠʜʠʪʝ ʣʠ, ɿʝʤʣʷ ʩʦʚʝʨʰʘʝʪ ʧʦʣʥʳʡ ʦʙʦʨʦʪ 

ʚʦʢʨʫʛ ʩʚʦʝʡ ʦʩʠ ʚ ʜʚʘʪʮʘʪʴ ʯʝʪʳʨʝ ʯʘʩʘ. ʊʘʢ ʢʘʢ ʚʳ ʫʞʝ ʦʢʦʥʯʠʣʠ ʰʢʦʣʫ, 

ʪʦ ʧʦʨʘ...  

- ʏʪʦ ʢʘʩʘʝʪʩʷ ʪʦʧʦʨʘ, ð ʢʨʠʢʥʫʣʘ ɻʝʨʮʦʛʠʥʷ, ð ʦʪʨʫʙʠʪʴ ʝʡ ʛʦʣʦʚʫ! 

ɸʣʠʩʘ ʠʩʧʫʛʘʥʥʦ ʚʟʛʣʷʥʫʣʘ ʥʘ ʂʫʭʘʨʢʫ, ʯʪʦʙʳ ʫʟʥʘʪʴ, ʥʝ ʥʘʤʝʨʝʥʘ ʣʠ ʦʥʘ 

ʚʳʧʦʣʥʠʪʴ ʥʘʤʝʢ. 

Back 

Translation 

- If everyone cares about their own business, grunted hoarsely the Duchess, - 

the earth would spin much faster than it is now. 

This would not be better, said Alice, who was very glad to show her knowledge 

a bit. - Just think what would happen to day and night! You see, the Earth 

makes a full turn around its axis in twenty-four hours. Since you have already 

finished school, it's time ... 

- As for the axe - cried the Duchess, - cut off her head! 

Alice looked scared at the cook, to find out, whether she intends to carry out 

the hint. 

Table 5 
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Within their conversation about people mind their own business and how fast the earth could 

spin and Aliceôs demonstration of knowledge, the Duchess does indeed order Aliceôs 

execution for the first time. Similarly, just as Carroll uses the axis-axes homophones to 

eventually introduce the ñchop off her headò order, so too Olenich-Gnenenko also uses 

wordplay. He uses the phrase ñʪʦ ʧʦʨʘò (itôs time) and the word ñʪʦʧʦʨʘò (axe) which sound 

the same (to pora - topora). Therefore, when Alice attempts to say ñitôs timeò, the Duchess 

interrupts her having the impression that Alice said ñaxeò and this association makes her 

order the execution. Alice is not only anxious here that the cook will obey the order, but 

scared (ʠʩʧʫʛʘʥʥʦ) and looks at the cook to find out her intentions. The scene, as in the 

original, ends with the Duchessôs lullaby. 

 

Another feature that brings the text closer to the original and demonstrates the translatorôs 

choice for literal translation, is the emphasis he gives to the same words and phrases Carroll 

does. Carroll uses italics quite frequently in his text; they are used for emphasis or, in 

Mangoôs words, Carroll uses italics for ñintentional stress, a use which makes for great 

economy of phrasingò (Mango, 1077: 78). In TT1b, which once again is a literal translation 

of Carrollôs text, the translator imitates Carrollôs technique of emphasising words. He 

emphasises the same word as Carroll does. However, the translator does not use italics, but 

spaced out lettering instead. Despite the different way of stressing the word, the translator 

produces the same result as in the original. In this example, in Aliceôs phrase ñwhich would 

not be an advantageò Carroll uses italics for the word not. Similarly, Olenich-Gnenenkoôs 

translation for the same sentence is ñoʪ ʵʪʦʛʦ ʥ ʝ  ʩ ʪ ʘ ʣ ʦ ʙ  rʣʫʯʰʝò. Thus, spaced out 

lettering is also employed in order to emphasise. In this case, he emphasises using a wider 

fond the same negative word. This occurs many times in TTa. Interestingly, this is not 

observed at all to the other two translations. It seems that other translators ignored Carrollôs 

italics.  

 

Considering polysystem theory and norms, TTb is taking place within a literary system, 

which interacts with the political system of the time, which is governed by censorship 

practices. The norms of the of the target culture demand the application of the principles of 

Socialist Realism where happy endings are necessary. Within this atmosphere, the deletion of 

a scene where the child is threatened would be understandable and perhaps expected. 

However, despite the target culture norms the translator renders the scene as presented in the 
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source text. The translator also attempts to use a pun the same way Carroll does (ʪʦ ʧʦʨʘ - 

ʪʦʧʦʨʘ).  

 

In Houseôs terms, there are lexical mismatches, which add more tension at the scene. The 

translatorôs use of the verb ñʢʨʠʢʥʫʣʘò (cried), instead of Carrollôs ñsaidò, highlights the 

Duchessôs anger before ordering Aliceôs execution. When Alice hears that order, she looks at 

the cook to see if she is going to obey. In this case, Alice does not simply ñglance rather 

anxiously at the cookò; instead, she looked at her in a scared manner, ñʠʩʧʫʛʘʥʥʦò as 

rendered by the translator. Therefore, with these two changes in the paralanguage, the 

translator depicts an outraged Duchess and a terrified Alice, a scene that does not conform to 

the source culture literary norms. However, homogeneity does not always occur in Soviet 

literary system and rules did not always apply (see 4.5.2.1).  

 

2.7.3 TTc 

The title for this chapter in Yakhinôs translation is ʇʝʨʯʝʥʳʡ ʧʦʨʦʩʸʥʦʢ, which literally 

means, ñpepper pigò and it reminds more of cooked food or perhaps recipe. This is a more 

humoristic approach from the translator to describe the kitchen scene. Alice as in the original 

and the previous translation enters the kitchen where she finds the Duchess sitting on the 

three-legged stool (ʥʘ ʪʨʸʭʥʦʛʦʡ ʪʘʙʫʨʝʪʢʝ), the cook, the cat and the baby. The smell of 

pepper is strong but Alice does not seem to be afraid of the circumstances governing in the 

kitchen. On the contrary, in this translation, she asks the Duchess ñpolitelyò (ʚʝʞʣʠʚʦ 

ʩʧʨʦʩʠʣʘ ʦʥʘ) and not ñtimidlyò, why the cat grins. The illustrator of this version avoids 

depicting the Duchess sitting on stool, surrounded by the cat and the cook. Alice is not scared 

even when the cook throws things around her. Her words are: ñHey! Hey! Watch out! Save 

the nose!ò (ʕʡ-ʵʡ! ʇʦʙʝʨʝʛʠʩʴ! ʂʨʠʢʥʫʣʘ ɸʣʠʩʘ ï ʅʦʩʠʢ ʧʝʙʝʨʝʛʠ!), without any 

evidence of terror but more with audacity. The dialogue between her and the Duchess that 

follows is presented below:  

 

TT1c 

Yakhnin  

(1993: 50-1) 

 

- ɽʩʣʠ ʙ  rʢʪʦ-ʥʠʙʫʜʴ ʧʦʙʝʨʸʛ ʩʚʦʠ ʩʦʚʝʪʳ, - ʙʫʨʢʥʫʣʘ ɻʝʨʮʦʛʠʥʷ, - ɿʝʤʣʝ 

ʣʝʛʯʝ ʙʳʣʦ ʙ  rʚʝʨʪʝʪʴʩʷ. 

- ʀ ʦʥʘ ʙ ʟʘʚʝʨʪʝʣʘʩʴ ʙʳʩʪʨʝʝ? ï ʜʦʛʘʜʘʣʘʩʴ ɸʣʠʩʘ ʠ ʪʫʪ ʞʝ ʨʝʰʠʣʘ 

ʙʣʝʩʥʫʪʴ ʩʚʦʠʤʠ ʟʥʘʥʠʷʤʠ. ï ʊʦʛʜʘ ʙʳ ʥʘʯʘʣʘʩʴ ʪʘʢʘʷ ʯʝʭʘʨʜʘ! ɼʝʥʴ-

ʥʦʯʴ-ʜʝʥʴ-ʥʦʯʴ- ʜʝʥʴ-ʥʦʯʴ. ɿʝʤʣʝ ʥʘʜʦ ʙʳʣʦ ʙʳ ʚʝʨʪʝʪʴʩʷ ʢʘʢ 
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ʩʫʤʘʩʰʝʜʰʝʡ, ʯʪʦʙʳ ʟʘ ʦʜʠʥ ʦʙʦʨʦʪ...  

- ʂʪʦ ʦʙʦʨʤʦʪ? ï ʚʩʢʨʠʯʘʣʘ ɻʝʨʮʦʛʠʥʷ. ï ɼʘ ʟʘ ʪʘʢʠʝ ʩʣʦʚʘ ʪʝʙʝ ʟʜʝʩʴ 

ʛʦʣʦʚʫ ʦʙʦʨʤʫʪ, ʪʦ ʝʩʪʴ ʦʙʦʨʚʫʪ, ʪʦ ʝʩʪʴ ʦʙʦʨʚʫʪ! 

ɸʣʠʩʘ ʩ ʦʧʘʩʢʦʡ ʚʟʛʣʷʥʫʣʘ ʥʘ ʉʪʨʷʧʫʭʫ, ʥʦ ʪʘ ʢʘʢ ʥʠ ʚ ʯʸʤ ʥʝ ʙʳʚʘʣʦ 

ʧʦʤʝʰʠʚʘʣʘ ʩʫʧ. 

Back 

Translation 

ñIf someone had taken his advice,ò muttered the Duchess, ñit would be easier 

for the Earth to spin.ò 

ñAnd it would turn faster?ò - Alice guessed and immediately decided to show 

off her knowledge. ñThen such confusion would begin!ò Day-night-day-night-

day-night. The earth would have to spin like crazy, so that in one turné 

 - Who is blockhead? - cried the Duchess. - Yes for such words here 

obormut16 your head, which is cut off, which is cut off! 

Alice with fear looked at the cook, but she was stirring the soup. 

Table 6 

 

In TTc, the target text seems to be influenced by the source text as the translator attempts to 

imitate Carrollôs use of wordplay. The translator the translator introduces his own word play, 

resulting from a different conversation between the Duchess and Alice. In the dialogue about 

morals taking place between the Duchess and Alice, the latter says: ɿʝʤʣʝ ʥʘʜʦ ʙʳʣʦ ʙ  r

ʚʝʨʪʝʪʴʩʷ ʢʘʢ ʩʫʤʘʩʰʝʜʰʝʡ, ʯʪʦʙʳ ʟʘ ʦʜʠʥ ʦʙʦʨʦʪ... (Earth would have to spin like crazy 

to one turnover ...). Alice uses the noun ʦʙʦʨʦʪ (turnover) to say that the earth is turning. 

The Duchess interrupts her as she thought that Alice used the noun ʦʙʦʨʤʦʪ (blockhead). 

Inspired from that word the Duchess creates her own word ʦʙʦʨʤʫʪ, which does not exist in 

Russian, in order to end up with the verb ʦʙʦʨʚʫʪ (to cut off) and this is how she comes to 

order the cook to cut Aliceôs head off. Using this sequence, ʦʙʦʨʦʪ-ʦʙʦʨʤʦʪ-ʦʙʦʨʤʫʪ-

ʦʙʦʨʚʫʪ, the translator enriches his translation with his own word play, following Carrollôs 

way of writing and finally orders Aliceôs beheading in a more inventive and humorous way. 

 

The sequence of the Russian words used here by the translators brings to mind and perhaps 

has emerged from Carrollôs ñdoubletsò. This is a logical game, invented by Carroll and it was 

published in a series of articles in Vanity Fair, in 1879 under the title Word Links: A Game 

                                                 
16 The word ñʦʙʦʨʤʫʪò does not exist in Russian. It is a word form created by the translator to serve the purpose 

of his wordplay. The word rhymes with the words presented before and after without having any meaning. 
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for two Players or a Round Game. Carroll invented a ñset of scoring rulesò as well in order to 

determine who wins the game (Gardner, 1996: 83). Gardner presents Carrollôs handwritten 

article and explains the rules of the game. As Gardner describes the rules of the game 

doublets are created by ñchanging one word to another by altering single letters at each step 

to make a different wordò. The first and the last word of the chain must be the same length 

and they ñshould be related to each other in some obvious wayò. The words should also not 

have identical letters in same positions (Gardner, 1996: 83). According to Straley, doublets 

shows how one ñlinguistic form can be converted into another without losing senseò (Straley, 

2016: 106). Gardnerôs example of doublets is the following: COLD ï CORD ï CARD ï 

WARD ï WARM (Gardner, 1996: 83). In a similar way, the translator uses the words 

ʦʙʦʨʦʪ-ʦʙʦʨʤʦʪ-ʦʙʦʨʤʫʪ-ʦʙʦʨʚʫʪ. However, he does not follow Carrollôs rules of the 

game. He not only alters one letter of each word, but also adds extra letters and even creates 

words that have no meaning in Russian in order to achieve his own ñdoubletsò resulting in the 

ñcut off her headò order. 

 

Those textual and lexical mismatches resulting from the translatorôs attempt to imitate Carroll 

change the tenor and consequently the function of the source text. The execution order is 

introduced after Duchessôs irrational monologue with words invented herself and therefore, 

the scene acquires a comical character.Regarding the norms interacting in the post-Soviet 

literary polysystem, the above example demonstrates the different message that this 

translation may deliver to the implied reader. The translator released from censorship 

practices and having read more information on Alice (source text, different translations, 

reviews, paratexts) creates a new literary text. Yakhninôs translation preserves some of the 

original Aliceôs features but also adds his own creative writing and style giving to the text 

perhaps a more humorous tone.   

 

In conclusion, describing the Duchess and the kitchen episode, Ren accurately points out that 

in Wonderland the children ñmust submit to the power and wills of the adultsò and if they 

ñdare to defyò their authority the children will be threatened and even punished with death 

(Ren, 2015: 1662). Also, the Duchess ñpersonifies the most radical pole of madnessò, as she 

exhibits a doubled behaviour towards Alice both times they meet in the story. At first, she is 

aggressive and rude when they meet in the kitchen and later, when they meet again at the 

Queenôs croquet game, she is friendly and polite (Roncada, 1994: 59). Those death references 
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and character features may be extreme for childrenôs books and may be rejected in different 

literary polysystems.  

 

The above example demonstrates how the source and target literary systems interact with 

each other and even offer evidence of potential conflict between the norms prevailing in each 

era and each context. Through the identification of textual and lexical mismatches and the 

shifts in tenor, the study attempts to explore the impact of Russiaôs political ideology in the 

three target texts of Aliceôs Adventures in Wonderland. In the example presented above, the 

different norms governing each era are indicated. In TTa, the translator deletes the Duchess 

death threat to Alice. This choice, as will be also observed in more examples in chapter 6, 

indicates the systemôs tendency to filter these elements that are not suitable for childrenôs. In 

TTb, lexical mismatches are identified as the translator uses emotionally charged words, 

which intensify the scene, and he also attempts to introduce wordplay. Finally, in TTc, the 

translator also introduces wordplay perhaps in an attempt to reproduce Carrollôs doublets 

instilling humorous features to the scene, irrespective its intimidating content. 

 

Conclusion  

Chapter 2 presented the theoretical framework of this study in terms of translation history and 

its context. More specifically, the theories chosen for the analysis of Aliceôs translation are 

the following three: Even-Zoharôs polysystem theory, Touryôs concept of norms and Houseôs 

model of translation quality assessment. The combination of these three translation methods 

allows the examination of source and target texts in their historical, social, political and 

ideological context. It also allows examining the power relationships developed between the 

Wonderland characters in term of their social attitude and social distance. The example 

chosen to test the theories is the scene where Alice meets the Duchess. This example was 

chosen due to its power demonstration and at the same time the power subversion, that 

governs the protagonistsô interaction. Employing the above methodologies the context of 

translation was examined considering the norms governing each literary polysystem and the 

shifts in tenor occurred by specific textual and lexical mismatches and errors. The following 

chapter presents the translation process in Russia in all three periods examined. By examining 

the cultural, political and ideological shifts took place several times in the country, as well as 

the censorship practices that played an important role on publications, a deeper understanding 

of the context in which the chosen translations were created will be achieved. 
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Chapter 3 

Translation in Russian Context: Cultural Shifts and Censorship 

Practice 

 

The following chapter seeks for answers to whether there is an impact of censorship to the 

three Aliceôs translations and whether it uncovers political ideology. For these questions to be 

answered, the history of translation in Russia is presented, including the procedures of 

censorship practice, which appears to be an inevitable part of the wider context in which 

translation was conducted in Russia. The norms prevailing translation in different periods of 

the countryôs history are discussed, including the principles of Socialist Realism that was 

introduced in the Soviet era. Censorship affected textual production as well as the authors and 

translatorsô choices in many cases. Therefore, censorship led to the production of texts under 

specific features and produced certain behaviour from authors in order to avoid any potential 

consequences of their non-approved writing.  

 

The chapter continues with the presentation of the forms of censorship that existed and with 

the techniques that writers devised in order to avoid the censor and publish their works. 

Finally, an excerpt of the three translations is presented and examined in terms of censorship 

effect.  

 

3.1 A History of Translation in Russia  

Despite Russiaôs extensive domestic literary heritage, translated works have also played a 

significant role in the countyôs literary history. The Russian tradition in translation practice 

begins in the 9th century AD with the translation of texts with religious content. In addition, 

before the 15th century, translations played an important role in ñshaping the cultural 

character of the countryò. However, in these early stages of the translation practice the 

translatorôs name was not mentioned, therefore it is not clear whether the book was a 

translation or a domestic product (Komissarov, 1997: 541).  

 

As noted by Komissarov, the practice of keeping anonymity in translated works was 

gradually phased out after the 16th century. This was the time when the development of 
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translation contributed significantly to the countryôs language and culture (Komissarov, 1997: 

542). There is also evidence of this practice continuing into the 19th century. As will be 

discussed later, in chapters 4 and 5 of the thesis, the translator of the first Russian translation 

of Aliceôs Adventures in Wonderland, which was published in 1879, remains anonymous as 

well. Another example is the translation of Alice, which was allegedly done by Mikhail 

Pavlovich Chekhov in 1913, without any evidence of his signature. Through these comments, 

it can be observed that anonymity was a common practice in translation in Russia. 

 

In the 17th century, the number of translations increased and a greater variety of topics such 

as astronomy, astrology, arithmetic geometry, anatomy and medicine, entered the system of 

translated literature of the countryôs cultural polysystem. At that time, there were four groups 

of translators: staff translators in various administrative departments who were mostly 

foreigners; monks, who were well-educated and were translating religious texts; part-time 

translators who were occasionally translating books; and translators who chose their source 

texts themselves (Komissarov, 1997: 542). 

 

Despite the fact that translation activity was quite popular already, the most significant 

changes in the translation tradition in Russia occurred during the 18th century, when the 

reforms of Peter the Great ñexpanded Russiaôs economic and cultural contacts with European 

countriesò (Komissarov, 1997: 543). These changes increased the need for new translations 

and more professional translators. This is when translation activity started shaping into a new 

form. The following sections will briefly present the translation history in Russia during the 

countryôs most significant periods: the pre-Soviet, the Soviet and the post-Soviet. These 

periods are important in Russian history and they are examined here in terms of the 

translation practices governing each of them. In this study, translation is examined in the 

context of censorship as it is an element inevitably related to writing, translating and 

publishing in Russia. There is a particular focus on the Soviet era, as that was the time when 

censorship reached its peak.  

 

3.2 Translation in Imperial Russia 

The transformation of medieval Russia into a modern European country started after the 

reforms of Peter the Great (1672-1725) at the beginning of the 18th century. The process of 

transforming and changing through political social and economic reforms induced a feeling 
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of fear of anything foreign. Translation, among other things was a means of ñWesternizationò 

of Russia and was considered to be a ñhigh prestigeò form of art (Leighton, 1991: 5). 

Komissarov notes that, the reforms of Peter the Great ñexpanded Russiaôs economic and 

cultural contacts with European countries and increased the need for new translations as well 

as for professional translators (Komissarov, 1997: 543).  

 

During this period, translation activity in Imperial Russia started to reshape. As Komissarov 

notes, translation was developed in three ways. First, translation was institutionalised and the 

first organization of professional translators was established. Second, the choice of the 

material for translation changed to include books of a more pragmatic nature and mainly from 

modern European languages. Finally, translation was developed into ña kind of creative 

writingò until the 19th century. That century is described as ñthe golden ageò of Russian 

translation as it became a ñhigh artò activity (Komissarov, 1997: 544).  

 

However, the authorities always tried to protect the country from foreign and probably 

dangerous influences. In Paxtonôs Companion to Russian History, it is noted that Peter the 

Great was the first to introduce the concept of censorship in Russia, only for texts with 

religious content. A more general form of censorship was developed in 1803 and actual 

legislation on censorship was introduced in the state system in 1826 (Paxton, 1983: 77). In 

general, all written works, domestic and foreign were examined ñfor unwelcome foreign 

concepts and valuesò (Choldin, 1989: 29).  

 

The first official censorship regulations were established during the reign of Catherine the 

Great (1729-1796), when two of the most important authors of that period, Radishchev and 

Novikov were imprisoned and exiled. From 1796 special censorship committees were 

established by the government in order to control the introduction of every foreign book into 

the country. This action developed after the Pugachev rebellion of 1773-177517, the French 

                                                 
17 Catherine the Great wished to modernize Russia and in order to succeed she introduced western technological 

advances, fashions, food, and art, at great financial cost to the entire country. Taxes were increased and the cost 

of living was unbearable for lower classes. From 1762 to 1772, 160 uprisings were recorded in the Russian 

empire, but none of them was organized enough in order to succeed; until Pugachevôs Rebellion from 1773 

to1775. This was the most crucial peasant rebellion in Russian history. It started with the rumour that Peter III, 

the grandson of Peter the Great, had escaped assassination and he was hiding among the Cossacks. Catherine II 

sought revenge against Peter III. Emilian Ivanovich Pugachev, claiming to be Tsar Peter III, encouraged 
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Revolution and the spread of Freemasonry 18 and liberal ideas in Russia. The introduction of 

censorship committees was a way the authorities tried to protect Russian people from these 

new ideas and influences. Their goal was ñto give to the public books and works which 

would lead to the flowering of the mind, the development of good taste, and a proper way of 

lifeò (Twarog, 1971: 100). 

 

In 1826, after the Decembrist revolt19, a new censorship code was introduced which was 

stricter and was called ñiron codeò or ñcast iron codeò. The code originally promoted the 

works of art which were considered to be ñgood for the citizensò, but was revised in order to 

prohibit any form of art which could damage ñthe faith (orthodoxy), the throne (monarchy), 

and the morals and personal integrity of the citizens (Twarog, 1971: 101). 

 

During the reign of Alexander I and later under Nikolas I the censorship laws became harsher 

and the circulation of new ideas was further circumscribed. This period from 1848 to 1855 

was called ñthe age of terrorò, as at that time censorship was practiced in its most severe form 

(Hingley, 1977: 227). As a result, major Russian authors such as Dostoevsky, Gogol and 

Turgenev suffered and were exiled using the excuse that their writings were considered to be 

against the monarchy (Twarog, 1971: 101). 

 

Regarding the foreign publications imported into the Empire in their original languages, 

Hingley notes that they were censored by a special department that focused on ñforeign 

censorshipò. The censors were looking for and deleted parts of these publications which were 

ñoffensive to the Russian governmentò (Hingley, 1977: 233). Choldin indicates four 

categories of foreign publications that existed in Imperial Russia and, as it will be explained 

                                                                                                                                                        
peasants to join the revolt by promising to free serfs from their lords and redistribute the land. Hence, he led the 

last and most important Cossack rebellion in Russia in 1773 (Ness, 2009: 2775-6). 

 

18 According to Paxtonôs Companion to Russian History, Freemasonry was an ñundenominational óreligionô for 

men, based on philanthropy and mysticism. In Russia Freemasonry flourished from 1770 to 1810, but it later 

degenerated into an incredible and bigoted mysticismò (Paxton, 1983: 142). 

 

19 Decembrists were former military officers who were familiar with the Western liberalism and they could not 

accept the regime that Russian authorities had imposed. In December 1825 they started an anti-tsarist revolt 

which failed because of poor organization and the members of the revolt were executed, imprisoned or exiled to 

Siberia (Paxton, 1983: 103)  
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later, they continued to exist in Soviet Russia more or less with the same characteristics. The 

publications that appeared during the Tsarist years are classified as follows: 

 

¶ publications that were permitted to circulate freely 

¶ publications that were absolutely banned 

¶ publications that were banned for the public but they were accessible only to 

individuals who applied at the Foreign Censorship Committee offices and were 

approved by the authorities, and finally 

¶ publications that were permitted for circulation only after the excision which means 

blacking, or pasting over, or cutting out specific words, sentences or passages from 

the text (Choldin, 1989: 30). 

 

The themes, which were deleted or manipulated by the authorities, were the ones that, 

according to Choldin, indicated lack of respect toward the Russian Royalty, insulted the 

existing social order, represented Russian people as non-European barbarians, and included 

ideas offensive to religion and morality. These themes caused considerable consternation in 

the Imperial government, which was trying to protect the nation from the intrusion of these 

ideas (Choldin, 1989: 30). 

 

In general, censorship in Imperial Russia was quite rigorous. However, Tsarist censorship 

never gave instructions to an author about what he or she has to write; there were only 

specific topics that should not be mentioned. As Hingley observes, it was not the kind of 

censorship that tries to instill specific ideas to the citizens of the country. Rather it was used 

to keep revolutionary ideas out of peopleôs mind, ñit was a censorship of morals, as well as of 

politics and religionò (Hingley, 1977: 225). However, while authors and translators suffered 

because of this situation, it is believed that during this period, ñsome of the worldôs greatest 

literatureò was produced. There are also scholars who believe that the existence of censorship 

forced writers to write in particularly innovative ways in order to evade censorship (Twarog, 

1971: 111). The censorship practices established in Imperial Russia continued to exist and 

even developed to harsher forms under the Soviet Unionôs official regulations. The following 

section gives a detailed description of the rules that governed translation and censorship 

practices during the Soviet years. 
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3.3 Translation in the Soviet Union  

Translation in Russia has received considerable attention because of the shifting political and 

cultural environments, such as the multilingual nature of the country and censorship practice 

(Baer and Olshanskaya, 2013: iii). Critics argue that translations of foreign literary works 

played an important role in Russiaôs development and were instrumental in forming the 

countryôs identity. Moreover, xenophobia was always a restraining factor, which along with 

censorship regulations prevented Russian people from reading foreign literature. For many 

years, it was difficult for people to travel out of the Soviet Union. In the same way, it was 

illegal for foreign publications to cross the countryôs borders. Therefore, translated literature 

under the stateôs control was the only communication with the rest of the world. 

 

During the first Soviet years, a great number of books from the West were published in 

Russia. According to Friedberg, this increase occurred for two reasons. First, the state wanted 

the public to have access to books that the old regime did not allow them to read. Second, the 

idea of a ñuniversal brotherhood of workers and peasantsò brought into the country books 

describing the hard working conditions of the working community in the West. Therefore, 

during this period it was possible for Soviet people to read most of the worldôs classics and 

some of the modern works coming from the West (Friedberg, 1977: 4). 

 

As Friedberg notes, translated literature ñrefined their tastesò and ñenriched the literary 

languageò (Friedberg, 1997: 3). The introduction of translated literature mostly from Western 

European countries began in the 18th century. Through translations, new forms of secular 

literature were introduced and the Russian language was enriched with new words and 

simpler syntactic forms (Baer and Olshanskaya, 2013: iv). The demand for foreign 

publications was high. However, the selection of books for translation was a ñgovernment-

controlledò process (Friedberg, 1977: 2). This is evidence that, despite the challenging 

process that had to be followed, translations were generally accepted in the Russian literary 

polysystem and occupied a primary/central position in it. 

 

In general, Soviet literature can be classified into three categories of books: prerevolutionary 

books, Soviet books and foreign books. The third category, that is, translations of foreign 

literary works was viewed by Soviet critics and publishers ñas carriers, to varying degrees, of 

non-Soviet values and are thus to be treated with particular cautionò (Friedberg, 1977: 1). The 
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situation described above affected childrenôs literature and its translation as well (see 3.4). 

However, all literary works, including those written for children, and any form of art in 

general, had to follow the principles of Socialist Realism. 

 

3.3.1 The Principles of Socialist Realism 

Translation during the Soviet years cannot exist without reference to the principles of 

Socialist Realism, as its ideas influenced every kind of artistic activity in the Soviet Union 

from the moment of its establishment. This new ideology was introduced by the Soviet 

government in 1932. More specifically, it was officially established in 17 May 1932, in a 

public speech by Ivan Gronsky, who was the president of the new Writersô Unionôs 

Organizational Committee. The legend about the creation of the term says that it was 

invented by Stalin himself, during a meeting he had with Maksim Gorky. By August 1934, 

during the First Congress of the Writersô Union the term ñSocialist Realismò acquired a 

canonical reputation (Clark, 2001: 174). Since then Socialist Realism was the official literary 

ñmethodò or ñtheoryò of Soviet literature ñvirtuallyò until the Soviet regime dissolution. 

However, Clark notes that after Stalinôs death (1953), the obligatory path of Socialist Realism 

was avoided by many authors as the publishing policies became looser than before (Clark, 

2001: 174). 

 

The features of Socialist Realism can be described as the tendency to promote and support 

the ideology of the Party. According to Clark, the language used should be completely 

understandable by the masses: there were no dialectisms, neologisms and abstruse or long-

winded expressions; there were also no religious references and no references to any rival 

political party to the Bolsheviks. In general, literature ñserved the ideological position and 

policies of the Bolshevik Partyò (Clark, 2001: 175). In fact, the writer was ñworking for the 

governmentò. He/she was guided by the government and his/her texts were controlled and 

even rewritten before publication. The rewriting process was made by the author 

himself/herself under supervision, by another writer or by the publisher, and sometimes the 

author did not even know about the changes made. The Socialist Realism writers were 

somehow forced to be ñpolitically correctò and promote the image of the ñpositive heroò to 

the citizens of the Union. There was even a ñmaster-plotò which was applied in most novels 

published at that time (Clark, 2001: 177).  
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According to Nikolajeva, the motto of Socialist Realism was ñtypical people in typical 

circumstances,ò and the rendition of the events taking place was superficial without allowing 

any further investigation of the human character (Nikolajeva, 1995: 106). As it is described 

by OôDell, Socialist Realism influenced childrenôs books as well. These works had to follow 

three requirements: first, they had to be ñoptimisticò, a happy ending was almost compulsory 

so that the ñforces of good will be seen to be conquering the forces of evilò, even though the 

heroôs position might not be positive in the end. Second, ñman must be portrayed as being 

basically a social animalò, so that at the beginning of the story the hero might be isolated 

from other people in the society he lives in, but by the end becomes equal with the others. 

Finally, ñevery work of art should have ideological contentò, which means, that it has to serve 

ñthe goals and methods of the Communist Partyò (OôDell, 1978: 6-7). 

 

Chudakova justifies the special status of childrenôs literature as a result of Socialist Realism. 

For writers it was easier to adjust the principles of Socialist Realism in regard to childrenôs 

literature rather than in literature for adults (Chudakova, 1990). Therefore, it was easier for a 

happy ending with a positive hero to be achieved in books for children and at the same time 

the writers were able to avoid any references to ideological subjects. Translated books were 

also considered works of literature. In consequence, the principles and guidelines of Socialist 

Realism were applied to translations as well. As long as the message of the book was 

optimistic and praised, or at least did not criticize the Partyôs beliefs, the book was proper.  

 

In conclusion, translations in Soviet Union attracted the attention of authorities. There were 

three reasons for that policy according to Leighton. First, was the fear of foreign ideas, as has 

already been discussed. Second, was the thirst for information that overwhelmed the Soviet 

people. Third, the ñnationalities policy of Leninò by which he tried to unify the different 

republics of the Union under a mutual culture (Leighton, 1991: 18). From all the above it 

becomes obvious that censorship practices were pervasive in Russian history.  

 

In general, the new Soviet ideology promoted the values and benefits of Communism through 

art and literature. According to Socialist realist depictions, Soviet workers and their everyday 

life were presented as ideal and creditable in contrast with the negative image of workers in 

capitalist countries who were presented as miserable. Its major goal was to teach and impart 

the meaning and values of Communism. Any kind of art produced according to ideas of 

Socialist Realism had realistic, optimistic and heroic features. However, as Clark points out, 
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not all works were based on the principles of Socialist Realism and she classifies Soviet 

literature of the period 1930-1991 into three categories: works that followed Socialist 

Realism, non- or anti-Soviet works which were published in the Soviet Union, and works 

which were part of Soviet literature, but do not follow the principles of Socialist Realism 

(Clark, 2001: 174).  

 

The existence of Socialist Realism in literature has been seen by scholars as ñutopian 

literature, a kind of fantasy of its ownò as its main goal was to present life as it should be and 

not as it was (Salminen, 2009: 18-19). Socialist Realism that certainly affected translation, 

literature as well as all forms of art, started to gradually fade after Stalinôs death (1953). It 

almost disappeared during the years of perestroika (1985-1991) and completely vanished 

with the dissolution of the Soviet regime in 1991. In 1991, a new era for the Russian 

publications emerged and translations played a significant role in the countryôs reshaping. 

 

3.4 Translation in the Russian Federation  

The dissolution of the Soviet Union took place in December 1991. However, that date is 

considered to be only its official end. The years of perestroika (1987-1991) are also 

considered as years when ña change in generationsò can be observed, as suggested by 

Avtonomova (2008: 191). The years of perestroika seem to be the most productive ones in 

terms of literary circulation. During the late Soviet years censorship practices started to 

become weaker. During this time, many literary works, both Russian and foreign translations, 

which were previously banned in Russia were now allowed to be published in the country 

(Dobrenko and Lipovetsky, 2005: 1), perhaps for the first time. Nabokovôs Ania v Strane 

Chudes, which was originally published in Berlin, in 1923, entered the country in 1976. 

However, during perestroika, multiple editions of the book appeared in the market.  

 

It was also during this period when works that previously were circulated only in samizdat 

and tamizdat (see 2.5.3), were now recognized by journals and were officially published 

(Dobrenko and Lipovetsky, 2005: 2). According to Dobrenko and Lipovetsky, this kind of 

freedom from censorship in the publication and circulation of literature, ñanalogousò to the 

post-Soviet one, only occurred during a period that lasted for a few months after the 

establishment of the Soviet regime. During that period, books were seen as the ñforgotten 
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weaponò which needed to be reused by the Soviet government (Dobrenko and Lipovetsky, 

2005: 2). 

 

Two opposite tendencies can describe the period that followed the dissolution of the Soviet 

regime. On one hand, as noted by Dobrenko and Lipovetsky there was political anarchy, 

growth of crime, social and economic marginalization of the intelligentsia and intensification 

of social and ethnic conflicts. On the other hand, during this period there were also signs of 

growth of various cultural institutions, development of political life and cultural exchanges 

with other countries. These factors contributed to the production of a new literature perhaps 

more ñopenò to subjects and references that were previously forbidden (Dobrenko and 

Lipovetsky, 2005: 2-3). 

 

During the years that followed 1991, the situation regarding the development of literature and 

literary institutions was different than expected. During the 1990s, ña sharp decline in the 

print runs of literary journalsò may be observed and ña complete reshaping of the entire 

literary fieldò began. Many local journals and publishing houses closed down because of lack 

of funds (Dobrenko and Lipovetsky, 2005: 3). Even the ñmechanisms for distribution of 

books have functioned poorly, if at all, across Russiaôs huge territoryò and corruption 

governed Russiaôs institutions regarding intellectual property laws (Platt, 2011: 41). As 

Dobrenko notes, ñthe new Russian literature arose from unofficial literatureò (Dobrenko, 

2005: 20) and therefore the post-Soviet literature was technically the Soviet literature 

disguised.  

 

Avtonomova points out that during the post-Soviet period many translations were published, 

especially in the field of philosophy, as Russians were now more open to the Western 

thoughts and ideas (Avtonomova, 2008: 198). This is how translation became a huge 

enterprise, funded by Western foundations. However, the people working for these 

enterprises were not always as skillful as their post demanded and their knowledge of foreign 

languages was not sufficient, resulting in a number of weak translations. The western 

foundationsô activity can be summarised as the following two tasks: an attempt to overcome 

ñthe information shortage that had piled upò during the Soviet years, as well as to supply the 

readership with ñthe basic literature in philosophy and humanitiesò (Avtonomova, 2008: 

199). Despite this significant effort, there was still a tendency to reject new things and, as 
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Avtonomova notes, there were still people wondering, ñwhy do we need to translateò 

(Avtonomova, 2008: 199). 

 

There were many issues, related to the changes that occurred in the country after the 

dissolution of the Soviet regime. However, Dobrenko and Lipovetsky note that the time from 

the 1990s onward is considered to be a unique period in the history of Russian culture as it is 

ñthe only lengthy interval in which Russian literature developed in the complete absence of 

censorship of both the political and moral varietiesò (Dobrenko and Lipovetsky, 2005: 1).  

 

In conclusion, the previous sections present the situation regarding translation in all three 

periods examined in this study: Imperial Russia, the Soviet Union and the Russian 

Federation. In this discussion, reference to censorship is inevitable, as it seems that 

censorship practices accompanied literary activities, even before or after censorshipôs official 

existence. Censorship seems to govern translation and publication processes in all stages of 

the Russian history as a part of its literary system. This is why the following section provides 

a detailed presentation of the censorship mechanism. A closer look at the procedures 

followed before, during and after publication will provide a better understanding of how the 

censorship system worked and perhaps why it affected the Russian literary system for so 

many decades.  

 

3.5 Censorship Practice in Russia 

The word censorship includes several meanings. Billiani defines censorship as ña form of 

manipulative rewriting of discourses by one agent or structure over another agent or structure, 

aiming at filtering the stream of information from one source to anotherò (Billiani, 2007: 3). 

Censorship is also seen as ña guardian of traditionsò, a view which ñimplies the explicit or 

implicit rejection of innovative ideasò (Wolf, 2002: 46). This is why previous research has 

linked censorship mainly with totalitarian regimes, as within these contexts censorship 

practices are used in order to shape national identities. The Russian literary tradition, 

including the translation of foreign works emerged out of a long tradition of censorship, 

which is more evident in the Soviet period.  

 

Despite the strong link between Soviet Russia and censorship, monitoring publications is a 

phenomenon that appeared in all European countries at some point throughout their 



©Eleni Karvounidou    91 

 

respective histories. Wolf notes that censorship is a term ñoverloaded with historical 

memoryò, and that it is often connected with ñrepressive regimes that continue to ignore 

freedom of the press and freedom of expressionò (Wolf, 2002: 45). This is true, since in these 

kinds of regimes information control was one way of securing political and social stability. 

Germany, Spain, and Italy faced situations of hard censorship.  

 

For example, in fascist Italy, book censorship can be linked to the countryôs tendency to 

become ñan official racist stateò. Mussolini controlled translation and publishing processes as 

he thought that foreign literature would be useful and educative for the Italians and that it 

would have an impact on ñshaping the Italian racial consciousnessò (Fabre, 2006: 33-34). 

Another example of censorship in relation to translation comes from Spain, under the Franco 

regime. According to Gonzalez de Canales, the National Secretary of propaganda, books had 

to ñcomplement the formation of our national consciousnessò. Hence, books were used as ñan 

instrument of ideologyò, even if the regime did not have a specific book publication policy 

(Hurtley, 2006: 87). 

 

Childrenôs literature is not an exception to the studies of censorship in translation. According 

to Thomson-Wohlgemuth, in East Germany censoring books was a very well-organised 

process. Book selection, manipulation of writers, printing, publishing and expenses were 

carefully planned (Thomson-Wohlgemuth, 2006: 93). The censorship mechanism in this 

context was based upon Marxist-Leninist theories and it had two goals. The first one was to 

infuse the communist spirit in citizensô minds. Books were viewed as ñdevices with a 

purposeò to create a new society. The second goal was to protect the Party from criticism 

(Thomson-Wohlgemuth, 2006: 94). 

 

The same goals seem to apply to the Russian context. Government censorship policy was 

developed during the 19th century. Until the late 1920s privately owned publishing houses 

existed, but after that period censorship rules became more severe and all private publishing 

houses were taken over by the state (Friedberg, 1977: 3). Zemtsov defines censorship as 

ñgovernment control over printed material, public statements, and contents broadcast over 

radio and televisionò. He clarifies that, in the Soviet perspective, the word censorship also 

refers to ñthe Chief Directorate for the Preservation of State Secrets in Publishingò, or 

Glavlit, as it is widely known. He also classifies Soviet censorship as: general, military, 
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international, atomic energy, KGB. Censorship can also be ñpreventiveò or ñpunitiveò 

(Zemtsov, 1991: 38).  

 

Censorship and publication process was long and complicated in the Soviet Union and it was 

performed by special state agencies in accordance with the official ideology of the country. 

Glavlit (ɻʣʘʚʣʠʪ), which was established in 1922, was in charge of supervising and 

censoring all publications, as well as protecting state secrets. The word ñcensorshipò was 

never admitted in public. Censorship did not exist officially. However, it was a common 

secret among writers and editors that all kinds of texts, articles and books were censored for 

political and ideological reasons.  

 

Another state organisation responsible for censorship was department ñDò, which was located 

in the central Administration of the KGB. The letter ñDò probably arose from the word 

dezinformatsiya (misinformation). The employees working for this department were 

responsible for spreading rumours, real or not, about matters that would be beneficial for the 

Party. There was also another group of people who exercised ñsuper controlò. This group 

used to monitor the controllers. They oversaw everything produced in every department of 

the censorship system. Finally, there was a third group of controllers, the people who had to 

inspect suspicious individual publications (Dewhirst and Farrell, 1973: 50). 

 

Twarog classifies the Soviet censorship system as follows: 1) the party head, 2) the Presidium 

of the Central Committee of the Party (formerly the Politburo of the Central Committee); 3) 

the Kremlinôs press department; 4) the press department of the Central Committee of the 

Communist Party of the Soviet Union; 5) the editorial board of newspapers and magazines; 6) 

the editorial staff; 7) Glavlit. Twarog also notes that Glavlit, which is described as the most 

important censorship organ. In real terms it was the last one that had control over censorship 

issues; ñthey simply carry out instructionsò (Twarog, 1971: 113). 

 

Twarog also describes how Soviet press censorship used to work. He unravels the process 

and explains which institutions and which individuals were involved in the process: 

 

For newspaper publication, an article is shown to the chief of section or to a 

member of the editorial board. He makes suggestions, and the article is rewritten. 

Then it goes to a ñresponsible secretaryò of the editorial board, a kind of 
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managing editor. Upon his approval, it goes to the print shop. The galley proofs 

are read by the deputy chief editor and included in the dummy of the paper. Page 

proof is then read by no fewer than six ñresponsible workersò: the department 

head, the responsible secretary, the deputy editor, the night editor, the editor in 

chief, almost all of whom are party members, and then the political editor, the 

real and final censor. Only after the latter has affixed his code number signifying 

his approval at the bottom of the last page can any Soviet paper or book be 

printed. (Twarog, 1971: 113) 

 

To elucidate, an article was checked for topics that were not supposed to be mentioned. 

Among them were news about train wrecks, plane crashes, unless they happened in someone 

elseôs territory; no mention of leper colonies or hospitals for lepers in the USSR, or of 

unemployment, venereal disease, crop failures, hailstorms, or disasters. They felt that if no 

one mentioned socio-economic failures like these, it would mean that they never happened. 

The press always had to be optimistic. The censors also checked drawings and photographs 

for any symbol or sign that could have some political meaning (Twarog, 1971: 113). 

 

The above description indicates the complicated nature of the publication process in the 

Soviet Union. All works were rigorously checked by many state organs at different stages. 

Even if a book was finally approved for publication, it could be recalled after its publication 

if it was found to be inappropriate. However, state censorship was not the only form of 

censorship observed in the Soviet Union. The authorsô self-censorship was also a factor that 

affected the writing, translating and publishing process. The two forms of censorship, official 

and self-censorship will be presented below.  

 

3.5.1 Forms of Censorship: Official Censorship and Self-Censorship 

As already mentioned, there are two kinds of censorship: formal censorship and self-

censorship. Finkelstein describes how the system of formal censorship works. He talks about 

how journalists published their articles in the newspapers. The censor checked every article 

twice; once before the printing procedure and once after it. This happened in order to avoid 

any possible changes made by editors or publishers. Therefore, the writer submitted two 

copies to the censor. The censor, after reading the work, had to send one copy to the press. 

Once a printed sample was returned to the censor he/she had to compare it with the original 
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copy he/she had kept. If there were no alterations, a stamp as a proof that the work was ready 

for printing and publication was applied (Dewhirst and Farrell, 1973: 50). 

 

As described by Sinitsyna, the censor had to put a stamp on the book he had examined. There 

were two kinds of stamps the ñtriangleò stamp and the ñhexagonò stamp. The triangle meant 

the publication was safe and the public could read it. However, the hexagon meant that the 

publication was not to be read by the general public and should be stored in special places in 

the library where only people with special license could enter. There were even book that got 

two or three hexagons on their covers. That meant that they were extremely dangerous books 

and only the KGB, the Central Committee of the CPSU and a small number of selected 

libraries could have that kind of publication (Sinitsyna, 1999: 36).  

 

Apart from official censorship there is also self-censorship which is something that every 

writer has but is often expressed in different ways. According to Kuznetsov, as quoted in 

Dewhirst and Farrell, the notion of self-censorship in the West is a kind of self-discipline, but 

in the Soviet Union, it is ña form of self-tormentò. Kuznetsov also points out, that a writer in 

the Soviet Union was never free to write; he was always ñsomehow choking himselfò. In fact, 

there were two kinds of censors. The first was the internal self-censor of the writers and the 

external official censor was the second (Dewhirst and Farrell, 1973: 26). 

 

Belinkov, also quoted in Dewhirst and Farrell, indicates that self-censorship begins within the 

family. He gives an apt example describing a family having a discussion with some friends. 

When their daughter enters the room the conversation suddenly changes to something 

irrelevant like food. This happens in order to avoid answering the daughterôs questions about 

the topic or to avoid that kind of questions being repeated at school, having as a result the 

intervention of the authorities (Dewhirst and Farrell, 1973: 45). 

 

Sinitsyna, referring to the two kinds of censorship developed in the Soviet Union, the 

personal self-controlling of the author and the official censorship of the state, notes: 

 

We used to feel ñan eyeò everywhere, therefore everyone had to develop an inner-

censor for self-controlling of whatever was to be written, said or expressed in any 

media (Sinitsyna, 1999: 36). 
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Apart from self-censorship and censorship itself, there is another aspect that is indicative for 

the nature of the Soviet Union editing, translating and publishing policies ï the censorship by 

language. It was essential for writers to use the official jargon, that is, the vocabulary of 

Marxism-Leninism. According to Schopflin, everything has to be expressed in a ñstilled 

formalized and alien political vocabularyò, which left no room for criticism (Schopflin, 1983: 

5). All these aspects made the writing and publishing of literary works challenging and it 

created two different groups of people: the authors and the censors.  

 

3.5.2 The Authors and the Censors 

Demin, as quoted in Dewhirst and Farrell, classifies the Soviet writers into three groups. The 

first one, ñthe right-wingò is represented by the writers who agree and follow the demands of 

the regime unconditionally. The second one, included writers like the Russian liberals, who 

did not agree with the demands of the regime, but were trying to conform to the rules and 

adjust their ideas in order to pass the censorôs control. The third group consisted of writers 

like Pasternak and Akhmatova, who completely rejected and opposed to the regime 

(Dewhirst and Farrell, 1973: 37). 

 

Writers were not free to write about any subject or any plot they wanted. Their writing had to 

be shaped by a specific ideology and obey the demands of Socialist Realism. The promotion 

of ñpositive heroesò who would enhance the stability of communism was the primary goal of 

Socialist Realism. Writers knew that it was highly likely that their book to would be banned 

because of its ñunsuitableò content even at the manuscript stage, and sometimes not by the 

censors but by the editors (Dewhirst and Farrell, 1973: 2). In general, the concept of 

censorship in the Soviet Union became synonymous with Glavlit. Glavlit was the Chief 

Directorate for the Preservation of State Secrets in Publishing, and it was attached to the 

Council of Ministers of the USSR (Zemtsov, 1984: 38).  

 

Many scholars have written about Soviet censorship and described the role of the censors; 

their obligations, their duties and the process that followed in order to give their approval for 

a book or an article to be published. Vladimirov points out that a censorôs task was ñto ensure 

that no state secret is publishedò. There was a list of topics that should not be discussed in 

public; the ñList of Information Not to Be Published in the Open Pressò (ʇʝʨʝʯʥʠ ʩʚʝʜʝʥʠʡ, 

ʥʝ ʧʦʜʣʝʞʘʱʠʭ ʦʧʫʙʣʠʢʦʚʘʥʠʶ ʚ ʦʪʢʨʳʪʦʡ ʧʝʯʘʪʠ). He describes that list as a 400-page 
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book with a green cover where the words ñSecret. Copy No. ___ò were printed in gold ink. 

This list was also called ñthe Talmudò. The censors read the text and marked anything that 

seemed to be suspicious. Then they checked if the suspicious words or sentences included in 

the list. The subjects that did not exist in the list, but there were doubts regarding their 

publication, needed to be discussed with the editor (Vladimirov, 1989: 18). As mentioned 

above, in theory the censorship system, the special censorship organizationsô existence and a 

censorôs task was the protection of state secrets. In practice, this whole procedure took 

another, form; the censors sought ñto protect the minds of the Soviet people from the harmful 

influence and infection of the Westò (Sinitsyna, 1999: 36). This statement implies that 

censors were allowed to follow any procedure in order, not only to protect the state secrets, 

but also to ñsaveò the citizens from foreign threats.  

 

Dermin underlines the fact that it was hard to be a censor. Mistakes, even spelling mistakes, 

were neither allowed, nor forgiven. Censors could simply ñdisappearò and no one would ever 

know what had happened to them. There was no room for mistakes and the consequences 

were severe (Dewhirst and Farrell, 1973: 63). Finkelstein, in Dewhirst and Farrell, talks about 

the recruitment of censors. He points out that some of them were recruited from Komsomol20, 

and others were recruited from other state security organs, but most of them were taken from 

the Moscow Polygrafic Institute, which was an educational faculty for training editors and 

publishers. Censors were supposed to have previous experience of literary work, editing, 

printing and publishing. After a formal interview, the successful graduates were hired from 

Glavlit and started to work as state censors (Dewhirst and Farrell, 1973: 64). 

 

There were also censors who were responsible only for translations. The first thing they did 

was to examine the authorôs background. They had to check if he/she had ever expressed a 

negative opinion about the Soviet Union even though his/her book had no political content. If 

the authorôs name was not connected with negative comments, the bookôs publication was 

accepted for consideration for translation into Russian and publishing (Dewhirst and Farrell, 

1973: 74). 

 

                                                 
20Komsomol is an abbreviation of óCommunist Youth Leagueô (Kommunistichesky Soyuz Molodezhi). It was 

the Soviet youth organization founded in 1918 and its structure was similar to the structure of the Communist 

Party (Zemtsov, 1991: 176). 
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Morrison argues that in authoritarian regimes there are times that authorities ñallow writers to 

publish their judgments or follow their creative instincts at their own perilò in order for them 

to be exposed to overtly feared consequences. The consequences for these writers can be 

quite severe: surveillance, arrest, and even death are the penalties for those writers who tried 

ñto inform and disturb the publicò. In these regimes ñtruth is troubleò and so are the writers 

whose work can ñdisturb the social oppressionò (Morrison, 2009: 1). Despite the 

circumstances described above, there were always ways invented by the authors to evade the 

censor and publish their works.  

 

3.5.3 Evading the Censor   

In oppressive regimes, where censorship dominated the press and publications, reactions 

from the authors against that kind of techniques always happened. Methods of evading the 

censor were developed due to writersô desire to have their works published. The first evasive 

tactic described by Hingley, is ñAesopicò language. It was a method of making allusions and 

giving hints to the readers, who had to read between the lines to find the implied message. 

Another way of evading the censor was the secret circulation of manuscripts from hand to 

hand. Writers tried to give their works to the public without passing the official publication 

process. Later, during the Soviet years this method continued to exist and was called 

samizdat. Finally, a third way to be published without the censorôs interference was to print 

an article in the foreign press. Russian articles and books were published abroad and then 

were illegally imported back into the country (Hingley, 1977: 231). 

 

Since the pressure coming from the government, which used censors and controlled all 

publications, was intense, the writers, journalist and poets of the time had to invent their own 

ways to bring their work and their innovative ideas to the Soviet people. New ideas of how to 

evade the censor, how to trick him/her were born and evolved at the same rate that censorship 

methods were evolved. Most of them existed in the Tsarist years, but in the Soviet time they 

developed dramatically. One of these methods, as mentioned above, was the Aesopian 

language. 

 

Loseff defines the term Aesopian language as ña special literary system, one whose structure 

allows interaction between author and reader at the same time that it conceals inadmissible 

content from the censorò (Loseff, 1984: x). It was thought that the term Aesopian language 
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was an idea created by Lenin himself. During Tsarist times and before the Bolsheviks seized 

power, Lenin was one of the inventors of ñthis double-talk and double-writing in order to 

deceive the Tsarist censors and policeò (Parry, 1950: 190). But, according to Savinitch as 

cited in Terian, it was first introduced by the Russian satirist M. E. Saltykov-Shchedrin, in 

order to indicate a ñfigurative language of slaveryò and ñan ability to speak between the lines 

[é] at a time when literature was in a state of bondageò (Terian, 2012: 75). 

 

The use of Aesopian language in writings was a method of evading the censor and it evolved 

as censorship evolved. It included the substitution of words and phrases with other words and 

phrases, which would transmit a ñdetailed subversive messageò. Writers used rhetorical 

strategies and a more sophisticated language in order to avoid the common language clichés, 

which could be easily identified by the censor (Terian, 2012: 77). 

 

It is believed that the pressure and strictness imposed by the Communist regime was 

beneficial from the perspective of creativity, since writers had to be inventive and use a 

different, more sophisticated language in their works in order to evade the censor. This is one 

of the reasons that during a period of harsh censorship, Russian literature acquired significant 

impact on a worldwide scale.  

 

Another way of getting published without a censorôs interference in a writerôs work was 

samizdat. Writers, who were not allowed to publish their works in the official press, turned to 

samizdat in order to make their works accessible to the public. The word samizdat comes 

from the Russian words sam (self) and izdatelstvo (publishing). According to Zemtsovôs 

definition samizdat was ñliterature produced by private dissident sourcesò. Samizdat as a 

word became known during the 1960s, but the concept and the practices of samizdat existed 

from the eighteenth century (Zemtsov, 1991: 277). Samizdat was an underground circulation 

of uncensored books, articles, magazines, essays and writings that were secretly distributed. 

A great number of typewriters in the Soviet Union were used to type both the original and 

many copies of a particular work of literature (Twarog, 1971: 121). 

 

Paxton also describes the term as a word used ñby Soviet dissenters for the system of 

preparing and circulating writings, usually in typescript form, so as to avoid official 

censorshipò. He also notes that the word is a parody of the official acronym Gosizdat which 

was the State Publishing House and that it ñprovides a forum of opinions, as well as a source 
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of information on political, national, religious, and literary themes that cannot find expression 

in the official press and publishingò (Paxton, 1983: 354). The consequences though for 

people who were involved in this underground, secret publication process were severe: arrest, 

imprisonment and exile were some of the penalties that someone could face.  

 

Two further important terms are magnitizdat and tamizdat. Magnitizdat comes from the 

Russian words magnitofon (tape recorder) and izdatelstvo (publishing). It appeared during the 

1970s and it referred to novels, stories and particularly poems, which were recorded and 

distributed in many copies. Tamizdat which comes from the words tam (there) and izdatelstvo 

(publishing), was a word used for works of Russian authors who lived in Russia but whose 

works were published abroad and often ñsmuggled into the countryò (Paxton, 1983:354). One 

way or another there was always a solution against government censorship and the techniques 

of evading the censor became a part of the writing and publication process. As censorship 

evolved, so did the methods of avoiding it. 

 

All the above provide the context of censorship in which translations and book circulation in 

general were taking place in Russia. The following section demonstrates an example of how 

censorship practice affected the three Alice translations chosen. The norms governing each 

literary polysystem are different and this is something that can be observed in all three 

translations as they display relatively different features. 

 

3.6 Censorship in Alice: ñOff with her headò 

The Queen of Hearts, although mentioned several times in the story, she actually enters the 

plot from chapter 8 (The Queenôs Croquet-Ground) onwards. Despite the fact that she 

appears later, she is the strongest power-figure Wonderland. The chapter begins with Alice 

entering the garden where three card-gardeners were painting some roses. They were arguing 

and making comments about the Queenôs order that one of them ñdeserved to be beheadedò 

and that if the Queen finds out what they are doing they should all have their ñheads cut offò 

(Carroll, 2009: 69-70). Alice talks to them again ña little timidlyò; however, she has heard 

about decapitation before, when she was threatened by the Duchess. This is the moment when 

the Queen approaches them and the card-gardeners ñinstantly threw themselves flat upon 

their facesò (Carroll, 2009: 70). 
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Despite the fact that obeisance was never popular in England, Carroll uses the term to 

emphasise the absolute monarchical power of the Queen of Hearts. This is the moment when 

Alice meets the Queen. Alice is the only one that stands still so that she can see what is 

happening. She demonstrates independence and challenges the Queenôs authority by not 

prostrating herself. After the Queen asks her name, Alice answers, ñvery politelyò and at the 

same time she reassures herself that almost everyone around her are ñonly a pack of cardsò 

and that she ñneednôt be afraid of themò (Carroll, 2009:72). The Queen is quickly distracted 

and asks who the gardeners are. This first interaction between Alice and the Queen of Hearts 

proceeds as follows: 

 

ST2: óHow should I know?ô said Alice, surprised at her own courage. óItôs no 

business of mine. 

The Queen turned crimson with fury, and, after glaring at her for a moment like a 

wild beast, screamed, óOff with her head! Off with ï ô  

óNonsense!ô said Alice, very loudly and decidedly, and the Queen was silent. 

The King laid his hand upon her arm, and timidly said óConsider, my dear: she is 

only a child!ô (Carroll, 2009: 72) 

 

The Queen of Hearts (as well as the Red Queen in the Looking Glass), is an ñabsurdly and 

unreasonably evilò figure in the book (Nikolajeva, 1996: 77). Following the Cheshire Catôs 

comment ñweôre all mad hereò (Carroll, 2009: 58), Manlove refers to a ñpsychopathicò 

Queen of Hearts (Manlove, 2003: 25). However, Brandt calls her ñdespoticò as she seems to 

be the absolute figure of power in Wonderland (Brandt, 1994: 31). The struggle for power 

escalates as the story progresses. At the beginning of the book all creatures Alice meets in 

Wonderland treat her with hostility. However, the more she immerses herself in the 

Wonderland environment, the braver she becomes. Wonderland creatures have threatened her 

life many times. This is the first time that her life is threatened by the Queen herself, the 

official source of power and authority in Wonderland. However, Alice is not scared at all. 

The Queen orders Aliceôs execution, however Alice ñtakes masterful control of the situationò 

as she now knows ñhow to handle a bullyò (Honig, 1988: 82). She seems to defy the Queenôs 

threat as she has heard that order many times before and answers back ñvery loudly and 

decidedlyò. The most surprising part of the scene is that the Queen remains silent. 
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Aliceôs answer surprises the Queen who is probably not used to this kind of attitude from the 

creatures of Wonderland. She is enraged and screams ñoff with her headò. In this example, 

Alice challenges the Queenôs authority once, when she chooses not to prostrate herself, and 

then again, when she answers ñnonsenseò to the Queenôs order. She challenges the despotic 

authority and wins as the Queen remains silent. The Russian translations render this 

interaction differently.  

 

3.6.1 TT2a 

In TT2a, the chapter begins in a similar way, where Sonia enters the garden and sees the three 

gardeners. They are also painting the roses and arguing with each other talking about the 

Queenôs order to execute one of them the other day (ʧʨʠʢʘʟʳʚʘʣʘ ʝʷ ʤʠʣʦʩʪʴ ʩʥʝʩʪʠ ʪʝʙⱲ 

ʛʦʣʦʚʫ). Soniaôs presence made them stop their conversation and then she timidly (ʨʦʙʢʦ) 

asked them why they are painting the roses red. One of them answered that the roses should 

have been red instead of white and that if the Queen finds out about their mistake she will 

have their head cut off (ʚʩʝʤ ʥʘʤ ʚʝʣʠʪ ʛʦʣʦʚʳ ʩʥʝʩʪʠ). Then, when the Queen of Hearts 

(ʏʝʨʚʦʥʥʘʷ ʂʨʘʣʷ) enters the scene, all of them also ñhit their face in the groundò 

(ʫʜʘʨʠʣʠʩʴ ʣʠʮʦʤ ̡ʚ̡ ʟʝʤʣʶ). Perhaps, curtsey did not occur in Victorian England, but it 

was common in Imperial Russia. However, Sonia as in the original chose to stand. To the 

Queenôs question ñwhatôs your name childò, the translator has the Queen ask ñʢʘʢ ʪʝʙʷ, 

ʤʠʣʘʷ ʟʚʘʪʴò. The word ʤʠʣʘʷ in Russian has the meaning of ñdarlingò, ñdearò or 

ñsweetheartò. Despite the negative comments about the Queen and her execution orders, it 

seems here that she talks to Sonia in a friendlier tone. Sonia answers not only ñpolitelyò as in 

the original, but also with respect (ʧʦʯʪʠʪʝʣʴʥʦ). The Queenôs next question is who are the 

gardeners and the polite and respectful conversation changes. Soniaôs answer to that question 

and the Queenôs reaction is presented in table 7.  

 

TT2a 

Anonymous 

(1879: 117) 

 

ñʗ ʥʝ ʟʥʘʶ, ʜʘ ʠ ʥʝ ʤʦʝ ʵʪʦ ʜⱲʣʦ ʟʥʘʪʴĂ, ʦʪʚⱲʯʘʝʪʲ ʉʦʥʷ, ʠ ʩʘʤʘ ʧʦʜʠʚʠʣʘʩʴ ʩʚʦʝʡ 

ʩʤⱲʣʦʩʪʠ. ʏʝʨʚʦʥʥʘʷ ʢʨʘʣʷ ʧʦʙʘʛʨʦʚⱲʣʘ ʦʪ ʛʥⱲʚʘ, ʫʩʣʳʰʘʚʲ ʪʘʢʦʡ ʦʪʚⱲʪʲ. 

[The ñoff with her headò order is omitted] 

ʉʦʥʷ ʥʝ ʩʪʨʫʩʠʣʘ ʠ ʩʤⱲʣʦ ʛʣʷʜⱲʣʘ ʝʡ ʚʲ ʛʣʘʟʘ. 

ʏʝʨʚʦʥʥʘʷ ʢʨʘʣʷ ʭʦʪⱲʣʘ ʯʪʦ-ʪʦ ʢʨʠʢʥʫʪʴ, ʥʦ ʟʘʤʦʣʯʘʣʘ. 

Ăʉʘʤʘ ʨʘʟʩʫʜʠ, ʜʫʰʝʥʴʢʘ, ʦʥʘ ʚⱲʜʴ ʨʝʙʝʥʦʢʲ,ñ ʨʦʙʢʦ ʚʩʪʫʧʠʣʩʷ ʢʦʨʦʣʴ ʟʘ ʉʦʥʶ, 

ʢʨʦʪʢʦ ʧʦʣʦʞʠʚʲ ʨʫʢʫ ʯʝʨʚʦʥʥʦʡ ʢʨʘʣⱲ ʥʘ ʧʣʝʯʦ. 
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Back 

Translation 

ñI donôt know and itôs not my businessò, answers Sonia, wondering about her courage. 

The Queen of Hearts turned crimson from fury, listening to this answer. 

[The ñoff with her headò order is omitted] 

Sonia was not frightened and boldly looked at her into the eyes. 

The Queen of Hearts wanted to shout something, but she kept silent. 

ñJudge yourself, my dear, she is a child,ò the King stood timidly by Sonia, gently putting 

his hand on the Queen of Heartsô shoulder. 

Table: 7 

 

Sonia similarly answers to the Queen that she does not know and that it is not her business to 

know and she was again surprised with her boldness (ʠ ʩʘʤʘ ʧʦʜʠʚʠʣʘʩʴ ʩʚʦʝʡ ʩʤⱲʣʦʩʪʠ). 

The Queen also ñturned crimson with furyò; however, the ñoff with her headò order did not 

follow. Therefore, Sonia did not have to object verbally to the Queen. Here she just looked 

boldly (ʩʤⱲʣʦ) into her eyes. This look was enough for the Queen to remain silent. The ñoff 

with her headò order is omitted once again. However, Sonia still challenges the Queenôs 

authority even with a strict look. Similarly as in the original, the King stands by Sonia, 

interferes, takes her side and tries to protect her, as she is only a child (cʘʤʘ ʨʘʟʩʫʜʠ, 

ʜʫʰʝʥʴʢʘ, ʦʥʘ ʚⱲʜʴ ʨʝʙʝʥʦʢʲ). 

  

Regarding the lexical mismatches, there is only one reporting verb ñʦʪʚⱲʯʘʝʪʲò (answers) as 

there is not any form of dialogue between Sonia and the Queen of Hearts. The tenor is 

different, as Sonia answers that she does not know (who the soldiers are) and that it is not her 

business. The Queen turns crimson with anger (ʧʦʙʘʛʨʦʚⱲʣʘ ʦʪ ʛʥⱲʚʘ) as in the original; 

however, she does not order Soniaôs decapitation. The ñoff with her headò order is omitted 

once again and, therefore, Sonia never replies to the Queenôs punishment order. She just 

looks boldly into the Queenôs eyes (ʩʤⱲʣʦ ʛʣʷʜⱲʣʘ ʝʡ ʚ ̡ʛʣʘʟʘ) and the Queen, despite the 

fact that she looks like she wants to shout, remains silent. 

 

The textual mismatches and the different paralinguistic behaviour (kinetics) depict both the 

character of Sonia and the Queen of Hearts in a completely different way from the original. 

In terms of the charactersô social role relationships, it seems that the protagonists of this scene 

are swapping roles. On one hand, Sonia is braver and more determined to seize the power 

from the Queen and on the other hand the Queen displays hesitation and constraint. Perhaps 
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this is a way for the translator to show that the Queen, who is not used to be overruled, is 

shocked by Soniaôs unprecedented reaction. 

 

3.6.2 TT2b 

In TT2b, the translation is literal. The translator chooses words of the same or similar 

intensity to describe the scene. Alice enters the garden and meets the three gardeners to paint 

the white roses red. They were arguing and accusing each other for the roses, reminding the 

Queenôs orders about previous (ʂʦʨʦʣʝʚʘ ʩʢʘʟʘʣʘ ʙ ʪ  rʟʘʩʣʫʞʠʚʘʝʰʴ ʯʪʦʙʳ, ʪʝʙʝ ʩʥʷʣʠ 

ʛʦʣʦʚʫ) and future executions (ʝʩʣʠ ʂʦʨʦʣʝʚʘ ʟʘʤʝʪʠʪ ʵʪʦ, ʥʘʤ ʚʩʝʤ ʙ ʟʥʘʝʪʝ ʣʠ ʩʥʝʩʫʪ 

ʛʦʣʦʚʳ ʧʨʦʯʴ). Alice talks to them with ñmuffled voiceò (ʛʣʫʭʠʤ ʛʦʣʦʩʦʤ) which signifies 

her fear. Soon the Queen arrives and the three gardeners ñinstantly fell to the ground with the 

face downò (ʤʛʥʦʚʝʥʥʦ ʧʦʚʘʣʠʣʠʩʴ ʥʘ ʟʝʤʣʶ ʣʠʮʦʤ ʚʥʠʟ). As in the original obeisance is 

preserved in the Russian text. However, Alice only turned from the side the noise was 

coming, as she ñeagerlyò wanted to see the Queen (ɸʣʠʩʘ ʦʙʝʨʥʫʣʘʩʴ, ʥʝʪʝʨʧʝʣʠʚʦ ʞʝʣʘʷ 

ʫʚʠʜʝʪʴ ʂʦʨʦʣʝʚʫ). The scene progresses in the same way as in the original: the Queen asks 

Aliceôs name (ʢʘʢ ʪʝʙʷ ʟʦʚʫʪ, ʜʠʪʷ?), she answers politely (ʦʯʝʥʴ ʚʝʞʣʠʚʦ ʦʪʚʝʪʠʣʘ) and 

convinces herself that she does not have to be afraid of the cards; she is surrounded (ʅʫ, ʦʥʠ 

ʪʦʣʴʢʦ ʢʦʣʦʜʘ ʢʘʨʪ, ʚ ʢʦʥʮʝ ʢʦʥʮʦʚ. ʄʥʝ ʥʝʯʝʛʦ ʠʭ ʙʦʷʪʩʷ). Finally, the Queen asks 

Alice who the gardeners are, and she answers as follows:  

  

TT2b  

Olenich-

Gnenenko 

(1958:95) 

 

- ʆʪʢʫʜʘ ʤʥʝ ʟʥʘʪʴ? - ʩʢʘʟʘʣʘ ɸʣʠʩʘ, ʫʜʠʚʣʝʥʥʘʷ ʩʚʦʝʡ ʩʤʝʣʦʩʪʴʶ. - ʕʪʦ ʥʝ ʤʦʝ 

ʜʝʣʦ. 

ʂʦʨʦʣʝʚʘ ʧʦʙʘʛʨʦʚʝʣʘ ʦʪ ʷʨʦʩʪʠ ʠ, ʩ ʤʠʥʫʪʫ ʧʨʠʩʪʘʣʴʥʦ ʧʦʛʣʷʜʝʚ ʥʘ ʥʝʝ, ʧʦʜʦʙʥʦ 

ʜʠʢʦʤʫ ʟʚʝʨʶ ʟʘʚʠʟʞʘʣʘ: 

ð ɼʦʣʦʡ ʝʡ ʛʦʣʦʚʫ! ɼʆʃʆʁ! 

ð ʅʝʣʝʧʦʩʪʴ! ð ʩʢʘʟʘʣʘ ɸʣʠʩʘ ʦʯʝʥʴ ʛʨʦʤʢʦ ʠ ʨʝʰʠʪʝʣʴʥʦ, ʠ ʂʦʨʦʣʝʚʘ 

ʟʘʤʦʣʯʘʣʘ. 

ʂʦʨʦʣʴ ʧʦʣʦʞʠʣ ʩʚʦʶ ʨʫʢʫ ʥʘ ʨʫʢʫ ʂʦʨʦʣʝʚʳ ʠ ʨʦʙʢʦ ʟʘʤʝʪʠʣ: 

- ʇʦʜʫʤʘʡ, ʤʦʷ ʜʦʨʦʛʘʷ: ʚʝʜʴ ʦʥʘ ï ʪʦʣʴʢʦ ʨʝʙʝʥʦʢ! 

Back 

Translation 

- How do I know? ï said Alice, surprised by her own courage. - It's none of my 

business. The Queen turned crimson with fury, and, for a moment looked at her 

intently, like a wild beast screamed: 

- Off with her head! OFF! 

- Ridiculous! - Said Alice, very loudly and decidedly, and the Queen was silent. 
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The king put his hand on the Queen's hand and timidly remarked: 

ñThink, my dear: she is only a child!ò 

Table 8 

 

Alice is also surprised here with her boldness to say to the Queen that she does not know and 

it is not her business. The Queen does become furious and like a ñwild beastò (ʜʠʢʦʤʫ 

ʟʚʝʨʶ) screams ñOff with her headò (ɼʦʣʦʡ ʝʡ ʛʦʣʦʚʫ). The order is repeated twice and the 

translator here chooses to put the second time the Queen screams ñoffò in capital letters 

(ɼʆʃʆʁ) which is not something used in the original. In this way, the translator emphasises 

the Queenôs rage. It seems that in TT2b the Queen of Hearts has a more tempered character 

than in the original. Once again Aliceôs unexpected answer is: ñRidiculous!ò (ʅʝʣʝʧʦʩʪʴ). 

She expresses this opinion ñloudly and decisivelyò (ʛʨʦʤʢʦ ʠ ʨʝʰʠʪʝʣʴʥʦ). Alice challenges 

the Queenôs authority as in the original, which is something unusual for her. The fact that her 

power is questioned is shocking and leaves her speechless (ʂʦʨʦʣʝʚʘ ʟʘʤʦʣʯʘʣʘ). When this 

translation was published under Soviet rule, this kind of behaviour would also be unusual and 

unacceptable. The fact that a child challenges the Queenôs authority does not conform with 

the norms of the time.  

  

3.6.3 TT2c 

Alice enters the garden and sees the three gardeners painting the white roses, trying to make 

them red. In this version, Alice expresses her opinion about this action. ñThatôs nonsenseò 

(ʝʨʫʥʜʘ ʢʘʢʘʷ-ʪʦ), she thinks before she goes closer. This is perhaps the same thought the 

implied reader would have while reading this scene and the translator decides to express it 

outwardly via Alice. The gardeners keep arguing and talking about the Queenôs orders to 

execute one of them (ɼʘʨʦʤ ʯʪʦ ʂʦʨʦʣʝʚʘ ʛʦʣʦʚʫ ʪʝʙʷ ʦʪʦʨʚʘʪʴ ʦʙʝʱʘʣʘ). Alice 

approaches the gardeners and asks them, not ñtimidlyò, but ñcarefullyò (ʦʩʪʦʨʦʞʥʦ). 

Perhaps, after watching them doing something senseless as painting the roses, she does not 

what their reaction to her question might be. Hence, she is asking cautiously. Their answer is 

similar that if the Queen finds out about their mistake, she will execute them (ʥʝ ʪʦ ʥʝ 

ʩʥʦʩʠʪ ʥʘʤ ʛʦʣʦʚʳ). Then the Queen arrives and the gardeners ñinstantly fell on their knees 

having their foreheads buried in the groundò (ʤʛʥʦʚʝʥʥʦ ʚʩʝ ʪʨʦʝ ʙʫʭʥʫʣʠʩʴ ʥʘ ʢʦʣʝʥʠʠ, 

ʫʪʢʥʫʚʰʠʩʴ ʣʙʘʤʠ ʚ ʟʝʤʣʶ). The scene appears to be similar to the original until this point. 

However, as the first interaction between Alice and the Queen proceeds, many mismatches 

change the tenor.  
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During the first meeting between Alice and the Queen, the latter did not ask her ñwhatôs your 

name dear?ò or ñwhatôs your name childò like in the other two translations. The Queen in an 

abrupt, authoritative and commanding way requested Aliceôs name with one word: Name! 

(ʀʤ!̫). Alice answered with all her courtesy (ʩ ʚʩʝʡ ʫʯʪʠʚʦʩʪʴʶ) and realised that everyone 

around her are playing cards (ʠʛʨʘʣʴʥʳʝ ʢʘʨʪʳ) and that it would be ñfunny to be afraid of a 

paper deck of cardsò (ʩʤʝʰʥʦ ʙʦʷʪʴʩʷ ʙʫʤʘʞʥʦʡ ʢʦʣʦʜ ʢʘʨʪ). To the next question, where 

the Queen asks Alice who the gardeners are the answer is the following:  

  

TT2c  

Yakhnin 

 (1993: 65) 

 

- ʉʘʤʠ ʨʘʟʙʠʨʘʡʪʝʩʴ! - ʭʤʳʢʥʫʣʘ ɸʣʠʩʘ, ʥʝʤʥʦʛʦ ʚʩʸ ʞʝ ʧʦʙʘʠʚʘʷʩʴ ʩʚʦʝʡ 

ʩʤʝʣʦʩʪʠ. ʂʦʨʦʣʝʚʘ ʧʦʙʘʛʨʦʚʝʣʘ ʠ ʤʠʥʫʪʫ ʩʚʝʨʣʠʣʘ ɸʣʠʩʫ ʧʦʙʝʣʝʚʰʠʤʠ 

ʦʪ ʷʨʦʩʪʠ ʛʣʘʟʘʤʠ. ʇʦʪʦʤ ʠʟ ʝʸ ʛʦʨʣʘ ʚʳʨʚʘʣʩʷ ʜʠʢʠʡ ʚʦʧʣʴ: 

- ɻʦʣʦʚʫ ʩ ʥʝʸ ʜʦʣʦʡ! ɼʦʣʦʡ!... 

- ʏʝʧʫʭʘ ʢʘʢʘʷ-ʪʦ, - ʫʩʤʝʭʥʫʣʘʩʴ ɸʣʠʩʘ, ʠ ʂʦʨʦʣʝʚʘ ʦʩʝʢʣʘʩʴ. 

ʂʦʨʦʣʴ ʦʩʪʦʨʦʞʥʦ ʪʨʦʥʫʣ ʂʦʨʦʣʝʚʫ ʟʘ ʧʣʝʯʦ ʠ ʰʝʧʥʫʣ: 

- ʆʩʪʳʥʴʪʝ, ʤʦʷ ʜʦʨʦʛʘʷ, ʦʥʘ ʞʝ ʝʱʸ ʥʝʨʘʟʫʤʥʦʝ ʜʠʪʷ.  

Back 

Translation 

- Sort it yourself! ï snorted Alice, a bit scared for her boldness. The Queen 

turned crimson and for a moment gave Alice a piercing glance with eyes white 

from fury. Then, from her throat came out a wild scream: 

- Off with her head! Off with!é 

- Thatôs nonsense, - grinned Alice and the Queen stopped short. 

The king carefully touched the Queen's shoulder and whispered: 

ñCalm down, my dear, she's still an unreasonable child.ò 

Table 9 

 

Aliceôs answer to the Queenôs question is ñsort it yourselfò (cʘʤʠ ʨʘʟʙʠʨʘʡʪʝʩʴ). Alice 

challenges Queenôs authority even more. She uses imperative form and in a way orders the 

Queen to find the answer herself. She is disrespectful towards the Queen, the absolute power-

figure of Wonderland. Her attitude is opposite to the behaviour that the rest of the creatures 

display when the Queen is present (obeisance). Alice is even scared herself from her boldness 

(ʧʦʙʘʠʚʘʷʩʴ ʩʚʦʝʡ ʩʤʝʣʦʩʪʠ). The Queen became furious, looked at Alice with rage, and 

then with a wild scream ordered her execution: ñoff with her headò (ɻʦʣʦʚʫ ʩ ʥʝʸ ʜʦʣʦʡ). 

However, Alice was not scared at all, even now that she was surrounded by card-soldiers and 

the whole royal procession and she answered back. ñThatôs nonsenseò (ʯʝʧʫʭʘ ʢʘʢʘʷ-ʪʦ) said 
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Alice to the Queen, who did not react at all. Perhaps, the expected reaction would be an even 

more outraged Queen. Nevertheless, she was probably shocked herself that someone dared to 

challenge her authority and was not able to say anything else. Once again, perhaps through 

intense and unexpected dialogues the translator attempts to make the text funnier and show 

that there is no fear in Wonderland despite the death threats that are continuously repeated.     

 

To sum up, in this excerpt, the tenor changes only in TTa, as the ñoff with her headò order is 

deleted and Alice is presented as brave only because she said to the Queen that she does not 

know who the soldiers painting the bush are. On the other hand, in both TTb and TTc the 

translation is closer to Carrollôs text. There are only minor lexical mismatches, which do not 

affect the meaning of the scene, and they transmit the Queenôs anger as well as Aliceôs 

boldness in the same way as in the original. 

 

Conclusion  

In chapter 3, the context of translation in Russia was discussed separately for all three periods 

examined: Imperial, Soviet, post-Soviet. Censorship of publications and any form of art 

played a significant role in the country history and development, particularly during the 

Soviet years. There were two forms of censorship, the official state censorship and self-

censorship that was used consciously or not by the authors. However, there were always 

exceptions of books that were circulated without being censored as many techniques to evade 

the censor were also developed. In the Alice example examined, there are parts that have been 

censored (or self-censored), due to their harmful content for the children. During the Imperial 

years, the norms governing childrenôs books prohibit anything that would scare the child or 

that it would transmit foreign ideas. An execution order is indeed a scary content for a childôs 

story and therefore, it is deleted from TTa. Similar rules applied to the Soviet years with the 

principles of Socialist Realism to promote happy endings and positive heroes. However, the 

execution order is not deleted in this translation, as it would probably be expected. This 

constitutes proof that there was no one-to-one correspondence between the general pressure 

to censor certain topics and the concrete way in which texts in translation were handled. 

Homogeneity is not a feature of Soviet childrenôs literature. The next chapter presents aspect 

of childrenôs literature and its translation. It explores the translational norms prevailing in 

childrenôs literature in Russia in the three periods examined as well as particular features that 

classified Aliceôs Adventures in Wonderland to the list of the ambivalent books for children. 
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Finally, an example of how these age-hierarchy and power-related references from Alice are 

translated is also presented. 
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Chapter 4 

Childrenôs Literature and Aspects of Translation 

 

The present chapter examines evidence of political ideology in translated childrenôs literature 

in Russia and particularly in Alice as a translation for children. The chapter begins with the 

presentation of the main power-orientated theories as power references and power struggle is 

the key theme examined in the study. The chapter also provides a more detailed description 

of the translation theories and methods in the field, shedding light on the notions of 

manipulation and adaptation in the translation of childrenôs literature. Next, in the chapter, 

the function and role of childrenôs books as well as their translation in Russia are presented. 

This section is divided into three categories, as it describes the status of childrenôs books and 

the context in which they were circulating in all three periods of Russian history: pre-Soviet, 

Soviet and Post-Soviet. This periodization is significant in the study since the thesis attempts 

to examine the norms prevailing in the writing and translating of childrenôs books during all 

three periods. Finally, an Alice example that demonstrates adult power and age hierarchy is 

examined in all three Russian translations. 

 

4.1 The Challenge of Childrenôs Literature 

Childrenôs books have a long history beginning with folk, fairy tale, and the oral tradition 

(Hunt, 1998: 5). Modern childrenôs literature has its roots in the mid-19th century when 

authors turned to writing childrenôs books for entertainment and at the same time publishers 

realised that, there was a potential profit from their sale (Knowles and Malmkjær, 1995: 2). 

This need of writing for children was also supported by two other factors: the existence of 

wealthy families whose children did not have to work in order to contribute to the family 

income and the fact that childhood, which until then was seen as a ñtemporary misfortuneò, 

became an important and vulnerable part of life (Pedersen, 2004: 74). However, the stages of 

development that childrenôs literature has followed are, in general, the same in all countries. 

Nikolajeva identifies four stages of development as follows: 

 

¶ Adaptations of the already existing adult literature and folklore according to the 

childôs needs and interests. 

¶ Didactic and educational stories written particularly for children. 
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¶ An established literary system with various genres and modes. 

¶ A polyphonic or multi-voiced childrenôs literature. (Nikolajeva, 1996: 95-7) 

 

For many years, there was the assumption that childrenôs books were inferior or as Shavit 

notes, childrenôs literature was considered to be the ñCinderella of literary studiesò (Shavit, 

1992: 4). This is probably because of their primary audience: children - a minority holding a 

peripheral position in many cultures (OôConnell, 2006: 18). In addition, the position of 

children in society and the notion of childhood have changed many times within the centuries 

of the creation of childrenôs literature. This is why the ideas of what childrenôs literature is, as 

well as its definition has changed many times in the last three centuries and this is due to the 

changes in the understanding of childhood (Epstein, 2012: 2) and the position of children in 

society. 

 

Childrenôs literature in every country is bound to the countryôs culture, traditions and 

customs. Childrenôs books represent the social and cultural norms prevailing in a country. 

Children shape their cultural identity through reading, as books have mainly an educative 

role. They carry moral messages, they teach children the difference between right and wrong 

and they separate the ñgoodò from the ñevilò. According to Hunt, childrenôs books are always 

educational or influential in some way as they reflect an ideology and are didactic (Hunt, 

1994: 3).  

 

Defining childrenôs literature has always been a challenging task. This is mainly due to the 

many factors that someone should take into account and the many agents involved to the 

creation of childrenôs books. The notion of childhood that appeared later in society, the 

position of children in different societies, the educational and didactic purposes that 

childrenôs books are expected to have, the involvement of adults in all stages of book 

production and circulation as well as the adult ideology and power that is hidden within the 

childrenôs stories are the main reasons that make any discussion on childrenôs literature and 

its translation challenging and its definition inaccurate. 

In Aliceôs Adventures in Wonderland, all the above factors can be identified and perhaps 

these are the reasons that may have triggered negative critique. Alice was created in a time 

when the notion of childhood had started to change and children received more attention in 

Victorian society. Due to this change, the need for books with educational and didactic 
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content for children emerged. Alice may not display a high educational value; however, it 

does indicate the need for a better education system. The book portrays the Victorian child 

(Alice) as confused about many things that she had been taught at school. Moreover, the 

power of adults over children is noted throughout the story. Finally, due to its ambivalent 

content, the bookôs suitability for children has been discussed many times. 

 

Alice is an exception among the books of the Victorian era, since it does not teach morals 

rather, it satirizes them. Carroll mocks the Victorian system of childrenôs education; what 

children know and what they should know. This can be seen from many examples in the 

book. According to Nodelman, almost every scene in the book ñinvolves Alice confronting a 

situation that transcends the expectation she has built on her previous knowledgeò that is 

constantly proved to be ñuntrustworthyò (Nodelman, 2008: 38-9). Alice recalls things she had 

learnt in school but she is not completely sure about them. She never remembers the poems 

she used to know and she uses long and interesting words, which she had heard, but she is not 

sure for their meaning. This lack of knowledge that the Wonderland creatures take for 

granted always causes problems to Alice. The animals she encounters find a chance to 

embarrass and humiliate her. ñYou donôt know much and thatôs a factò (Carroll, 2009: 53) 

were the Duchessôs words to her and many other observations as such followed. The Mock 

Turtle, the Gryphon, the March Hare, the Mad Hatter and even the passive Dormouse 

insulted her and also tried to silent her due to her skills as it is be discussed in sections 6.7, 

6.8 and 6.11 of the thesis.   

 

By projecting Aliceôs lack of knowledge, Carroll stresses the need for change in the Victorian 

educational system and perhaps the need for new books that could help children to enrich 

their world knowledge. However, there is a moment when Alice gains her knowledge back 

and she is sure about her statement ñyou are nothing but a pack of cardsò (Nodelman, 2008: 

40). 

 

The involvement of adults is a variable that always influences childrenôs literature and 

according to Hermans, it ñimplies a degree of manipulation of the source text for a certain 

purposeò (Hermans, 1985: 11). Perhaps this involvement or manipulation is inevitable as 

adults may feel that they have a duty to raise their children and make them function in 

accordance with what their society demands, considering the prevailing norms, morals and 

ethics of their time.  
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Whether as an ñinvisible storytellerò (Lathey, 2010), a ñhidden adultò (Nodelman, 2008) or 

an ñadult agentò (Beauvais, 2015), the presence of adults stemming from social demands and 

adulthood normativity, is always visible in childrenôs literature and its translation. Perhaps, 

this presence is hardly ever avoided, because as Nodelman observed, there would be no 

childrenôs literature ñif adults did not believe that children are different enough from adults to 

need a special group of books and imagine a category to contain themò (Nodelman, 2008: 

139). 

 

4.2 Power in Childrenôs Literature  

The role of adults and their relation to childrenôs literature is a topic frequently discussed by 

scholars. There is always an adult ñmediatorò between children and their books. Childrenôs 

books are entirely controlled by adults. They can determine what children read since they are 

the ones who either produce or buy books for children (Knowles and Malmkjær, 1996: 2). 

Adults are responsible for every choice related to children and as OôSullivan points out, 

adults ñwrite, edit, translate, publish, promote, review, sell, buy, recommend, lend and teach 

childrenôs booksò (OôSullivan, 2010: 4). Moreover, as noted by Grenby, childrenôs books are 

written by adults in order to suit adult purposes (Grenby, 2008: 199). They are bought by 

adults and read to children to impart general knowledge and values. These purposes are 

related to the educational or ideological reasons. An adult may also buy a particular book for 

a child due to his/her pleasant memories of reading it as a child himself/herself. This 

contributes to ñthe preservation both of some of the best books ever written for children as 

well as certain lesser books, which are slow to lose their original popularityò (Kloet, 1977: 9). 

 

Nodelman (2008) argues that the adult authors of childrenôs literature write according to the 

adult purchasersô taste on childrenôs books (Nodelman, 2008: 5). Therefore, there is always a 

ñhidden adultò in all stages of the production and distribution of childrenôs literature. 

Nodelman examines six childrenôs books, which belong to different genres and periods in an 

attempt to identify similarities and connections related to their structures and themes in order 

to reach some general conclusions regarding childrenôs literature. Indeed, several things were 

common in these divergent texts. Among them is simplicity, happy endings, repetitions, 

utopia. However, Nodelman always identifies ña shadow, [é] a more complex and more 

complete understanding of the world, [é] something less simpleò and ñbeyond the childlike 
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consciousnessò (Nodelman, 2008: 206). This something for Nodelman is the ñhidden adultò, 

who is always involved in all aspects of childrenôs literature and is responsible for the 

creation of ña second, hidden textò or a ñshadow textò within the actual text written for 

children (Nodelman, 2008: 8). This adult, hidden or not, controls childrenôs books and 

exercise his/her age-related power on children which is inevitably reflected through the text 

and the power relationships between the storyôs protagonists, the addresser and the addressee, 

the narrator and the implied reader.  

 

According to Gubar, the adults and ñtheir textsò do indeed exercise their power on children 

(Gubar, 2009: 98). Nikolajeva also argues that power is present to all childrenôs ñfrom ABC 

books to young adult novelsò (Nikolajeva, 2010: 7). Nikolajeva (2009. 2010) proposes the 

term aetonormativity to describe the norm of adulthood in childrenôs literature. A norm that 

makes children become the ñotherò, the deviation of the norm. More specifically, the concept 

of aetonormativity, refers to ñadult normativity that governs the way childrenôs literature has 

been patterned from its emergence until the present dayò (Nikolajeva, 2009:16; 2010: 8). As 

Nikolajeva notes, power structures are reflected in all literary genres, however, for childrenôs 

literature the ñfocus on child/adult power hierarchyò appears to be a ñparticular 

characteristicò (Nikolajeva, 2010: 8).  

 

Adultsô expectations from children to obey their decisions, rules and laws without 

questioning them is the norm, in both real life and literature (Nikolajeva, 2010: 9). These 

reflections of age-related power hierarchy are identified in many books for children as well as 

in Alice. For example, in the scene when the Lory insists that it is older than Alice and it 

know better than her. This age reference was the only argument the Lory had against her and 

it is further discussed in section 4.6. 

 

Regarding power-oriented theories and particularly Nikolajevaôs aetonormativity, Beauvais 

(2012; 2015) suggests a reconceptualisation of the notion of ñpowerò, which includes two 

more terms: authority and might. She notes that the adult-child relationship in childrenôs 

literature discourse does not necessarily mean that the adult is the ñpowerfulò party and the 

child is ñdeprived of potencyò (Beauvais, 2012: 78). In this ñfuzzy concept of powerò, 

Beauvais splits the frequently used term ñpowerò in two, perhaps interconnected concepts: 

ñauthorityò and ñmightò. Authority stands on the side of adults and may display three 

characteristics: it is legitimate, allows freedom on both adults and children and it increases in 
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time (Beauvais, 2012: 81). On the other hand, ñmightò refers to children as they appear to be 

ñmightyò having the ability to oppose to adultôs authority and also evolve towards it 

(Beauvais, 2012: 82). For her, the difference between adult and child power lays to ñthe 

difference of temporalityò which may lead to ñdifferent kinds of powerò (Beauvais, 2012). 

 

For Beauvais, to be mighty is ñto have more time leftò and to be authoritative is ñto have 

more time pastò (Beauvais, 2012: 82). In other words, childrenôs power is their future and 

adultsô power is their past. This division of power highlights the fact that children have a 

future, which allows them to act (and perhaps react) to any kind of adult authority. This 

power race between adult and child is in strong dependence to time, which provides the 

necessary ñexperienceò, and ñexpertiseò to the adult. In general, Beauvais argues that it is not 

only the adultôs power that should be discussed in childrenôs literature, as it has always been. 

The child has also a power and this power makes a difference in everything related to 

childrenôs literature has been discussed so far seeing the child as passive entity in the hands 

of adults.  

 

Focusing on contemporary childrenôs literature (post-1950s) and particularly on picture 

books, Beauvais highlights the adult-child relationship in terms of time and power. She 

promotes the idea that the child is ñmightyò and his/her power overcomes the adultôs and 

suggests a new concept of the implied reader. The adult-child relationship depends more on 

the childôs potential to interpret the adultôs choices. More specifically, ñthe adults are both 

giving children something they know and asking children to process it so as to tell them 

something they donôt knowò (Beauvais, 2015: 87). Therefore, the knowledge provided by 

adults in childrenôs literature can be interpreted according to the childôs potential and 

understanding. 

 

As Nodelman points out, childrenôs literature is ñprimarily a didactic literatureò as it is a tool 

used by adults to teach children things ñthey do not know yetò (Nodelman, 2008: 157). 

However, children may also learn something from childrenôs literature that the ñadults do not 

know yetò, that the child is also powerful (Beauvais, 2015: 3).  

 

In Aliceôs Adventures in Wonderland the demonstration of adultsô power is constant and 

according to Ren, the whole book is a ñpower struggle between the adult and the childò (Ren, 

2015: 1659). Almost all characters Alice meets in Wonderland, starting with the White 
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Rabbit and ending with the King and the Queen of Hearts, are adults. All these adult 

characters try to show Alice that they have power, and according to Ren, this power is ñthe 

primary source of their anxietyò (Ren, 2015: 1660). They are either aggressive or tend to 

ignore Alice and they tend to order Alice about, as they have more authority in the world onto 

which Alice has intruded.  

 

However, Alice ñrudely rejectsò everyoneôs behaviour through to what Gubar calls 

ñreciprocal aggressionò (Gubar, 2009: 98). Being alone and scared at the beginning, Alice 

burst into tears many times. Once she realised Wonderland rules and also became bigger she 

behaves in a similar way the other Wonderland creatures do, which ñtoo often lose their 

tempers and act in autocratic, insensitive, or insulting waysò (Gubar, 2009: 111). As Gubar 

notes, she does not hesitate to threaten smaller animals that her cat Dinah can go after them 

(Gubar, 2009: 111). Apart from applying the Wonderland rules of misbehaviour, Alice even 

becomes the savior and protector of the card-soldiers who were threatened with decapitation 

from the Queen of Hearts (see 6.5). 

 

In general, Carroll presents Alice as ñthe wise child in a crazy world, opposing absurd logic 

with common senseò (Watson, 2001:253). Nikolajeva notes that ñthe author of the Alice 

books exercises just as much power toward his readers as the characters do towards the 

protagonistsò (Nikolajeva, 2010: 30). Therefore, power appears to be a dominant feature of 

the book, exerted from Carroll to the readers, from Wonderland creatures to Alice and to each 

other and finally from Alice to anyone that threatened her during her journey. Considering 

the above, it can be said that the issue of power and adult influence in childrenôs literature is a 

growing body on literature and translation studies. It is surprising that very few studies on 

Aliceôs translations examine this issue although it has been frequently discussed in studies 

refereeing to the original book. This study examines the instances of power relations in the 

Russian translations of Aliceôs Adventures in Wonderland closely and more systematically, 

contributing to the existing gap in literature.  

 

4.3 Childrenôs Literature in Translation 

From all the above a conclusion that might arise is that the translation of childrenôs literature 

can be an even more challenging task. Bamberger notes that translated childrenôs literature 

may be an ñintegral part of a national literatureò (Bamberger, 1978: 19). Children and, quite 
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often, parents do not know (and do not care) whether a book they are reading is foreign. They 

do not know where the book came from originally and they do not know if it is a translation. 

Books for children are simply nice stories to entertain and their identity does not play an 

important role with regard to their popularity.  

 

In other words, the translations of childrenôs books can influence national childrenôs literature 

as they interact with national literature and finally become a part of it. For example, Hans 

Christian Andersenôs fairy tales are known worldwide. They have been translated into many 

languages and read by children all over the world. However, not all people know that these 

stories were originally written in Danish. Andersenôs stories not only have been translated 

into a significant number of languages but they have also influenced domestic childrenôs 

literature as well. Moreover, according to Bamberger, features of Andersenôs works can be 

traced in many fairy tales in other languages (Bamberger, 1978: 23).  

 

The translation of childrenôs books has always been compared with the translation of books 

for adults. However, it is a completely different procedure including many factors that should 

be taken into account. A number of studies in translation of childrenôs literature have reached 

the conclusion that translating childrenôs literature is more complicated and challenging than 

translating adult literature for many reasons, such as childrenôs different way of thinking and 

level of comprehension. According to Puurtinen, translating for children is not as simple as 

often regarded. The translator of childrenôs literature has to take into account several 

constraints as well as attempting to please both children and adults, who act as the 

ñbackground authorityò. More specifically the translator has to consider ñthe needs of the 

target audience, the status of the source text and its special characteristics as well as the 

culture-specific norms regulating translationò (Puurtinen, 2006: 54). This special audience is 

the reason why the translation of childrenôs literature is a different act from the translation of 

literature for adults. This difference has become the subject of considerable discussion within 

academic circles.  

 

Nikolajeva discusses the differences between translating for children and translating for 

adults. According to her, words in any language are ñpolysemanticò, which means that they 

have several different meanings and therefore the substitution of one word from the source 

language with another word from the target language is not enough. The translator needs to 

find, among all the different meanings of a word, the adequate one for the target text. 
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Nikolajeva also notes that the translator needs to convey the denotation (the literal meaning) 

as well as the connotation (the contextual meaning) of the text. The latter makes translating 

for children different than translating for adults (Nikolajeva, 2006: 278). Adults are able to 

comprehend better the foreign elements of a translated text. They are able to understand 

name, place and food references, unlike children who will probably need further explanations 

of these references, as their level of understanding of foreign culture-specific elements is not 

that advanced.  

 

From all the above, it can be concluded that, there are three reasons which justify and explain 

the difference between these two translation practices. First of all, childrenôs books address 

children ï a special audience whose level of comprehension, knowledge about the world and 

social background are some of the factors that differentiate them as an audience. Second, 

childrenôs books are illustrated and the use of illustrations is another challenging process that 

demands special treatment. The third reason that distinguishes translation of childrenôs books 

from translation of adultsô books is the interference of adults themselves in the writing, 

editing, translating, publishing, selling, buying and selecting process.  

 

The major approaches developed by scholars regarding the translation of childrenôs literature 

and the possible manipulation of the texts are presented below. These include Shavitôs 

discussion of freedom translators have regarding translation of childrenôs books, as well as 

Klingbergôs work on cultural context adaptation. Both of these approaches are influential in 

the field of translation of childrenôs books. 

 

4.4 The Manipulation of Childrenôs Literature  

In this study any reference to a countryôs childrenôs literature will include the translated 

literature, unless otherwise stated. Childrenôs books (domestic and translated) have always 

been connected and discussed in parallel with the notion of manipulation. Major works in the 

field of childrenôs literature translation are the theories of Shavit Klingberg, Lathey, 

OôSullivan, and Oittinen. These scholars have discussed the differences between adaptation 

and fidelity. Klingberg and Shavit reject adaptation and they seem to support fidelity on the 

translated works for children.  
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According to Shavit, childrenôs literature has always provided material for ñtextual 

revisionsò, mainly because of the editorsô assumptions regarding the ñthe childôs capacity to 

understand and the themes to which he should be exposedò. This idea justifies the great 

number of various adaptations of childrenôs stories circulating in the market offering different 

solutions to the sequences considered unsuitable for children (Shavit, 1986: 27). As Lathey 

points out, there are many abridgements, adaptations, retellings and even multimedia 

versions, particularly of fairy tales and childrenôs classics, which vary from ñminor 

alterations to radical rewritingò (Lathey, 2015: 113). It is through these rewritings that 

childrenôs books are diffused over time and space, often bearing the mark of original works, 

or of faithful translations. 

 

Censorship is also a term frequently involved with the translation of childrenôs literature and 

it may have several meanings. In the case of childrenôs literature, it implies the extent to 

which adults can interfere in the production of childrenôs books as well as in their circulation 

after publication (Hunt, 1998: 6). The adults in question may be writers, translators, editors, 

publishers, sellers, parents, teachers, librarians who may try to impart specific ideas to 

children. Childrenôs books are created by adults and they contain what adults think is suitable 

for children and what adults think that children understand or what children are allowed to 

understand (Hunt, 1994: 5). The reasons for this intervention are usually related to politics, 

education, power and ideology and they will be discussed in detail later in the thesis (see 

chapter 3). 

 

However, the censorship of childrenôs literature starts from the idea or the ñassumptionò, as 

Hunt notes that books are an important influence. Hunt suggests that there is a view that the 

effect of books is overestimated as what children understand from what they are reading is 

not clear (Hunt, 1994: 164). Tucker also notes that the effects of books upon children may 

vary from one to another (Tucker, 1981: 190). Not all children understand the same thing 

when receiving a specific message. There might be multiple explanations regarding their 

level of comprehension and their imagination, which may vary regarding their age and living 

conditions. Moreover, children usually understand more than adultsô expectations, especially 

today. Therefore, book censorship might not have been effective today as according to Hunt, 

children receive information from a number of different sources every day and books cover 

only a small percentage of the information and knowledge acquired (Hunt, 1994: 165). 
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Besides the ideas of manipulation and censorship in childrenôs literature and its translation, 

there might also be various reasons for a bookôs retranslation. The reasons for this are not 

always related to manipulation, censorship and ideology. According to Lathey, publishers and 

editors may resort to a retranslation for the following reasons (Lathey, 2015: 120-1): 

 

¶ The need/demand of new illustrations (perhaps by a popular illustrator) 

¶ An update of the ñarchaic languageò used may also be required in order for the 

contemporary children to fully comprehend the text 

¶ A ñfreshò translation will enhance the bookôs popularity 

¶ A new audience is now targeted (versions for younger/older children)  

 

In the Russian context, the urge for retranslations occurred many times in the countryôs 

history. This was not necessarily due to social and political changes. It may had been a need 

of refreshing the already existing, monotonous childrenôs literature. This tendency in 

retranslations can be also observed and perhaps verified in Aliceôs Russian publications. As 

presented in Lindseth and Tannenbaumôs list (2015) there were many translations frequently 

reappearing.  

 

This view of books as tools able to shape young peopleôs minds and construct national 

identities, might not be that strong now. In recent years, the advent of television and the 

internet gave readership and especially children access to any kind of information that they 

might want to know. By contrast, for the greater part of the previous century, when books 

were the only source of learning something new, the value of books could not be described as 

overestimated. All the above, indicated how complicated the topic of childrenôs literature can 

be. Therefore, it can be said that any discussion related to childrenôs literature and its 

translation might be quite challenging, particularly in contexts governed by instability and 

multiple political and social shifts. The Russian environment provides such a context where 

childrenôs books as well as all literary genres have been through many different stages 

following the changes that occurred to the countryôs status several times in its history.  

 

The following section presents the translation theories and approaches related particularly to 

childrenôs literature. Shavit (1986), Klingberg (1986) and Oittinen (1993) have extensively 

discussed changes, adaptations and deviations that may occur in the translation of childrenôs 
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literature. The concept described below are important for the disciple of translation studies 

regarding childrenôs literature; however, they are not specifically used as frameworks for this 

study, because Houseôs translation quality assessment has been used as the main framework 

that helps derive categories for analysis.  

 

4.4.1 Shavitôs Approach to the Translation of Childrenôs Literature  

Even-Zoharôs polysystem theory was applied in childrenôs literature in 1986 by Zohar Shavit. 

According to polysystem theory, literature is seen as a set of differentiated and interrelated 

systems (literary, cultural, social) having a hierarchical relation to each other. There is a 

constant change to the position of the systems and the influence they exercise to each other. 

Because of the belief that childrenôs texts occupy an insignificant position within the literary 

polysystem, translators as systemic approaches indicate, can be permitted greater liberties 

than with other texts (e.g. literature for adults), and therefore they could adapt them to literary 

models already accepted in the target literary system. More specifically, following Even-

Zoharôs polysystem theory, Shavit underlines the peripheral position and inferior status of 

childrenôs literature in the literary polysystem (Shavit, 1986). Shavit suggests that, in 

childrensôs literature the translator is allowed to manipulate the text in many ways by adding, 

deleting and changing its content as long as he/she takes into account the following two 

principles:  

 

¶ an adjustment of the text to make it appropriate and useful to the child, in accordance 

with what society regards (at a certain point in time) as educationally ñgood for the 

childò 

¶ an adjustment of plot, characterization, and language to prevailing societyôs 

perceptions of the childôs ability to read and comprehend (Shavit, 1986: 112-113). 

These two principles have been discussed extensively in academic research on the translation 

of childrenôs literature. Shavit has examined the translations of childrenôs books into Hebrew. 

However, the results of this research may not only be applied to the translations of Hebrew 

childrenôs literature, but to other language pairs and literary systems as well. Shavit (1981; 

1986) identifies five main constraints that translators of childrenôs literature may face in their 

attempt to transfer a text from the source to the target language. These are the following: 

affiliation to existing models, the integrality of the text's primary and secondary models, the 
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degree of complexity and sophistication of the text, its adjustment to ideological and didactic 

purposes and the style of the text (Shavit, 1981: 172). The ñsystemic affiliationò of the text, 

as Shavit calls it, seems to be inevitable particularly obvious texts, which were moved from 

adult to childrenôs literature and with texts that belong to both adult and childrenôs literature 

at the same time. Aliceôs Adventures in Wonderland belongs to this category, and therefore, 

constrains described by Shavit are necessary to be presented.  

 

The first of these constraints, according to Shavit, is the affiliation to existing models. This 

means that if the model of the original text does not exist in the target system, then it needs to 

be adjusted (by deleting or adding specific elements) to a model that already exists in the 

target system (1981: 172; 1986: 115). For example, if there is no room for satire in the new 

system, then all satirical elements from the text are deleted and perhaps the story is 

transformed into a fantasy, to suit the target systems hierarchies. Regardless, Aliceôs 

classification as an ambivalent text, the Russian translations of the book were strictly done 

for children and the book was considered as a childrenôs story only. 

 

Shavitôs second constraint is the textôs integrality (1981: 174; 1986: 120). Deletions that will 

allow, for example, an adultôs text to be transferred in the childrenôs literary polysystem are 

acceptable in order to make the text suitable for children and their level of comprehension. 

For example, as noted by Shavit, in the case of Gulliverôs Travels, translators either deleted 

completely the scene where Gulliver was implied to have a love affair with the queen, or they 

adjusted it to render it more appropriate for children (Shavit, 1981:174).  

 

The third constraint presented by Shavit is related to the level of complexity of the text (1981: 

175; 1986: 123). The norm of complexity, as Shavit refers to it, determines the thematic, the 

characterization as well as the main structures of the text (Shavit, 1981: 175). What is 

particularly interesting here is that Shavit presents Aliceôs Adventures in Wonderland as an 

example of the complexity norm. According to her, Alice which was ñwritten originally for 

children, it was taken over by adult literature, and afterwards, the text, written initially for 

children, was readapted for childrenò (Shavit, 1981: 175). Perhaps due to this systemic 

exchange Carroll wrote later The Nursery óAliceô that was only for children. As Shavit notes, 

both Carroll in this version of Alice as well as his translations in many Aliceôs adaptations 

made particularly clear that this was a book for children, already from the first chapter of the 

book (Shavit, 1981: 175). They underline the fact that this story is only a dream, implying 
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that Alice faces no danger from falling into holes and meeting scary creatures in dark rooms. 

This similarity between Carrollôs Nursery óAliceô and the translators adaptations is probably 

as Shavit notes, due to the constraints of the childrenôs literary system, which in order to 

accept Alice as a childrenôs books, a simplification of its context was necessary (Shavit, 1981: 

176). Perhaps, something similar occurred to the Russian translations. In their majority, they 

were simplified in order to be accepted in the countryôs literary polysystem and follow the 

norms of each era.  

 

Ideological or evaluative adaptation is Shavitôs fourth constraint of textsô systemic affiliation 

(1981: 176; 1986: 126). Due to the didactic orientation of childrenôs literature s, the text may 

be subjected to ideological manipulation related to the translatorôs own ideology. Shavit 

identifies examples when the translator changed completely a text, making it an ñideological 

instrumentò, as for example a German translation of Robinson Crusoe by Campe, which was 

adapted to serve Rousseauôs ideology on pedagogical systems as this was what the translator 

had been taught (Shavit, 1981: 177). The translatorôs ideology in the Russian context has 

certainly played an important role to Aliceôs translations, as censorship promoting specific 

ideologies was the norm in most of the periods examined.   

 

Finally, the fifth constraint met in the translation of childrenôs literature, according to Shavit, 

is the changes in stylistic norms (1981: 177; 1986: 128). These are norms of ñhigh literary 

styleò and they are related to the didactic purpose of childrenôs literature as they attempt to 

enrich the child's vocabulary (Shavit, 1981: 177).  

 

Considering the fact that Shavitôs research on childrenôs literature took place in the early 

1980s, this list of constraints may still be applicable in some cases. However, it is not 

complete. Contemporary studies in the field of the translation of childrenôs literature have 

demonstrated more issues that should be taken into account when translating for children. 

Apart from that Shavit does not include cultural norms prevailing in both source and target 

texts, which play a significant role to the final translation product. 

 

4.4.1.1 Ambivalent Texts: Children or Adultôs Literature  

Shavit has discussed the ambivalent nature of childrenôs books. According to Shavit, most 

writers of childrenôs books follow specific rules when writing for children. They usually 
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write texts appeal to both children and adults and which follow the already known forms 

because a countryôs literary system tends to refuse anything new. If, however someone wants 

to overcome these standard lines of writing there are two possible ways: to reject the adults 

completely and/or to appeal to adults via the child. The creation of texts defined as 

ambivalent result from these two factors (Shavit, 1986: 63). Shavit notes that ambivalent 

texts are those, which have been rejected by the adult system and are not yet accepted by the 

childrenôs. Once these texts are accepted by the new system, similar texts will follow (Shavit, 

1986: 67). Aliceôs Adventures in Wonderland was certainly a work written outside the typical 

framework imposed on childrenôs books for the specific time and era in which it was 

published, making it an ambivalent text.  

 

Ambivalent texts exist on ñtwo levelsò, one for children and one for adults (Shavit 1986: 74-

75). In these texts there is the structure of childrenôs language but there is also an array of 

allusions, metaphors, hidden messages, ironies and parodies which are not compatible with a 

childôs level of comprehension. The extraordinary word play, on the linguistic plane, and the 

parody of mid-nineteenth century society, on the content plane, make Alice an adult book. At 

the same time, the fantastic elements and the assertion of the child protagonistôs reason 

against the foolishness of the adults makes this appealing to children (Kibbee, 2003). Shavit 

notes, that when adults and children read an ambivalent text each of them will understand the 

text differently (Shavit, 1986: 70). In this way, children who read Alice will enjoy Carrollôs 

jokes and laugh with the puns and the verses. However, adults might realise the deeper 

meaning of Carrollôs words and text structure, as well as the symbolizations and satire of 

Victorian class, society, education and law. 

 

Shavitôs analysis proves the ambivalent nature of Aliceôs Adventures in Wonderland. Carroll 

wrote three versions of the same book: Aliceôs Adventures Underground, Aliceôs Adventures 

in Wonderland and The Nursery óAliceô. The existence of these three books and the 

differences they have indicate the ambivalent nature of Alice. Carrollôs decisions to correct 

his first story Aliceôs Adventures Underground in order to finally publish Wonderland and 

then correct this version again in order to publish The Nursery. Perhaps the first version was 

ñtoo sophisticated to be accepted by the childrenôs system, yet not sophisticated enough to be 

accepted by adultsò (Shavit, 1986: 72). According to Shavit, some features, which are only 

hinted at in Underground, become dominant in Wonderland and these are the ones that give 

an ambivalent nature to the text. Then, all these features are completely deleted in The 
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Nursery as Carroll wanted to make a univalent text accepted only in the childrenôs system 

(Shavit, 1986: 72). 

 

Regarding the weakness of Shavitôs theory on ambivalent texts, Edström, as quoted in 

Nikolajeva (1996: 57-58), suggests that in theories related to ambivalent texts, child codes are 

underestimated and there is the attempt to raise the status of childrenôs books to the level of 

adult fiction. This means that childrenôs level of comprehension is considered to be lower 

than it is and adults insert these childrenôs books in the adult literary polysystem. The next 

approach that has contributed significantly to the translation of childrenôs literature is 

Klingbergôs cultural context adaptation.   

 

4.4.2 Klingbergôs Cultural Context Adaptation  

The works of the Swedish educator, Göte Klingbergôs on the translation of childrenôs 

literature are important in the field of translation studies. In his books Childrenôs Books in 

Translation (1978) and Childrenôs Fiction in the Hands of the Translators (1986), Klingberg 

argues that the choices had been made by the author of the original should be respected and 

that his/her integrity and intentions should be maintained in the target text as much as 

possible. However, he accepts that some typical deviations would occur. Klingberg believes 

that the original author has produced a text with the implied reader in his mind and therefore 

he/she has considered the audienceôs abilities and understanding and has created the text 

accordingly. Therefore, the translator should preserve the authorôs choices and only apply the 

necessary changes in terms of what Klingberg calls ñcultural context adaptationò - ñthe 

adaptation of the cultural context of the source language to the cultural context of the target 

languageò (Klingberg, 1978: 86). 

 

Klingbergôs theory of cultural context adaptation includes two main concepts: purification 

and modernization. Purification as defined by Klingberg is related to ñmodifications and 

abbreviations aimed at getting the target text in correspondence with the values of the 

presumptive readers, or ï as regards childrenôs books ï rather with the values, or the 

supposed values, of adults, for example, of parentsò. Also for Klingberg, modernization 

ñattempts to make the target text of more immediate interest to the presumptive readers by 

moving the time nearer to the present time or by exchanging details in the setting for more 

recent onesò (Klingberg, 1978: 86). 
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Therefore, there are a number of things that should be explained to the child to ñfacilitate 

understanding and make the text more interestingò (Klingberg, 1978: 86). These include the 

following: personal names, titles, geographical names, names of plant and animal species, 

measurements, concepts concerning buildings and home furnishing, meals and food, customs 

and practices, the play and games of children, singularities in the source language such as 

word-play, homonymous or similarly spelled words, newly-created words, and foreign 

language in the source text, mythology and folklore, personal and geographical names, terms 

used for supernatural beings and events, historical and literary references (Klingberg, 1978: 

86). 

 

Regardless the notions of purification and modernisation, Klingberg highlights the idea that 

adaptation should only occur under specific circumstances and the source text should be 

manipulated as little as possible and only in order to serve the values of the target audience. 

Klingbergôs demand for fidelity is related to the childrenôs books educational and 

pedagogical purposes. For Klingberg, there are two ñpedagogic goalsò when translating for 

children. The first one is the creation of a text that foreign readers, that is, children whose 

knowledge of the source culture is insufficient will be able to understand. Second, is the ñthe 

development of the readersô set of valuesò. In the latter case, the translator can omit or change 

the content of the original that he/she thinks will not be approved, since there is a different set 

of values in every culture (Klingberg, 1986: 10). Two other goals when translating childrenôs 

literature, according to Klingberg, are the production of more books for children and the 

chance to make children familiar with other cultures and broaden their knowledge by letting 

them discover the world through reading (Klingberg, 1986: 10). 

 

Klingbergôs list of references that can be culturally adapted includes specific culture-bound 

elements and it is by no means exhaustive. There are more abstract notions of cultural 

contact, that may require a degree of manipulation outside Klingbergôs concept of cultural 

context adaptation and fidelity. These elements may be standard phrases, collocations, 

gestures and the expression of feelings (e.g. anger, happiness). For example, the present study 

tackles the instances of power between child and adult relationships, as presented within the 

context of.  
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Klingberg, considering his list of cultural items, recommends some methods that can be used 

by translators in order to achieve cultural context adaptation. These are the following 

(Klingberg, 1986: 17): 

 

¶ Added explanation, which means that the translator explains the unfamiliar element within 

his/her text.  

¶ Rewording, which means that the translator renders the content of the text without 

mentioning the specific cultural element. 

¶ Explanatory translation by which the translator describes the cultural element without 

mentioning its actual name. 

¶ Explanation outside the text, probably in the form of a footnote. 

¶ Substitution of an equivalent in the culture of the target language. 

¶ Substitution of a rough equivalent in the culture of the target language. 

¶ Simplification by which the translator uses a more general word to describe the cultural 

element. 

¶ Deletion, which means that not understandable words, phrases, meanings will not be rendered 

at all.  

¶ Localization, by which the translator brings the whole text closer to the reader.  

 

In general, Klingberg sees childrenôs literature from the adultôs perspective that carries the 

responsibility for the childôs education. Therefore, he appraises translations that may teach 

the children without confusing them with unknown information related to cultural issues. An 

alternative Klingberg and Shavitôs approaches is Oittinenôs dialogical approach to translation. 

Ottinen sees translation more as reader-oriented and not as text-oriented as the reading 

experience is equally important as the text.  

 

4.4.3. Oittinenôs Dialogical Approach 

Regarding the adaption and translation of childrenôs books, Riita Oittinenôs work on the field 

has been extremely influential. Oittinen, a Finnish scholar and translator, separates the terms 

ñtranslation of childrenôs literatureò and ñtranslating for childrenò. She prefers to use the 

second one as, according to her, translators are always translating for somebody and in this 

case, translators are translating for children. Therefore, they take into account their specific 

desires, abilities and needs (Oittinen, 2000: 69). They also translate situations and contexts 
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regarding the time and place of their publication as well as the culture of both the source and 

the target text. In general, Oittinen understands translation as the transformation of a target 

text, which is different from the original (Oittinen, 1993: 91).  

 

On the conflict between translation and adaptation, Oittinen suggests that, adaptations have 

always been seen as a negative phenomenon ï ñof little valueò, or ñsecondaryò, or ñnon-

originalò (Oittinen, 1993: 87). However, she stresses the fact that there is no difference 

between translation and adaptation as both are ñtransformationsò involving the idea of 

ñdeviation and challengeò (Oittinen, 1993: 91). She argues that adaptation and translation 

should not be seen as two different things as when translating, there is always some kind of 

adaptation. This is because the translator takes into consideration the needs of his/her implied 

readers. These may be both children and adults. Since there is no methodological difference 

between Translation and adaptation, what is important for Oittinen is the function of 

translation in the target culture, where the needs of the readership meet the creation of the 

translator, the author and the illustrator (Oittinen, 2000: 83-4). 

 

This dialogic view on translation is based on Mikhail Bakhtinôs dialogism and the reading 

experience. For Oittinen, the translatorôs responsibility and loyalty is a part of the dialogic 

nature of translation as their own personal experiences as children, but also as adults as well 

intrudes in their work. More specifically, Ottinen supports the idea that ñwhen a translator 

translates for the child, she/he also reads, writes, and discusses with her/his present and 

former self. She/he also discusses with her/his audience, the listening and the reading childò 

(Oittinen, 2000: 30). 

 

Oittinenôs dialogic approach of translating for children is a child-centred theory, which takes 

into consideration the needs of the child readers rather than the text and a translation, 

regardless the degree of adaptation is successful when the translator focuses on his/her 

implied reader: the child. However, this dialog between the translator and the child may leave 

room for ideology to intrude. Perhaps, the only difference between translation and adaptation 

lies in the purpose they may serve. Sometimes, the purpose behind the adaptation of 

childrenôs literature may be related to ideology. This use of childrenôs books as ideological 

tools is often connected with censorship practices. 
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As Nikolajeva notes, adaptation may also be regarded as a form of censorship. However, in 

childrenôs literature it may be a ñconsciousò interference in order to make the text ñaccessible 

for young readers. She also suggests that adaption in childrenôs stories may occur through the 

use of shorter sentences, easier words, uncomplicated syntax, abundant dialogue, straight 

plots, a limited number of characters and only a few abstract notions (Nikolajeva, 1996: 48). 

 

To sum up, both Klingberg and Shavit argue that fidelity is important in the translation of 

childrenôs literature and that adaptations should be carefully reconsidered. Klingberg 

examines only isolated words or phrases related mainly to names, measurements and customs 

and he attempts to make generalizations for all translations of childrenôs books. Perhaps this 

categorisation makes his point of view narrow, excluding many other features that may not 

allow preserving foreign elements in the target text or do not serve the educational purpose of 

childrenôs books. Shavit also attempts to make generalizations taking into account cultural 

factors and the position of the translation in the literary polysystem, but without considering 

individual cases of translators and children as readers.  

 

Regarding Oittinenôs child-centered approach, perhaps this dialogue between the adult 

translator and the child reader may not always be effective as the translatorôs own child 

images and ideology may transform the text beyond the borders of innocent text adaptation 

for reasons of understanding. This may be particularly applicable to the translation of 

childrenôs literature in Russia as the translatorôs background and the social circumstances 

could have affected translation. Despite the fact that the theories presented in this section are 

applicable to childrenôs literature, they do not fully serve the purposes of this study. They are 

relatively prescriptive and there are more issues that should be taken into account as this 

study examines more than one translations, from different periods where different norms 

affected translation and childrenôs literature occupied different positions within the literary 

polysystem. The following section presents those different norms and circumstances under 

which childrenôs literature and its translation evolved in Russia from the Imperial until the 

early post-Soviet years. 

 

4.5 Childrenôs Literature and its Translation in Russia  

Childrenôs literature in Russia has been through many shifts in history. The ñchanging 

paradigmsò, as Balina and Rudova chose to call them (2005), occurred in the transition from 
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the Tsarist era to the Soviet one and then again from the times of Perestroika to after the 

Soviet era. However, many changes also took place within the 74 years of the Soviet regime. 

As will be discussed later, childrenôs books were used as propaganda tools. The changes 

occurred in absolute relation and dependence to changing cultural, political, economic and 

social norms as well as in relation to the image of children as the new Soviets. As already 

discussed in chapter 2, the governmentôs censorship control affected publications during all 

stages of Russian history, but especially during the Soviet time. Childrenôs literature was not 

an exception to the censorship rule. However, there are examples of childrenôs books 

(domestic and foreign) that were published despite their content being contradictory to the 

stateôs ideas and values. Examples will be presented later in this chapter, as writing and 

translating for children has always had paradoxical features in Russia. 

 

The primary aim of childrenôs books was educational in all stages of Russiaôs history. The 

Russian language distinguishes between two types of education, obrazovanie and vospitanie. 

The former concerns knowledge, information and instructing, while the latter entails attitudes 

morals and upbringing (OôDell, 1978: 5). There is no English equivalent for the word 

vospitanie, yet it may be rendered as ñupbringingò or ñmoral trainingò. However, OôDell uses 

the term ñcharacter educationò, as it seems to cover most adequately the range of training in 

political, moral and social attitudes and behavior, which according to her, is implied in the 

Russian word (OôDell, 1978: 9). Aleksei Ostrogorsky, the editor of the journal, 

Pedagogicheskii Sbornik (Pedagogical Collection), discussed the differences between the 

notions of vospitanie and obrazovanie, in his essay Vospitanie i Obrazovanie, published in 

1897, in Imperial Russia. 

 

The use of two different words indicate that topics related to children, such as education, 

childrenôs books and childrenôs upbringing, attracted special attention in Russia since the 

early Imperial years. During the following three significant periods in Russian history ï pre-

Soviet, Soviet and post-Soviet ï different policies governed society and consequently 

affected childrenôs literature and its translation. However, during all three periods the norms 

prevailing in childrenôs books were built on the same basic idea of ñcharacter educationò. 

From all three periods examined, the Soviet era is considered to be the harshest and, at the 

same time, the most paradoxical period of all three. The presentation of the status of 

childrenôs literature in all three periods of Russian history will be discussed in the following 

sections.  
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4.5.1 Childrenôs Literature in Imperial Russia 

Bibliography relating to childrenôs literature and the translation of childrenôs books in 

Imperial Russia is not as rich as the material, which has been produced for this subject 

regarding the Soviet period. However, as has already been discussed, many of the harsh 

policies regarding book production and publication during the Soviet period were originally 

introduced during pre-revolutionary Russia. Hellman (2013), in his book Fairy Tales and 

True Stories: The History of Russian Literature for Children and Young People (1574-2010), 

discusses the evolution of childrenôs literature from its appearance in the 16th century until 

the beginnings of the 21st century. Hellman divides the Imperial history of childrenôs 

literature into 5 periods, according to the literary movements by which they were probably 

influenced: 

 

1574 ï 1770: The Beginnings 

1770 ï 1825: From Enlightenment to Sentimentalism 

1825 ï 1860: Romanticism 

1860 ï 1890: Realism 

1890 ï 1917: Modernism 

 

According to Hellman, the history of childrenôs books begins in the late 16th century with the 

creation of the first primer for children by Ivan Fyodorov and later in the early 17th century 

another primer, which was compiled by Vasily Burtsov-Protopopov, under the Tsarôs 

command, for the education of children. This is how the Russian child learned to read, in 

order to study prayers and become ña good Christianò (Hellman, 2013: 1). Many primers 

followed, as well as didactic books, teaching good manners as well as the ñappropriate 

behaviorò of children at home, at court and at church (Hellman, 2013: 2). During the reforms 

of Peter the Great, many religious and courtesy books appeared, teaching children ñtable 

mannersò, ñsocial intercourseò, ñhygiene and moralsò, which contributed to ñthe process of 

Europeanizationò of Russia (Hellman, 2013: 2-4). 

 

During the 18th century and along with Peter the Greatôs reforms, a great number of foreign 

translations entered the countryôs literary system. Hellman notes that childrenôs literature was 

particularly dominated by translated books from other countries during that time. The books 
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initially selected for translation were ñalmost solelyò information books and the source texts 

were mainly works in French or German. However, a move towards ñimaginative literatureò 

occurred when Aesopôs Fables was published in 1747. Subsequently with the publications of 

Robinson Crusoe in 1762 and Gulliverôs Travels in 1772 a start for the acceptance of 

adventure stories was made (Hellman, 2013: 5). 

 

Childrenôs literature in Russia during the last three decades of the 18th century flourished, as a 

significant number of publications appeared on the market. According to Hellman, this was 

due to the influence of the French Enlightenment that had reached Russia, as well as due to 

the dissatisfaction with the existing books. Along with Jean-Jacques Rousseauôs idea that 

ñchildhood had a worth in itselfò, as quoted in Hellman, childrenôs upbringing and education 

became important. As such, the need for new and more didactic books emerged (Hellman, 

2013: 7). Folk and fairy tales also became quite popular during this time, such as the 

traditional Russian fairy tales, which contain stories with kings, princes, helpful animals, the 

evil old Baba Yaga and dragons, as well as Ivan Tsarevich and Ivan the Fool, the peasant boy 

who always manages to survive through the many challenges he encounters (Hellman, 2013: 

14). Regarding foreign childrenôs books, Charles Perraultôs classic fairy tales were introduced 

into the country in 1795. They were successful and inspiring for Russian writers such as 

Nikolai Karamzin, who created similar Russian stories (Hellman, 2013: 14).  

 

The first years of the 19th century were, as Hellman points out, ña period of stagnationò for 

childrenôs literature, as writers did not pay attention to writing for children, so that the fairy 

tale was not as interesting as it used to be and many childrenôs magazines did not survive at 

that time (Hellman, 2013: 15). However, later in the 1820s, Russian childrenôs literature 

started to change as the notion of childhood and the image of the child in society had started 

to alter. As discussed in 3.1.1., the notion of childhood had always been closely related to the 

development of childrenôs literature. Russian children were now seen as ñhigher beings with 

an enchanted poetic world of their ownò; therefore, their books were now more informative 

with topics of Russian history and geography, and the moral tale that also became popular at 

this time (Hellman, 2013: 24). The folktales which had disappeared for a few decades, were 

now back in the form of ñadapted folklore material and original artistic fairy talesò (Hellman, 

2013: 25). 
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However, ña cautious attitudeò started to be taken towards fairy tales. As quoted in Hellman 

(2013: 25), new instructions that followed were appended to the fairy tales published in the 

Russian childrenôs magazine The Childrenôs Interlocutor, were the following:  

 

It is the mentorôs duty to explain to the children the moral lesson of these tales 

and to separate in them the embellishments of fantasy of useful truths. 

 

This is probably the first sign of a general attitude towards fantasy and fairy tales, which 

were to go through different stages of acceptance and rejection throughout Russian literary 

history. From being extremely popular, they become dangerous, until they were banned at 

the beginning of the Soviet period, and then reappeared as the ñforgotten weaponò of the 

new Soviet government in order to educate its citizens. Regarding the translation of 

childrenôs books and particularly of fairy tales there are more warnings for the translators 

of this time. As quoted in Hellman (2013: 26), the translator Anna Zontag, advised:  

 

Do not translate slavishly, but as if you were telling your daughter a foreign story: 

this will give your style a delicate clarity and simplicity. 

 

The above comment can probably be interpreted as an encouragement to the translators of 

foreign literature to filter what they are translating and be cautious regarding the 

information they passed to Russian children, indeed as cautious as they would be with 

their own children. They should avoid anything that might oppose the morals that children 

have been taught so far. They should also be clear and simple in order to avoid any 

confusion in childrenôs minds. However, despite the warnings, fairy tales and fantasy 

became again quite popular in the 1830s with the contribution of key figures in Russian 

literary history, such as Alexander Pushkin and Vasily Zhukovsky, who wrote many fairy 

tales in verses (Hellman, 2013: 31). 

 

During the 1860s, childrenôs books with a wider choice of themes, genres and styles 

appeared since ñthe upbringing and educationò of children was now a significant issue in 

Russian society. Because of this new norm, politics and ideology started to slowly intrude 

into childrenôs literature (Hellman, 2013: 79). During this period the interest around folk, 

fairy tales and fantasy triggered new discussions. In fact, there was a campaign against 

these genres. According to Hellman, fairy tales such as the ones of Brothers Grimm and 
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Hans Christian Andersen were considered to be a ñharmful influence on childrenò as they 

display ñan immature imaginationò, ñlack of educational value and profound thoughtsò, as 

well as ñmissing common senseò (Hellman, 2013: 131). This example demonstrates the 

tendency towards a hostile attitude towards foreign literature, and perhaps, the signs of 

xenophobia forming in the 19th century.  

 

However, the campaign of critics against fairy tales and fantasy stories had no result. On 

the contrary, because of the publishers, and readersô demands, these genres developed 

even more in Russia. The publications were mainly the translated works of Perrault, 

Andersen and of various foreign writers whose works are today considered to be the 

classics of childrenôs literature (Hellman, 2013: 132). This is the period when Carrollôs 

Aliceôs Adventures in Wonderland was published in Moscow. As will be discussed in 

chapter 4, the reviewersô opinions about the book were negative, and sharp comments 

followed its publication. However, it can be considered that these comments might only 

reflect the criticsô campaign against the fantasy genre in general and not particularly the 

story of Alice. 

 

Despite the tension in the field of childrenôs literature criticism, translations played an 

important role in the creation of Russianôs literary system. Hellman notes that during the 

years 1860 ï 1890 a great number of translations from Anglo-American, German, French, 

Italian and Scandinavian languages, were published in Russia, either as books or within 

the large number of childrenôs magazines that existed (Hellman, 2013: 161). It will be 

observed later that many translations of Alice were also published in series in different 

Russian magazines.  

 

The last decade before the establishment of the Soviet regime (1917), found Russia with a 

significant amount of childrenôs magazines as well as with an increasing number of 

publishing houses, which led to the production of even more childrenôs books, both domestic 

and foreign (Hellman, 2013: 169). However, Nikolajeva notes that during the Imperial years, 

childrenôs literature was dominated by ñsentimental and moralistic stories and versesò, with 

ñsugary, well-behaved children in starched clothesò (Nikolajeva, 1996: 82). As Hellman 

points out, after 1917, the new Soviet commands achieved ñan almost total breakdown of the 

existing literature through suppression, forced emigration, the closing down of magazines and 
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purges of librariesò (Hellman, 2013: 293). The status of Soviet childrenôs literature as 

observed by many scholars will be presented in detail in the following section. 

 

4.5.2 Childrenôs Literature in Soviet Russia. 

As Balina and Rudova note, any discussion related to Russian childrenôs literature brings to 

mind folk tales about Baba Yaga, a witch who lives in the forest, in a hut without windows 

and without doors, that stands on chicken legs, or about Ivan the Fool who after many 

troubles beats his enemies and saves the princess. Apart from these well-known stories, many 

other books for children were created during the Soviet times and played ña significant role in 

identity formationò (Balina and Rudova, 2008: xv).  

 

The transition from the Imperial environment to the new Soviet era brought many changes at 

all levels of Russian society. Childrenôs literature and its translation was not an exception to 

that rule. However, as mentioned at the beginning of section 3.4, Soviet childrenôs literature 

is characterized by a paradoxical sequence. More specifically, according to Balina, on one 

hand childrenôs literature was used as a means of propaganda, trying to create the new Soviet 

citizens. On the other hand, childrenôs literature was one of the ñmost liberal domains of 

creative literary expressionò (Balina, 2007: 44). Russian writers turned to childrenôs literature 

during the Soviet period in order to avoid ideological and political subjects and hence to 

avoid the harsh consequences from the censorship agencies control. However, Ronen 

suggests that this freedom was only an illusion, as at some point writers had to conform to the 

Soviet obligations in any form of writing (Ronen, 2000: 971).  

 

The Soviet era can be divided into different periods when different policies were applied to 

childrenôs books, with the Stalin years being the strictest period regarding publications. 

During that time, there were no private publishing houses as all publishing houses were 

controlled by the state (Inggs, 2011: 78). The translation of childrenôs literature in the Soviet 

Union was a demanding task and a lot of factors had to be taken into consideration before the 

final product was ready for publication. Childrenôs literature was used as ñmeans of 

propaganda and a strong pedagogical instrument of education of new Soviet citizensò (Kaloh-

Vid, 2013: 90). As Inggs notes, this is why, the selection of books to be translated was based 

on their ñideological content, rather than literary valueò. Many of the worldôs classics were 
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not translated into Russian for a long time after their publication, as they were deemed not to 

serve that purpose (Inggs, 2003: 287). 

 

The value of childrenôs books was recognized from the early years of the emergence of the 

Soviet regime. With an article that appeared in the newspaper Pravda, written by Kormchy 

and signed by Lenin, in February 1918, childrenôs literature was presented as ña forgotten 

weaponò which could serve the Partyôs interest. More specifically, Kormchy in the article 

ñThe Forgotten Weaponò21 declared:  

 

In the great arsenal with which the bourgeoisie fought against Socialism, 

childrenôs books occupied a prominent role. In selecting cannons and weapons, 

we overlook those that spread poisonous weapons. So focused on guns and other 

weapons, we forget about the written word. We must seize these weapons from 

enemy hands. (Kormchy, 1918: 3) 

 

Kormchy encourages the Party to focus on childrenôs literature and in order to create a new 

literature that will instill the Soviet ideas in children. In this atmosphere, the World Literature 

Publishing House (ɺʩʝʤʠʨʥʘʷ ʃʠʪʝʨʘʪʫʨʘ) was founded in 1918 with the support of Lenin 

and under the supervision of Maksim Gorky and his assistant Kornei Chukovsky. According 

to Leighton, its aim was ñto assemble, to analyze, and to evaluate all existing translations of 

world literature and to determine which were worth preserving and which should be done 

anewò. As Leighton also points out, the World Literature project was one of ñthe most 

ambitious Soviet Great Projectsò. However, Gorkyôs vision to translate all the classics of 

world literature was not fulfilled as the publishing house closed down in 1927. By that time, 

only 120 editions of great writers from all over the world were published (Leighton, 1991: 7). 

 

Leninôs New Economic Policy (NEP) was established in 1921. According to Balina and 

Rudova, NEP helped to revive both the countryôs economy and publishing industry (Balina 

and Rudova, 2005: 190). Hellman also notes that during this period, there was a relaxation of 

                                                 
21 Translation from L. Kormchy, ñZabytoe oruzhie,ò (O detskoi knige), Pravda (Moscow), 17 February 1918, p. 

3. 

 

 
































































































































































































































































































