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Getting started with the translation of a poetic work, it is necessary to
conduct a deep analysis, because the unity of the verse is manifested at the metric,
intonation, syntactic and semantic levels. Thus, any piece of poetic art represents a
complex interaction of many factors. *

So, comparing the Uzbek and Russian poems by the number of feet, you can
identify the problem of recreating the original in translation. We offer to consider
and study the poem of Abdulla Aripov "Tunna 6amukua "? (3omoras peioka / A
Gold Fish), which is one of the most famous of the poet’s works, in details in the
original Uzbek language:

Tyxymoan uukou-1o, Keimupub yHu

LIy notika xo8y32a momon omounap.

Tawnanoux yuwox eb ymap KyHu,

Xopy xac, xazounap ycmun énounap.

Jlynéoa kypeanu uty mop x08y3ua

Ba CaAMIAUCYM MOJUIAPHUHS AYHUK XA30HU.

Menea anam Kunap, muiia danukia

bup kyamax x06y3 0ed ounap oynénu!
(Word-for word translation: From the egg hatched, brought her/ Threw to this clay the pond./
The livelong day feeds abandoned drops./ From above garbage and fallen leaves cover./ Looks at
the world through this small pond/ And the bitter leaves of many willows./ It hurts me that

goldfish / Knows the world on a pond like a puddle.)
One of the most important aspects of the comparison of translation with the

original is the degree of accuracy in the transfer of the main characteristics of the
original work by the translator. The poetic text, as was repeatedly emphasized by
the researchers, has a multidimensional character. It is characterized by a complex
interaction of different levels, reflecting both the general laws of the language, and

purely specific plans (rhythm, stanza, phonetics). The last ones impose restrictions

! Bapdonomees N.I1. Beenenue B siureparyposenenue. - Tamkenrt, 2006. - c.108.
2 Opumnoe A. Tannanran acapnap, 1-x. - Tomxkent, 2000.- ¢.75.



on the text, requiring to comply with certain metrorhythmic standards, are
organized on the phonetic, syntactic, lexical levels.?

Also, an important characteristic of the poetic text is its imagery. The very
concept of the image has different interpretations. Most traditional approaches are
to understand the character of those associations which they are generated, as
either type of the path or shape of the underlying opposition (or, conversely, based
on communication) of two or more associated the words in the text.*

In the short poem of A. Aripov "A gold fish" it was created an image that
contains great meaning. Here-another "sharp edge" of modern life. Goldfish, born
in an abandoned pond, does not suspect that there are other water spaces in the
world. This small space is the whole world for her. That's where the climax of
poetic thought! After all, many more can be found in the lives of people like this
Golden fish, who are looking at the world only through their narrow, smoky stench
of the "window". Against them such a poem as "A Gold fish» was written.>

Obviously, there are several ways to transfer an image while translating.
Thus, the translator can convey the image accurately, replace one of the elements
with another, or replace both elements of the model by entering his own image that
Is not presented in the original.

Let us consider the specific expression of different strategies of translation of
the poetic imagery of this poetry in more details in Russian. Today there are four
poetic translations of this poem known. Each of them has its own interesting and
reports originally the plastic and the music of the original. We will try to analyze
the degree of their proximity to the original, their achievements and failures, and of
course, which of the translations conveys most fully the originality of the original.
Version of A. Feinberg's translation:®

Ocennuti npyo. Bumaem naymuHa.
Invisewn. Teou mops ne 2nyboxu.

Cpeou KysuwuHoK, 3apociieil U muHbl

3 baepckuii B.C. OcHOBBI I0THYECKO} cucTeMbl. — CMomneHck, 1993. — c.14.
* Tasnoeuu H.B. SI3bk 06pa3os.- Mocksa, 1995.- ¢.20.

% U3 muunoii Gecetbl ¢ aBTOPOM OpUTHHANIA

® Apunos.A. Yausnenune. Ctuxotsopenus. - Tamkenr, 1985.- ¢.71.



Mepua;om 30Jiomble Nnid6HUKU.
Omxyoa 30ecb mwl, polOKaA 30J10MaAs,
T'nunvie cyuvs. Komapol. Tymakn.
Ilnvieem cnoxotino, HUYE2O He 3HaAA,
U muumces eu, ymo smo — oxean...

So, his translation at first glance, is far enough from the original. Almost all
text of the poem is abounded with inaccuracies, and only the last two lines
correspond remotely with the thoughts, expressed by the author of the original. As
a result, it can be called rather a variation on the theme — the translator approached
the reproduction of the original so "creatively". Thus, the seeming freedom in the
deployment and interpretation of the author's ideas, adapting them to the values of
a different culture can give a new life to the product. But without accepting the
author's idea, the translator could not fill the original adequately. Although he
managed to achieve imagery, content and artistic structure, expression using the
lexical means of the Russian language, he adapted and Russified this poem.
Therefore, in general it is the least successful translation of this text.

Translated by A. Naumov: ’

Eoea om posicoenvs — nonana ona
6 MOom 2PsA3HbLU, 3AUIEeHHbLU XA)Y3,
U Kpowiku 1o6uid, U Uiom co OHa
uepana,

U 8 HeM 3a0bIXaAaach.
U 6cé, umo Ha ceeme eil 6udemv NPUULIOCH —
JAUUDb XA)'3, 0a najnvie 1UcCmvsl
paspocuiuxcia maioe,

0a nebo, HACKBO3b

npouwiumoe 6eniKoro JBICOU.
Jluwib xay3 3a6poutennsviil ¢ 2psa3HOU 80001

¢ IUCMBOU NOJIYCCHUBULEU

" Apumnios.A. Betep mMoero kpas.-Mocksa, 1988.- ¢.143.



0a UoM...
U 2opviko, umo pwibke moetl 3010mou
60M 3mo —
U Kasicemcs Mupom.

The variant proposed by A. Naumov is also not quite successful. His text
conveys the content of the original very freely. Arhipov’s "simplicity"” emotionally
pumped excessive phraseological repetitions of the description of habitats of fish
that creates a very dull picture. It follows that the translator was deeply imbued
with an emotional state to convey the landscape of the poem, which resulted in an
increase in the volume of the poetic work from octet to three quatrains, where
verbosity does not contribute to dynamics.

Translation by H. Mamatova: 8

Ha ceem auwub moavko noA6U1acsy,

Kax momuac sice eé

3abpocunu 6 smom epsa3HblLL NPYO.

1100 croem mycopa, cpedw una

B oxome 3a enunvém

C mex nop cnokouHo OHu e€ mexym.

U mHo2o nem ona nuwb moavKo 3Haem
Ceotl mecHbili npyo 0a 2opeysb TUCIbES UB.
O6uoHo MHe, umo pblOKa 3010Mast
Kueém, 6 10xanKy yenviii Mup 6mMecmus.

H. Mamatova has a similar situation with A. Naumov. Trying to get closer to
the original and convey the Eastern style and intonation, it increased the volume of
the verse to 10 lines, as well as the structural organization of the verse. As you can
see, in her variant "fractures" of rhythm are observed in the first six lines, where
the first one rhymes with the fourth, the second one with the fifth and the third one
with the sixth stanza.

And that's how the poem looks in the translation of M. K. Hamraev: °

8 Komrganos M. JKusas Mmos-no33us // 3se3ga Boctoka.-Tamkent, 1985.- Ne 11.-¢.137.



Kozoa uxpunkoti 66ims uymo-uyme ocmanocy,
Eé 3abpocunu 6 naw npyo 3apocuiuil.
0m6pocaMu Kopmuiaco U niecKkaldacob

OHa 6 800e Hecgedxcell, Hexopouleli.

Ymo eudena ona na 2naou 3610K0u?

Tpasy u aucmos, OHO C BOHIOUUM ULOM...
O6uoHo mHe, ymo 3010mas pvloKa
Tpoecnuswuit Mmup cuumaem yeavim MUpoM.

Choosing iambic pentameter and saving eleven syllabic, M. K. Khamraev
managed to prosper closer to the original, unlike his predecessors. His octet is the
closest to the original in content and form. Thus, he creates a melodic atmosphere
of Arkhipov’s sad chant. The translator is also good at intonation: the phrase is
covered naturally, freely and easily by the stanza. It can be only argued against
expressive expression «eonrouuti un» - “smelly silt." This excessive verbal clarity
"breaks" into lyrical lines roughly and vulgarly. M. K. Khamraev does not use a
substring, and translates directly from the original, that is why he retained almost
all the features, that became the result of a more successful version of the
translation. After all, he approaches the translation not only as a poet, but also as a
literary critic, bilingual, fluent in Russian and Uzbek languages.

The only thing that really fascinates and at the same time unites all four
translators is that they were able to adequately reproduce the wisdom,
philosophical conclusion concluded in the last two lines.

Thus, looking at the above translations, we will see that the translator-poet
does not give up his view of the landscape, and is not exempt from his own optics.
In this case, it would be appropriate to quote the words of Ya. I. Retsker: "The
product of a truly high lyric has an infinite semantic perspective, and therefore it is
possible not only one translational solution, but theoretically, an infinite set. If we

are faced with a number of talented, artistically holistic translational options, it is

o XampaeB ®. N'openne, i nponomkenue xu3Hu // IlpernonaBanue s3pika u uteparypbl.—Tamkent, 2001.-Nel .-
c.73.



not easy for any of them to give unconditional preference, since the translations of

the same thing reveal a brilliant original from different angles».%°
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