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Introdution

n 2006 Japanese publisher Kobunsha launched the “Kobunsha New Translations of
Classics Library” with the aim of republishing mainly European classic literary works from

such countries as France, the US, Britain, Germany, Italy and Russia into modern easy-to-

read translations. The objective of the series was to encourage young people who are perceived
to be less and less interested in literature to read the classics and in so expand their readership.
The first six books republished from the Classics Library included the first volume of The
“Brothers Karamazov” by Fyodor Dostoevsky and First Love by Ivan Turgenev. Sales rose steadily
for the five-volume novel by Dostoevsky, which eventually went on to sell more than a million
copies across its 5 volumes. Foreign literature in general has become less and less popular in
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Japan, with fewer readers than in the past. On top of this, Russian literature was not particularly
commonly read to begin with. However, the newly translated series ushered in a “Dostoevsky
boom” and several literary journals went on to arrange special features on the author. Taking
into account the current situation of translated literary works in Japan, this is a rather exceptional
phenomenon.

Later on, other new translations of Russian literary works from the Classics Library were
also republished. These included “Anna Karenina” and “The Death of Ivan llyich” by Leo Tolstoy,
“Notes from Underground” and “Crime and Punishment” by Fyodor Dostoevsky, as well as “The
Nose”, “The Overcoat” and “The Government Inspector” by Nikolai Gogol. Unfortunately, none
of these enjoyed the same sales success as did the “The Brothers Karamazov”.

This report focuses on three new translations of Russian literary works from the Classics
Library: “The Brothers Karamazov”, “First Love” and “The Overcoat”, and examines the
characteristics as well as issues concerning each translated piece.

The Case of “The Brothers Karamazov”

The first piece | will discuss here is “The Brothers Karamazov” written by Fyodor
Dostoevsky, translated by lkuo Kameyama. The main characteristic of Kameyama'’s translation
is unquestionably its readability. In correspondence with the publisher’s strategy, the literary
piece was translated into natural, smooth-flowing Japanese, as opposed to the more awkwardly
composed texts easily recognised by readers as translations of foreign literature. Kameyama
refrained from the use of old-fashioned words, and in most cases chose to adopt simple language
commonly used in modern day conversation.

Conventionally, “The Brothers Karamazov” has been described as an especially difficult
piece among Dostoevsky’s works; however, with the new translation by Kameyama, it has sold
over a million copies, reaching out to a large number of Japanese readers. It may be the case that
Japanese readers of this new translation have had their attention drawn to the various issues
raised in Dostoevsky’s works — those of worship, terrorism, child abuse, and disparity between
rich and poor — which also exist in modern society, and through this these readers may then
have also been able to rediscover the attraction and greatness of his works. If so, then this can
be regarded as a commendable achievement of this new translation.

However, what is most necessary to consider here is readability itself. In recent Japan,
generally speaking, an easy-to-read translation tends to be recognised as a good translation.
From the Meiji era, Japanese translators have traditionally put priority on the original text,
translating as literally as possible. A great number of translators in Japan approached original
texts with a determination not to ignore even a single word. They did not remove parts which
ordinary readers might have found difficult to understand, and aimed for as little distortion to
the original text as possible. Readers, likewise, have come to expect that translations of foreign
literary works will contain different cultural elements, and will often read translated works with
an enthusiasm to learn about different cultures, despite the difficulty in comprehension. In so,
Japanese readers have come to accept these kinds of difficult-to-read texts which differ in style
from natural Japanese writing.

Borrowing the words of translation theorist Lawrence Venuti, this conventional translation
strategy can be said to employ the approach of foreignization, which deliberately brings in
the different cultural values of the source language, even if they do not blend in well with the
dominant cultural values of the target language [1]. Kameyama’s translation strategy however
can be said to adopt the domestication approach, as it ethnocentrically alters the source language
text to fit in with the cultural values of the target language.

For example, let us quote a part of Kameyama’s translation from “The Grand Inquisitor” of
“The Brothers Karamazov”.

“YK N0 O4HMM BONPOCAM 3TUM, JINLLb MO YyAy UX NOABAEHWUSA, MOXKHO MOHMMATb, YTO UMEELLb Le/i0
HEe C Ye/I0BEYECKMM TEKYLLMM YMOM, a C BEKOBEYHbIM M abcontoTHbIM. B0 B 3TUX Tpex Bonpocax Kak bbl
COBOKYM/IEHa B OA4HO Lie/I0e M NpeAcKasaHa BCA AasibHelwan UCTOpUA YeNoBeYecKasn 1 ABAeHbl Tpu obpa-
3a, B KOTOPbIX COMAYTCA BCe HEpaspeLuMmble UCTOPUYECKME MPOTUBOPEUUSA YeS0BEYECKOW NMPUPOAbl Ha
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BCelt 3emne. Torga 310 He Mor/o BbIThb elle Tak BUAHO, 6o Byayuiee 66110 HEBEAOMO, HO TEMNEPb, KOr-
[a NpoLo NATHaALUaTb BEKOB, Mbl BUAMM, YTO BCE B 3TMX TPEX BOMpPOCax A0 TOro yraAaHo W npeackasa-
HO M 10 TOrO ONPaBAANO0Ch, YTO NPUBABUTL K HUM UK YHABUTb OT HUX HUYEro Henb3a 6onee” [2, p. 230].

NG =ZD2DFWEIT T, ZOMWAE N W) FZET T, BfEcEZ95 7%
LD, BEAPHEFIZLTWDDOIE, AMOBA % DB TR, KED, Hxtry
RHIEIEE S O LN, ENE VWS L ZO=Z0D0MVOeNnTix, NEOZED
BOBELENRTXTOESOOLRIKRIZE LD LI, FHESNLTWD L, FoMEkeKizE
L SANHORE D, fER LN W2 FIET X TEENT L, ZO0OXRPENT
WANDTRDTE,

W, FIUTFEESIEEL &V E LR E LV 20Tz, 7RITHE, RERH
STV o= bTE, 28, FHEEEABEE-WEICL T, bivbiuilidbnd
D, TRTE, ZNEZ2DWICHEDICAT LTSNS ToHN, AS SN, B
FIHICHPTETLTWEDT, FNH=ZDODMWICELEZY ., TN\ =0 4
DB BT ONE DB D T AN, [3, p. 266-267].

Kameyama’s translation flows smoothly with little awkwardness present. Even those who
do not understand Japanese will notice that each sentence of Kameyama’s has been made shorter
for the sake of readability. Where the original text consists of three sentences, Kameyama’s
counterpart is composed of as many as seven sentences.

In addition, the number of paragraphs in Kameyama'’s translation far surpasses that of the
original. In the section shown above for example, the original text have only one paragraph.
On the other hand, Kameyama splits this into two. Another instance is Partl, Book1, Chapter
1 of “The Brothers Karamazov” translated by Kameyama, which is composed of 18 paragraphs,
while the original counterpart was divided into only three. There are arguments for and against
dividing up the original units of meaning for the sake of readability.

Another feature of Kameyama’s translation is the use of simplified hypocorism for Russian
names to make it simpler for Japanese readers to understand. In Russian novels, authors often use
several forms for one name; for instance, Aleksandr Sergeevich can be Sasha or Sashenka, both
carrying slightly different meanings. For ordinary Japanese readers, however, this complicated
hypocorism was the very greatest cause for them feeling that Russian literature was difficult
to read. Kameyama thus used the approaches of consolidating this hypocorism into one single
form, and also used the Japanese honorific way of addressing people by adding san to their
name, as in Aleksandr-san.

Here, it is rather interesting to compare the shift of Japanese translation strategies used
in Russian literary works to their English counterparts, because interestingly English translation
strategies have shown shifts in the opposite direction.

Constance Garnett (1861-1946), who played a major role in the early stages of English
translation of Russian literature, began translation in 1893 and introduced almost all the
main pieces of 19th-century Russian literature to the English-speaking public. According to
Heilbrun, “Constance Garnett estimated, in 1928, that in the 35 years (...) she had completed
some seventy volumes. The main body of this work consisted of 17 volumes of Turgenev, 13
volumes of Chekhov’s Tales and 2 volumes of his Plays, 13 volumes of Dostoevsky, 6 volumes of
Gogol, 4 volumes of Tolstoy...” [4, p. 183]. Since translations by Garnett were easy to read and
comprehend, they contributed in attracting a very large number of English readers to Russian
literature. Especially after her translation of the “The Brothers Karamazov” in 1912, a Dostoevsky
boom is said to have arisen and lasted for some time in the UK [4, p. 189]. Quite a few Japanese
authors including Soseki Natsume, Katai Tayama, Toson Shimazaki, and Masuji Ibuse read
Russian literary works through Garnett’s English translation during the period when Japanese
translations of these were still few in number.

However, there was also some criticism of her translation. Vladimir Nabokov, a writer in
exile, described her translation of Gogol’s work as “dry and flat, and always unbearably demure”,
while Russian writer and literary critic Korney Chukobsky stated that her translations are “turning
the Russians” volcanos into a “smooth lawn”. Carl Proffer, an American scholar of Russian
literature, asserted that “Gogol’s style becomes indistinguishable from that of Turgenev, Tolstoy,
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Dostoevsky, or Chekhov” in her translation [5, p. 38—40]. They claimed that Garnett made no
hesitation in removing the parts she thought would be difficult for readers to understand. She
put priority on what was written, but not on how it was written; in other words, she underrated
the importance of form against content.

Garnett translated Russian into Victorian-style English according to the comprehension
ability and taste of readers of that time, which consequently brought about stylistichomogenizing.
It is quite clear that her translations exhibit the domestication strategy.

In contrast to this, the recent English translations of Russian literary works by Richard
Pevear and Larissa Volokhonsky were carried out based on the foreignization approach. Their
collaborative translations have been coming out one after another, and are gathering much
attention in literary circles. In their translation process, Volokhonsky, whose mother tongue is
Russian, first creates a literal translation of the original in English, which Pevear then proceeds
to edit. After the editing, they together examine the outcome and complete the final version.

Their first collaborative translation was “The Brothers Karamazov”, done in 1990. They
say they tried to preserve Dostoevsky’s distinctive style — that of polyphony — in the English
translation. According to Mikhail Bakhtin, polyphony is a style of narrative in which independent
voices and views interact with each other or the author, but at the same time retain independence
from one another. Bakhtin referred to Dostoevsky’s novels as polyphonic works differing from
the conventional monologue-style novels which focus solely on the author’s view. Pevear and
Volokhonsky tuned in to the voices of not only the author but also the characters in the novel,
and worked to retain them in the English translation. It is perhaps not an easy translation for the
average reader to get through; nevertheless, it met with much public approval and was awarded
the PEN/Book-of-the-Month Club Translation Prize.

Venuti, who stresses the importance of foreignization in translation, said the following in
regards to the translation by Pavear and Volohonsky: “Their first effort, a version of Dostoevsky’s
“The Brothers Karamazov” (1990), was pitched against previous versions by translators like
Constance Garnett who, as Pevear putit, “revised”, ‘corrected’, or smoothed over his idiosyncratic
prose”. To restore the stylistic peculiarities that Garnett had removed in the interest of fluency,
Pevear and Volokhonsky adhered more closely to Dostoevsky’s Russian, a discursive strategy
that has been confirmed by various readers, native speakers of Russian as well as academic
specialists and translators of Russian literature” [6, p. 122].

As is clear from the examples shown above, Japanese translations of Dostoevsky’s
works have begun to exhibit a shift in the opposite direction to English translations: Japanese
translations that conventionally employed the foreignization strategy are now showing an
inclination towards the domestication strategy, while English translations that previously tended
to adopt domestication are now increasingly leaning towards foreignization.

The reason that translations of Russian literary works are moving in completely opposite
directions between English and Japanese is much related to the difference in their relative
positions to the Russian cultural sphere: that is, the politics of translation. From the late-19th
century to early-20th century, the English cultural sphere held the most dominant position
both politically and culturally. The Russian cultural sphere followed in second from this, and
the Japanese cultural sphere was the lowest among the three. English and Japanese were thus
in a contrastive relationship in relation to their positions on opposite sides of Russian. However
the hierarchy would later on collapse. Several factors contributed to this, such as a deepening
in the level of comprehension of literary works due to progress in literary theories, changes in
readers’ status and desires, as well as changing global affairs. Faced with these circumstances,
English translation and Japanese translation started a shift in the opposite direction than they
had previously been following up till that point.

The Case of “First Love”
In the second part of this report, | would like to focus on the new translation of Turgenev’s
“First Love”, which | myself translated, and to reassess to what extent Japanese translations of

Ivan Turgenev’s works have contributed to the establishment of Japanese modern literature in
the latter half of the 19th century.
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The distinctive feature of Numano’s translation concerns Japanese writing styles,
especially that of the forms used at the final position of sentences. Japanese has two forms
to end sentences: the ‘desu/masu’ form used in honorific spoken language, and the ‘da/de-
aru’ form used mainly in written language. In the Meiji Period, writers experimented with the
available writing styles in Japanese novels, but finally the ‘da/de-aru’ form used in written
language became the preferred style. From this point on, the ‘da/de-aru’ form has been
employed in most Japanese fiction, including translations of foreign literary works. Put simply,
it is merely the difference between which form is used in sentence-final position, but it is
worth pointing out that these different forms bestow a significantly different impression on
the reader across the overall piece.

When | began to translate “First Love”, | first adopted the ‘da/de-aru’ form, the basic
form for writing, without giving it a second thought. After translating three or four pages,
however, | felt that something was not quite right. In the beginning of the novel, three male
characters are introduced, one of which confesses his first experience of love. Since he is not
particularly articulate in speech, he writes a memoir to read out loud for the other two, and
the novel mostly consists of this memoir, which is supposed to be conveyed vocally. Moreover,
the polite form of the second person pronoun in Russian, “Bbl”, is used in the conversations
among the three men at the beginning of the novel. Therefore, upon translating the parts in
memoir style, | felt that using the ‘desu/masu’ form (for the past tense ‘deshita/mashita’),
the polite form of spoken Japanese language, sounded more natural and realistic rather than
adopting ‘da/de-aru’ form, which is usually seen in written language and carries more of an
offhand impression. In my opinion, this choice of sentence final form was a response to the
inherent motivations of the piece itself.

W, RAF— RN C L, —N\==2F0EDZ L TT,

N, TAZUDOHN—HEL, FAT =X 4 ANEOTe VI HITEZ D
TWT, RLZZTIMILTWE L, REZBROEHEZ L TWVWDLZ LI TWE
L7=3, ALIZfEb s, oA L7=2b D TL,

. KREFLRAFIZOHLLTLSDAALWRWVWDO T, EhZ idnh LTWnEL
=, [7, p. 10].

Here, one may recall the movement which pushed for unification of the spoken and written
forms of language in Japan in the latter half of the 19th century. In this period directly after
the opening of the country to the outside, Japanese language was in a so-called diglossia; in
other words, the gap between the literary and colloquial style, namely that of classical written
language and the day-to-day spoken language, was wider than that which we see in present
day Japanese. Upon the establishment of modern literature, Shimei Futabatei, a prominent
scholar of Russian Literature who taught at Tokyo University of Foreign Studies, promoted this
unification movement. In 1888, Futabatei translated Turgenev’s short story “Meeting” in “A
Sportsman’s Sketches”, adopting a writing style closer to spoken Japanese, and in so doing went
against the conventions of Japanese literature of that time. In the history of Japanese literature,
it is commonly accepted that this translation and his novel “The Drifting Cloud” contributed
greatly to this unification of the two language styles.

At that time, Japanese literature was full of stylised descriptions based on conventions of
Chinese classical literature as well as Edo-period literature; in contrast, Futabatei’s translation,
especially in its description of nature, was completely different. Jiro Kawamura, a literary critic,
stated that Japanese people of the day had grown used to norms and traditions, and “they were
completely astonished by his expressions (in “Meeting”) which faithfully described every subtle
change and glow of each moment by tuning in both visually and aurally to the rich tone of colour
and sound of nature, without being bound to any particular kind of convention whatsoever”
[8, p. 158].

In 1896, eight years after its magazine publication, Futabatei revised his translation of
“Meeting” considerably in order to republish it in an Anthology of translation. Comparing his
two translations is rather exciting as it feels as if one is witnessing the establishment of Japanese
translation literature right before one’s eyes.
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“A cnpen B 6epe3oBoit poLLe OCeHbIO, OKOJIO NOJIOBMHbI CeHTA6psA. C camoro yTpa nepenagan men-
KU OOXAMK, CMEHSIeMbIA N0 BpemMeHaM Ten/bIM CONHEeYHbIM cusiHMeM; Bblia HEeMoCTOAHHAA noroa.
Hebo TO BCe 3aBONAKMBANOCh Pbix/biMK 6enbiMy 06/1akaMu, TO BAPYr MeCTaMy PacyMLLANOCh Ha MIHO-
BEHbe, M TOrA4a M3-3a PasABUHYTLIX Ty4Y NMOKa3blBanach /a3ypb, ACHAA U J1aCKOBas, KaK NpeKpacHbIi rnas. f
CUAEnN v TNAAeN KPyrom, u caywan. JIMCTba Y4yTb WYyMenn Hag, MOel ro/IoBOi; Mo 04HOMY UX LYMY MOXKHO
6bI/10 Y3HaTb, KAaKOe TorAa CTOAN0 Bpema roaa. To 6bi1 He Becenblii, CMeoLMiica TpeneT BECHbI, He MArKoe
LWYLYKaHbe, He A0 TOBOP N1eTa, He PpOBKOoe U XONI0AHOE NieneTaHbe NO3AHEN OCeHMU, a efiBa C/bllHas,
ApemoTHasa 6ontosHA” [9, p. 260].

HKILHF R ENSZ A, —HEDNEZDREOKROFIE L TWZ EBRF YT,
SENB/ARRRY 2 S & 2 ORI ik@k@%i%#@ﬁ#ﬁ%%bf\i
:§_1i<n@ 2254580, %b%bbwa%%# e IR A
]\

v

=2HbZbh MEYNN LT, EEHIZH LD it%9&%W#%%#T%WL
ZUZRZ D NDIROIM K IZH ENTHENTZBEZENDOE LT, BoIFEEL T, M@EL
T\%LTE%@?T@KOﬁ®%ﬁﬁi?%#ﬁ%wﬁﬁ\%@%%%Mtﬁ#@
THEHITMONTZ, FIELT D, HHI IR, BELIRIYDETHRL,
E@@é%#&%i%f%&<\ﬁt%bw%b%f%&< FrROMOBERB L
Lt\5%é$é5ﬁkﬁﬁbf%@ﬂyk#\Aﬁ<%@ﬂéﬁ%@ﬂm&@bb
oW FLFEDEETH Y 1=, [10, p. 5].

IZILA R DHET, gaaﬁﬁé5@%@¢ TS ThIZZ ENEDT-, &l
ME/INRAFEEST, FORBMICIZEZ Y 20 AL B R b HTEnSTpne2Es Th
5otbw@%ma%ﬁ# *ﬂ%ﬁ&bkfhi\&&itﬁﬁ%ﬁ%mﬁbf\
ZOMMNOLENCENTZEENEL VRO I RIBOSLHIICARZ D, BoddL-T, I
FERBEELT, BEE2EITTHAE, DVIEDO L TCROENRBIZENTHI=N, FLE
W 1E22 0 THRFENI N, BOFHEBAIIICEDIYHLIR) T, EOEFFEL
ZFXFLELT, ARVGELEDRS) T, kOKERD E, BERBELZEHEES S
RETHDIN, AlIENEITEST, W< B2 BBV LED, X 57, FA
BRI BB TH D, [11, p. 175].

The first thing one will immediately notice here is that both translations use the ‘da/de-
aru’ form, and that old expressions and writing forms from the magazine edition have been
changed into more modern ones which are more familiar to us in the present time. The text of
the revised edition sounds closer to natural Japanese partly because Futabatei used the present
tense alongside the past tense. In order to describe something that happened in the past, it is
normal to use only the past tense in Russian; however, Japanese generally uses the present tense
along with the past tense so that it does not sound monotonous.

According to the translation theory in “Yoga-Honyakuno-Hyojun” (My standard of
translation) (1906) written by Futabatei himself, he tried to keep not only the content but also
the form of the original text in his translation. This was in order to retain the rhythmic tone of
the original in the Japanese translation along with the meaning. To achieve this he used the same
number of commas, full stops, and even words of the original text in his first translation. One
might call this literal translation in its most true sense.

However, he stuck too much with form, and actually admitted that this attempt ended up as
a failure, stating “one cannot just cling to form. It is necessary to first understand the sentiment
expressed in the original, as this is the basis supporting it all; after that one may begin translating
but while taking care not to undermine the form of the original”. He also states that as, for
example, Turgenev and Tolstoy both have their own respective writing styles, it is necessary for
the translator to capture the respective stylistic features of each and reflect that in the Japanese
[11, p. 168].

In the translation quoted above, the original, the magazine translation, and the revised
book translation are composed of six, six, and five sentences respectively. The book edition is
one sentence shorter compared to the other two because it merges two sentences from the
original Russian into one. The merging of these two sentences seems to make the text flow
somewhat more smoothly. In addition, the last sentence, “To 6bi1 He secenvbili, cmerowjulica
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mpernem secHbl, He MAzKoe WyWyKaHbe, He doszuli 2080p s1emad, He pobKoe U x0s100Hoe serne-
maHbe no30Heli oceHu, a ed8a CbIWHAs, OpemomHas 6onmosHs”, retains its sentence structure
in the magazine edition, but is altered in the revised edition to sound more natural in Japanese.

As described above, although Futabatei’s translation style shifted somewhat from
foreignization to domestication over the eight-year period, it is still possible to witness from
the very inception of translation of Russian literature into Japanese the efforts of Japanese
translators to grasp the rhythm and elements which breath life into the original and try and
reflect those in the Japanese.

Struggling to develop his own writing style for translation and novels, Futabatei went to
his greatly regarded teacher Shoyo Tsubouchi for advice. Tsubouchi told him, “you should write
as the storyteller speaks in rakugo”, (a Japanese traditional form of entertainment) and advised
Futabatei not to use the honorific form at the end of sentences [11, p. 171]. Rakugo is one of
the classical Japanese performing arts in which a storyteller sitting in the seiza position (sitting
with legs tucked under oneself) on stage depicts comical stories in front of audience while using
various gestures at the same time. This one-man-play art came out of the latter half of the 17th
century in the Edo period, and developed its own unique style of narration, especially in its use
of dialogue. Following his teacher’s advice, Futabatei took various ideas from rakugo and created
a whole new writing style adopting the ‘da/de-aru’ form.

At the same period of time, Bimyo Yamada employed in his novels the ‘desu/masu’ form, the
polite form for ending sentences. Nevertheless, what became the new standard as a writing style
for novels was not Yamada’s ‘desu/masu’ honorific spoken language form, but Futabatei’s ‘da/
de-aru’ written language form. The reason why authors and critics thereafter chose Futabatei’s
form over Yamada’s form is likely connected to the profound impact that Futabatei’s translation
of Turgenev had upon the literary world in Japan.

Even at the present time, Japanese still retain both forms: ‘da/de-aru’ and ‘desu/masu’.

The fact that ‘da/de-aru’ form became dominant in Japanese literature does not however
mean that there have been no Japanese novels with ‘desu/masu’ form. Generally speaking, it is
considered more proper to unify one’s form to either ‘desu/masu’ or ‘da/de-aru’, and students
are instructed so in the education system. However writer Saiichi Maruya has produced works
which deliberately mix the two forms to make the text look more vivid. Thus, the translation of
“First Love” by Numano is not especially ground breaking; rather it just slightly deviates from
the conventions of modern Japanese novels. This does not mean, of course, that all works of
Turgenev should be translated using only the honorific spoken style; however, in the case of
“First Love”, | think the literary piece itself calls out for the ‘desu/masu’ form to act as its flesh
after attaining its afterlife, to take the Walter Benjamin term, in Japanese.

The Case of The Overcoat

The last piece | wish to cover is the new translation of Gogol’s “The Overcoat” by Masaharu
Ura. This can be considered a rather experimental attempt because, while Futabatei took various
ideas from rakugo to create a new writing style for novels, Ura translated the work using a style
much closer to the narrative of rakugo itself. When reading Ura’s translation, one can even
imagine a rakugo storyteller in a kimono kneeling on a cushion telling a comical story to an
audience.

The new translation of “The Overcoat” with its narrative style unique to the Japanese
traditional art might seem to be in complete opposition to the new translation of “The Brothers
Karamazov”, which uses modern language, and could be considered a regression into the past.
Although rakugo uses distinctive vocabulary, tone, and intonation used by the common people
in the Edo-period, rakugo and Gogol’s works are very compatible. The translation, rather than
sounding out-dated, feels novel and has rhythmic flow, and can therefore be said to have
succeeded as a new original translation.

Why was this possible? This can be explained by the presence of a common methodology
in the distinctive narrative of Gogol’s literary works and in that of rakugo.

In “How Gogol’s “Overcoat” is Made” (1919), Russian formalist Boris Eikhenbaum analysed
Gogol’s narrative style, skaz, in detail and pointed out that Gogol’s works had some auditory
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features such as illogicality, plays on words, puns, obsession with names with strange sounds,
and the impressions of words. Russian formalists, who played an active role in the early 20th
century, considered that what makes literary works literature was not the authors’ intentions
or thoughts but their devices. They claimed that literary works are creations, or independent
worlds, that are assemblages of various devices. According to Eikhenbaum, one of the most
outstanding devices of Gogol’s works is his skaz narrative style.

In the world of rakugo, on the other hand, it is also important to make the audience
laugh through the art of story-telling. This implies the skilful use of plays on words, puns, and a
command over the impressions given by the spoken word. There are even stories whose central
theme is that of strange names. Thus, Gogol and rakugo are strikingly similar in their narrative
style that places emphasis on phonetic characteristics. By being placed meaninglessly, words
can become free of their meaning, going on to become mere sounds with their own particular
phonetic features. This is quite similar to the use of zaum, a transrational language, used by
Russian avant-garde, especially Russian Futurist poets.

Taku Egawa, a scholar of Russian literary works, was the first to notice this resemblance
between Gogol’s works and rakugo and translated Gogol by imitating rakugo in its style. Egawa
published the rakugo-style translation of “The Overcoat” in 1984. In its postscript, Egawa wrote
that he was impressed by Eikhenbaum’s comment, pointing out that the scene in which a
name is given to the main character in “The Overcoat” was made rather humorous thanks to
the phonetic features of the words, even though the words themselves do not make any sense
semantically. Egawa also mentioned the funny names such as Mokky or Sossy that come up in
The Overcoat as candidates for the name of its main character; they were completely uncommon
even in Gogol’s time. In fact, this is also quite similar to the famous rakugo number Hirabayashi,
in which funny-sounding names such as Mockmokk or Tockicky appear [12, p. 71]. This shows,
therefore, that Egawa did not translate Gogol by imitating rakugo style on a whim, but rather
with the conviction, based on interpretations of Gogol by formalists, that it was inevitable to do
so. Conversely, rakugo-style translation does not go well unless the original work has a strongly
individualistic narrative style such as those works in which there is ostentatious display of
phonetic play, nonsensical punning, and repeated digressions from the subject.

However Egawa’s rakugo-imitating translation failed to catch the eye of the general public,
and consequently did not achieve much popularity.

Ura went on to develop Egawa’s translation further and created his own style. Ura’s
translation style for “The Overcoat” is evidently different from that of Mizuho Yokota, who
adopted a standard literary style for his translation.

“®ammana YNHOBHMKa bbla BalWwmMayKmH. YKe No CaMomy MMEHU BUAHO, YTO OHa KOr4a-To Npouso-
Wwna oT 6almaKa; HO KOr4a, B KaKoe Bpems M Kaknm 06pasom npomrsoLlia oHa oT 6alimaka, HUYero aToro
He M3BeCTHO. M oTel, 1 AeA, U AaXKe WYPUH, U BCe COBEPLLEHHO BallMayKkMHbI X04WUAKM B canorax, nepeme-
HAS TO/IbKO pa3a TP B roZ NoAMeTKU. Mma ero 66110 AKakuii Akakmesud. MosKeT bbiTb, YUATaATE/O OHO Mo-
KaXeTcA HECKO/IbKO CTPAHHbIM U BbIMCKaHHbIM, HO MOYHO YBEPUTb, YTO €r0 HUKAK He MCKasu, a YTo camu
0600 CIYYUNUCH TaKMe 06CTOATENBCTBA, YTO HUKAK Hesb3A HbIN0 AaTb APYroro UMeHu, U 3TO MPOU30LWI0
MMEHHO BOT Kak” [13, p. 116-117].

ZOBADHEIT, R FHR L WNIDTHoT, T TIZZOREQREL ThH b
HEBY, ZOMIE, WoODZ ATV —7 () O TTEXZHDICHENRN
VLR, L LWD, WIS, FEARSIICLTEALNAY =T 0D
TTCEENT—EAERYER D0, L2, KBlLH, ARG, WA O s
SZb, NUTTXU—FOFITANEL T AR AT — (E#) DIiFH 2T
XEboTWVWER, T FICENWEWNWZFHWVWLNEEDER2 2 Lo 7=
LD THDH, WOLENL, TH—FA « TH—F 4 F Loz, BELLGHHEI
X, ZOAFNTINWE INERICOVE, bIDOIHELELTE THOIF=oEEBbhn
A L, ZHUXTo LT LZELTETHOT20 Lo TiEEAR<L, WiEoaT
HARIZE D 2o T=DTHY , 1ZDDLAFTEZDITDH I EIFRAELTHTERNST-D
FlWHZbh, ZZTIHEH-ZXVLHLLIF TRV, TIEAREZARBW R4
WIZOTHNDZ s ToDNENZIE, ZARDITNLROTE, [14, p. 194].
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BEANDODLAHITI T E, RU~TF X, TOHERZTZITT, RoZIAD
ZHFENICHET DT ENDLNY T, THIZIRATTN, Uodb, LoOMn
RAHBRC, FARBBRICZOLFENEHNORBRAELTZONZOVELHEH LMD
W, BIRLBMEABAEYL, BT AIIAYYF X UFOEP T, FEIC T Y MR
BV AT T, EROEFEMAZIINVTHLIZTEDLSTWVAATTING, bif
BDOMNBRV, T, AEIDIEIIT-TRE, TH—F— - ThHh—FxT U 4 F, Btk
W72 o TWDFE DIRTIE, 0 S EBRARITE, IRATEDE S THIT 72 L 9 72450
FheEBoL2DATNRWES LD h LIVETADN, 2, BIEE: > CTIT=bl
%;‘_%:“é‘b\iﬁm EIYyHoTHIENDOHIZTAEZ ERHKRANVWEENHL-TZAT

. [15, p. 70-71].

Ura’s translation made full use of those characteristics unique to the narrative style of “The
Overcoat”, thus resulting in a vivid, lively sounding narration. Contrary to Kimura’s translation
that impacts a more serious impression on readers, Ura’s translation is extremely expressive
in its narrative, making suggestive allusions to the reader at times, while at others seeming to
play innocent, effectively giving it the exact same distinctive sound as that of “The Overcoat”.
Also, Ura’s use of both ‘da/de-aru’ and ‘desu/masu’ form at the end of sentences provides the
narrative with a pleasing sense of variation.

As rakugo is a traditional art, it is inevitable that its narrative style will at times sound old-
fashioned when used in the present day. However, adoption of such a style for translation does
not necessarily mean the final product will result in something that seems out-dated or inferior.
Rather, translators can use this framework to inject fresh spirit and style, resulting in innovative
and creative translation.

For instance, Jeremy Munday, a translation theorist, speaking of Ezra Pound,
stated that “in his translations, (he) sought to escape from the rigid strait-jacket of
the Victorian/Edwardian English tradition by experimenting with an archaicizing (and
not necessarily clear) style which Venuti links to his own foregnizing strategy” [16, p.
167]. Pound intentionally made full use of English prior to the Elizabeth era in order to
translate Italian poems written in the 13th century. Although this translation did not
likely gain a large readership, it made a valuable contribution as a creative experiment
in translation.

Translating Gogol’s works by imitating rakugo in its style was also a creative experiment
just as Pound undertook in his archaic-style translation. By translating the work with the
extra essence of rakugo uncommonly seen in novels, they, as Russian formalists would say,
defamiliarized ordinary Japanese which had been automatized as a writing style for novels.
As this example shows, when translating foreign cultures, translators will always carry over
foreign landscapes and foreign ways of thinking into the target language; however at the same
time, it is possible for them to seek out other possibilities for translation by adopting different
writing styles.

Conclusion

We have observed translation strategies adopted in three different Russian novels newly
retranslated into Japanese.

The new translation of “The Brothers Karamazov” by Kameyama aimed at gaining a
wider readership of Dostoevsky among Japanese. For the convenience of readers, Kameyama
added detailed notes in his translation about not only the background of the novel but
also the Eastern Orthodox Church, education system, currency, censorship, social classes,
judicature, and police system of the time in which the novel was set. After the translation of
“The Brothers Karamazov” was published, “Crime and Punishment” and “Demons” followed,
and he also published several books on Dostoevsky. In so doing, Kameyama has laid out
various possibilities for interpreting Dostoevsky’s works. For Kameyama, who it is said claims
that his mission is to promote a better understanding of Dostoevsky among Japanese, the
translation of “The Brothers Karamazov” seems to have been the first step towards that
goal.
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The new translation of “First Love” by Numano adopted the polite spoken form for
ending sentences, the ‘desu/masu’ form, which has been rarely seen in Japanese novels.
Most readers felt that overall the novel carried a softer impression due to the use of this
uncommon form. More than 100 years ago, Shimei Futabatei, after wavering for some time
eventually adopted the ‘da/de-aru’ form of written language for his translation, but if he
had ended up choosing the ‘desu/masu’ form, it begs the question, would the standard form
for novels now rather be ‘desu/masu’? If those who read “First Love” give even a passing
thought to this possible alternative history for Japanese literature, nothing could give me
greater pleasure.

Ura’s new translation for “The Overcoat” was a new trial imitating rakugo in its
style based on the features of Gogol’s narration style. There may be nothing that seems
more further apart than Russian literature and Japanese traditional performing art;
however, Ura’s efforts, with his skilled sense of wording, worked pleasantly well, and the
translation is an outstandingly good match for Gogol. This experiment was a delightful
surprise for Japanese readers, and should be highly acclaimed as a valiant challenge to
seek new alternative possibilities of writing style for Japanese novels by defamiliarizing
its style.

These three vastly different endeavors together comprise an important part in the history
of translation of Russian literature into Japanese, which has for over 100 years now actively
sought out ever more new possibilities in translation.
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This paper focuses on three Japanese translations of Russian literary works of Dostoevsky, Turgenev
and Gogol, and examines the characteristics and issues concerning each piece.

The new translation of Dostoevsky’s novel, The Brothers Karamazov, translated by Ilkuo Kameyama,
puts readability above all else. Foreignization, taking the Lawrence Venuti term, has been commonly
adopted as a translation strategy in Japan. However in Kameyama’s new translation one can arguably say
the method used is that of domestication. Contrary to this, Richard Pevear and Larissa Volokhonsky took
a foreignization approach in their new English translation of Dostoevsky’s works, despite the fact that
Constance Garnett, the most renowned translator of Russian literature into English originally employed the
domestication approach. This shows that Japanese translations of Russian literature are exhibiting a shift in
the opposite direction to English translations.

The Japanese translation of Turgenev’s short novel, First Love, translated by Kyoko Numano,
is distinctive in its use of the ‘desu/masu’ form instead of ‘da/de-aru’, which is usually adopted in
Japanese novels. Put briefly, these are two different forms used to end sentences: the former is
used in honorific spoken language and the latter in written language. Previously, Japanese was in
“diglossia”; in other words, there was a large gap between the more classical literary style and the
colloquial style. In the Meiji period, however, FUTABATEI Shimei made an attempt at unifying the two
language forms by employing a colloquial style in his novel Ukigumo, and again in his translation of
Turgenev’s short story, Meeting.

The Japanese translation of Gogol’s short story, The Overcoat, translated by Masaharu Ura clearly
imitates rakugo in its style. Prior to this, Taku Egawa, after reading the article ‘How Gogol’s “Overcoat”
is Made’ by Russian formalist Boris Eikhenbaum, found that Gogol’s style exhibited aspects common to
rakugo, and made attempts at translation using the unique style. Ura then took over the inclination, and
in doing so was able to skillfully draw out Gogol’s distinctive narrative. Although the storytelling of rakugo
sounds archaic today, Ezra Pound once intentionally translated Italian poems into English using an archaic
style. This suggests that it is possible for archaic, peripheral translations to, on the contrary, be viewed as
new and creative in form.
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