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Introduction

This research studies the ways of conveying information about the social
statuses and communicative roles of characters in translations of fiction from
Russian into English.

When addressing complexities of translating fiction, a well-known
English-to-Russian translator Viktor Petrovich Golyshev mentioned challenges
inherent in conveying the communicative distance between characters. He pointed
out that English fictional characters appear to maintain a greater communicative
distance in their interactions as compared to corresponding Russian characters in
translations, and this communicative distance does not translate well into Russian.

As noted by V. P. Golyshev, there seems to be “a screen of coldness”
between characters of English works of fiction [Golyshev 2010: 11:50]. Indeed, the
norms and expression of communicative distance differ across linguistic
communities. Therefore, such aspects as social status, communicative role and
communicative distance are represented by unique vocabulary, grammar structures,
and types of utterances in each culture.

The difficulties involved in conveying the communicative distance between
the characters are linked to specific cultural and historical social scripts. In many
translated works, the information about the communicative distance between
characters, their social status and communicative roles, is simply omitted because
it 1s not crucial for communicating the author’s central message. Thus, in order to
explore translations of such information, it is useful to conduct an analysis of
characters’ utterances in works of fiction where the social statuses and
communicative roles of characters are in the focus of the author’s attention.

Many works of fiction of the early Soviet era, such as works by M.A.
Bulgakov and M.M. Zoshchenko, fall under this category. The analysis would
provide valuable insights into the challenges of rendering social statuses,
communicative roles, and the intended communicative distance of the characters in

the context where this information cannot be omitted in the translation.
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The relevance of the research is determined by the fact that it is carried out
in compliance with modern pragmatic and sociolinguistic studies of literary
translation.

The novelty of the research. The research examines the translation strategies
for conveying the language of social status and role in texts where the information
about social status and role is the main theme and is, therefore, a translation
priority. The work develops new translation-oriented ways of examining the
linguistic expression of social status and communicative role.

Theoretical framework. The research approach is based on Language and
Culture studies (Larina, Brown and Levinson, Wierzbicka); Sociolinguistics
(Karasik, Krysin, Bell, Leech); Translation studies (Retzker, Alexeyeva, Fedorov,
Komissarov, Barkhudarov).

The subject of the study is the linguistic expression of social status and
communicative role in English translations of Russian fiction.

The focus is on the translation strategies applied by English translators to
convey the Russian meanings associated with social status and communicative
role.

The primary aim of this study is to investigate the ways in which linguistic
expressions of social status and communicative role are translated from Russian
into English without losing the meaning, nuance, and voice of the original text.

With regard to this aim, the study will pursue the following objectives:

1. To study translation equivalence in literary translation.

2. To identify the means of linguistic representation of the social status
and communication role of characters, and of the interplay between
them, in works of fiction.

3. To investigate ways of translating information about the social status
and communication role of characters, and about the interplay
between them.

4. To describe the artistic originality of the works of M.M. Zoshchenko
and M.A. Bulgakov



5. To analyze the translation of various linguistic markers of social status
and communicative role.

The following methods will be applied: comparative analysis, translation
analysis, definition analysis, semantic analysis, and component analysis

For the analysis, the following data sources will be used:

1. Original texts by M. A. Bulgakov, M. M. Zoshchenko;
2. English translations of the texts under investigation.

The theoretical significance of the research lies in its contribution to the
field of translation studies. By exploring the relationship between language and
social status in literary works and analyzing the challenges of translating this
aspect into English, the research can offer insights into the complexities of
translation and shed light on the importance of considering social and cultural
factors in the translation process.

The practical significance of the research lies in its potential to identify and
systematize the techniques used by literary translation experts to convey the
information about the communicative distance between characters, their social
status and communicative roles from Russian into English. The results can also be
applied in practical classes on literary translation.

The main theses to be defended:

1. The social status and communication role of characters, and the interplay
between them in literary works are expressed in the character’s direct and indirect
speech, author’s remarks, comments from other characters, addresses, titles, and
impositive utterances. These elements are crucial for conveying the social
dynamics and roles within the narrative in translation.

2. Translating the artistic originality of M. M. Zoshchenko and
M. A. Bulgakov's works, particularly their intricate depictions of social roles and
communicative behaviors, presents significant challenges. These challenges are
rooted in conveying the complex social dynamics of post-revolutionary Russia,

where a new social hierarchy was being established.



3. Translations at the lexical level, which includes noun groups and terms of
imposition, from Russian into English manage to convey the narrator's dissociation
from the groups. However, they often fail to preserve diminutive, pejorative, and
informal connotations. It results in the elevation of the narrator’s social status and
shifts in the nuances of the communicative role.

4. Translations at the pragmatic level, which include impositive utterances,
often result in milder imposition due to changes in syntax, the addition of modality,
and the use of more formal language. It increases the social distance between the
speakers and mitigates the strength of the imposition in the utterance.

5. The most common level of equivalence found in translations is the level
of the situation, with fewer translations achieving the level of description of
situation or the level of lexical correspondence. While translations generally fully
render the content of the proposition (the agents and their actions), they often fail
to preserve the nuanced impositive force, leading to shifts in the social status and
communicative roles of the characters in translation.

The structure of the research. The thesis includes an introduction, two
chapters (theoretical and practical), conclusions, a list of references (56 items,
including 37 works in Russian and 19 works in English). The total number of
pages in the thesis is 103.

The number of examples analyzed in the thesis is 50 (21 for linguistic
representation of social groups, 14 for terms of imposition, and 15 for impositive

utterances).



Chapter 1. Social and Role Relations as a Subject of Translation Studies

1.1. Translation Equivalence in Literary Translation
1.1.1. The Concept of Translation Equivalence

The most important task of translation theory is to identify linguistic and
extralinguistic factors that make it possible to match the content of messages in
different languages. The study of the actual interrelation between the content of the
original and its translation enables researchers to establish the maximum possible
semantic proximity between texts in different languages. It also allows for the
determination of the minimum proximity to the original required for a text to be
recognized as an equivalent translation.

The term “equivalent” was first used in relation to human translation by
R. O. Jakobson in 1959 [Jakobson 1959: 233]. Changes in the understanding of
equivalence reflect the evolution of views on the nature of translation activities. In
1974, Ya.I. Retsker noted that an equivalent should be considered a constant,
context-independent correspondence [Retsker 2007: 13]. He proposed a theory of
regular correspondences, which defined equivalence strictly in terms of
connections between textual units, disregarding intertextual connections.

Ya. I. Retsker's theory of regular correspondences contrasts with Eugene
Nida's concept of dynamic equivalence. At first glance, it might appear that
Retsker focuses solely on the aspect of equivalence that Nida identifies as formal.
However, this view is an oversimplification, as the key difference between their
theories lies in the foundational principles they use to construct typologies of
equivalence.

Eugene Nida, in his theory, emphasizes the importance of achieving a
specific communicative effect in the translation process. He focuses on the impact
the translated text has on the reader. E. Nida distinguishes between dynamic and
formal equivalence: dynamic equivalence aims at the emotional and cognitive
impact on the audience, while formal equivalence strives for a strict
correspondence between the structures of the original and the translation [Nida
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1974: 14]. For Nida, external factors, such as the audience's perception and
response, play a crucial role in the translation process.

In contrast, Ya. I. Retsker places emphasis on the utterance itself as the basis
for determining equivalence. He argues that translators should primarily rely on the
original text; analyze and interpret its content, structure, and style [Retsker 2007:
18]. While Retsker acknowledges the importance of extratextual factors, he
underscores that the text and its functional correspondences are fundamental to the
translation process.

The provided definitions present the concept of equivalence in a generalized
form. This implies that equivalence is viewed as a singular, indivisible criterion.
Such an approach traits equivalence as a single, indivisible criterion. This
understanding of equivalence does not account for its multifaceted and complex
nature, which becomes apparent in various contexts and translation situations.

A. V. Fedorov also offered his interpretation of the concept of equivalence.
In his works, he introduces the term “full value” as an attempt to replace the
foreign term “translation adequacy,” viewing adequacy as synonymous with
equivalence. Fedorov argues that the full value of a translation involves exhaustive
accuracy in conveying the semantic content of the original and achieving a
complete functional-stylistic correspondence.

Full value requires the use of linguistic means that, while often not matching
the formal characteristics of the original elements, should conform to the norms of
the target language and perform a similar expressive function within the system as
a whole [Fedorov 2002: 144].

The concept of the full value has been subject to critique. I. S. Alexeeva has
pointed out the ambiguous understanding of the terms "content" and "function,"
which are central to this theory. Alexeeva argues that the term "content" is not
clearly defined; it can be narrowly interpreted to mean only the conceptual
components of a text or more broadly to include elements that are opaque to

meaning. As for the term "function," it seems not to account for cases where the



content itself can be functional, such as in advertising texts, which always serve a
persuasive function [Alexeeva 2012: 144].

In her turn, 1. S. Alexeeva notes that the term "equivalence" signifies an
analogy between the source text and the translation. The researcher defines
equivalence as a measure of correspondence between the translated text and the
source text, regardless of the translation's purpose [Alexeeva 2012: 128].

In contemporary translation theory, the primacy of pragmatic equivalence is
emphasized, as it establishes the interrelation between other types of equivalence.
This concept aligns with the notion of a functional invariant introduced by A.D.
Schweitzer. The researcher defines equivalence as the preservation of the dominant
function of an utterance.

A.D. Schweitzer introduces the concept of syntactic equivalence, which
involves substituting one unit for another while maintaining the syntactic pattern,
such as translating “The sun disappeared behind a cloud” into « Connye ckpwiioco
3a myuetiy. The researcher further distinguishes semantic equivalence into two
sublevels: componential and referential.

The pragmatic level, deemed the most crucial by A. D. Schweitzer, involves
transformations like omission, addition, or complete paraphrasing to achieve
communicative intention, address the recipient effectively, and produce the
intended communicative effect. An example: "I[llonnune" — 3nauum, xooumo no
Ma2a3uHam, NPUYeHuUsamvcs, oelamv NOKYnKu. Jlo cux nop noaumudeckuil
wonnuue ovln yoaunee oas pecnyonuxkanyes. — The shopping season will last two
weeks. As to political shopping, so far it has favoured the Republicans”. The
omission of redundant explanations for an English-speaking audience is obvious.
Pragmatic equivalence stands at the pinnacle of a hierarchy of equivalence levels,
influencing and integrating other levels to serve the broader communicative
purposes [Schweizer 1988: 84-86].

In this research, the understanding of equivalence is based on the works of
V. N. Komissarov and his model of equivalence, which represent one of the most
authoritative approaches in contemporary translation studies.
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In this study, we adopt V.N. Komissarov's definition of equivalence as the
maximum possible linguistic proximity of the translation text to the original
text [Komissarov 2002: 117]. This definition serves as the basis for our analysis.

V.N. Komissarov's multilevel theory of equivalence encompasses five
distinct levels.

1. The level of the purpose of communication.

This term defines communication as the process of exchanging information,

with the primary goal being to ensure the understanding of the information

exchanged. For example,

e Thats a pretty thing to say. — Ilocmeiouncs ovi.
® May be there is some chemistry between us that doesnt mix. — bvisaem, umo
JI00U He CXO0AMCS XapaKmepamu.

The first level of equivalence focuses on conveying the content of the
original text using equivalent word combinations in the target language that carry
the same semantic load. Therefore, this type of equivalence concentrates on
conveying the general meaning of the original in such a way that the recipient
understands the message, thereby facilitating successful communication.

V. Komissarov notes that the first level of equivalence is often encountered
in cases where it is not possible to match the lexical composition and syntactic
order of the source and target languages; there are no direct logical connections
between the information in the original text and the translated text [Komissarov
2002: 54].

2. The level of the situation.

® He answered the telephone. — On cusin mpyoxy.
® We locked the door to keep thieves out. — Mei 3anepau 0gepv, umobsl 6opbi He
NPOHUKIIU 8 OOM.

This level of equivalence ensures that both the translation and the original
text serve the same communicative purpose and reflect the same extralinguistic
situation. It acknowledges significant structural and semantic divergences
necessary to depict the same situation. V. N. Komissarov suggests using this level
when direct lexical and syntactic matches are impossible. This level is used when

vocabulary and structure cannot be linked through semantic or syntactic
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transformations, maintaining the aim of communication and reference to the same
situation [Komissarov 2002: 58].
3. The level of description of the situation.

e That will not be good for you. — Dmo moacem 01 6ac NA0OX0 KOHYUMBCAL.
e London saw a cold winter last year. — B npoutiom 200y 3uma 6 Jlonoone owvina
XOJIOOHOU.

This level in translation theory focuses on maintaining both the
communicative intent and the depiction of the situation, albeit without direct
lexical or syntactic parallelism between the source and target texts. This level is
characterized by the impossibility of linking the structures of the original and
translation through syntactic transformation. Despite this impossibility,
translations on this level still preserve the general concepts that describe the
situation in both versions [Komissarov 2002: 64]. This approach ensures that the
translation faithfully reflects the essence of the original situation.

4. The level of syntax.

® One thing troubled me along at first — the immense interest which people took in
me. — OOHO MPeBONHCUNO MEHA 8HAYANe — MO HEODLIKHOBEHHOE TH0OONBIMCMEO, C
KOMOPbIM OMHOCUTUCH KO MHE 8Ce.

o [ told him what I thought of her. — A cxazan emy ceoe mHenue o Hell.

This level involves using similar syntactic structures, as demonstrated in the
examples. Features of this level include not perfect, but substantial
correspondences in lexical composition; the use of similar syntactic structures that
best convey the meanings of those structures from the original [Komissarov 2002:
72].

5. Lexical level.

e [saw him at the theatre. — A 6uden eco 6 meampe.
® He was sure we should both fall ill. — On 6w11 ysepen, umo mot 06a 3aboneem.

The fifth level of equivalence in translation is the lexical (and semantic)
correspondence level. This level represents the closest possible semantic proximity
between the original and the translated texts. Features of this type include a high

degree of structural parallelism between texts and maximum correspondence of
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vocabulary in the original and the translation. Additionally, this level preserves
features of all previous types of equivalence [Komissarov 2002: 79].

Thus, V .N. Komissarov's theory of equivalence encompasses all possible
relationships between the source and the target texts. The first three levels (the
purpose of communication, the situation, the description of the situation) are
applied in conveying the functional-situational content of the original, while the
last two levels (the level of syntax, lexical level) deal with the semantics of
linguistic units. This theory of equivalence serves as the basis for analyzing

practical material in this study.

1.1.2. Studies of Translation Equivalence in Literary Translation

Literary texts, filled with idiomatic expressions, cultural references, and the
author's unique style, pose a significant challenge for translators aiming to achieve
a high degree of equivalence. This is why the translation equivalence of literary
works 1s a major focus of study for many linguists.

A. V. Fedorov notes that literary works possess unique characteristics that
distinguish them from other types of written texts. A literary work can express its
rich semantic content through various forms, expressive means and stylistic
devices. The researcher also highlights that literary works often reflect the national
specificities of their content and form. Thus, literature serves as a mirror of reality,
shaped by historical and cultural contexts [Fedorov 2002: 279].

According to A.V. Fedorov, the complexity of translating literary texts lies in
finding functional equivalents, especially when the target language does not allow
for the simultaneous reproduction of both the semantic and stylistic functions of an
element from the original [Fedorov 2002: 282]. This situation presents translators
with complex creative challenges that require not only profound knowledge but
also artistic intuition, and at times, the courage to seek unconventional solutions.

A. V. Fedorov emphasizes that language is the primary element of artistic
creation. Thus, the translation process is not merely a task of accuracy, but an art
that demands a creative approach [Fedorov 2002: 283]. The selection of the
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optimal translation from among many possibilities becomes a crucial factor in
successfully conveying the depth and diversity of meanings inherent in the original
work. According to the researcher, factual information provides objective data
about the world, plays a crucial role in disseminating knowledge and facilitating
understanding by representing reality. Operative information is aimed at
stimulating actions and reactions; it activates the appellative function of language.
Emotive information communicates feelings and experiences, using language to
deepen interpersonal communication. Aesthetic information, essential in artistic
texts, appeals to the perception of beauty and emphasizes the art of words to evoke
aesthetic sensations and profound experiences [Alexeeva 2008: 55].

The aesthetic function of literature is also noted by V.N. Komissarov in his
definition of literary translation. The researcher says that it is one of the types of
translation, where the work created in the target language aims to produce an
artistic and aesthetic impact [Komissarov 1999: 9].

In the analysis of translation equivalence in literary translation, particular
attention should be paid to the study of translation transformations.

In translation studies, several main approaches classify translation
transformations (Barkhudarov 1975; Retsker 2007; Schweizer 1988). However, a
classification proposed by V.N. Komissarov brings together some common features
of all these classifications. His classification is based on three primary groups of
transformations.

Lexical transformations describe the relationships between words and word
combinations in the original and the translation [Komissarov 2002: 158]. These
transformations include transcription, transliteration, calque (loan translation), and
lexical substitutions (specification, generalization, and modulation).

Grammatical transformations include syntactic translation (literal
translation), sentence partitioning, sentence integration, and grammatical
substitutions (of word forms, parts of speech, or sentence components)

[Komissarov 2002: 161-163].
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Complex (lexical and grammatical) transformations include antonymic
translation, explication, and compensation [Komissarov 2002: 164-165].

Thus, equivalence in a translation of a literary work refers not only to the
functional but also to the aesthetic aspects of the text. It is possible to achieve
equivalence through the use of translation transformations (lexical, grammatical,

lexical-and-grammatical) suitable for the context being translated.

1.2. Linguistic Representation of Social Status and Communicative Role in
Fiction
1.2.1. Social and Role Relations in Fiction

The relationship between linguistic forms and the social parameters of
communicators and (or) the situation is ambiguous. There is no evidence of a
direct and clear connection. However, many studies have been dedicated to
exploring and refining this relationship (Larina 2009; Brown and Levinson 1987,
Lee 1974; Leech 1983).

Although sociolinguistics maintains that the connection is ambiguous,
writers still use various devices to denote the characters’ social characteristics and
communicative roles. These devices are understandable to the reader. Linguistic
means, which represent the social status and communicative role relationships of
characters, play an important role in literary works. It is because these means help
the author convey the complexity of interpersonal interactions, social dynamics,
and hierarchies within the society depicted in the work. The means include a range
of linguistic and compositional techniques, such as the choice of vocabulary, the
style of speech, dialects and sociolects, as well as the use of specific grammatical
constructions and figures of speech.

In examining the social status and communicative role interplay of
characters, it is essential to consider approaches to understanding social status in
sociolinguistics.

L.P. Krysin notes that social status represents a relative position within a
social system on a "higher-lower" scale, determined by various characteristics
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specific to that system. He distinguishes between the concepts of “status” and
“role”. In this case, the status addresses the question “who is the person?” while
the role answers the question “what does he do?” Thus, role can be seen as the
dynamic aspect of status [Krysin 1989: 134].

In literary texts that depict social interaction, roles are necessarily
interrelated, much like in a drama where a role only makes sense in relation to the
behaviors of other characters [Shibutani 1969: 45]. So, the role of a message
sender is closely linked to that of its receiver. The receiver participates in the
role-based communication depending on the specific situation.

In this study, we will discuss the linguistic means that signify a character's
status and place in the social hierarchy, as well as the means that represent the role
in communication within a specific situation. We will proceed from the fact that
the social status and the communicative role of a character can be represented in
one utterance. It appears necessary from a methodological standpoint to distinguish
between these two perspectives.

When incorporating elements of social and role-based relationships into the
narratives, writers primarily aim to fulfill their aesthetic intentions.
V. A. Pishchalnikova notes that the goal of aesthetic speech is to adequately
represent personal meanings. At the same time, the result of such speech is an
artistic text. This text is a collection of aesthetic speech acts that reflect the author's
system of concepts [Pishchalnikova, Sorokin 1993: 7].

Thus, social status and communicative role relationships between characters
are crucial for conveying the artistic and aesthetic objectives of literary works.
They reveal the diversity of characters under conditions set by the author. In
literary works, social and role-based relationships between characters can serve as
a tool to explore a wide range of themes, including gender issues, class relations,
and political ideologies. Through the interactions of characters and their social
roles, authors can reveal complex social and psychological issues from various

perspectives.
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Moreover, the depiction of social and role-based relationships is a crucial
tool for developing the plot and the dynamics between the characters. The
linguistic representation of these relationships shapes conflicts and interactions that
drive the narrative forward.

For the purposes of a comprehensive analysis, direct speech should be
considered separately, as it can reflect a character’s social status and

communicative role.

1.2.2. Characters’ Speech as Linguistic Representation of Their Social
Status and Communicative Role

Characters’ speech in literary works always contains a social context, since
factors like social status, age, education, profession, etc. cannot go unnoticed. This
applies not only to the words, phrases, and syntactic structures characters use but
also to the voice, accent, pronunciation, and overall manner of speech. All of these
characteristics signal the speaker's social identity. However, information about the
voice, accent, pronunciation, and general speech manner is often conveyed to the
reader through the author's descriptive remarks, which will be studied in part 1.2.3.

It is well-known that the artistic image in literature is created through words.
The realities depicted by the author take on a tangible form; thus, in literary works,
words are directly linked to life and the events occurring within it. S.A. Askoldov
discussed the linguistic portrayal of reality. He noted that an action, when
embodied in words, particularly in the verbal aesthetic reality, reveals its inner
meaning. The word itself, by incorporating the reality external to it, becomes a
unique action [Askoldov 1922: 73]. Therefore, authors choose words that may
more precisely realize the desired portrayal of the world in the work.

It's important to note that in the study of characters’ speech, linguists pay
attention not only to direct speech but also to indirect, free indirect speech, and the
forms that emerge from their combination. According to 1.V. Arnold, direct speech
is understood as a character's statements, whether made in writing or orally.
Indirect speech is conveyed by third parties or the author. Free indirect speech, on
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the other hand, appears in the internal dialogue when describing a character's
thoughts, emotions, and evaluations of events [Arnold 1990: 203].

As individuals develop their personalities, much like characters in literature,
they cultivate unique personal traits and absorb characteristics of social groups
they belong to. This complex influence is reflected in each person's speech
patterns. Ya. I. Retsker identifies certain collective linguistic characteristics such
as the use of colloquialisms, dialects, jargons, slang, taboo language, professional
languages, and archaisms. These linguistic elements act as markers of specific
social groups [Barkhudarov, Retsker 1968: 94].

T. M. Dubakh observes the use of literary German in the corpus of prose by
A. Schnitzler, an Austrian playwright and writer of the 19th and 20th centuries,
with dialectal variations reflecting different social strata. Dubakh identifies three
main social groups: the upper class (officials, officers, intellectuals, and
aristocrats), the middle class (craftsmen), and characters of lower social status
(uneducated and socially unsuccessful). The use of dialects marks the interplay
between social statuses and communicative roles, showing whether characters
condescend to their interlocutors or maintain their own linguistic plane, thereby
defining social affiliations and interactions in Schnitzler's works [Dubakh 2014:
64].

T. N. Kolokoltseva examines expressive syntactic constructions in character
speech, noting similar structures in the works of S. D. Dovlatov, M. A. Bulgakov,
and V. N. Voinovich. In "The Master and Margarita," she highlights Dr.
Stravinsky's frequent use of «cmaBHo» and its variations. This repetition reflects his
speech strategy to harmonize relationships. Kolokoltseva concludes that such
expressive syntactic statements vividly portray characters and are notable for their
"high degree of expressiveness" [Kolokoltseva 2015: 92].

Therefore, a direct speech in a literary text represents a significant layer of
information about characters’ social status and communicative role. Through the

choice of dialect, words, specific language use, and syntax, authors can subtly
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convey a character's position in the social hierarchy, their views, and their level of

education.

1.2.3. Author’s Remarks and Characters’ Comments about Each Other

as Linguistic Representation of Social Status and Communicative Role

Writers use remarks when they need to compensate for gaps in the
perception of characters' interactions, and emphasize their internal states or
relationships with each other. These brief notes complement the dialogue by
describing the physical actions, gestures, and facial expressions of characters
during their speech. Such remarks also show the emotional nuances in characters’
voices, which are crucial for a full representation of status and role within a scene.
This approach corresponds to T. G. Vinokur 's view that in literary texts, the
author's commentary plays a significant role in conveying conversational speech
[ Vinokur 2007: 23].

E.P. Vasilieva studies speech characteristics of sympathy expressions from a
gender perspective. The researcher notes how remarks about characters’ behavior
reflect social and role-specific information. E.P. Vasilieva cites an example from
the play "The Square Root of Wonderful," which demonstrates how an author's
remark can serve not just as an addition to dialogue but also as a tool for revealing
relationships between characters. The remark "John gently puts his arms around
Mollie" not only details a physical action but also conveys feelings of consolation
and support that John wishes to express to Mollie. The use of "gently" emphasizes
the tender nature of the gesture and its emotional depth, indicating the closeness
and warmth of the relationship between the characters [Vasilieva 2013: 92].

We suppose that the social and role-related basis of this remark reflects the
close communicative distance between the characters. The use of “gently”
emphasizes this communicative closeness. It is also important to note that such a
degree of communicative closeness must be permissible within the given society.

Thus, communicative distance and social status and role are interconnected.
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Social and role relationships are also reflected in characters' comments
about each other. These comments can take various forms, including the use of
nominative groups, impositive utterances, descriptive phrases, and direct remarks.
Each of them carries specific information about the social position and public
perception of the character.

Noun groups are a key element in expressing social status. They consist of
phrases that name or describe a character, often highlighting their social affiliation
and status, as well as the speaker's evaluation of that status [Kudrya, Magnes 2022:
66]. For example, the word «Oypxyituuk» in example (1) not only identifies the
character but also instantly conveys his belonging to a certain social class and the

speaker's attitude towards that class.

(1) «<...> mambka 6 ca0 ¢ nNAMUIEMHUM OYPHCYUUUKOM 2YNAmMb  8blUAd  <...>»
[M. Zoshchenko, “Vor”; cited in: Kudrya, Magnes 2022: 68].

In another example discussed by L.S. Barkhudarov, the use of nominative

groups as one character's description of another is evident:

(2) «— A Muwxa meoii esyum, a Hwxa —gapmazon!» [M. Gorkiy, “Detstvo”; cited in:
Barkhudarov 1975: 118].

Such nominative groups may include professions, titles, social and economic
categories, and other markers of social status.

Author’s remarks and comments from other characters prove to be effective
tools in literature for revealing a character's social status and communicative role.
Through these elements of a literary work, the author can highlight contrasts
between different social layers, express criticism or approval of certain social
phenomena, and demonstrate not only a character's social status but also the

communicative distance between several interacting characters.

1.2.4. Addresses, Titles and Speech Formulas as Linguistic
Representation of Social Status and Communicative Role
Linguistic elements, including forms of address, titles, and politeness

formulas, act as indicators of social-role relationships.
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Forms of address and titles primarily convey information about a
character's social status, profession, age, or gender characteristics. The use of
formal titles such as "Mr.," "Doctor," and "Professor" highlights the recognition of
a character's social status. At the same time, these are markers of the
communicative situation — typically one of formal interaction. Shifting to less
formal forms of address may indicate closeness, friendship, or familial relations
among the characters, rather than a lack of social status. Forms of address and titles
are usually represented by singular nouns or nominal groups.

On the other hand, speech formulas are directed towards achieving a
pragmatic goal — creating and maintaining connection among communication
participants. According to functions of language, a theory proposed by Roman
Jakobson, this purpose corresponds to the phatic function. R. Jakobson asserts that
this function is realized through the exchange of standard phrases or even complete
dialogues. Their primary and sole purpose is to sustain the process of
communication [Jakobson 1975: 201].

The assertion that an utterance is formed considering the speaker's
perceptions of the interlocutor's social status has been discussed by many
sociolinguists. For instance, M. M. Bakhtin highlights the influence of the
speaker's perception of the addressee as a primary factor affecting the linguistic
composition of the utterance [Bakhtin 1996: 201].

M. M. Bakhtin's  definition highlights the interconnection between
sociocultural context and linguistic expression. The speaker, considering the
addressee's apperceptive background, aims at creating an utterance that not only
conveys information but also matches the expectations, understanding level, and
cultural nuances of the listener. It is important to note that the apperceptive
background mentioned by M. M. Bakhtin likely includes expectations from the
specific communicative situation, i.e. the communicative and role structure of the
particular dialogue.

Thus, the use of formal address in a literary text reflects the recognition of
the characters' social status and is usually employed in formal communicative
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situations. Such situations, in their turn, make it possible to convey characters’
communicative roles. However, shifting to less formal titles can indicate a
communicative closeness between speakers without diminishing the social status
of the dialogue participants. Additionally, polite speech formulas are also aimed at

creating and maintaining a connection between interlocutors.

1.2.5. Impositive Utterances as Linguistic Representation of Social
Status and Communicative Role

In linguistics, imposition is defined as a type of communicative impact
associated with a potential threat to an individual's social status or ‘“face”
[Kozhukhova 2021: 32]. In this context, "face" refers to the social value that each
individual claims during communication with others and which is acknowledged
by the others [Goffman 1972: 5].

Studies focusing on impositive utterances in directive speech acts typically
examine the functions of commands, requests, and invitations (Borovina 2017,
Lee-Wong 1994; Martinez Flor 2009; Haddad 2019).

H. Haverkate makes a clear distinction between impositive and
non-impositive directives. Impositive directives involve actions that, if performed
by the listener, primarily benefit the speaker [Haverkate 1994: 73]. Conversely,
non-impositive utterances suggest actions that benefit the listener. G. Leech also
notes that making such distinctions involves a certain level of subjectivity [Leech
1983: 107].

In literary works, characters often find themselves at the center of a conflict
of interests; it requires a specific form of communication to achieve their
communicative goals. Authors use these moments to show the dynamics of
relationships between characters. Here authors employ impositive utterances as a
means for characters to influence each other's behavior and worldview. For
instance, Arbain A. et al. explore various forms and functions of impositive
utterances in the novel "Assassin's Creed: Renaissance". Examples include:

(3) Silence my friends! [ Arbain 2022: 172].
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(4) Enough of your nonsense, grullo [Arbain 2022: 172].
(5) Let's see if you fight as well as you gabble! [ Arbain 2022: 173].

The authors note that example (3) expresses an order, example (4) expresses
a prohibition, and example (5) expresses a challenge [Arbain 2022: 172-173]. The
results of this study show that impositive statements predominantly appear in
directives. Among the main functions of impositive statements, the authors single
out an order, prohibition, challenge, advice, request, refusal and begging [Arbain
2022: 177].

However, imposition does not only manifest itself in institutional
relationships, as in the examples above within the framework of military discourse.
Imposition can also be found in relationships, for example, family ones. This way,
A. M. Pacleanu notes the imposition in the following father-to-son addresses in
Philip Roth's novel “Portnoy's Complaint™:

(6) “Turn around, mister, [ want the courtesy of a reply from your mouth”.
(7) “And shoes, Mister, hard shoes”.
(8) “Oh, you're riding for a fall, Mr. Big” [Pacleanu 2019: 144].

The researcher points out that the imperative “turn around” in example (6)
serves as a marker of imposition. Additionally, the father's ironic use of “Mister,”
when addressing his son, illustrates a deviation in communicative role and an
increase in social distance between father and son [Pacleanu 2019: 145].

Thus, impositive utterances serve as a tool for conveying social status and
communicative role interplay in literature and demonstrate the dynamics of
character interactions. They range from directive to declarative forms and perform
various functions such as commands, prohibitions, and requests. These utterances
shape characters’ behavior and reveal their social statuses and mutual expectations.
It highlights the complexity of their communicative impact and influence within
the literary context.

A review of the literature shows that social status and communicative role
interplay in literary works are expressed through direct speech, author’s remarks,

comments from other characters, forms of address and titles, and impositive
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utterances. Key aspects of these relationships include the choice of vocabulary and
syntax, the level of formality of speech, the use of dialects and sociolects, as well
as specific linguistic constructions and stylistic techniques.

Fields such as sociolinguistics, pragmatics, discourse theory, and stylistics
have extensively studied how speech conveys information about social status and
role expectations. These characteristics in fiction influence the perception of

characters and the dynamics of their interactions.

1.3. Research on Translation of Information about the Social Status and
Communicative Role
1.3.1. The Role of Cultural Background in Conveying the Linguistic
Representation of Social Status and Communicative Role

An analysis of the literature on the topic shows that the translation of social
status and communicative role relationships in character interactions should focus
on the variety of methods and approaches used to convey complex cultural and
social nuances. These methods range from transliterating individual words to
translating text with consideration of the cultural and linguistic features of the
target audience.

Understanding the cultural context of the original text and adequately
reproducing it in the translation is essential for preserving the significance of
characters' interpersonal relationships. This fact highlights the importance of a
thorough examination of this aspect.

One of the main challenges in literary translation is the problem of
conveying communicative distance between characters. For example,
V. P. Golyshev notes that there is a sort of “cold veil” in the English language.
People speak at a greater distance from each other there [Golyshev: 11:50]. Social
distance in language to some extent reflects differences in status, age, profession,
and other social parameters of characters. At the same time, communicative
distance depends on the role-based relationships of characters in a certain
dialogue. In typical everyday situations the perception of status, profession, gender,
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age of the interlocutor, as well as communicative conventions are culturally
conditioned. Communication always occurs within the conditions and against the
backdrop of a specific culture (in the context of this study — the culture depicted by
the author of the work), which ultimately is the source of translation difficulties.

Extensive research demonstrates interest in the phenomenon of
communicative distance in linguistics and communication studies, as well as the
diversity of ways to construct communicative distance depending on cultural
factors (Larina 2009; Karasik 2012; Dontsov et al. 2014). Comparing Russian and
English communicative cultures, T. V. Larina notes that interaction between people
often occurs at a certain distance, which is subject to significant changes depending
on various communicative contexts. These contexts include the interpersonal
relationships of the participants, their status, age, and the situation, location, and
time of communication, among other factors.

In her research, T.V. Larina discusses four types of distances introduced by
E. Hall in 1959. Intimate distance is where people communicate very closely, such
as when alone or whispering to each other. Personal distance is the space in which
close individuals might stand in a public setting, conversing in half-voices. Social
distance is the gap between colleagues, or between a seller and a buyer, where
communication occurs in a normal speaking voice. Public distance is the space
where loud speech is required, such as between a teacher and students, or a speaker
and an audience [Larina 2009: 47].

While studying social distance in English-speaking cultures, it is important
to recognize the significance of the politeness theory by P. Brown and S. Levinson.
The theory serves as a key tool for understanding interpersonal communication and
social dynamics. In the research, P. Brown and S. Levinson describe the concept of
negative politeness as the foundation of respectful behavior [Brown, Levinson
1987: 129]. This concept encompasses a set of standard strategies aimed at
demonstrating respect for the personal space and independence of the interlocutor.
The strategies focus on maintaining social distancing and establishing
communicative boundaries [Brown, Levinson 1987: 145]. These methods help

24



prevent excessive closeness and emphasize the distance between communicators,
thereby expressing mutual respect.

According to this theory, people in their communication aim to reduce the
threat to their interlocutor's “face,” which researchers define as the emotional and
social well-being of the communicator in the context of the conversation. “Positive
face” reflects a person's desire to gain approval and positive evaluation in society,
while “negative face” represents the need for autonomy and freedom of action. P.
Brown and S. Levinson argue that politeness and social tact in communication are
aimed at maintaining and protecting these two aspects of an interlocutor's “face”
[Brown, Levinson 1987: 147].

It should be noted that P. Brown and S. Levinson based their conclusions on
data collected within the English-speaking culture. Clearly, the distance of
politeness 1is culturally conditioned, especially when compared to Russian.
Research conducted by T. V. Larina has shown that in English-speaking
communication, a strategy of non-imposition prevails. This strategy involves
respecting the personal autonomy of the interlocutor and reflects a key
characteristic of cultural communication [Larina 2009]. In Russian, on the other
hand, strategies based on the principles of so-called “politeness of distance” or
negative politeness are not as explicitly manifested. This highlights cultural
differences in approaches to politeness and respect for the interlocutor.

G. Leech explored the issue of communicative distance through impositive
utterances. The author noted that a high level of imposition can indicate an

informal register. For example:

(9) “Would you be so good as to ask Mr. Lee to step out here please. I have a few words for
his ears alone.” [Leech 2014: 164].

(10)  “..Be a good boy and get us something to drink, will you, carino?’ [Leech 2014:
164].

Thus, the structure of these utterances suggests a lower level of formality
and greater imposition.
To mitigate a face-threatening act into an impositive statement, the speaker

can use indirect forms of expression, thereby reducing pressure and maintaining
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respect for the interlocutor's autonomy. However, an overly polite, indirect request
addressed to someone close can also feel threatening because it unexpectedly

increases the distance. For example:

(11)  «Dorothy: Tim, would you like to come and brush your teeth. <pause> Please.
Tim: Not <-|-> yet» [Leech 2014: 136]

The addition of the word “please” indicates that the speaker is actually
framing her statement as a directive, which increases the distance between her and
her son. Consequently, it is clear that understanding the social and role-based
relationships that influence the choice of language tools calls for a more in-depth
discussion of “register” in language, particularly in the context of translation.

L. S. Barkhudarov proposes defining five types of registers. Communication
registers range from familiar (used for speaking with close ones using slang and
idioms) to elevated (used for particularly ceremonial contexts, including archaic or
poetic vocabulary to give solemnity to speech). Between these two types there are
the informal (also casual, but less intimate than the familiar register), neutral (a
universal register suitable for most situations), and formal (used in official and
professional contexts with strict adherence to language norms) types of registers
[Barkhudarov 1975: 111].

So, understanding and correctly applying different registers is crucial in
translation, as it helps the translator not only adequately convey the factual
information of the original text but also adequately reflect the aesthetic
information, including the social context and relationships between the participants
in the communication.

Thus, research on the translation of information about social status and
communicative role emphasizes the complexity of transferring cultural and social
nuances. Various methods, from transliterating words to translating with an
awareness of the audience's cultural and linguistic features, are crucial for
maintaining the integrity of characters' relationships in translations. One significant

challenge is conveying the communicative distance that is influenced by cultural
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contexts. Such distances, which reflect differences in status, age, profession, and
other social parameters, vary significantly across cultures.

Recognizing and applying different linguistic registers is also essential, as it
enables translators to not only convey information adequately but to also capture
the social dynamics and cultural nuances that define interactions in literary works.
This comprehensive approach ensures that the social roles and statuses of
characters are effectively communicated, as well as the depth and richness of the

source text in the translation.

1.3.2. Ways of Translating Social Status and Communicative Role in
Characters’ Speech

V. N. Komissarov notes that even a small number of social status markers in
speech can adequately convey information about a character's position in society.
For instance, the phrase “He do look quiet, don't? D'e know ‘oo ‘e is, Sir?” is
translated as «Buo-mo y neco cnoxotinwiii, npagoa? Yacom ne 3naeme, cop, Kmo oH
marxou?» Here, the translator aimed at compensating for the combination of
grammatical (using "don't" instead of "doesn't") and phonetic features (‘e instead of
"he", 'e instead of "you", 'oo instead of "who") characteristic of the conversational
style of common folk, by using the colloquial expression «HacoM He 3HaeTe» in the
translation [Komissarov 2002: 20].

As demonstrated in section 1.2.2., a character's social status and
communicative role can be expressed through his or her direct, indirect, and
reported speech. For example, A.D. Alimova studies free indirect speech and its

translations. The researcher considers the following example:

(12)  «Yumamens, nebocw, ycmexnemces mym. A Oenveu, cxasxcem. Jlenveu-mo, ckasicem,
KypuuslH culH, nonyuaeuv? Jlo ueeo, ckadcem, owcupeiom aoouy [M. Zoshchenko,
“Strashnaya Noch”; cited in: Alimova 2021: 13].

In this example, the free indirect speech is similar in form to direct speech
but is not punctuated as such and is interrupted by the speech verb "will say." The

triple repetition of the verb adds emotion and expressiveness to the statement

[Alimova 2021: 14].
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In a similar way, O. A. Blinova examined the translation of indirect speech
in the English-Russian language pair. Among her findings, she notes that
translators often expand the range of synonyms by using multiple names for the
same object or phenomenon, likely due to the Russian language's greater
sensitivity to repetition. For example, the researcher considers the translation of

journalistic works by Ernest Hemingway.

(13)  «He's heard that most of the guns were Wops - Dagoes, that is. Most gunmen were
Wops, anyway. A Wop made a good gun.

On  crnviwan, umo OONLUWUHCIBO «CMPENKO8Y», KaK, 6npodem, u 6ceeoaq,
umanvawiku. Boobwe, oOonvuwuncmeo cmpenkos -umanvawku. MakapoHHuku -
xopouue cmpenxuy [E. Hemingway; cited in: Blinova 2018: 49].

Substitution of the stylistic register is also one of the ways to translate the

indirect speech, as notes O. A. Blinova. For example:
(14)  “Yes, there were American bump-off artists in Ireland”

«la, 6 Upnanouu pabomarom amepuxanckue «mokpuix oeny» macmepay [E. Hemingway;
cited in: Blinova 2018: 49].

When rendering low colloquial speech, the Russian translator uses quotation
marks, as noticed by the researcher.

Another method, noted by O. A. Blinova, involves replacing one form of
speech presentation with another, specifically changing indirect speech to reported

speech, or vice versa. For example,
(15)  “That people would come and that people would have to pay what she asked”.

«/loou ewe npuedym u 6yoym naiamums CmMonbKo, CKOIbKO ona 3anpocumy [E.
Hemingways; cited in: Blinova 2018: 50].

In this case, the change in the type of representation occurs due to the
disappearance of the subordination in the sentence and the omission of the
conjunction "that" in the target text [Blinova 2018: 50].

A. D. Schweitzer also notices the expressiveness, which is characteristic of
characters' direct speech. As an example from Russian literature, the researcher

suggests the use of a tautological epithet by F. M. Dostoevsky:

(16)  «...00 3axnad O6vioCL, WMo OH e30ull 84epa K HeMmy HA YepOaK U npoujenus y He2o Ha
KOJLeHsIX NPOCUT, YMOoObl Sma 3141 3MH0UKA YOOCMOULA Cl00d Nepeexambvy
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“I'd bet he'd been to see him in his attic and begged his pardon on his bended knees so
that this spiteful little horror should deign to move to his house”.

The researcher notices that in the English translation, expressiveness is
conveyed through the combination of epithets “spiteful little horror”. Meanwhile,
in the Russian original, one character uses a tautological epithet containing the
invective element «3mas 3mouka» [Schweizer 1988: 149].

Thus, the translation of social status and communicative roles in characters'
speech must carefully handle the linguistic nuances that depict these elements.
Even minor social status markers in speech effectively communicate a character's
societal position by translating grammatical and phonetic features into appropriate
colloquial expressions. Types of speech, including direct, free indirect and reported
speech, are used to convey nuanced information about characters' status and roles.
Translators often expand the synonym range or alter speech forms to match the
sensitivity of the target language to some stylistic devices and register used in the
source language. This complexity is also visible when considering the emotional
and social nuances of translating the characters’ speech.

1.3.3. Ways of Translating Social Status and Communicative Role in

Author’s Remarks and Characters’ Comments about Each Other

A.D. Schweitzer emphasizes the importance of distinguishing between
expressions originating from the text's author and those that belong to the

characters within the story. The researcher provides the following example:

(17)  "How was she to bare that timid little heart for the inspection of those young ladies
with their bold black eyes?"

"Kax moena Dmunusi packpvlms ceoe pooKoe cepoeuko 015 0003penus nepeo HauumMu
socmpoenazvimu oesuyamu?" [W. Thackeray, “Vanity Fair”; cited in: Schweizer 1988:
148].

Here, the use of ironic connotation in the English text — a mockingly
positive description (“that timid little heart”) — contrasts with the Russian
translator's choice of a diminutive suffix: «pobxoe cepaeuxo» [Schweizer 1988:
148]. This example demonstrates how authorial expression can be rendered in
translation at the level of situational description, although the irony is not

preserved. This highlights the challenges of maintaining the original tone and
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emotional color in translation, especially when the expressions are connected with
cultural subtleties.

In the discussion of the author's remarks, it is important to note Julian
Bourne's work which analyzes the translation of the word "said" into Spanish in
contemporary English literature. Bourne concludes that this remark can be used as
a tool to control the illocutionary force of a statement [Bourne 2002: 252].

Therefore, translating literary works equivalently requires careful
consideration of the differences in the words of the author and the surrounding
characters to convey the illocutionary force and stylistic coloring of the original.
Mistakes in this aspect can lead to distortions of the original authorial intentions

and alter the perception of the narrative.

1.3.4. Ways of Translating Social Status and Communicative Role in

Addresses, Titles and Speech Formulas

A.D. Schweitzer points out an aspect of address in literary conflicts, which
highlights the use of a series of epithets with negative connotations. He provides

the following example.

(18) «H ne cmwviOHO, He cmbiOHO mebe, apeap u MUPAH MOe20 ceMmelcmed, 6apeap u
usyeep! Ocpabun mens 6ceeo, coOKuU 8blcocan u mem euje Hedosoner! JJokone nepeHocums
. mebs OY0y, Geccmulycuil u HecuecmHblil Mol 4en08ex!y.

"Aren 't you ashamed, aren 't you ashamed of yourself, you cruel, inhuman wretch,
you tyrant of my family, you, inhuman monster, you! You've robbed me of everything,
sucked me dry, and you're still dissatisfied. How much longer am I to put up with you,
you, you shameless and dishonest man!" [F. M. Dostoevsky “Idiot”; cited in: Schweizer
1988: 149].

Consequently, A.D. Schweitzer emphasizes that the translator's task is not
merely the transfer of linguistic values but a deep immersion in the cultural and
emotional context of the original. It requires not only language proficiency but also
an understanding of literary traditions, character psychology, and the author's
stylistic nuances.

The researcher also examines the translation of fixed speech formulas. The
example given involves translating a formal, ritualistic expression used in legal

contexts—the witness oath—from English to Russian.
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(19)  “'Do you solemnly swear to tell the truth, the whole truth and nothing but the truth,
so help you God?”
I do’
«— Toporcecmeenno nokasHumecs» 2060pums npagdy, MoabkKo Npagoy U HUYe20, Kpome
npasovl, 0a nomodxcem am 6oe!
— Kunanycwv» [Schweizer 1988: 150].

This shift from interrogative to imperative reflects a cultural and procedural
adaptation. The Russian language uses a more direct, command-like structure in
this legal ritual, demanding an active confirmation ("Kmnsnycs" — "I swear").

In this case, the translator opts for conventional linguistic means to maintain
the solemnity and formality of the oath while adapting it to the cultural and
stylistic norms of the target language.

The translation of speech formulas sometimes requires the translator to
perform complex semantic and syntactic transformations. A.D. Schweitzer gives

another example:

(20)  "Order in the Court! His Honor, the Court! Everybody please rise!"
«Cyo uoem! Ilpowy ecmamuw!».

In this case, the translator works at the level of the communication purpose,
without preserving the syntactic structure (changing the subject of the action to the
action itself: "His Honor, the Court!" is replaced by the functional equivalent of
«Cyn uaet!») [Schweizer 1988: 150].

A.D. Schweitzer points out that translating stable expressions of speech
etiquette, such as greetings or farewells, often requires translators to perform
functional substitutions that go beyond simple word replacement. These phrases,
known as "behabitives," include expressions like "See you later, Mary" or "Be
seeing you, John," which convey specific nuances of relationships and the context
of interaction in English.

When translating into Russian, such phrases might be rendered as «Iloxka,
Mbpu» or «Hy Oynb 3mopos, Jxxon». Here, as stated by Schweitzer, the choice of
particular etiquette formulas depends not on the original text but on the context of
communication and the relationships between the speakers. For instance, a simple
«moka» in Russian can replace a more formal farewell, and that will be a marker of
the informal communicative situation [Schweizer 1988: 150]. Therefore, the
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translator must understand the context of the characters' interactions and be adept
at finding formulas of expressions that suit the specific communicative situation,

whether the setting is formal or informal.

1.3.5. Ways of Translating Social Status and Communicative Role in
Impositive Utterances

Impositive utterances, which reflect relationships of power and distance, are
fundamental for understanding the dynamics between characters in a literary work.
That is why such utterances pose a challenge for translators. One of the main
challenges is connected with the target audience's expectations about the norms of
politeness of the original audience [Hervey 1994: 192]. Consequently, occurrences
of reduced illocutionary force in translated texts might indicate the translator's
belief that the readers expect typical British middle-class characters to demonstrate
conventional British middle-class politeness [Bourne 2002: 253].

As noted by I. Mason and M. Stewart, literal translation can alter the impact
of an utterance, as languages vary in how they convey politeness [Mason, Stewart
2001: 56]. Also, A. Wierzbicka notes that for English-speaking cultures, the use of
an imperative is seen as violating personal autonomy. That is why imperatives are
perceived as more offensive than obscene and invective language [Wierzbicka
1996: 57]. This sensitivity to the use of imperatives or reduction of some other
politeness markers reflects cultural norms and expectations about interpersonal
interactions and power dynamics. Impositive utterances in literary works
emphasize the importance of using translation techniques and strategies to
maintain the social and communicative roles depicted in the same way as in the
original work.

A special attention in such translations should be paid to the elements of
impositive utterances when the culture of the target language is predominantly
non-impositive. In this case, the study of S. V. Kudrya and N. O. Magnes is of
particular interest. As pointed out by the researchers, distortions in translation of
imposition leads to mistakes in details, misrepresentation of characters'
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worldviews, and their interactions with each other. The main theme of the work
also gets distorted as well [Kudrya, Magnes 2024: 153]. The variations in how
much imposition is acceptable between the cultures of the original and translated
texts are crucial for achieving high-quality literary translations.

Another key element in translation of imposition is verbs. In literary
dialogues, the illocutionary force extends beyond the characters' direct speech to
how their speech is reported. This includes modifications to report verbs and,
often, alterations to politeness markers within the speech act, reflecting the
nuanced ways imposition can manifest, notably in the author's remarks.

J. Bourne notes that the Spanish original fiction has a richer variety of report
verbs than its English translations. The researcher also notes that in literary
translations the translator aims to control the interpretation of the reader of the
target text while maintaining the propositional content of the source text [Bourne
2002: 252]. Therefore, verbs are a key element in translation of imposition. They
are used for stylistic and pragmatic effects, such as adding variety, enhancing
precision, and specifying the illocutionary force of an utterance. The analysis of
verbs and other components of imposition in characters’ speech, makes it possible
to talk about their social statuses and communicative roles.

Thus, in translation studies, works that examine the social status and
communicative role type of relationships involve analyzing and adapting the ways
in which various social statuses, roles, and interactions are portrayed in the original
text and how they should be conveyed in translation to achieve functional
equivalence. The main challenges include the adequate translation of hierarchies,
rendering of communicative distance between speakers, their forms of address,
degrees of formality, and contextual features associated with their social roles. It is
recognized in translation theory that each culture has unique norms and
expectations regarding social and communicative roles, and translators must strive

to reflect these aspects as fully as possible.
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Summary of Chapter 1

The analysis of theoretical literature revealed that literary translation is a
type of translation activity where a work created in the target language should have
an artistic and aesthetic impact. Research into social status and communicative role
interplay in translation highlights the complexity of achieving equivalence between
the original text and the translation. Equivalence itself represents the closest
possible linguistic similarity of the translation to the original text, achieved through
lexical, grammatical, and lexical-and-grammatical transformations.

The levels of possible equivalence of translation include the following: the
purpose of communication, the situation, the description of the situation, the
syntax, and the lexical levels.

Although the connection between linguistic forms and social parameters of
speakers is neither straightforward nor transparent, the use of specific vocabulary
(formal/colloquial), register (familiar/elevated), dialects, and grammatical
structures (complex/simplified) allows authors to effectively mark the characters’
social status, as well as their communicative roles.

The review of theoretical literature also shows that social status and
communicative role interplay in works of fiction are reflected through the direct,
indirect, and reported speech of characters, author’s remarks, comments from other
characters, addresses, titles, and impositive utterances. Thus, information about
characters’ social statuses and communicative roles has wvarious linguistic
representations: noun phrases, terms of imposition, impositive utterances,

The next chapter of the study will explore how these theoretical aspects are
applied in practice in the analysis of translation decisions in the works of M.M.

Zoshchenko and M.A. Bulgakov.
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Chapter 2. Analysis of Translation Solutions in Translations of Works

by M. M. Zoshchenko and M. A. Bulgakov

As noted by J. Hicks, the translator of M. Zoshchenko stories, “translation
is always an attempt to minimize losses and fail better” [Zoshchenko 2000: 22].
This understanding of translation is at the basis of this research, since the study
focuses on the levels of equivalence at which social and role relationships can be
rendered.

As discussed in the theoretical part, specific lexical choices, syntactic
structures, and stylistic nuances are crucial in depicting a character's social identity
and hierarchy. The findings of the theoretical part show that the ways of status and
role representation are found in the following categories: 1. Vocabulary that
designates social groups. 2. Vocabulary that denotes impositive actions. 3.
Impositive utterances.

In this analysis of how linguistic realizations of social status and
communicative role are rendered from Russian into English, we will distinguish
between lexical and pragmatic aspects. Lexical units form the building blocks of
language and carry implications for portraying social status (and, in some cases,
communicative role) through specific terms like various names of social groups,
titles, forms of address. At the same time, pragmatics, which examines the role of
context in shaping meaning, captures how speakers manage social interactions and
relationships, given their social status and communicative role.

By analyzing these categories separately, it is possible to more accurately
assess how translation helps to represent the social dynamics. The analysis
provides insights into both the challenges of translating lexemes and the subtler
complexities of conveying appropriate social dynamics in a different cultural

context.
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2.1. The Artistic Originality of the Works by M. M. Zoshchenko and
M. A. Bulgakov

M. M. Zoshchenko and M. A. Bulgakov stand as seminal figures within the
panorama of 20th-century Russian literature, each carving distinct niches through
their idiosyncratic narratives and profound socio-cultural critiques.

M. M. Zoshchenko, born in 1894 in Saint Petersburg, emerged prominently
in the early Soviet period, renowned for his satirical depictions of the absurdity and
struggle inherent in Soviet life. Zoshchenko himself once said that the themes of
his stories were imbued with a naive philosophy that was just right for his readers
[Zoshchenko 1928: 10].

M. Zoshchenko employed his writings to satirize the Proletkult authors.
These authors aspired to indoctrinate the masses with a rigid ideology and model
the behaviors of what they considered a "true proletarian" or an "ideal citizen of
the great country" [Chudakova 1979: 22]. M. Zoshchenko's work, however, was
not mere mimicry but a parody that rendered his texts both humorously absurd and
provocatively paradoxical. His works expose the inadequacy of the ideological
thinkers' claims to literary prominence and working-class heroes' claims to societal
leadership.

As noted by J. Hicks, the power of M. Zoshchenko's storytelling is rooted in
his use of colloquial language (especially familiar and low colloquial) that mirrors
the speech of everyday people. This method is known as the skaz narrative style.
Through skaz, M. Zoshchenko masterfully blends parody and stylization, giving
his narratives a unique flair [Hicks 2000a: 3]. J. Hicks’ observation highlights how
this approach not only vitalizes M. Zoshchenko’s characters but also sharpens his
satirical critique, making his insights into societal norms both poignant and
relatable to a wide readership.

Another scholar, M. O. Chudakova, provides further insights into
M. Zoshchenko's distinctive use of skaz. As was found, the writer sharpens the
personal elements of skaz, ultimately attributing these narratives to a voice that,
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while seemingly unskilled in literary technique, resonates with the authority of a
professional literary author [Chudakova 1979: 64].

Thus, in M. Zoshchenko's stories, social roles are a primary target of his
satire. Against the backdrop of societal upheavals, where some roles vanish and
others are profoundly reevaluated, M. Zoshchenko's characters adapt to and help
shape the new social realities. They attempt to master new social roles, rights, and
responsibilities, while also determining the place of other individuals and groups
within the social hierarchy.

Similarly, M. A. Bulgakov explores themes of social transformation and role
redefinition in his works. M. Bulgakov, born in 1891 in Kiev, presents a
contrasting yet equally compelling literary vision. His works contain sharp political
satire that dared to critique Soviet authority. According to M. M. Bakhtin, satire is
described as a metaphorical rejection of contemporary reality in its diverse aspects,
which inherently comprises, in one form or another and with varying levels of
explicitness and detail, a positive element of endorsing a superior reality [Bakhtin
1997: 15]. M. Bulgakov’s narrative style blends fantasy, the grotesque, and
realism, offering a complex reflection on the human condition and the chaotic
social and political landscape of his time.

Following the Russian Revolution and during the early Soviet era, there
emerged the ideological language. This language, often characterized by its
bureaucratic jargon and politically charged vocabulary, was part of the Soviet
government’s attempt to reshape societal thinking and behavior according to
socialist principles. As noted by M.O. Chudakova, M. Bulgakov's response to the
newly emerging language was different from Zoshchenko’s. While
M. Zoshchenko's characters and narrators readily adopted this language in the early
1920s, even claiming to understand words that were actually unclear to them,
M. Bulgakov's early narrators and characters deliberately emphasized their lack of
understanding. M. Bulgakov's character practically learns the language of this
everyday life, memorizes it, but continues to misunderstand it [Chudakova 1979:
108].
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Thus, Mikhail Bulgakov’s characters distinctly reflect the Soviet social
hierarchy, often revealing the oppressive dynamics of their society through their
interactions. Their social statuses and communicative roles not only highlight
individual struggles but also critique systemic injustices. Through this, Bulgakov
offers a sharp commentary on how societal structures affect personal and collective
lives. Thus, he illustrates the absurdity and often the harsh realities of the Soviet
system.

The artistic originality of M. Zoshchenko and M. Bulgakov’s works poses
challenges for translating. It becomes particularly interesting to analyze how
translations render the depiction of social roles, distance, and communicative
behaviors that are central to these authors' texts. Works by M. A. Bulgakov and
M. M. Zoshchenko focus on the establishment of new social roles in
post-revolutionary Russia.

Both M. Bulgakov and M. Zoshchenko use unique artistic techniques to
portray characters striving to assert themselves during the 1920s. For instance, both
authors bring to the forefront characters whose communicative behavior is marked
by assertiveness. These characters are depicted as defending their positions and
exerting communicative pressure. Those are two dominant communicative
strategies of the era. The linguistic representations of these strategies become
aesthetic objects within the artistic space of the works. These representations
highlight the complex interplay between language, social dynamics, and narrative
technique.

Thus, this exploration sets the stage for an analysis focused on how
translations handle the nuances of social status and communicative roles. Key
areas for this research include the translation of lexical representations of social
groups, the conveyance of terms for impositive practices, and the rendering of
impositive utterances. These elements are crucial for understanding how linguistic

choices influence the portrayal of social dynamics across different languages.
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2.2. Translation of Social Status and Communicative Role Through
Lexical Representations of Social Groups

Our translation analysis of vocabulary will be based on the broad binary
division of vocabulary into formal and informal (colloquial). This division was
established in lexicology (see e.g. Arnold 1986), and has proved its efficiency for
description of lexical items in connection with their functioning in communication.
At that, the analysis will focus on informal (colloquial) vocabulary in Zoshchenko
and Bulgakov’s writing, since this vocabulary is a primary means of portraying
characters and narrators, both as social actors and communicators. This layer of
vocabulary is especially difficult for translation from Russian into English, as
reported by translators (see e.g. J. Hicks’s notes in Zoshchenko 2000).

We will also look at the functioning of formal vocabulary such as learned
words, loan sociopolitical terms, official vocabulary in molding the portraits of the
characters. As noted by the translators, misuse of official and loan words, mixture
of words of different styles, malapropisms, are often used to depict the
communicative competence of characters in Zoshchenko and Bulgakov’s writing.

Finally, we will discuss a series of words combined on a basis of functional
proximity: such as terms denoting social groups, titles, forms of address. All these
lexical means provide cues about social and communication dynamics between
characters; therefore it is important to analyze the strategies of their translation.

We will begin with names of social groups in the narrators’ or characters’

direct speech.

(1) «<...> mHsHbKa 6 cad ¢ nAMUTEMHUM OYPHUCYUUUKOM 2YNMb  GbIULLAY
[Zoshchenko 2008a: 180].

“<...> the nanny had come out into the garden to go for a walk with the
five-year-old bourgeois toddler” [Hicks 2000: 28].

The noun phrase «namunemnuii oyprcyituuxy used in the original depicts
the social group the narrator refers to («byporcyu, (paze.). Ilpespumenvroe unu
bpannoe obosnauenue Oypaxcya» [TSU]). This indicates that the child in this
context is perceived as belonging to a higher social class.

The narrator’s mocking tone, represented by the Russian diminutive suffix
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«-4uuK» in «oypacyiruuky, indicates his critical attitude towards the upper class
status of the child. Moreover, the narrator dissociates himself from the group of
«Oypxyu» by using the name of the social status («@yporcyituuky) to describe the
child. Thus, setting the child apart from “ordinary” children. It reflects an outsider's
view, especially from a lower social stratum, looking in at the affluent classes with
a mix of criticism.

Also, the narrator's lower social status is shown through the choice of
vocabulary (given that «oyporcyiiuux» is a colloquial word, intensified by the
diminutive suffix «-4ux»).

The translation solution reflects an attempt to maintain the critical and
mocking tone of the original. The narrator still refers to a certain social group by
saying “five-year-old bourgeois toddler”. However, in the original, the use of
"oyparcyiiuuk" implies a critical stance towards the child’s bourgeois background,
which is rooted in the Russian meaning of the word «Oypxyit». Thus, the narrator’s
attitude to the social group he is referring to is not clear in the translation.

The component "toddler" in this noun phrase aims at capturing the Russian
diminutive suffix «-aux» in «dypacyiiuuky. The word "toddler", however, refers to
a child between one and three years old in English [MWD]. Its application to a
five-year-old introduces a semantic inconsistency, which seems illogical in terms
of age appropriateness. By using "bourgeois toddler", the translator sought to
express at least one of the meanings: young child raised in a bourgeois social
environment.

However, the noun phrase “five-year-old bourgeois toddler” is in line with
the translation strategy selected by the translator. This way, the utterance manifests
the narrator’s low linguistic competence, which implies his own low social status.

The translation "five-year-old bourgeois toddler" 1s done at the level of the
situation, where the primary focus is on ensuring that the translation refers to the
same real-world situation described in the original text, even though using different
language.

Let us consider another example of a noun phrase related to characters
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perceived as socially different from the narrator.

(2) «A s Imakum 2cycem, IMaAKum OyprHcyemM HEPE3IAHBIM BbIOCb GOKpY2 Heey
[Zoshchenko 2008a: 527].

“And strutting like a peacock, like one of those bourgeois bastards we didn’t
manage to finish off, I was hovering around her” [Hicks 2000: 43].

In the original Russian, the term «@yparcyii» inherently carries an invective
connotation, as evidenced by dictionary definitions: «byporcyii -5, m. (pase. npesp.).
To oce, umo 6ypacyar» [TSO]. This low colloquial invective is embedded in this
sociopolitical term and recognized by Russian speakers without additional context.
Moreover, the word «makuity, which is repeated in the parallel construction
«ImaKum 2ycem, Imakum oyprcyem Hepezamwvimy, is also colloquial («Omaxuii
-as, -oe, mecm. ykazam. u onpederum. (paze.)» [TSO]). Thus, such use of
colloquialisms shows the narrator as someone with a low social status.

Also, the word «wmaxuit» emphasizes the narrator's dissociation from the
bourgeois group. This choice of words, especially when paired with invective
terms, highlights the social divide and reinforces the narrator's position as an
outsider.

In the translation, the invective component of the word «oyparcyiry is
explicitly conveyed through the addition of the derogatory, low colloquial word
"bastard" (marked as “offensive” in CED), so the noun phrase becomes
“bourgeois bastards”. Similarly, the epithet «muepezanwtiiy is translated via
explication by the predicative phrase ""we did not manage to finish off"”. This
approach does not translate the narrator’s phrase per se, but rather a common
expression of the era, "redopezannviii 6ypacyt” [TSK]. which the narrator implies
but fails to adequately reproduce, saying «uepeszamnsrizy. This subtlety in
M. Zoshchenko's writing, which shows the narrator's poor command of the
language, is lost in translation.

In the translation, the narrator still dissociates himself from the bourgeois by
using “one of those”, which corresponds to «amaxkuir» in the original.

Notably, the translation also introduces the first-person plural pronoun "we"’,

absent in the original, which functions as a marker of the narrator’s identification
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with the social group that opposed the bourgeois. This solution enhances the
invective element of the utterance "one of those bourgeois bastards we didn’t
manage to finish off” and effectively conveys the negative attitude toward the
bourgeois class.

This translation is performed at the level of description of the situation. In
this case, the translation retains the purpose of communication and the
identification of the same social situation.

Continuing the exploration of how the narrator expresses his dissociation
from a certain class or social group in translation, let us analyze another example:

(3) «V nux, y oypycyasnvix unocmpanyes, 8 mopoe Umo-mo 3aji0HCEHO OpY2oe»
[Zoshchenko 2008b: 657].

“All of them, all of those bourgeois foreigners, they ve got something different in
ugly faces of theirs” [Hicks 2000: 149].

As was mentioned above, the term «@yparcyii» inherently carries an invective
connotation, as evidenced by dictionary definitions. Similarly, the adjective
«oypacyaznviiny reflects a closely related sentiment. Embedded within the
socio-political discourse of post-revolutionary Russia, «@yparcyasnsiizy carries a
distinctly pejorative undertone, often used to critique and marginalize those
perceived as part of the capitalist class or embodying capitalist values. This word,
too, is understood by Russian speakers as inherently negative, encapsulating
disdain for the bourgeois class and its values without the need for further
explanation. This usage is a direct reflection of the social tensions and class
struggles that were prominently featured in the literature and public discourse of
the time.

Besides, the Russian expression «oypacyaznvie unocmpanywt» breaks the
normative collocation of words, illustrating the narrator’s linguistic clumsiness,
which implies his low education level and low social class associated with it. At
the same time, «@yparcyaznvle unocmpanysy» emphasizes the narrator’s desire to
distance himself from this social group.

The clumsiness of the narrator’s speech is maintained in the translation

“bourgeois foreigners”. However, the translation loses the potent negative
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connotation of the word "bourgeois," and its significance as a marker of the
narrator’s attitude towards this social group. The idea of dissociation is also
intensified by the pronoun “those”.

This translation is performed at the level of the purpose of communication
as a whole. While the parts of the sentences are arranged well, the derogatory
meaning contained in the noun phrase is not fully conveyed due to connotative
differences between the source and target languages.

Speaking of language representations of foreigners, let us consider the

following example:

(4) «Hemuuk 2onosoti aseHyn, deckams, bumme-opumme, noxcaiyucma, 3abepume,
06 uem paseosop, scanko, umo auy [Zoshchenko 2008b: 437].

“The German shook his head as if to say, Bitte-dritte, please have it, it's yours
and you're welcome” [Hicks 2000: 115].

The suffix «-unk» in Russian often serves as a diminutive and familiar form
that can either express endearment or belittlement. In this context, «memuuxy
conveys a derogatory undertone, indicating the narrator’s possibly patronizing or
dismissive attitude toward the German. This usage hints at an informal and
condescending social stance by the narrator, who sees himself in a position to
diminish the foreign character's status through language.

It is also worth noticing that the narrator uses colloquialisms like «zazHyn»,
woeckamby», «00 uem», all of which are associated with the lower social status,
since they belong to the low colloquial words.

The translation “the German” loses the informal and diminutive
connotations of «nemuuxy. The English “the German” elevates the social status of
the German character in the narrator’s eyes, presenting him more respectfully.
Consequently, the narrator’s communicative role shifts from being patronizing to
being neutral and formally distant in this part of the sentence.

The dynamics between the characters becomes less about social or cultural
superiority and more about a straightforward factual statement of action
(considering that the translator also uses a neutral language for the familiar

«iaznynn, which elevates the style even further). This loss of nuance alters the
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relationship dynamics depicted in the source, making it appear less colored by
social prejudices or cultural perceptions.

Moreover, the social status of the narrator himself is not fully conveyed,
since the target text does not contain any lexemes belonging to low colloquial
vocabulary.

This translation is done at the level of the situation, as it maintains the main
participants and processes of the scene. However, the significant changes in
vocabulary and style should be noted.

When speaking of lexical representation of social groups, the notion of
«uaTesmrenuus» should be mentioned. This noun presents a significant
translation challenge due to the absence of a directly corresponding class in the
English-speaking world. This term, deeply rooted in Russian social and historical
contexts, refers to a specific group characterized by intellectual engagement and
cultural influence, which does not have an exact equivalent in many other cultures.
The word is defined in Ozhegov dictionary as: «/ltodu ymcmeennoco mpyoa,
obnadarowue 0bpasoeanuem U CReyuarbHbIMU 3HAHUAMU 6 PAIUYHBIX 00NACTAX
HAYKU, MEeXHUKU U KYIbMypol, 00UeCmEeHHbIL CIOU TH00el, 3AHUMAIOUUXCSL MAKUM
mpyoom» [TSO].

This complexity is further illustrated in the following examples, which

contain terms semantically related to «MHTeJTUTeHITHS.

(5) « <..> noedem myoa Kaxol-HuUOyYOb OpPAXIABIIL UHMENNUEHMUUIKA, 4 HA3A0
npuesosicaem u e y3nams e2o» [Zoshchenko 2008b: 386].

“I mean, some decrepit old intellectual goes there, and when he comes back you
can barely recognize him” [Hicks 2000: 102].

In the original, Zoshchenko’s narrator uses the noun phrase «odpsaxnwii
unmennuzenmumkay to refer to a representative of another social group. The
diminutive «unmennucenmuwikay and the adjective «dpaxasui» suggest a
dismissive attitude towards the social group. The narrator regards them as
ineffective or insignificant.

The narrator clearly dissociates from the group not only because he uses the

derogatives, but also because he refers to the group using the pronoun
44



«kakoit-Hudyowv». This implies that the narrator is an outsider. Moreover, the
derogatory language in «dpsaxasiit unmennuzenmuwikay and this critical
perspective suggest that the speaker himself has a social status that is either lower
than or opposed to the group.

In translating the term «unmennuzenmuwika», the translator opts for
specification, using the noun “intellectual” meaning “a very educated person who
is interested in complicated ideas and enjoys studying and careful thinking”
[CED]. However, the translator could not but omit the narrator's negative attitude
towards this group contained in this word. While «dpaxnawtir» is aptly conveyed by
“decrepit’ (“in very bad condition because of being old, or not having been cared
for, or having been used a lot” [CED]), the translation misses the derogatory
nuance expressed through the suffix «-mmk-».

This Russian suffix «-mmk-» reflects on the narrator's social status and
communicative role as conveyed through language use. The original Russian uses
the diminutive affix in «unmennuzenmuwmka» to signal the narrator's dismissive
view of certain social groups, here specifically the intellectuals regarded as weak
or ineffectual. By omitting these nuances, the translation fails to fully communicate
the narrator's critical stance and the dynamics of social stratification and critique
inherent in the narrative.

The adjective «unmennuzenmmnuwtity poses a challenge for translators, too, as
it necessitates maintaining the social opposition between the narrator and those he
is referring to. The translator of M. Zoshchenko works, J. Hicks, himself notes the
ambiguity of «unmennuzenmmuotiiy in the comments to his text, describing the
adjective as a vague term that suggests being well-mannered, holding the correct
cultural values, and having a connection to "intelligent," which refers to a member
of the intelligentsia [Zoshchenko 2000: 200].

The translation of the adjective "unmennuzenmmusuit" requires translators to
employ specification depending on which semantic element is most relevant in the
context, according to the translator's interpretation. This approach involves adding
elements to the text that emphasize the contrast between the narrator and the
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"intelligent" character. For instance, in the following translation, the semantic

element meaning "educated" is explicitly brought out:

(6) «nu  npunecem  menecpamMmxy 00  KaKo20-HUOYOb — UHMENIUEHMHOZ0
pabomnuxay» [Zoshchenko 2008b: 390].

“<...> some worker who fancied himself as an intellectual” [Hicks 2000: 104].

In the original, the narrator is referring to the group via the expression
«KaKoz2o-HuOyob unmennuzenmuozo paoomunuxa». Besides the adjective
GMHTEIUTUTeHTHBINY, the indefinite pronoun «kaxkezo-Hubdyov» suggests a
dismissive and indifferent attitude towards the group. The narrator does not
identify with this group and instead speaks about these workers in a detached
manner.

In this translation, the addition of "who fancied himself as" suggests that
the character does not actually possess the qualities of an "intellectual", and this
nuance is not found in the original. This specification helps to establish a sense of
distance that the narrator sets between himself and the so-called "intelligentsia"
class. By questioning the intellectual abilities of this group, the English version
highlights the narrator’s superiority. This technique effectively conveys the
narrator's attempt to dissociate himself from the members of a different social
group.

The next example employs the meaning of “civilized”, while translating the

adjective «MHTEJUTUTEHTHBICY:

(7) «3apabomxu, eosopum, He Geruxu, HO KOmMopvlie UHMENNUZEHNIHbIE 00/1bHbLE
<...> Hoposeam nenpemenHo 6 pyky cyHymuy [Zoshchenko 2008a: 632].

“The wages are not good but your more civilized patients <...> still manage a
contribution” [Hicks 2000: 58].

The Russian descriptor «unmennuzenmnwie» implies not only a certain level
of education or cultural refinement but also suggests a social class, a group
distinguished by more decorous and considerate behavior.

The translation uses "more civilized" to describe the subgroup of patients,
which introduces a comparative aspect that was not explicitly present in the

original. The word “civilized”, when applied to people's description, means that
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someone is “polite and behaves in a calm and reasonable way” [CED]. Hence, the
narrator states that the patients are different from him.

This choice suggests that these patients are not only cultured but also show
well-mannered behavior more so in comparison to others. This way the translator
manages to convey the perceived social dissociation and emphasizes a higher
regard or expectation placed on this group by the narrator.

Thus, translations in examples (5), (6), and (7) are conducted at the level of
the situation. Each translation preserves the essential contextual and situational
details necessary for understanding the narrative’s events and character dynamics,
despite shifts in emotional or colloquial nuances.

Another social group name that presents difficulty for translation is
«apuctokpar». During the post-revolutionary era, the term «apucmoxpamy carried
a sharply negative connotation, as this class was toppled by the revolution. It is

possible to find the following meaning in dictionaries: «beropyuxa (paze. upon.)
[TSU]».
(8) «Apucmoxpamrkay [Zoshchenko 2008a: 526].
“Classy Lady” [Hicks 2000: 42].

Thus the protagonist’s attitude to the lady he calls «apucmoxpamxay is quite
negative, considering the definition given in the dictionary.

At the same time, when translating the title of the short story called
«Apucmokpamxkay, the translator avoids using the English equivalent "aristocrat”,
which would not evoke the necessary associations in the English-speaking
audience (“aristocrat — a person of high social rank who belongs to the
aristocracy” [CED]). Instead, the translator opts for a more nuanced approach,
employing explication and specification techniques by choosing the collocation
"classy lady'. The word "classy" in English conveys elegance and style (“stylish
or fashionable” [CED]), reflecting high personal behavior standards without
carrying the derogatory undertone familiar to Russian speakers. Instead, “classy”
presents a neutral image of an elegant lady.

This shift in the semantic meaning affects the portrayal of the social status of

47



the aristocrat group and the narrator’s critical attitude towards them. The English
translation “classy lady” fails to convey the narrator's disdain, since it softens the
social critique embedded in the original Russian word «apucmokpamkay. This
loss impacts the reader’s understanding of the narrator’s lower social status and the
dissociation from the aristocracy.

Speaking of gender specific names for social groups, it is possible to identify

some other idioethnic Russian terms.

9) «Ilywaii u 6aba ceob6ody ysnaem <...> Taxou e oHa ueno8eK, KaK U s»
[Zoshchenko 2008a: 701].

“Let the woman know freedom <...>. She's got the same rights as me” [Hicks
2000: 65].

The original Russian utterance mocks a call for gender equality, using the
familiar and illiterate words «nywair», «6aéa». In the Russian source, «éada» and
«uenosexy are juxtaposed to convey not only the familiar tone of the conversation,
but also the self-determination of the character in relation to this gender group. In
this context, the speaker acts as a master in relation to a subordinate person, since
«baba — 1. B ycmax «2ocnooy (npedicoe) u 8 KpeCmvsiHCKOM ObIMY — 3AMYHCHSS
kpecmousankay [TSU]. Also, «babay is often used as a vulgar word in a pejorative
sense to refer to a woman — «soobwe scenwuna (paze. eyave.)» [TSU].

This use of language indicates the speaker's perception of the woman as
belonging to a lower social or respectability level. Thus the satirical effect is
achieved due to the conflict between the referential content of the utterance
«llywaii u 6aba ceo600y ysnaem» and its lexical content. The irony manifests
through the conflict between the referential content (a call for equality) and the use
of the word emphasizing inequality («b6abay).

The English translation, while adequately conveying the call for gender
equality, smooths out these colloquial and derogatory nuances. By choosing ""Let
the woman know freedom', the translation adopts a more respectful and neutral
tone, losing the original's layer of condescension and the complex interplay of
familiarity and derogation present in the original utterance «Ilywait u 6aéda

ce00600y ysnaemy. This alteration changes the dynamics conveyed. It rather
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presents the advocacy for gender equality without the original's patronizing
overtone. Moreover, the translation loses the satirical effect, where the narrator
advocates for women’s rights using a derogatory term «baba» to denote those
women.

This translation is performed at the level of description of the situation, as
it adequately conveys the real-world situation described in the original text — the
speaker's expression about women's freedom. However, it loses the purpose of
communication (mocking calls for equality), and this is a distortion.

The omission of the derogatory component is also employed in the
following example:

(10)  «Iaocy, cmoum smaxkas ¢ppsa» [Zoshchenko 2008a: 526].
“I saw some personage standing there” [Hicks 2000: 42].

The low colloquial lexeme «ghpsa» contains semantic components that denote
both a high social status of the individual and at the same time disapproval of that
individual by the speaker («gps — (mpocm. upon. épan.). Ocoba, sadzichas
nepconay [ TSU]).

The word «¢hpsa» in the source text marks the social status and
communicative role of the narrator and the character he refers to. The use of
«gpa» not only establishes the individual's high status but also implies the
narrator's critical and mocking stance toward this status.

The narrator dissociates himself from this group. He positions himself as
someone who, while recognizing the social prestige of the individual, also
challenges this social prestige through language.

In contrast, the English translation portrays the narrator as merely observing
rather than critiquing or undermining the social hierarchy. The translator chose to
omit the ironic and derogative aspects of the noun «gpa». In the translation, the
word "personage" is used — a word applicable to high-ranking individuals but
devoid of derogatory connotations. For instance, according to the Cambridge
English Dictionary, "personage" typically refers to an important or famous person
[CED].
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This translation is performed at the level of description of the situation.
While the basic parameters of the situation are described correctly (the narrator
saw a high-status individual who is standing), the specific social confrontation
added by the original word «ghps» is not fully preserved.

Certain words that denote culturally specific groups are handled in
translation through transliteration. These transliterated terms are either italicized or
capitalized in the translated text to signal their specific cultural content.

However, while this approach preserves the unique identity of the terms, the
translation loses the nuances of disapproval, condemnation, and alienation

associated with the terms «memanuny and «nanmany in the original Russian.

(11)  «<..> 5 oviewui mewyanun 2opooa Kponwmaomay [Zoshchenko 2008a:
521].

“<...> 1 am a former meshchanin of the town of Kronstadt” [Hicks 2000: 39].
(12)  «Bmo 6yoem pacckas npo wanmana» [Zoshchenko 2008b: 422].
“This is a story about a Nepman” [Hicks 2000: 111].
The class correlation with the narrator is not conveyed in the following

example as well:

(13) «Ha omusax nonepau co cnyxucObl cmapoco NOYMOBO2O CHeud, Mosapuya
Kpovinonuukuna» [Zoshchenko 2008b: 389].

“The other day an old post-office specialist, Comrade Krylyshkin, got the sack”
[Hicks 2000: 104].

In Russian the term «cney» referred to experienced professionals from the
intelligentsia during the early Soviet years («cney — 6 nepsvie 20061 cogemckoti
eracmu. onvimHulll cneyuaiucm uz unmennueenyuu (pasze.)» [TSO]). Moreover, the
term itself is marked as colloquial in the dictionary, which means that the narrator
himself belongs to a lower social class.

In the translation of the low colloquial word «creu», which is marked with
connotations of undesirable class distinction, it is replaced with the evaluatively
neutral term "specialist". On the other hand, the term "specialist" in English
denotes “someone who has a lot of experience, knowledge, or skill in a particular

subject” [CED], the term is not low colloquial and does not convey the idea of
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dissociation from the group.

This translation fails to convey the underlying class dynamics and the
narrator's social status and communicative role as embedded in the original text.
The term «cmew» in Russian carries a layer of class-based distinction that
"specialist" in English does not, thus neutralizing the social critique inherent in the
original text. This translation solution diminishes the complexity of the social
interaction depicted, and as a result, the speaker's role as a critical observer of class
distinctions within Soviet society is less pronounced in the translation.

The translation is performed at the level of the situation. While the
translation maintains the factual basis of the situation, it simplifies some of the
specific evaluative and class implications of the term «cneu».

When addressing others, M. Zoshchenko's narrator also uses vocabulary

denoting social groups. Let us consider the examples.

(14) «Omxkyoa, — eoeopio, — mel, cpaxcoanxka? U3 xakoeo Homepa?y»
[Zoshchenko 2008a: 526];

“Where are you from, citizen?” I asked, “What number?” [Hicks 2000: 42].

The term «epasicoanka» carries a formal tone in Russian, but its
juxtaposition with the informal "mai" makes the word «epasrcoanka» sound like
mocking. The narrator is clearly unable to use the forms of address appropriately,
he is clumsy with his words, which implies low level of education associated with
a low social status. He is trying to be politically correct but fails.

The translation contains an equivalent of «zpasrcoankar, so the same social
group is referred to in both texts. Therefore, the translation is performed at the
lexical level. However, the narrator’s social status is not rendered through the
omission of the second person singular «mur».

When addressing those who belong to an "in-group" rather than an
"out-group", M. Zoshchenko’s narrator usually uses familiar colloquial «Oparibr.
However, in the English translations this group name is rendered differently. Let us

consider the following examples:

(15) «- Henv3a au, - 2o06opio, - Opamuysl, 2a10Uly 3anNOIY4UmMb 00PAMHO? »

[Zoshchenko 2008b: 505].
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"Would there be any chance lads,' I said, 'of getting my galosh back?" [Hicks
2000: 124].

The use of «dpamuywry is familiar colloquial and it denotes a sense of
camaraderie and casual affiliation with the people being addressed. It conveys a
leveling of social hierarchies, placing the narrator on a similar social footing with
those he is speaking to. The term typically evokes a friendly, brotherly intimacy
that implies the narrator views the audience or the group he is addressing as equals.

The English word "lads" closely mirrors the camaraderie and informality of
«opamupwry, since it belongs to the familiar colloquial speech [CED]. The term is
often used among equals and carries connotations of friendliness and
straightforwardness, effectively maintaining the narrator’s role as depicted in the
Russian text.

This translation fits the lexical level. The semantic properties of
camaraderie, informal tone, and peer relationship are well preserved in the
translation.

However, sometimes the translator uses the word “comrade”, thus increasing
the communicative distance between the characters. Let us consider the following

examples:

(16)  «A, opamust mou, ne nrobrio0 6ab, komopule 8 winankaxy [Zoshchenko 2008a:
526].

“Comrades, I can 't stand women in hats” [Hicks 2000: 42].

(17)  «- Hy, - 2o6opio, - Huuezo He nponuweub. Kasxcuco, opamuywl, naoo oomou
nonzmuy [Zoshchenko 2008b: 417].

"Well," I said, 'what action can I take? Looks like I'll have to go home, comrades"
[Hicks 2000: 107].

The term «bpamuywsr» denotes a shared identity or solidarity, potentially
placing the narrator as an equal within the group rather than as a superior. Example
(16) includes the possessive «mou», which significantly reduces social distance
and establishes an informal, friendly interaction.

The English translation in both examples uses "comrades", which is a
sociopolitical, institutional term that describes “a friend or trusted companion,

especially one with whom you have been involved in difficult or dangerous
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activities, or another soldier in a soldier's group” [CED]. The English term
“comrades”, while effective in indicating a non-hierarchical relationship, lacks the
informal, personal touch conveyed by «opamuywr» in Russian. Thus, implications of
closeness and personal belonging are diluted.

The translator himself states the following: "I have preferred ‘comrades’ in
certain contexts, which though it corresponds to the more formal Russian term
tovarishchi, at least encourages the reader to see the specific and dissimilar aspect
of Soviet culture of the 1920s" [Zoshchenko 2000: 22]. Therefore, the translator
uses the term "comrades" as a universal tool to invoke a "Soviet" ambiance for
English-speaking audiences to highlight the distinctive features of
post-revolutionary Russian culture and its historical context.

Thus, both translations (16) and (17) operate at the level of the situation.
They retain the general situation and the communicative intent of the original
while preserving the speaker's inclusive address to his peers. However, the
translations convey formal, institutional forms of address ‘“comrades”, thus,
increasing the social distance between the narrator and his peers.

Let us consider the following example, concerning the social group that is of

importance for M. Zoshchenko’s narrator.

(18)  «becnapmuiinwiii epysuuxy [Zoshchenko 2008b: 363].
“non-Party porter” [Hicks 2000: 98].

In Soviet Russia, being «becnapmuiinsiiiy meant not being a member of the
only approved and ruling entity — the Communist Party («ne cocmoawuii unenom
BKII(6)» [TSU]). This status often implied a lower social and political status, as
party membership was associated with privilege, influence, and loyalty to the state.

For English-speaking readers, “mon-Party” indicates a lack of political
affiliation without the implications of exclusion and marginalization, as in the
original «fecnapmuiinoiiiny. Although the word “Party” is capitalized, it only
shows the importance of the Communist Party as the central and dominant political

entity in Soviet Russia.
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Some forms of address represent the narrator's linguistic creativity within the
framework of a familiar colloquial speech. Such linguistic representations are

usually translated adequately, for example:

(19)  «3u, 2o6opro, Komopelii mym mne nopyuu nooaean, Hecu mue, KypuHas
meos 2onoea, 1umonadyy [Zoshchenko 2008b: 421].

“Oi,” I said, “you who gave me the food, bring me some lemonade, you
bird-brain”’ [Hicks 2000: 110].

The speaker uses low colloquial language to address the waiter, which
illustrates a casual disregard for the service person's role. The use of «ii» as an
interjection to catch attention, followed by a non-specific descriptor «xkomopuwtii
mym mHe nopyuu nooaeany, indicates that the speaker has no idea of the position
of the waiter in society. The low colloquial idiom «kypunasa meosa zonoea»
emphasizes the waiter's foolishness or lack of intelligence, further demeaning the
waiter’s status from the speaker's perspective.

The translation captures the low colloquial tone with "OQi" and "you who
gave me the food", maintaining the casual and dismissive manner of addressing the
waiter. The low colloquial expression "bird-brain” (meaning “stupid person”
[CED]) preserves the derogatory implication, adequately reflecting the speaker’s
belittling attitude.

The translation is performed at the lexical level of equivalence. It
successfully transfers both the literal and connotative meanings of the original text
while preserving the structural, situational, and communicative elements inherent
in the source.

Let us consider the situations when addresses may clash with speakers’

ideology.

(20)  «— Bwi, 2ocnooa, nanpacro xooume Oe3 Kaiow 8 maxylo o200y, — nepeou
e2o nacmasumenvro Qununn Qurunnosuy. <...>
— Bo-nepguix, mvl He 20cn00a, — MONBUN, HAKOHEY, CAMblll IOHbIU U3 YemEepblX,
nepcukosoeo suoa’’ [Bulgakov 1995: 102].
“— You ought not to go out in this weather without wearing galoshes, gentlemen,’
Philip Philipovich interrupted in a schoolmasterish voice. <...>
— Firstly, we're not gentlemen,' the youngest of them, with a face like a peach,
said finally” [Glenny 1989: 27].
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There is clearly a boundary of misunderstanding between the speakers: the
professor used the word «eocnoda» as a usual, polite form of address to several
people, as stated in dictionary: «Beorciugoe obpawjerue Kk HeCKOIbKUM auyam (K
MYHCYUHAM UTU K MYHCUUHAM U dceHuHam emecme,; dopesoatoy.)» [TSU].

His interlocutor perceived the appeal as classifying him among
representatives of a class alien to him, so the word «zocnoda» was understood in
the meaning of «uenosex, no eumewHemy 6udy npuHaonexcawull K
npusunecuposarnomy cocarosuroy [TSU].

It should be noted that after the October Revolution, the word «zocnooda
was used to denote obvious or hidden internal and external enemies of the new
government [Vasiliev 2008: 88]. This, on the one hand, reflects the degree of
proficiency of the speakers in speech etiquette, and on the other hand, indicates an
already formed attitude towards the professor — a person living in a seven-room
apartment.

On the one hand, the reason why the character “with a face like a peach”
resists the address «zocnoday, is because it is connected with the opposing social
group. Another reason for such an attitude towards this address is the fact that this
character is a woman. So, she simply cannot be one of «zocnooa», among men.

The form of address "gentlemen" in English broadly conveys respect and
politeness ( “a polite way of talking to or referring to a man” [CED]). At the same
time, it denotes “a man who is polite and behaves well towards other people,
especially women” [CED].

“Gentlemen” surely does not carry the same historical and cultural
connotation as «zocnoda» in the Soviet-era context, it only helps to convey the
same gender identity intrigue (because the character “with face like a peach”
appeared to be a woman).

Thus, the form of address “gentleman” does not fully capture the
implications of class and privilege of «eocnoda». The semantic shift affects the
portrayal of both Philip Philipovich’s authority and the young man’s dissociation
by changing the focus from social class and privilege to behavior and manners.
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However, the central message of the episode is still conveyed. The
translation of «zocnoda» as “gentlemen” maintains the social and gender-related
nuances. The term “gentlemen” conveys the rejection of a specific social status
and, at the same time, addresses the gender identity intrigue from the original.

Thus, this translation is performed at the level of description of the
situation. The translation of «zocnoda» as “gentlemen” preserves the
communicative intent and situation itself, maintains social dynamics, and conveys
the irony (connected with the gender intrigue) of the episode.

Another example of a narrator using a noun for identification of a social

group is the following one:

(21) «A mHe nozeono 6 moeli Keapmupe C GOHCOAMU pPA3208aPUBAMD...»
[Zoshchenko 2008b: 735].

“I will not have people talking with leaders in my apartment...” [Hicks 2000:
152].

The term «eoacou» in Russian carries historical and cultural connotations
that go beyond the simple idea of leadership. Ozhegov dictionary provides the
following  description:  «Obwenpusnaunviii  UOCUHBLE,  ROTUMUUECKUTL
pykosooumenwv maccy [TSO]. It is often associated with powerful, almost tribal or
traditional authoritative figures, conveying a sense of commanding respect or
reverence. The word itself belongs to socio-political, journalistic terminology,
which is striking in such inept narrator’s speech.

On the other hand, "leaders" is a more neutral term that generally refers to a
“person in control of a group, country, or situation” [CED]. The term "leaders"
does not inherently convey the same depth of charismatic ideological authority,
historical reverence, or the cult of personality. “Leader” is a more sanitized and
universally applicable term that focuses on the function of leading. It has to do
more with group dynamics than with ideology.

Thus, the translation fits the level of description of the situation. However,
the loss of the nuances in translating «Boxxnn» to "leaders" affects the full depth of
cultural and authoritative implications intended in the original.

As it is seen from the analysis, conveying information about status and role
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relationships in translation presents several challenges. In the translation of nouns
and noun phrases denoting social groups, the following parameters are of
importance: the social group referred to, the narrator's attitude to the referred
group, the narrator’s dissociation from the group or solidarity with it, social status
of the speaker.

The following results are obtained. The translations generally maintain the
identification of social groups from the original texts. For instance,
«namunemuuti oOypoicytiuuxy — “‘the five-year-old bourgeois toddler”; «Hemyuxy

b

— “The German’

“lads”.

s «babay — “‘woman”; «epaxcoankay — ‘‘citizen”’; «opamywly —

However, in some cases the reference to the social group is lost. For
example, «unmennueenmuwxay — “‘intellectual”; «Apucmoxpamxa» — “Classy
Lady”; «ppsa» — “personage”; «mewanuny — “meshchanin”; «8oxicouy —
“leaders”. Thus, these are the words that are recognized only in case of
understanding the cultural background of the original text.

In the rendering of the narrator’s attitude towards a social group, the

derogatory component is mostly lost («oyporcyazuvix unocmpanyesy — “those
bourgeois foreigners”;, «Opsaxavii ummeniucenmuwikay — ‘decrepit old
intellectualy; «becnapmuunsiiiy — “non-Party”). However, the following

techniques are employed to retain derogatory nuances in some cases. For example,
translators use explication («oyporcyu» — “bourgeois bastard”) and addition
(«unmennucenmuuviti  pabomuuxy — ‘worker who fancied himself as an
intellectual ™).

In most cases the narrator shows the dissociation from the referred group;

this aspect is mostly conveyed in translations. For example, «y 6yporcyazuuix

unocmpanyesy — «those bourgeois foreigners», «xkomopvie UHMENTUSEHMHbIE
bonvHbley — «more civilized patientsy, «00 Kako2o-HUOYOb UHMENLIULEHMHO2O0
pabomnuka» — “some worker who fancied himself as an intellectual”.

The narrator's lower social status, often indicated by the use of colloquial
and derogatory terms, is frequently lost in translation («eonoeoti asenyn, deckame,
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obumme-opummey — ‘“‘shook his head as if to say, Bitte-dritte”; «nywaii» — “let”;
«babay — ‘“woman”; «ppay» — “personage”). The communicative role of the
narrator also changes in some translations: the familiarity and closeness of the
original i1s replaced by a greater sense of distance. For example, «opamyviy —
“comrades”.

The notion of roles, rights, and privileges among characters is pivotal in M.
Zoshchenko and M. Bulgakov’s works, yet despite its importance, this information
often gets distorted in translation. The omission of key components of social status
and communicative role interplay in translation distorts the artistic and aesthetic
goals of the original work. It is connected with losing cultural and derogatory
nuances, changing the social distance between the speakers.

As for the level of translation, the analysis shows that the most frequently
encountered level of equivalence is the level of the situation. This prevalence is
due to its focus on maintaining the basic constituents of the plot — that is characters
and their actions.

On the other hand, the lexical level, which requires a close match in lexical
units and their meanings, is achieved less frequently. For instance, «Omxyoa, —
206opro, — mbul, cpaxcoanka? — “‘Where are you from, citizen?”; «- Henv3s au, -
2060pio, - opamusl <...>— "Would there be any chance lads <...>.

The next step in the research will be concerned with the translation of

linguistic representation of social status and role in terms of impositive practices.

2.3. Translation of Social Status and Communicative Role Through
Terms for Impositive Practices
In this section of the analysis, we will consider translations of a special type
of vocabulary with impositive semantics. The semantics of imposition are of
interest because the presence or absence of imposition in an utterance serves as a
cue for understanding the social status and communicative roles of the speakers.
Impositive language reflects power dynamics, hierarchical relationships, and social
expectations, making it an essential area of study. Furthermore, translating terms
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for impositive practices is particularly challenging due to cultural variations in the
permissible degree of imposition. Different cultures have varying norms for what is
considered acceptable in communicative situations [Larina 2009: 12]. Thus, words
denoting impositive actions often pose significant translation problems.

Let us begin with the nouns denoting impositive speech actions.

(22) «— Ha yenoseka u sHcueomuoe MON*CHO OelicmEo8ams mMoabKo GHyuieHuem!»
[Bulgakov 1995: 123].

“Humans and animals can be influenced only by suggestion!” [Bouis 2016: 39].
“Animals and people can only be influenced by persuasion” [Glenny 1989: 47].

In the Russian language, the lexeme «eéuywienue» has two main semantic
vectors, which are reflected in dictionary definitions: «/I. Bo3zdeticmeaue
KO20-4e20-H. Ha 60710, GIUsAHUE, NOOYUHAulee cebe 8O0 KO20-H. (KHUNCH.). 2.
Cosem, nacmasnenuey» [TSU]. Thus, the use of the word «euymenue» in the
original Russian text suggests a character who occupies a dual role, blends
elements of both effect on one’s will and teaching. This nuanced usage positions
the character as someone who can both teach and control the other person’s will.
Therefore, he has a complex social status that straddles the lines between advisor,
guide, and authoritative figure

The English translations of «enywienue» — “suggestion” (Bouis) and
“persuasion” (Glenny), like the Russian word, can also denote a verbal effect on
someone. The word “suggestion” is described as “communication of an idea
without stating it directly” [CED]. Therefore, it does not necessarily carry the idea
of submission to one’s will. Neither does it contain the idea of «nacmasnenues
(teaching). Therefore, “suggestion” implies a considerably milder and less
authoritative form of communicative behavior. It is connected more with a gentle
or implying rather than a forceful imposition.

The word “persuasion” generally involves more assertiveness or effort to
convince than “suggestion”. “Persuasion” implies a greater degree of engagement
and possibly pressure, suggesting a higher level of imposition, associated with

reasoning: “persuade — to make someone do or believe something by giving them
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a good reason to do it or by talking to that person and making them believe it”
[CED]. Therefore, none of the translations preserves the ambiguity that is present
in the original.

Given the nuances in the translation of «enywenue» to “suggestion” and
“persuasion”, the appropriate level of equivalence is the level of description of
the situation. The word “suggestion” leans towards a looser semantic similarity, as
it softens the potentially authoritative connotations of «suywenue». Using
"persuasion" is closer to the intent of the original (influencing one’s behavior), but
it contains the idea of “reasoning”, which is absent in the original.

Another noun with an impositive meaning that poses a challenge for

translation from Russian is «zameuanue.

(23)  «— Bnacooapio eac, dokmop, — nackoso cxazan Puiunn Quiunnosud, — a
mo mHe Yoice Hadoeno oenams 3ameuanusy [Bulgakov 1995: 171].

“Thank you, Doctor,” Filipp Filippovich said gently, “I’ve got tired of correcting
him” [Bouis 2016: 82].

“Thank you, doctor,” said Philip Philipovich gratefully. “I simply haven't the
energy to reprimand him any longer” [Glenny 1989: 95]

In the original the word combination used by Filipp Filippovich, «derameo
3ameyanusny, plays a crucial role in his self-presentation. In the Russian context,
«3ameuanue» typically means a comment or a note that can imply criticism or a
directive, often used in an educational or corrective sense. As it i1s stated in the
dictionaries: «3. Bwicosop, macmasnenue» [TSU]. «2. Vkazanue na owuodxy;
svicoeopy [TSU]. This usage defines the professor's role not just as a medical
professional but as a moral and social guide. Professor sees himself as a mentor for
Sharikov and assumes a patronizing line of conduct in communication.

The translations convey this semantics only partially. The choice of the word
“correcting” focuses on the aspect of pointing out mistakes: “fo point out usually
for amendment the errors or faults of” [MWD]. Thus, the meaning of the word
narrows down to “indicating errors”. It frames Filipp Filippovich's remarks as
more didactic.

In contrast, the word “reprimand”’ suggests a more formal (marked in CED)
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and severe form of criticism, typically used in official contexts: “to express to
someone your strong official disapproval of them” [CED].

These differences in translation reflect on how Filipp Filippovich’s social
status and communicative role are perceived. In the original, his remarks are part
of everyday attempts to socialize Sharikov. The word “correcting” is connected
with a more routine activity, not reflecting the notion of authority. The translation
“reprimand” however, elevates the formality of these interactions and increases
the perceived social distance between Filipp Filippovich and Sharikov. As we
mentioned earlier, according to dictionaries, the word "reprimand" especially,
suggests a more hierarchical relationship, positioning Filipp Filippovich in a more
distinctly authoritative or even bureaucratic role compared to the more mentor-like
persona in the original.

It is worth noting that the speech act of «ameuanue» is atypical in
English-speaking culture. According to T. V. Larina, «3ameuanue» made to others
about their behavior is uncommon in English-speaking cultures unless there is a
clear communicative inequality. The researcher explains that such remarks can
damage the “negative face” of both parties involved. For instance, in
English-speaking cultures, passengers on public transport typically do not
comment on each other’s behavior [Larina 2009: 290].

Therefore, these translations best fit within the level of description of the
situation. They successfully convey the situation referred to — Filipp Filippovich
expressing fatigue from having to continually correct or discipline Sharikov — but
the nuanced meaning of «3ameuanue» as a routine, non-formal act of guidance is
only partially captured.

The following example contains the noun «mpocsba», which is also quite

difficult to render into English.

(24)  «A nepeexan x Ilpeobpasicenckomy, no e2o Hpocvbe, U HOYYIO 8 NPUEMHOU C
Hlapuxom» [Bulgakov 1995: 148].

“I've moved into Preobrazhenskys at his request and I sleep in the reception
room with Sharik” [Bouis 2016: 61].

“I have moved in with Preobrazhensky and sleep in the waiting-room with
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Sharik” [Glenny 1989: 72].

The Russian word «npocsba» carries connotations of appealing to someone
who might have greater capabilities or resources, which inherently suggests a
certain level of dependency or humility. The dictionaries state the following
definitions: «/. Obpawenue K KOMY-H., CKIOHAIOUiEe KO20-H. YOO08I1emEOpUmMb
KaKue-H. HYH#CObl, UCNOTHUMb KaKoe-H. dcelanue mozo, kmo npocum. Bom owu c
npocvboli 0 noomoze obpamunca k myopeyy. Ilywkun. Ilpocvboii nuwinel He
Haooem. Jlepponmosy [TSU].

«1. Obpawenue Kk KoMy-H., npu3sviéaroujee Y0081emeopums Kakue-H. HyHcobl,
acenanusy [TSO]. This implies that even someone in a position of authority, like a
professor, can display a more common aspect by asking for something rather than
commanding.

It is also important to note that the Russian «mpocsba» is often used in a
context where the speaker acknowledges the recipient's ability to fulfill the need. In
M. Bulgakov's narrative, the use of «mpoceé6a» by Bormental indicates his
recognition of Preobrazhensky's authority and expertise, yet it also humanizes the
professor by showing his willingness to ask rather than demand; it shortens the
hierarchical gap between them.

The word "request" in English carries a formal and institutional connotation.
The definition, given by the Cambridge Dictionary, says: “the act of politely or
officially asking for something” [CED]. So, the English usage of "request" denotes
formal petitions, typically in official or semi-official situations. This translation
shifts the perceived relationship dynamics, portraying them as more formally
regulated rather than personally negotiated.

Thus, the word “request” stands in stark contrast to the purpose of the
episode. Apparently, in order to avoid such an effect, translator Michael Glenny
not only avoids the word “request”, but also avoids trying to find an equivalent
noun with the same semantics.

The level of equivalence achieved here is the level of the situation. While
the basic situational facts are translated, the deeper relational and social nuances
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encoded in «npocwvoar are not fully realized in the English “request’.

Let us consider the following example, which contains the noun «cosem».

(25)  «<...> u 6b1 6 npucymcmeuu 08yx nr00€l ¢ YHUBEPCUMEMCKUM 00pa308aHuem
nozeonsieme cebe <...> nooasamsv Kaxkue-mo coeemol...» [Bulgakov 1995: 176].

“<...> and you, in the presence of two people with a university education, permit
yourself <...> to offer advice...” [Bouis 2016: 86].

“<...> yet you allow yourself in the presence of two university-educated men to
offer advice...” [Glenny 1989: 101].

In Russian, «coeem» is defined as «wnacmasnenue, yxazauue, Kak
nocmynumo 6 mom uau unom caydae» [TSU]. So, the word involves instruction that
expects compliance, implying imposition over the interlocutor. This usage not only
informs us about the speaker's intention to influence an addresse’s behavior but
also about their perceived position of expertise or seniority. When Preobrazhensky
uses «coeemy, it characterizes his remarks as more than casual suggestions; they
are directives expected to be considered seriously due to his medical and moral
authority in the narrative.

The word «coeemy is translated as "advice" in both English variants.
“Advice” usually conveys suggestions without the didactic undertones present in
the Russian «cosem», since “advice — an opinion that someone offers you about
what you should do or how you should act in a particular situation” [CED]. The
English term corresponds to a recommendation that the addressee is free to accept
or reject, lacking the imperative meaning that «coéem» implies. This semantic shift
alters the directiveness of Sharikov’s behavior as it is depicted by Preobrazhensly.
It is very important for the episode since it is Sharikov’s didactic mannerism

Indeed, the original use of «cosem» positions Sharikov as a figure of
authority who expects his guidance to be followed, reflecting a hierarchical
relationship totally opposite to the actual one: Sharikov here is presented as a
mentor. The translation to "advice" (meaning “expressing opinion”) transforms this
communicative role and presents a more egalitarian interaction where Sharikov’s
behavior is less didactic. This changes the severity of the conflict.

These translations fall under the level of description of the situation. This
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level ensures that the translation and the original reflect the same situational
context (Preobrazhensky offering guidance to Sharikov) but does not fully capture
the method of describing the situation or the deeper communicative intents
encoded in the term «coBeT».

Another impositive noun that poses a challenge for translation is the word
«xamcmeoy». For example, V. Nabokov struggled to fully convey the meaning of
«xamcmeoy to his American students [Dovlatov 2005: 323]. Let us consider the
following example:

(26) «Xamcmeo, - nooyman lapuky» [Bulgakov 1995: 129].
“Rudeness,”: thought Sharik” [Bouis 2016: 44].
“Beasts,” thought Sharik” [Glenny 1989: 54].

The noun «xamcmeo» is defined as «xamckoe noseoenue (paze.)» [TSO].
Thus, the word itself is colloquial and culturally loaded. Research shows (Khimik
2013; Rozina 2018), «xamcmeo» conveys a behavior deeply frowned upon in
Russian society: an uncouth communicative behavior whereby the speaker shows
superiority over the interlocutor by challenging communicative norms and
expectations. When Sharik the dog (who has not yet turned into human), thinks of
«xamcmeoy, it reflects his perception and judgment of the behavior displayed
towards him as violating human social norms. This creates an ironic effect in the
original.

The translations of "xamcmeo" vary significantly in their approach.
“Rudeness” is “the quality of being offensive or not polite” [CED], so it falls short
of conveying the full cultural weight and negative connotation of «xamcmeoy.
“Beasts” 1s a more dramatic departure from just the lexical translation, because it
opts for a metaphorical expression — “an unpleasant, annoying, or cruel person”
[CED]. It dramatically shifts the perspective, framing the behavior not just as
socially inappropriate but almost sub-human, which might exaggerate the
sentiment to a different style than intended in the original.

Considering the levels of equivalence:

"Rudeness" falls under the level of description of the situation, where the
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basic situational context (Sharik's judgment of human behavior) is adequately
translated, but the depth of cultural connotation and emotional intensity specific to
«xamcTBOY 1s not fully captured.

"Beasts" is performed at the level of the purpose of communication, as it
only renders the general purpose of the episode: a dog judging human beings for
inhumane behavior. Thus, the translator managed not only to save the irony of the
original, but also to enhance it.

Impositive meanings can also be expressed by adjectives. For example:

(27)  «<...> cpa3y coenancs ouenv ea)cHvlm u npeocmasumensvhovim [Bulgakov
1995: 96].

“<...> thereby becoming very important and imposing” [Bouis 2016: 17].

“<...> immediately looked extremely dignified and important” [Glenny 1989:
20].

The word «eaxcuwrity 1s defined as «eseruuecmeenuwiii, umerowuii ecy
[TSU], which implies an impression of being very important and authoritative or
distinguished. At the same time, «npedcmaseumenvusiiiy means «8HywAOWUL
noumenue, conuousl, euoHwlil, noumennwvitiy [TSU], which conveys an air of
formality, respectability, and an impressive demeanor. It often suggests that the
individual not only holds a significant position but also embodies it in a manner
that is visually or behaviorally impressive.

The English translation “very important” (Bouis) maintains the original's
emphasis on the character’s significant status. The adjective “imposing” is defined
as “having an appearance that looks important or causes admiration” [CED]. It
suggests a physical or emotional influence that the individual exerts over others,
potentially creating a more authoritarian or forceful image than
"mpencraBuTenbHBIN" typically would.

In MG’s translation, the word “dignified" refers to someone “controlled,
serious, and calm, and therefore deserving respect” [CED]. Thus, this translation
emphasizes the respectability aspect of "ouens easrcnwrir" more than its impressive

or commanding connotations. The modifier "extremely" intensifies this attribute,
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highlighting a profound level of respect derived from personal conduct rather than
authority alone.

Both translations fit into the category of the lexical level of equivalence
because they successfully convey the semantic content of the original.

Adverbs convey the information about imposition as well. Let us consider

the following examples:

(28)  «— Vcnesaem 6crody mom, Kmo HuKyOa He MOPONUMCS, — HA3UOAMETbHO
obwvsacuun xozsauny [Bulgakov 1995: 120].

“He who never hurries always arrives everywhere on time,” explained his host”
[Bouis 2016: 36].

“One can find time for everything if one is never in a hurry,' explained his host
didactically” [Glenny 1989: 44].

The word «naszudamenwvno» in the original context renders the meaning
«lloyyumenwnutit, mocywuti nociyxcums ypoxom, nasuoanuem» [TSU], suggesting
that the speaker is not merely sharing information but is imparting wisdom or a
lesson in a somewhat authoritative or moralizing tone.

In the translation by AWB “explained”, the instructional (Russian
equivalent, e.g. moy4uTenbHBIN, Ypok) nuance implied by «nazudamenvho» is
omitted, as it removes the emphasis from the manner of speech delivery. This
choice makes the statement appear more as a general expression of observation
rather than a didactic instruction.

On the other hand, MG’s translation incorporates the word “didactically” to
reflect «nazuoamenvno» more explicitly. Cambridge Dictionary defines the word
“didactically” as “in a way that is intended to teach, especially in a way that is
fixed and unwilling to change” [CED]. This choice successfully captures the
original's instructive tone. The semantic component “fixed and unwilling”
indicates the fact that the professor is imparting an ethical lesson. By choosing the
adverb "didactically", the translator highlights the educational intent behind the
host's words, aligning more closely with the original's suggestion that the advice is
not merely practical but is intended to shape the listener's attitude or behavior.

Thus, the latter translation managed to render the author’s remark in the original.
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Therefore, the translation by AWB («razuoamenvno» — “explained’) is done
at the level of the purpose of communication. On the other hand, MG’s
translation («unasudamenvnoy —“‘didactically”) is performed at the level of
description of the situation.

Some instances of translation are successful with their use of adverbs and
their impositive meanings. Let us look at the following example:

(29) «<...> enymumenwvno cxkazan Puiunn Qurunnosuuy [Bulgakov 1995: 103].
“<...> Philip Philipovich said imposingly” [Bouis 2016: 23].
“<...> said Philip Philipovich imposingly”’ [Glenny 1989: 28].

The adverb «enymwumensno» stems from verb «BHymareb» which means to
inspire or instill certain thoughts, feelings, or beliefs in others, often carrying an
undertone of authority and influence («go30eiicmeys na sonto, cosnanue, nodyoumo
K yYemy-H., 3acmaeums yceoumsv uymo-Huoyoby [TSO]). In this context, Philip
Philipovich’s speech is delivered asserting his authority over others and ensuring
his words are taken seriously.

Both English translations offered use the word "imposingly" to translate
«enymumensnoy. This choice captures the essence of the original adverb well, as
it conveys a sense of authority and impressiveness ( “in a way that looks important
or causes admiration, fear, or nervousness” [CED]). The term "imposing"
suggests that the manner of speaking is not only influential but also dominant,
reflecting a person who commands respect and attention.

The use of «smywmumenwsno» and its translation to "imposingly" both
enhance the portrayal of Philip Philipovich as a character of high authority. This
translation supports the notion that he is not merely participating in a conversation
but leading it, with the intent to influence or control the other participants of the
conversation. This approach in speech aligns with his role as a senior medical
professional and a debater who is accustomed to being heeded and respected. The
communicative style indicated by this adverb inherently suggests a social distance
where Philip Philipovich positions himself above others in the hierarchy,

reinforcing his role as a leader and an authority figure.
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This translation is performed at the lexical level of equivalence. The
translations maintain the semantic richness of «suywumenvrno» preserving all the
semantic components of the original Russian adverb.

In the domain of verbs, the verbs denoting impositive, face-threatening

actions are of significance for our study.

(30) «Jsa epascoanuna Hanadawom Opye Ha Opyea. OOun 3amaxugaemcs
oymwixou. A Opyeoti oboponsemcs dbanranaixouy [Zoshchenko 2008b: 563].

“Two citizens were setting about each other. One was swinging a bottle about,

and the other defending himself with a balalaika” [Hicks 2000: 135].

The verb «uanaoarom» in Russian means «uabpocumscsi ¢ yeivio
npouszsecmu Hacuaue, amaxosams koco-umo-u» [TSU]. This verb connotes a
direct, aggressive action typically used in the context of physical or metaphorical
attacks.

Translation "setting about each other' captures the mutual engagement in
the fight, the meaning of the phrasal verb includes “fo attack someone” [CED].

Both the original and the translation describe a chaotic and somewhat
humorous fight scene where the combatants use unusual items as weapons. The
core elements of the situation—two people fighting, one with a bottle, the other
with a balalaika—are faithfully preserved.

The communicative goal to portray a fight scene with unconventional
weapons and a possibly humorous undertone is achieved in both languages. Thus,
this part is translated at the level of the purpose of communication. The
translation ensures that the audience understands the nature of the conflict and the

context in which it occurs.

(31)  «llpamo meducoy Humu ecmpesaem u 3anpewyaem opamwvcsi [Zoshchenko
2008b: 563].

“He was pushing right in between them and trying to stop them fighting” [Hicks
2000: 135].

The verb «ecmpeeaemy is defined as «(mpocm.). Buewusamovcs ne 6 ceoe
oenoy [TSO]. It is worth noting that this verb is marked as low colloquial, which
shows the narrator as someone with a low level of education. Thus, it also marks

the character’s low social status. The verb «3anpewaem» — «ne nozsonumeo,
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6o30panums  umo-u. Oenamvy [TSU], therefore, it carries the meaning of
prohibiting and making an authoritative command to stop a particular behavior, in
this case, fighting. This combination highlights a decisive and assertive
intervention aimed at halting physical violence, suggesting a role of authority or
peacemaker.

The original Russian text positions the intervenor as someone with the
authority or responsibility to enforce rules and maintain order, reflecting a higher
social status or an accepted role as a mediator or leader in the context. The decisive
nature of the verbs suggests that this person is recognized and respected enough to
enforce behavioral norms.

The English uses "pushing" and "trying to stop" to describe these actions.
The translation "pushing" reflects a sense of physical effort (as in «ecmpesaem»),
and does not have the colloquial sense of «ecmpesaem». At the same time, "trying
to stop"' reflects an attempt rather than the direct imposition of authority implied in
the original «zanpewiaem».

The English translation portrays the intervenor as less authoritative
(«3anpewaem» — "trying to stop"), focusing more on the physical act of
intervention rather than the authority to enforce peace. The use of "trying" implies
that the outcome is uncertain, lowering the effectiveness of the intervenor in terms
of command and control.

The translation is performed at the level of description of the situation. The
translation captures the basic actions but does not entirely preserve the original's
implications of authority and control, somewhat diluting the communicative power
and social dynamics of the intervenor.

(32) «— [la max — om cesadicemcs, a nocie Ha He2o Jice Hcumenu Koco 6yoym
2na0emsn, deckamon, paszviepvieaem navarbemeoy [Zoshchenko 2008b: 563].

“If he gets involved, he’ll get funny looks from the locals afterwards. They’ll say
he s trying to pretend he's the boss” [Hicks 2000: 135].

The phraseological dictionary of the Russian literary language defines the
word combination «koco 2nia0emsy as «OMHOCUMBCA K KOMY-IUO0 ¢ Hedogepuem,

HacmopoxcenHo (00bluHO Gblpadicas 2mo omHoweHue 83enaoom)y [Fedorov 2008:
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316]. Consequently, the original fragment contains the meaning of distrust.

At the same time, “a funny look” is defined as follows: “if you give
someone a funny look, you look at them in a way that shows you think they are
behaving strangely” [LDCE]. Thus, the translation contains the meaning of
disapproval, to some extent, the meaning of condemnation is assumed. However,
unlike the Russian expression «koco 2nademw», there is no semantics of distrust.

This translation primarily reflects the attempt to provide a translation of
«xoco 2naoemuy at the level of description of the situation.

(33) «— Bui uzoesaemecn, npogheccop Ilpeobpasicenckuii!» [Bulgakov 1995: 103].
“You are mocking us, Professor Preobrazhensky” [Bouis 2016: 23].
“Are you making fun of us, Professor Preobrazhensky?” [Glenny 1989: 28].

This verb «uzdesamwvcay means «310 u ocKkopOUmMeENbHO BbICMEUBAMb
koco-umo-uy» [TSO]. Thus, it implies more than just making fun. It carries
connotations of ridicule or even torment, suggesting a demeaning or belittling
attitude.

The two English translations choose slightly different verbs to convey
«uzoegaemecwvy. "Mocking", marked as formal, means “to laugh at someone, often
by copying them in a funny but unkind way” [CED]. So it closely matches the
harsher tone of the original. This choice conveys an accusation of a serious and
hurtful nature, implying that the professor’s behavior is not just inappropriate but
intentionally demeaning.

"Making fun of", while similar, means “to make a joke about someone or
something in a way that is not kind” [CED]. It carries a lighter, less aggressive
connotation, suggesting behavior that might be inappropriate but less malicious
than “mocking”. This choice softens the perceived severity of the professor’s
actions, portraying the situation as potentially less hostile.

The use of «uzodeeaemecw» and its translations directly influence how social
dynamics are perceived between the characters. The original Russian verb,
combined with the formal "est", emphasizes the dynamics where the accuser,

despite feeling belittled or ridiculed, still maintains a level of formal respect or
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distance in addressing the professor. This suggests that Professor Preobrazhensky
holds a higher social status, and the form of address reflects a conflict where
hierarchical respect is still observed despite the emotional tension.

Thus, the translation by AWB («uzoesaemecvy — “mocking») achieves
equivalence at the level of description of the situation, since it preserves the
ridiculing nature of the original «uzdesaemecv». The translation by MG
(«uzdesaemecvy — “Are you making fun of us? ’) fits into the category of the level
of the purpose of communication. It conveys the general intent but with a milder

tone.

(34) «<...> ymepumv 6oKkanvbHble NOpLIBLL Hawux epadxcoan» [Bulgakov 1995:
118].

“<...> to moderate the vocal outbursts of our citizens” [Bouis 2016: 35].

“<...> the job of moderating the vocal outbursts of our honest citizenry” [Glenny
1989: 43].

The verb «ymepums» is highly impositive, as it means «oeparuuumeo
cmenenns, cuny nposeienusi ye-mo-v» [TSO]. So it implies an action aimed at
tempering, restraining something that is considered excessive. In this context, the
verb speaks to curbing the emotional or loud expressions of citizens, and suggests
a need for regulation in public conduct.

The translations both choose the word "moderate", but with slightly
different framing. Both translations effectively convey the concept of reducing or
controlling intensity [CED], with "moderate’ being a suitable lexical choice for
«YMepumbv).

The phrase structure in the second translation, referring to the action as a
"job", frames the authority as an official duty, perhaps connected to a governmental
or managerial role, reinforcing the distance between the governing entity and the
populace.

Given the analysis, the translations are done at the lexical level. Both
translations maintain the meaning and the stylistics of the original, effectively
transmitting the notion of authority and responsibility entailed in moderating

public behavior.
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(35) «<...> noka Bovl ne ycmupume smux nesyog!» [Bulgakov 1995: 118].
«<...> until you quieten these singers!» [Bouis 2016: 35].

«<...> until you can make these people stop talking claptrap!» [Glenny 1989:
43].

In the original, the verb «ycmupums» conveys a strong action of bringing
someone under control, often implying a forceful or assertive intervention. Derived
from «cmupnoviily («xpomxuii u cnokotinsiii, nokopusii, muxutiy [TSU]), this verb
involves actions such as taming or subduing with an emphasis on establishing
control over unruly or disobedient subjects. In the given context, the verb suggests
not just reducing noise or activity, but imposing discipline or order on those who
are disruptive — in this case, the singers.

"Quieten" in the first translation focuses on “reducing noise or calming
down” [CED], which is a milder interpretation of «ycmupums». While it captures
the aspect of reducing disturbance, it does not fully convey the authoritative and
forceful connotation of subduing or imposing order that the original verb implies in
Russian.

“Make these people stop talking claptrap” in the second translation takes a
different approach by focusing on stopping certain behavior, specifically the
speaking of nonsense. This translation shifts the original focus from singers to
people speaking foolishly, introducing an element of judgment about the content of
the speech, which is not explicitly present in the original phrase. The directive
“make them stop” aligns more closely with the controlling aspect of «ycmupumao.

Both translations reach the level of description of the situation, as they
capture the general intent of controlling disruptive behavior but do not entirely
maintain the original’s emphasis on the method and authority inherent in the act of
the verb «ycmupumao».

Thus, terms for impositive practices may be represented by nouns,
adjectives, adverbs, and verbs. It is evident that translators frequently struggle to
capture the intensity of imposition inherent in the original Russian terms.

The intensity of imposition is milder as compared to the source in many
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instances: e.g. «8HyweHue» — ‘‘suggestion’/“persuasion’’; «cosemvly —
“advice”; «xamcmeoy — “rudeness”/“beasts”’; «uszdesaemecvy — “making fun
of ’; «yemupumoy — “quieten’”/“make them stop”.

In the majority of cases, the imposition is perceived as milder due to a
stylistic shift, whereby the situation in the translation is presented as formal (or
more formal) as opposed to informal in the source. For instance, «3ameuanue» —
“reprimand”; «npocvba» — ‘“request”; «uzoesaemecvy — ‘“‘mocking”. In other
cases the imposition is milder because the emphasis from the manner of speech
delivery is omitted («razudamenvno obwschuny — “‘explained”), or because the
translation does not render colloquial meanings of impositive words from the
original («ecmpesaem» — “pushing in between them”).

Thus, 7 out of 13 translations achieve the level of description of the
situation, as noted in the frequency of this level among the examples. This level
conveys the situation referred to in the original (participants, general ideas of
actions) but fails to fully express the nuanced impositive force. Also, the
corresponding social and communicative dynamics intended in the original text
become omitted.

Having explored how the translation of terms with impositive semantics
impacts the depiction of social status and communicative roles, it is now possible
to examine how these dynamics are further articulated through impositive

utterances.

2.4. Translation of Social Status and Communicative Role in Impositive
Utterances

In this part of the study, we will consider how the rendering of impositive
communicative acts affects the power of the imposition and, as a result, the
impressions of the characters' relationships, their communicative roles and social
status.

In the works under consideration, the three typical scenarios were identified
where impositive statements of varying intensity play a significant role. The
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scenarios include: 1. Violation of communicative role, 2. Re-education; 2.
Aside-comment.
1. Scenario “Violation of Communicative Role”.

The imposition in this scenario is realized via violating the norms of
communicative behavior in customary verbal interactions. Such impositive
utterances are face-threatening, since normally they exclude the possibility for the
addressee to respond, e.g. leave no choice but going along with the changed

communicative roles. Let us consider the following example.

(36) «— Bvl,— cosopum,— 0yobme 000pbl, OCMOPOJICHEU mMym e30ume
[Zoshchenko 2008b: 169].

“l hope,” he said, “you’ll travel carefully round here [Hicks 2000: 87].

In this scenario, interlocutors are posited as equals — strangers who are also
fellow travelers. In the original, the speaker employs conventional markers of
politeness, including the formal address «Bwi» and the courteous entreaty «dyovme
0oopwry. Despite these markers, the utterance remains face-threatening due to its
pragmatic function: enforcement of institutional norms in public transport. Here,
the speaking passenger assumes a role typically reserved for agents of institutional
communication, such as an inspector, driver, or police officer, who are entitled to
make such requests. This appropriation of an institutional role by a
non-institutional actor disrupts the expected logic of communicative roles, which
results in a very impositive statement (in spite of the seemingly cautions word
choice «Bwl», «byovme o0oopwur»). The aesthetic purpose of this impositive
utterance is to highlight the character's communicative incompetence, which is
associated with a low educational level and low social class.

In translation, the use of the predicate "hope" modifies the hierarchical
relationship between the speaker and the listener by merely expressing the
speaker's personal expectation rather than conveying an authoritative, institutional
recommendation. The translated utterance is worded as an indirect

recommendation (as compared to the request «6yobme 0oOpwLy) but still it is very
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impositive. Nonetheless, the phrase "I hope you will”" still establishes an
asymmetrical relationship between the interlocutors, albeit in an indirect manner.

So, the English translation retains the aesthetic impact of the character's
linguistic incompetence, but does so by altering the role dynamics. This strategy
adapts the original text's pragmatics to the target culture's norms and subtly shifts
the inherent power dynamics. Given this, the translation is done at the level of the
purpose of communication.

(37)  «llooasucv smum cmaxanom. bepu ecoy» [Zoshchenko 2008b: 186].
“I hope you choke on the glass. Have it” [Hicks 2000: 90].

In the original Russian text, the communicative context suggests a stark
inequality between the interlocutors: the speaker is a hostess, and the listener is the
guest. Conventionally, a hostess would demonstrate hospitality and positive regard
towards a guest; however, the directive «nodasucs», despite its expressive intent,
starkly deviates from this norm. It functions primarily to convey the speaker's
intense irritation, and intensifies the literal semantics of inducing physical harm.

The English translation “I hope you choke on the glass” introduces a
nuanced shift in the dynamics between the characters. The addition of “I hope”
suggests a less direct form of expression, potentially widening the social distance
between the speaker and the listener by framing the curse as a wish rather than a
directive. This subtle modulation in translation not only alters the perceived
immediacy of the curse but also reflects a cultural adaptation where direct
expressions of hostility are mitigated in favor of a more circumlocutory phrasing.

Thus, while the essential elements of a curse and expressive negativity are
preserved («nodasucvy — “I hope you choke”), the translator's approach suggests
a greater social distance and a milder communicative impact, adjusting the
translation to English-speaking norms where overt confrontational language is less
acceptable. This translation strategy shifts the aesthetic effect from the absurdity of
the situation as portrayed in Zoshchenko's narrative to a subtler form of satirical

expression, where the severity of the hostess's reaction is underplayed. Yet the
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asymmetry of the relationship remains palpable, adding a layer of irony to the
interaction that resonates with an English-speaking audience.

The most fitting level of equivalence is the level of the situation, since the
speech act “curse” in the original is rendered milder in the translation. For

example, the addition of the actor provides this effect.

(38) «— A4, - eosopum,- 3axoou, Opyscuwe, 3axoou... Ilo3zdpaenaii wac...»
[Zoshchenko 2008a: 700].

“Ah,” he said, “come on in my friend . . . Aren’t you going to congratulate us
then?” [Hicks 2000: 65].

The original «ne3dpasnaiy is an imperative form, which directly commands
and invites the interlocutor to congratulate the speaker. This form is quite
straightforward and carries an idea of enforcing customs. This imperative form is
in conflict with the characters’ shared understanding of the situation, where the
expectation of congratulations is implicit and understood without the need for
direct enforcement.

The English translation “Aren’t you going to congratulate us then?”
transforms the direct command into a question. This changes the dynamics of the
interaction significantly: the contrast (conflict) with the situation is less prominent.
The interrogative form in English makes the command milder, so it seems more
like a prompt for the interlocutor to consider congratulating rather than a
straightforward directive. It introduces an element of choice or at least the illusion
of it, suggesting that the interlocutor has the agency to decide whether to
congratulate or not. This form is less about enforcing customs and more about
seeking engagement or confirmation from the interlocutor.

The use of a direct imperative form in the original establishes a minimal
communicative distance, creating an environment where authority or familiarity
presumes compliance without room for negotiation, thereby positioning the
interlocutor in an entirely subordinate role. This directness makes the utterance
highly impositive: it signals a level of intimacy or authority that expects unhesitant

participation.
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Conversely, the English translation introduces a question, expanding the
communicative distance by softening the directive into a prompt that allows for
the possibility of refusal, thus acknowledging the interlocutor's agency and
participation in the dialogue. This shift not only alters the tone, making it more
aligned with English norms of polite communication, but also redefines the social
dynamics at play, moving from a straightforward expectation to an interaction that
suggests and invites the interlocutor's response.

The translation corresponds to the level of the situation. The translation
changes the direct command into a question, reducing the imposition. This shift
acknowledges the interlocutor's agency, which corresponds to English norms of

politeness.

(39) «— Obosxcou, memka, — cxazanr MUIUYUOHEp, — He MedA 6edb NUXHVIU...
Cnpocam mebsa. Banu nomanxkusail.
— A xoms1 6l u He MeHAL...

— Tc... Bac nuxuynu? — cnpocun muauyuonep nomepnesuie2oy [Zoshchenko
2008a: 508].

“Wait a minute woman,” said the militiaman, “it wasnt you who was shoved...
We'll speak to you later... Just be quiet for a moment.”
“So what if it wasn t me...

“Shush... was it you who was shoved?” the militiaman asked the victim [Hicks
2000: 33].

The exploration of social and role dynamics in M. M. Zoshchenko's
narratives gains particular prominence within institutional settings, such as
interactions in police stations, public transport, and other public places like public
offices. In Zoshchenko’s works, these settings often highlight a marked disparity in
social statuses and communicative roles, as exemplified by the use of directive
language by authoritative figures. In the original, a militiaman employs bare
imperative verbs («oboicou», «eanuy) to assertively instruct a witness to depart
from the scene, thereby not only reinforcing his authority but also delineating the
hierarchical relationship between himself and the civilian.

The communicative role adopted by the militiaman is characterized by the
issuance of commands. However, the choice of the low colloquial vocabulary and

forms or address (e.g. «mor», «memka» as in «odbpawjerue K NONCUTLOU HCeHUJUHE
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(npocmopeu.)» [TSU]), and low colloquial dismissals like «earu», in the
militiaman’s communicative role constitutes a face-threatening act. Such linguistic
choices enhance the imposition of authority but simultaneously puts the witness to
a reduced social standing within this interaction, emphasizing the power
imbalance.

In translation, the introduction of the discourse particle "just" significantly
modulates the illocutionary force of the original utterances, since it has the
following function: “used to reduce the force of a statement and to suggest that it
is not very important” [CED]. This adjustment reduces the level of imposition,
which is more appropriate for English-speaking communities.

Moreover, the imposition is further mitigated because there is no distinction
between informal and formal “you” in English, as compared with «TbI»/«BbI» In
the original. Also, all colloquial terms are translated into standard literary English
(«memka» — “woman”; «oboxcouy — “wait a minute’’; «8anU NOMAIKUBAUY —
“just be quiet”’), which further reduces the severity of the commands.

The translation is done at the level of the situation. At the same time, the
purpose of communication is destroyed: the militiaman insults the witness in the
original (besides giving her the instructions), using the low colloquial words.

However, in the English translation this aspect is not conveyed.

(40)  «— Cwezacait,— coeopum,— c keapmupwl» [Zoshchenko 2008a: 652].
“You can move out if you want,' she said” [Hicks 2000: 61].

The original text contains a direct and imperative command, represented by
the directive «cwezacairn. This imperative form is an unambiguous instruction that
leaves no room for interpretation and choice. Considering that this is what one
neighbor tells to another, here the violation of communicative roles can be noted,
since usually neighbors are not entitled to evict each other. This violation of the
role makes the utterance highly impositive in the Russian source.

The English translation considerably mitigates the impositive nature of the
original by introducing elements of choice and personal volition. By incorporating
"if you want", the translator transforms a firm command into a suggestion or an
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option, which significantly alters the interpersonal dynamics between the speaker
and the listener. This not only changes the level of authority and imposition but
also shifts the emotional and social weight of the interaction.

Thus, the translation is performed at the level of description of the
situation. It successfully communicates the general idea that the listener is being

told to leave the apartment, but it does not preserve the imposition.

(41)  «— Mamawal!— 2o060pio s epaxcoanxe.— Insa0u, nakem ynecym. Yoepu na
xonenuy [Zoshchenko 2008b: 87].

“Oi, madam,’ | said to the woman, 'watch out, or someone will nick your
package. At least put it on your lap” [Hicks 2000: 82].

In the original Russian text, the speaker uses the colloquial «mamawa
when addressing a woman in public transport. Such an address is not standard for
the speaker’s communicative role — passenger, since he is not in the right to use
commands speaking to other passengers. The word «mamawa» carries familiar
colloquial connotations, according to dictionaries: «ynomp. npu obpawenuu K
ROJCUNOU JHCeHWuHe 6 3Hay. memyuwka, epaxcoanka (gpam.)» [TSU]. The use of
this word shows the speaker as tactless and disrespectful. The command «yéepu na
Konenu» shows imposition in a way that the speaker provides his own
understanding of the situation as the only one possible.

The use of «mamawmay paired with commands (e.g. «yb6epuy) establishes the
dynamics where the speaker assumes a position of informal authority, akin to
advising someone familiar and socially subordinate. The familiar colloquial
vocabulary («mamawmar, «enaouy) suggests a close social distance but also implies
a kind of hierarchical familiarity where the speaker feels entitled to give direct
orders.

The English translation, on the one hand, uses the word “madam”, which is

»

“a formal and polite way of speaking to a woman” [CED]. The noun carries a
higher degree of formality and respect than «uamawman. However, the translator
balances this out by using the interjection “0i”, which is informal and often used
“to grab attention in an abrupt and even rude manner” [CED]. The translation

maintains the advisory nature of the warning about the package but changes the
79



imperative tone by adding “at least”, which mitigates the command to a
suggestion.

In the English translation, the usage of “0i” and “madam” create more
complex social dynamics. This manifests his low linguistic performance; he is
trying to be careful with his word use in English, but fails. In Russian, he is not
clumsy; but rather just rude. However, the absence of the second person singular
form of the verb («y6epu») in English is compensated by bare imperatives “put it”,
“watch out”, which indicate a close communicative distance between the speaker
and the hearer.

This translation achieves the level of the purpose of communication, as it
adequately conveys the action of warning about the potential theft and advising
precaution. However, it does not fully capture the original's nuances of familiarity

and informal authority.

(42) «— Hoxywusaiime, — 206opio, — zpadxcoanxa. 3anaaueno» [Zoshchenko
2008a: 529].

“You may finish it,' I said, 'citizen. It's paid for” [Hicks 2000: 44].

The original utterance with the imperative «dokywiueaitmey» carries a
distinctly impositive tone, compelling the listener to continue eating with the
justification that the meal has already been paid for. This command is impositive,
since it is represented by a low colloquial verb «odokywueaiime», meaning
«(npocmopeun.). Jloecmov unu donums (006b1uHO 6 obpawierHuu k komy-t.)» [TSU].
Thus, the speaker whose speech is low colloquial imposes his “norms” on the
interlocutor.

The English translation shifts significantly in tone by using “may”, which
softens the directive into a permission. This alteration not only reduces the
forcefulness of the command but also changes the humorous juxtaposition of a
casual command with an inappropriate financial justification («zannaueno»). By
converting a command into a permission (or even invitation), the translator
changes the implication of «3annaueno». In Russian it means “you are obliged to

finish it because it is prepaid”. In English it is more of an invitation: “you are
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allowed to finish it, it is pre-paid anyway”. This approach presents the action as
optional rather than obligatory, and thus the impositive aspect is lessened.
This translation belongs to the level of description of the situation. The

imposition of norms and behavioral expectations found in the original is lost.

(43) «— Cnabas mapa. He nondem. Coimaii o6pamno» [Zoshchenko 2008a: 421].
“— The packagings loose. We can’t accept it. Take it back” [Hicks 2000: 159].

In the original dialogue, the interaction between a postal worker and a
customer 1s informal, as the worker uses familiar colloquial expressions «ne
nounioem» and «cewmaii». This use of informal language in a professional setting
not only breaches the typical norms of formal institutional communication but also
imposes an unexpected level of familiarity on the customer. The customer, reliant
on the postal services, is in a position where it is impossible to avoid this informal
interaction, despite the potential discomfort it may cause. Moreover, in Russian,
«ne nouidem» describes the situation as an objective, inevitable fact. It is
impersonal and does not assign responsibility to anyone specifically, which makes
the refusal harsher.

The English translation aims at conveying the same basic message but does
so using without colloquial words. This translation results in a shift in the
relationship dynamics between the postal worker and the customer, presenting a
more formal interaction than the original implies. However, the command “take it
back” in an institutional setting 1s expected to have a courtesy adverb “please” in
it, so the expression can be actually used in the institutional discourse. The absence
of “please” maintains some level of familiarity, and, therefore, some aspects of the
original imposition are preserved.

The difference in how refusal is expressed in the original Russian and the
English translation also highlights an important aspect of communication style.
The English translation "we can’t accept it" softens the refusal «ne noitoem» by
including an explanation and implying a responsible entity. The use of "we"

suggests that there is a responsible party, which the customer can appeal to.
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The translation aligns with the level of the situation. It preserves the
essential communicative act of refusing the package ( “take it back’). However, by
omitting colloquial language and using a less direct refusal, the translation shifts
the interaction to a more formal register, mitigating the imposition (“we cant
accept it”).

Thus, in the Scenario “Violating the Communicative Role”, translations
regularly soften the imposition and adjust face-threatening utterances to correlate
more closely with English-speaking cultural norms. This adjustment is particularly
relevant when the original text features interactions where communicative norms
are significantly violated (e.g. «oboacouy, «memkay, «8anu nomarkusai).

As it is seen from the analysis, imposition is made milder in most
translations. It is softened by the use of mitigated directives (e.g., «6ydbvme 006pbi,
ocmopodcrei mym ezoumey — “I hope you'’ll travel carefully»; «nooasucey — “I
hope you choke”; «ybepu ma konenuy —  “at least put it on your lap’;
«nosopasnaiy — "Arent you going to congratulate us?"). Translations also
include modals that make the imposition milder («doxywusaiime» — “You may
finish it”; «Cvesocatiy — “You can move out”).

However, the imposition can be achieved in translations by adding informal
lexical units («Mamawa!» — “Oi, madam ™) and omitting the expected in English
communication politeness marker “please” («Cwvimati oopamnoy — «lake it
backy).

These translation choices often increase social distance by acknowledging
the interlocutor’s agency and using a more formal address, reflecting English
norms of politeness.

Thus, 4 out of 8 translations are performed at the level of the situation.
While the translations often maintain the general situational context and actions,
they do not always preserve the exact impositive force, leading to shifts in the
social status and communicative roles of the characters.

2. Scenario “Re-Education”.
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In this scenario, imposition is achieved through an attempt to impose new
norms of behavior or values on the interlocutor. The utterances are face-threatening
because they communicatively present the interlocutor’s norms as worthy of

censure, particularly in the presence of other listeners.

(44)  « Joseonvno, — 2060pum,— 6am HENO06KO 6 MAKOM OMEIEUCHHOM BUOE 8
meampwl xooums» [Zoshchenko 2008b: 416].

“‘Don't you feel embarrassed,' she said, 'going to the theatre in such an abstract
state?'” [Hicks 2000: 107].

The original utterance is impositive because it challenges the listener's
behavior directly, suggesting that they should feel embarrassed about their
appearance in the theater. It has a high level of imposition and contains a
face-threatening act, since the speaker comments on the interlocutor’s appearance
in front of other people in a reproachful manner. The use of the adverb «doeoHO»
(meaning “quite”) enhances the imposition by emphasizing the degree of
embarrassment the speaker expects the listener to feel.

The English translation employs a rhetorical question “Don't you feel
embarrassed...?” that introduces a more interactive and less impositive approach.
By framing the statement as a question, the translation inherently invites the
listener to consider their feelings about their appearance rather than receiving a
reproach from the speaker. While still authoritative, posing a question rather than
making a statement decreases the level of direct control or command exerted over
the listener. It suggests that the listener has the agency to agree or disagree,
potentially reducing the distance between the speaker and the listener.

By converting the direct reproach into a question, the translation modifies
the dynamics of the interaction, placing less social pressure on the listener. The
speaker still imposes the supposed norms of conduct, but does so by prompting
introspection rather than reproaching.

This translation fits with the level of the situation. It captures the general
situation and the topic of embarrassment in a public setting. However, it changes

the force and the nature of the imposition.
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In the works of M. Zoshchenko, the re-education scenario is often depicted
through sequences of statements characterized by normativity, which critique

inappropriate social behaviors and call for their correction. For instance:

(45) «— Earcuk-mo, ysaxcaemas Mapwvs Bacunvegna, npomedcoy npoyum, HA3a0
nonoxcemey [Zoshchenko 2008b: 271].

“By the way, most esteemed Marya Vasilyevna, would you mind putting that
scourer back” [Hicks 2000: 95].

The original utterance is impositive because it directly instructs the listener
to perform an action. The imperative verb «nonosceme» is a direct command,
which inherently carries a high level of imposition.

It is important to note that in addition to the imperative form of the verb
«nonoxmcomey, the original utterance includes additional markers of imposition,
such as «npomesxcoy npouum» and the particle «-moy» (in «excux-mo»), which are
used for semantic emphasis. These markers are low colloquial, illiterate forms
(«npomedsncoy npouum — napeu. pase. -chuxc.» [TSE]), so they help to reduce the
communicative distance between the speaker and listener. They also mark the low
educational level of the speaker, which, in its turn, is associated with the low social
status. At the same time, the address «ysasrcaemasn» belongs to a formal register,
which increases the distance between the interlocutors. The blend of formal and
colloquial language elements creates a comic effect, portraying a character who is
unable to keep to one register and appears ridiculous as he tries to establish new
rules of communication.

In translation, however, there remains distance, which is a characteristic of
English communication. The translator employs the modifier “would you mind”,
which syntactically functions as a question directed at the listener. This softens the
impositive nature of the statement by implying that the speaker is considerate of
the listener's reception to the proposed action. This modification effectively
transforms the command into a request.

However, the comedic aspect is lost in the translation. The conventional

interrogative syntax of “would you mind” eliminates the stylistic contrast found in
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the Russian version, and with the loss of colloquial markers, the aesthetic impact of
the impositive statement is also lost. The markers of illiterate speech are lost, too.
This translation is performed at the level of the situation, as it
communicates the basic factual content, but fails to preserve the form of expressing
the situation. Particularly the linguistic nuances that convey the speaker's authority,

social status and the comedic tension between formal and informal registers.

(46)  «A excnu, cosopum, no oenam, mo npexycoe, moxcem Obvlmb, NPONYCK HAOO
63amw. Ilomom nasepx cosamucs» [Zoshchenko 2008b: 604].

“Well if you're on official business, then, first of all, you might just need a pass.
Then you can go poking your nose in upstairs” [Hicks 2000: 141].

The original utterance uses low colloquial elements: «excau» («(ycmap. u
npocmopeu.). Ecnuy [TSU]) and «coeamoca» («nezmo, ycmpemnsimocs Kyoa-H.»
(paze.). [TSU]). The utterance lays out a sequence of actions expected of the
listener, framed within a presupposition — if the listener is there on official
business. The utterance «mponyck nado e3amp» 1s impositive, presenting a
necessary bureaucratic step. The speaker indicates that the rules are violated but
does so in an inappropriately rude manner. This rudeness and low colloquial
vocabulary intensify the imposition.

The English translation contains the informal element in the speech through
“poking your nose” (“informal. to show too much interest in a situation that does
not involve you” [CED]). The use of colloquial language in both the original and
the translation suggests a conversational tone that reflects informality appropriate
to the context or the characters' relationship. The directive nature of the speech,
laying out what must be done to proceed, establishes the speaker's role as an
informer, able to set his own rules and, at the same time, violate the interlocutor's
“negative face”.

The translation achieves the level of the situation, since it effectively
captures the situational context, informal tone, and procedural instructions of the

original.
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Thus, the scenario of “Re-Education” is aimed at changing the interlocutor’s
worldview and behavior, claiming his own as wrong. In translations, it is clearly
seen that this kind of impositive utterances need to be reformulated in English

The original Russian utterances typically indicate a close social distance and
high imposition, using direct commands («noroxxcemey, «nponyck Hado 83mbvy)
and low colloquial elements («Eocuk-mo mHazao nonodxcomey, «exnciuy,
«cosamucay). This mix creates a comedic effect, emphasizing the speaker's lower
social status and communicative incompetence.

In translations, the imposition is often mitigated. It is made milder through
the alteration of syntax («Josonvno eam wnenosko» — “'Don't you feel
embarrassed?”’; «nazao nonosxcomey — “would you mind putting that scourer
back”) and the addition of modality («/lomom nasepx coeamwvcsiy — “Then you
can go poking your nose in upstairs”’).

Translations increase social distance by using politer or mitigated language
and transforming commands into questions, resulting in a more egalitarian
interaction. The loss of low colloquial markers («nonoyceme» — “putting”;
«excnuy — “if”’) diminishes the comedic effect and the depiction of the speaker’s
low social status.

Thus, the translations primarily achieve the level of the situation. They
capture the general situational context and actions but often fail to preserve the
linguistic nuances and impositive force of the original. This modification leads to
an increased social distance and a reduction of the “re-education” (e.g., "Would you
mind putting that scourer back" instead of «nonoocomey; "Don't you feel
embarrassed” instead of «doeonvroy; “first of all, you might just need a pass”
instead of «npesicoe, modicem OblmMb, NPONYCK HAOO B35MbY).

3. Scenario “Aside Comment”.

In this scenario, imposition is achieved through a special rhetorical
construction of the statement: the speaker addresses imaginary listeners who are
not present in the actual communication situation. The statement is
face-threatening because the rhetorical remark criticizes the position of the actual
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interlocutor, portraying the interlocutor as one against the imaginary audience

which upholds this normative behavior).

(47) «—Bom menepuua npoxoou. A mo npem 60e3 nponycka. Imax moxcem
auwnul 3nemenm npoimu [Zoshchenko 2008b: 605].

“— All right then, now you can go in. Trying to go barging in without a pass. If
we allowed that kind of thing, an unwanted element could get in’’ [Hicks 2000:
141].

In the original Russian utterance, the speaker imposes a restriction on the
listener. The command «Bom menepuua npoxoou» and the reprimand «4 mo
npem 6e3 nponycka» establish an authoritative tone. The final utterance «9mak
Moxcem auwiHuil nemenm npoumuy reinforces the idea that strict control is
necessary to prevent undesirable individuals from entering.

The imposition in Russian is enhanced through the use of informal language.
The words «menepuua», «npemy», and «30ak» are marked as low colloquial in
dictionaries [TSU]. Thus, the speaker is depicted as someone who has a low social
status, and at the same time uses the authoritative tone. This language choice
indicates the speaker's control over the situation and emphasizes the imposition.

The speaker’s comment in English, “trying to go barging in without a
pass”, implies that there 1s an unspecified group that represents societal norms or
rules (intensified by “we” in the translation of the next sentence). This broader
audience is not explicitly present but is implied. The implicature invoked through
the narrative emphasizes the importance of following rules.

The Russian verb «nepems» and the English phrasal verb “barge in” both
denote movements that are socially or contextually inappropriate but differ in
intensity and cultural connotations. «Illepems» means «uomu, Oueamuvcs
(neoodoobp.)» [TSO], impacting the communicative role by portraying the subject as
aggressive or oblivious to social norms. In contrast, ""barge in'"' in English means
“to walk into a room quickly, without being invited”’ [CED], heightening the sense
of imposition and the speaker's authority in censuring such behavior.

Both expressions serve to enforce social norms by highlighting unacceptable

behaviors. The idea of violation of personal space is more directly expressed in the
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dictionary definitions. In the Russian definition we see the assessment «neodoop.»;
in English it 1s explicit “without invitation”.

Therefore, the level of description of the situation is the primary one in
this translation. The utterances “Trying to go barging in without a pass. If we
allowed that kind of thing, and unwanted element could get in” perform both a
directive function (instructing and warning the immediate listener) and a regulatory

function (reinforcing rules and consequences to a broader, imaginary audience).

(48)  «Ymo napoon, mo napoony» [Zoshchenko 2008a: 422].
“I’m sorry, ’m very sorry” [Hicks 2000: 161].

The Russian «umo napoon, mo napoomn» uses a repetition of «napoon»
(«Ilpocmume, uszseunume (paze.)» [TSU]), which is familiar colloquial and
light-hearted. It suggests an apologetic tone but retains a casual, irreverent attitude.
The redundancy of the phrase in Russian adds a layer of self-aware or humorous
undertone to the apology, downplaying the imposition of the apology to some
extent.

On the other hand, the English "I’m sorry, I’m very sorry"” shifts the tone
significantly from the original Russian. Adding the modifier “very” amplifies the
sincerity and seriousness of the apology, making it sound more earnest than the
original. It is worth mentioning that it is the tone that indicates the social identity
of the speaker.

The translation is performed at the level of the purpose of communication
because it successfully conveys the essential communicative act of apologizing,
aligning with the primary purpose of the original text. However, this translation
leans towards a more formal and serious apology, possibly altering the
light-hearted, casual nuance present in the Russian version. The playful,
self-mocking tone of the original is lost, replaced by a straightforward expression

of regret.

(49)  «Taxkum,— eosopum,— 2cocmsam Npsamo MoOpObl HAOO apoy3om pazouseamsy
[Zoshchenko 2008b: 185].

"Guests like that," he said, 'ought to get their faces smashed in with a melon"
[Hicks 2000: 90].
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The original Russian utterance presents a stark and graphically violent
proposition against undesirable guests. The Russian «mopowsr» («iuyo (eynwve.)
[TSU]) is a vulgar term for “faces”, carrying a derogatory connotation. This word,
combined with impositive directive «nado apoyzom pazouseamsy», conveys a very
high level of imposition. This expression is not just a statement of disapproval but
an extreme hypothetical retaliation against those who are deemed unacceptable by
the speaker.

This aside comment signifies a strong imposition in terms of social
interaction — it is a declaration of what the speaker feels should happen to the
guests, suggesting a breakdown or a severe strain in social norms that typically
govern hospitality and guest interactions. Therefore, the speaker practices the
communicative role of someone imposing harsh punishment.

The translation captures the aggressive tone; however, the low colloquial
language of the original is not conveyed, especially with the word «mopowsr»
translated as “faces”. The modality of "ought to" introduces a sense of obligation,
which softens the imposition slightly compared to a direct command but still
maintains strong disapproval and hypothetical violence.

The modality of "ought to" introduces presupposition, which softens the
imposition slightly compared to the original but still maintains the strong
disapproval and hypothetical violence. The translation conveys the aggressive
judgment and the speaker's emotional stance, maintaining the imposition of moral
judgment while keeping it within the bounds of an informal comment rather than a
direct threat.

The translation is performed at the level of the situation. It captures the
overall context and intended meaning of the original, preserving the speaker's
strong disapproval and the suggested violent action towards the guests. It retains
the directive nature through the modality of "ought to,” similar to the original
"naoo,” which introduces a sense of obligation without being a direct command.

In terms of aside comments, it is worth noting that some utterances, on the
contrary, deny the speaker's impositive intentions. Let us consider an example:
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(50) «Xomume — uoume, ne xomume — He HAOO, — 3A 80JI0CHL 8AC HE NOMAULUM)
[Zoshchenko 2008a: 701].

“You can come too if you like, but you don’t have to, we’re not forcing you”
[Hicks 2000: 65].

The original Russian utterance «xomume — uoume, ne xomunie — He HA00»,
particularly in the context of an invitation. The imposition is conveyed through the
indifferent and dismissive attitude of the speaker. The utterance «xomume — uoume,
He xomume — He Hadoy conveys not so much an acknowledgment of the guests'
right to accept or decline, but rather a direct preference for a negative response
(«3a eonocel éac ne nomawyum»). This demonstrates the speaker’s disinterest in
accommodating the guests, hinting at a socially detached or self-serving character.

The translation, on the other hand, employs a variety of lexical units
typically used to convey non-impositive intentions: the modal verb "can" suggests
permission, while the negative forms of "have" (“don’t have to”) and "force" (“not
forcing”) communicate the absence of coercion. However, some of this nuanced
indifference and potential antisocial characteristics of the speaker are lost in
translation due to the choice of language more aligned with strategies of negative
politeness. The translation thus reduces the imposition by framing the choice more
neutrally and less dismissively.

This translation primarily achieves the level of the situation. It adequately
conveys the situational context — the suggestion that guests join the hosts in
dining out instead of expecting home-cooked meals.

Thus, in the scenario “Aside Comment”, imposition is conveyed when the
speaker addresses an imaginary audience not present in the actual conversation.
This creates face-threatening acts, as the speaker criticizes the actual interlocutor's
position while addressing the remarks towards an imaginary audience.

The translations often convert directives into more indirect, polite forms.
They maintain the imposition but in a milder manner. The mitigation of
imposition is achieved by omitting the low colloquial vocabulary (e.g. «npem» —
“barging in”’; «wwmaky — “if”’; «napoony — “sorry”; «mopovry — ‘‘faces”),
introducing an explicit agent («Imax moocem nuwiHull 3nemenm npoumuy — “If
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we allowed that kind of thing”’; «4mo napoon, mo napoony — “I’'m sorry, I’'m
very sorry”). Moreover, the translation uses lexical means compatible with a
negative face strategy, ensuring that the imposition is mild. For instance, verbs
“can”, “don’t have to”, “not forcing” (e.g. «Xomume — uoume, ne xomume — He
Haoo» — “You can come <...>, but you don 't have to, we re not forcing you™).

The social distance between the speakers is generally increased in the
translations. The original often shows a close social distance with low colloquial
language, while the translations use more formal language, creating a more polite
and distant interaction (e.g. «npem» — “barging in’’; «3a 60o10cbl He nomawum» —
“we’re not forcing you”).

The most common level of equivalence achieved in these translations is the
level of the situation. The translations capture the general context and intended
meaning of the original utterances but often fail to preserve the full impositive
force and the nuances of the social and communicative dynamics.

Thus, impositive utterances include such types of communicative scenarios
as “Violating the Communicative Role” (translations often moderate the level of
imposition and adapt face-threatening statements to better suit English-speaking
cultural preferences for more indirect communication); “Re-education”
(translations often incorporate modality or altering the sentence type to make it less
confrontational); “Aside Comment” (translation involves subtly conveying the

implied criticism and the speaker’s alignment with an unseen normative consensus,

which subtly manipulates the interlocutor to conform).
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Summary of Chapter 2

The artistic originality of M. M. Zoshchenko and M. A. Bulgakov’s works,
with their intricate depictions of social roles and communicative behaviors,
presents significant challenges in translation, particularly in conveying the social
dynamics of post-revolutionary Russia where new social roles were being
established.

Both authors employ unique artistic techniques to highlight characters whose
assertive communicative behaviors symbolize the dominant strategies of the era,
such as exerting imposition. These narrative elements not only shape the literary
characters but also become parts of the aesthetic information within the text.

The challenge of adequately translating information about social status and
communicative role through lexical representation of social groups often
involves nuanced adaptations, as observed in the translations of nouns and noun

phrases that denote specific social groups. Translations generally maintain the

identification of social groups adequately («Hemuuky — “The German’; «babay
— “woman’”; «epaxcoankay — ‘citizen”; «opamywviy — “lads”). However, in
many cases (e.g. «Hewmuuxky — “The German”; «baba» — “woman’) such

translations lose the diminutive, pejorative and informal connotations of the source
nouns; thus the narrator’s communicative role shifts from being patronizing to
neutral.

Some translations lose the specific cultural nuances associated with the

social groups («ummennucenmuwxay — “‘intellectual”; «Apucmoxkpamkay —
“Classy Lady”; «@psa» — “personage’; «mewanuny — “meshchanin’; «soaxcou»
— “leaders ™).

While some translations attempt to retain derogatory nuances through
techniques like explication («6yporcyur» — “bourgeois bastards’) and addition
(«unmennueenmuwiii  pabomuuxky — “‘worker who fancied himself as an

intellectual”), many lose the critical tone of the original («byporcyasmvix
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unocmpanyesy — “‘those bourgeois foreigners”; «OpAXIvlli UHMELIULEHMUULKAY
— “decrepit old intellectualy», «becnapmuuinviiiy — “non-Party”).

The social distance and the narrator's dissociation from the groups are
mostly conveyed («y Oypoicyasuvix unocmpanyeey — «those bourgeois
foreignersy, «xomopwie unmeniuceHmuole 601bHLIEY — «more civilized patientsy,
«00 Kako2o-HubyO0b UHMeNIU2eHMHOo20 pabomuuxkay — “‘some worker who fancied
himself as an intellectual”’), but the translations frequently lose the idea of lower
social status indicated by colloquial and derogatory terms. It changes the narrative
(«eonoeou nsacHyn, Oeckamv, bumme-opummey — ‘‘shook his head as if to say,
Bitte-dritte”; «nywatiy — “let”; «6aba» — “woman”; «gpsy» — “personage”).

The most common level of equivalence found in the translations is the level
of the situation. The lexical level is less frequently achieved («epaowcoankay —
“citizen”, «opamywviy — “lads”).

The rendering of terms related to impositive practices poses challenges for
translators as well. Imposition in translations often becomes milder due to various
factors. Translators struggle to capture the intensity of the original Russian terms
(«emuywenuey — “‘suggestion’/“persuasion”; «cogemviy — “advice”; «xamcmeoy
— “rudeness”/“beasts”’; «uzdesaemecvy — “making fun of”; «ycmupumey —
“quieten”/“make them stop”). This is primarily due to a shift towards a more
formal situation of communication in translations («3ameuanue» — “reprimand’;
«npocvoa» — “request”; «uzdesaemecvy — ‘“‘mocking”), and omitting the
emphasis on the manner of speech delivery («rasuoamenvno obvschuny —
“explained”).

Most translations reach the level of description of the situation.

Translation of social status and communicative role in impositive
utterances suggests 3 communicative scenarios:

1. "Violation of the Communicative Role".

The imposition is realized via violating the norms of communicative
behavior in customary verbal interactions. The face-threatening utterances here
exclude the possibility for the addressee to respond. In this scenario, imposition is

93



milder in most translations (e.g., «6yobme 000psl, ocmopodicHeli mym ezoumey —
“I hope you'll travel carefullyy; «nooasucey — “I hope you choke”; «ybepu na
Konenuy — “at least put it on your lap”; «nozopaensiy — "Arent you going to
congratulate us?"). Modal verbs become the tools of mitigating imposition
(«ookywusatimey — “You may finish it”; « Cvesoncaiiy — “You can move out”).

2. "Re-education" .

In this scenario, imposition is achieved through an attempt to impose new,
often non-existent norms of behavior or values on the interlocutor. The utterances
are face-threatening because they communicatively present the interlocutor’s
norms as worthy of censure, particularly in the presence of other listeners.

In translations, the imposition is often mitigated through the change in
syntax («/{osonvno eam Henosxon — “'‘Don't you feel embarrassed?”; «unazao
nonoocomey — “‘would you mind putting that scourer back”) and the addition of
modality («/lomom nasepx cosamwvcsay — “Then you can go poking your nose in
upstairs”’).

The loss of low colloquial markers («nonoxcomer» — “putting”; «excau» —
“if”’) diminishes the comedic effect and the depiction of the narrator’s low social
status.

3. "Aside Comment".

Imposition is achieved through a special rhetorical construction of the
statement: the speaker addresses imaginary listeners who are not present in the
actual communication situation. The statement is face-threatening because the
rhetorical remark criticizes the position of the actual interlocutor, portraying the
interlocutor as one against the imaginary audience which upholds this normative
behavior.

The translations often convert directives into more indirect, polite forms.
The mitigation of imposition is achieved by omitting the low colloquial vocabulary
(e.g. «npemy» — “barging in”; «amaxy — “if’; «napoony — “sorry”; «MopobL» —
“faces”), introducing an explicit agent («Omax Mmodcem IUWHUL eMeHM
npoumuy — “If we allowed that kind of thing”; «4Ymo napoomn, mo napoony —
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“I’'m sorry, I’'m very sorry”). Moreover, the translation uses lexical means
compatible with a negative face strategy, ensuring that the imposition is mild. For
instance, verbs “can”, “don’t have to”, “not forcing” (e.g. «Xomume — uoume, ne
xomume — He Haooy — “You can come <...>, but you don't have to, we’re not
forcing you™).

In all three scenarios the most frequent level of equivalence is the level of
the situation. The social distance between the speakers is generally increased in the
translations. The source texts often show a close social distance with low

colloquial language, while the translations use more formal language, creating a

more polite and distant interaction.
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Conclusions

The primary aim of this study was to investigate the ways in which linguistic
expressions of social status and communicative role are translated from Russian
into English without losing the meaning, nuance, and voice of the original text.

According to the theoretical results of this study, literary translation aims at
recreating a work in the target language with the same artistic and aesthetic impact
as the original. This research on social and role relations in translation reveals
specific complexities of achieving equivalence between the original and the
translated text.

Thus, the analysis revealed that the difficulties in the translations include the
loss of specific cultural nuances in vocabulary that denotes social groups; the
omission of derogatory connotations; the frequent elevation of the narrator's social
status due to untranslated colloquialisms; the illusion of greater communicative
distance due to more formal language; and the mitigation of imposition.

In terms of the levels of translation equivalence, the most frequent one is the
level of the situation (18 translations out of 50). This predominance is due to the
translators’ focus on maintaining the overall context and actions of the original
text, ensuring that the basic situational dynamics are conveyed accurately. This
level allows for the preservation of the general narrative flow and the main events,
which are crucial for understanding the plot and character interactions.

Conversely, the least frequent level of equivalence is the lexical
correspondence level (6 translations out of 50). This infrequency is because
achieving a direct lexical match that also captures the nuanced social and cultural
connotations of the original terms is particularly challenging. The complexity of
accurately translating specific terms with their original intensity and cultural
implications often leads to a reliance on broader situational equivalence instead.
This approach, while maintaining the storyline, often omits the precise linguistic

and cultural nuances of the original text.
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The results of this research can serve as a framework for a comparative
evaluation of the strength of imposition conveyed through face-threatening acts
and the translation of social status and communicative role relations. This can be
done conducting parallel psycholinguistic experiments in the source and the target

cultures.
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