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ABSTRACT

The article describes lexical transformations in the Uzbek translations of Russian classics
produced by Abdulhamid Sulaymon o‘g‘li Cholpon (1897—1938). The material comprises his
renderings of A. P. Chekhov’s stories, analysed by 1. G‘afurov, together with his translations
of A. S. Pushkin, N. V. Gogol, I. S. Turgenev and M. Gorky. Modulation, holistic
transformation, lexical substitution by a rare or dialectal word, concretization and
compensation are identified. Cholpon’s lexical choice is shown to follow the recreation of
authorial style rather than dictionary correspondence.

Keywords: Lexical transformations, literary translation, Cholpon, Russian classics, Uzbek
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INTRODUCTION

Abdulhamid Sulaymon o‘g‘li Cholpon stands among the founders of modern Uzbek poetry, and
his work as a translator shaped the literary norms of the Uzbek language during the late 1920s
and the 1930s. Pushkin’s Boris Godunov and Dubrovsky, Gogol’'s The Government Inspector
(rendered as Tergovchi), Turgenev’s prose, Gorky’s Mother and a series of Chekhov’s stories
passed through his pen, and he is credited as the first translator of Shakespeare into Uzbek
[1]. His translation career divides into a period of formation between 1919 and 1929 and a
period of maturity between 1930 and 1938, a scheme established by T. A. Rahimov in the first
dedicated study of his Pushkin renderings [2]. Much of this output appeared while Cholpon
held a translator’s post in Moscow at the Central Publishing House of the Peoples of the East
between 1931 and 1934, and it was there that he turned to Hamlet and to Gozzi. The lexical
side of that achievement, however, has rarely been examined on verified parallel material,
partly because his name was suppressed after his arrest in 1937 and his manuscripts
confiscated.

The present study concentrates on lexical transformations, the substitutions and shifts of word
meaning that a translator performs when the formal and semantic systems of two languages
diverge. Russian and Uzbek differ typologically, the first being a fusional language with
grammatical gender and a rich inflectional morphology, the second an agglutinative Turkic
language without gender, and this distance forces the translator into constant lexical
decisions. The richest body of verifiable evidence comes from Cholpon’s Chekhov translations,
first issued as a separate booklet in 1933 and later re-edited by M. Aminov and H. Abdiev in
the 2012 volume of Chekhov’s selected stories, which the critic and translation scholar I.
G‘afurov analysed line by line against the Russian originals [3]. Working from that material,
and framing it through the classifications of V. N. Komissarov [4], L. S. Barkhudarov [5] and
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Ya. I. Retsker [6], the article asks a narrow question. Which lexical operations did Cholpon
prefer, and what did each operation cost or gain for the authorial style of the source?

METHODS AND LITERATURE REVIEW

The analysis rests on the comparative method, set within a descriptive translation-studies
frame oriented toward the source text and its stylistic effect. Aligned Russian—Uzbek pairs
were drawn from G‘afurov’s commentary on Chekhov’s story Gore («Gam») and several
adjacent stories, each pair being classified by the type of lexical transformation it exhibits.
Komissarov’s taxonomy supplied the operational definitions of concretization, generalization,
modulation, antonymic translation and compensation, while Barkhudarov’s account of
substitutions and Retsker’s seven lexical operations were used to cross-check borderline cases.
The theoretical literature on lexical transformations is anchored by V. N. Komissarov, whose
Theory of Translation (1990) furnishes the definitions cited below [4], and by L. S.
Barkhudarov, whose Language and Translation (1975) classes such operations under
substitutions [5]; Ya. I. Retsker (1974) distinguished seven lexical operations grounded in the
logical categories of subordination, intersection and contrariety [6]. A. V. Fedorov laid the
broader foundation of a linguistic theory of translation [7], and V. S. Vinogradov treated lexical
questions of literary rendering [8]. The Uzbek school grew from two roots, the work of G°.
Salomov on the principles of translation theory [9] and that of J. Sharipov on the history of
translation in Uzbekistan [10]; M. Xolbekov has surveyed the discipline’s formation as a
science [11]. On Cholpon specifically, the dedicated studies remain few. T. A. Rahimov’s
candidate dissertation examined his Pushkin translations [2], I. G‘afurov’s essay supplied the
only openly verifiable parallel analysis of the Chekhov renderings [3], D. Quronov
reconstructed the writer’s life and legacy [12], and D. Z. Abdullayeva surveyed him as a
translator of world poetry [13]. The biographical record itself carries unresolved discrepancies,
with the birth year given variously as 1893, 1897 or 1898 across reference sources, a caution
that bears on any dating of individual translations.

RESULTS

Modulation, the replacement of a source unit by a target unit whose meaning follows logically
from it, recurs at the most expressive points of Cholpon’s Chekhov. In Komissarov’s wording
the operation is defined precisely. Monynamua (cMBICIOBOe pas3BHUTHE) — JIEKCHKO-
ceMaHTHYecKas 3amMeHa cyioBa uiau ciaoBocoueranus WA emuumiieit 11, smavenme Koropoit
ABJIAETCS JIOTHYECKHUM CJIeJICTBHEeM 3HAUEHUA HCXOHOMH eTMHUITEL. [4].

Chekhov’s turner, driving his dying wife to the doctor, reaches for her cold hand, and the
original reads «Hakomeir, 4T00 IIOKOHYNUTEH C HEM3BECTHOCTHIO, OH, HE OTJISIBIBAsSICH HA CTAPYXY,
HAIIyOBIBaeT ee XoJaomuyo pyky. [logaaras pyka mamaer xak miers». Cholpon renders the
abstract neizvestnost' not by its dictionary equivalent noma’lumliik but by the unexpected
chuchmallik, a word naming the insipid taste between sweet and bitter, here carrying the
sense of vague uncertainty. G afurov registers the surprise of the choice and explains its logic,
noting that no writer after Cholpon used chuchmallik in that sense again. The same passage
turns plet' (a lash) into gavron, a herdsman’s thick staff, because a hand frozen stiff in the cold
falls like a rigid stick, not like a limp whip.
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Holistic transformation governs the rendering of exclamations and curses, where a word-for-
word path is closed. Faced with the widow’s death the peasant cries «ITomepa, cTtaso ObITS,
romuccua», and Cholpon writes «¥nm6 Kosramra yxmaou. Kuémar, choosing qiyomat
(doomsday, an unholy mess) for the Russian colloquial komissiya in its sense of a troublesome
affair. G‘afurov comments on the principle behind such moves in the language of the source
itself. KoHTercr Takosocwm Tapskpma KHJIMIIHK dMac, aBTopjaa Oyamaran mbopa €Km cy3
Oupimrgapuan kamd Kuauinmam amp atanu. lyama cus Texer, apHM TyO0 MaTH XaKHKATHIa
OFUIITMAal pHod KUJIUII 3apyPATHHHU KyJa IyKyp Xuc atacus. [3].

The strategy reappears across the curses. Where the peasant snaps at his horse «...uT006 Tebe
mmycto ObL0, uepth, Cholpon supplies the idiomatic «...s#, ep TopTKyp, JabHaTu»; the oath
«Bot Te kpect!» becomes «Hon ypcun arap!», an Uzbek formula of swearing by bread; and «Hy
u aypal» is turned into «9cu macrcam-ga y3uur xam» rather than the flat ahmogq or tentak that
a literal hand would have produced.

Table 1. Holistic transformation of Russian exclamations and curses in Cholpon’s Chekhov

Russian source Cholpon’s Uzbek Type of operation
IlomepJia, craso OBITH, V16 xonranra YXITaAII. .. L
corcers] Kuéaat! Holistic substitution
...uT00 Tebe mycro ObLIo, YyépT! ...0H, ep TOpTKYyp, JabHaTu! | Holistic substitution
Bor Te kpecrt! Hon ypcun arap! Holistic substitution
Hy u nypa! Ocwu mractcau-ga y3unar xam! | Holistic substitution
HEHU3BECTHOCTD UyUMAJIIAK Modulation

IJIeTH TaBpPOH Contextual substitution

Source: compiled from I. Gafurov (2014) [3].

Lexical substitution by a rare or dialectal word is the most visible feature of these renderings,
and it reflects Cholpon’s command of many Turkic idioms. He read freely in Turkish, Tatar,
Crimean Tatar, Azerbaijani, Nogai, Kazakh, Kyrgyz, Turkmen and Persian, and the resources
of those literatures surface in his lexicon. Chekhov’s tokar (a turner) he rendered as girmachi,
a word whose dialectal origin G‘afurov could not pin down and which never entered the spoken
standard, since tokar itself prevailed once industry spread. A cluster of further substitutions
runs in the same direction, kurok rendered as kulangir, toshchiy as arvak, zastenchivo as
uyalchan, dich' as ilvarsin, and the institutional vospitate/'nyy dom as the compact
go‘dakxona. G‘afurov places these searches within the conditions of their decade. Xamm
MyKaMMaJl MILJIaHMAarad Kyl TOMJIM WKKHM THJLIM JIyFaTjiap OyJIMaraH IIapouTna OyHmai
M3JIAHUIILIAPHU, X03UP KaHga¥ HoTaOmuil Oyand KYypMHMAaCHH, yIra O0amgumil Tap:KuMaIaru
M3JIAaHUILIAD JAaBPU YIYH XapaKTepJsIu xoaucasnap med ormramus. [3].
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Lexical substitution
(rare / dialectal word)

Holistic / contextual
substitution

Modulation 3
(sense development)

Concretization - 2

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Number of attested instances in the analysed sample

Fig. 1. Distribution of lexical transformation types in the verified Chekhov sample [3]

Concretization and its mirror operation belong to the same toolbox, and Komissarov’s
definitions frame them sharply. Koukperusaiimus — gekcuKo-ceMaHTHUYECKA 3aMeHAa eTUHHUITHI
N, umeromreit Gosiee mmporoe 3HauveHue, emuuuieit 11 ¢ Oomee y3kum 3HadeHmeM.
l'emepanusamnus — JIeKCHKO-ceMaHTHUYecKkas: 3aMmeHa exmuauiiel WA, mmeromeir Gostee y3xoe
sHadenue, equHHUIeH 114 ¢ Gomee mupornM 3HaueHHEM. [4].

Cholpon’s blednolitsaya rendered as zahlillustrates the risk of a narrow choice, since G‘afurov
judges that the context would have been better served by og yuzli (pale-faced); the rare word
here narrows where it need not. A reverse motion appears when the verbal phrase of the
original is loosened into a freer Uzbek turn, as in the rendering of «Ou gymaer, kak Ha aTOM
cBeTe Bcé ObICTpO Aenaercal» by the lyrical «myrua 6eBado 6y nyré!» (how faithless this world
is). The shift moves from the concrete observation of speed to a generalized lament, and it
carries the poet’s voice into Chekhov’s prose.

A longer passage shows transformation working across a whole sentence rather than a single
word. The turner’s retrospection in the original is dense and bitter. 3a nbsgHCTBOM, IpaKaMu 1
HYKJI0M He YyBCTBOBAJIOCH :kM3HU. VM Kak HA3J10, crapyxa yMepJsa Kak pa3 B TO caMoe BpeMs,
KOT/Ia OH IT0YYBCTBOBAJI, UTO KAJIEET ee, sKUTh 0e3 Hee He MOJKeT, CTPAIIIHO BUHOBAT IIepel Hell. ..
Kuth GBI CHIBHOBA, — JyMaeT TOKaphb. [3].

Cholpon compresses the tragic verdict ne chuvstvovalos' zhizni (life was not felt) into the plain
and wholly Uzbek «MyXTosx/IMKIap MUUIa YMPHHUHT YTranu xam ommmamanm (amid hardships
even the passing of life went unnoticed), and he keeps the rhythm of the surrounding clauses.
G‘afurov names the operation in Cholpon’s own practice as a genuine conversion, turning the
source over rather than carrying it across, and he draws a fine line between the literal sense
of the Uzbek tarjima and the Russian perevod. The forty years of the couple’s life are likened
to a passing fog, an image the translator builds without departing from Chekhov’s meaning.
Where does the boundary lie between such recreation and a free retelling?
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Table 2. Sentence-level transformation and rare-lexeme substitutions

Russian source Cholpon’s Uzbek Operation
YMpPHUHT JTraHU XaM .
He YyBCTBOBAJIOCH KU3HU Sentence-level (conversion)
OMJIMHMAIHA
KaK Ha 9TOM CBeTe BCE OBICTPO . . .
myH4a 6eBado Oy myHé! Modulation / generalization
Ieaercst
TOKaph KApMadn Rare-word substitution
TOILMH apBak Rare-word substitution
OUYb WJIBAPCUH Rare-word substitution
BOCIIUTATEJIbHBIA JOM ryoaKxoHa Compression / calque
GrremHOIMIIAS 3ax1 Concretization (debatable)

Source: compiled from I. Gafurov (2014) [3].

Compensation, the recovery elsewhere of a meaning lost at one point, underlies the whole
method, and Komissarov defines it without ambiguity. Kommencaiiusa — cirocod mepesona, mpu
KOTOPOM 9JIEMEHTBHI CMBICJIa, yTpaueHHBble mmpu IepeBoge emuuuiel WA B opurumnase,
IepeanTcs B TEKCTE IePeBo/ia KaKUM-JIM00 JIPYTUM CPEICTBOM, IIPUYEM Heo0sI3aTeJIbHO B TOM
e caMOM MecTe TeKCTa, 4YTO U B opuruHae. [4].

Where Russian curses carry an idiomatic charge that no Uzbek equivalent matches one to one,
Cholpon recovers the missing colouring by inventing turns of phrase native to the peasant’s
mouth, so that «Hou ypcun arap!» compensates for the cultural weight of swearing by the cross.
The same logic explains the poet’s freedom with abstract nouns, which he keeps vivid where a
literal equivalent would have gone flat. G‘afurov ties the whole achievement to one condition,
that of a deep and capacious command of the language, and he ends his analysis on its
consequence for the very name of a translator. A#iTtonranmapuMusian xyJjaoca IyKH, IOKCaK Ba
TepaH THJI OOMJIUTHUra ora Oy IMaryHda Xed Kaiga MOXUP CAaHbaTKOpP TAPKUMOH aaud uyK. Tuix
Ooiyiurn OyJraHgarvHa TAPKAMAHWHT OHI' KHUUWH KaIpJId WIMA — TyO0 MATHHUHT yCJIy0
MaB:KJIAPUHU CAaHbATKOPOHA TaBIAIaHTHPHUO 6epMOKINK MyMKHH. [3].

Source lexical unit
(Russian original)

Does a standard Uzbek
dictionary equivalent preserve
the authorial effect?

Modulation Holistic substitution Rare / dialectal word
(neizvestnost’ — (komissiya - (tokar —»
chuchmallik) giyomat) qgirmachi)

Authorial style recreated in Uzbek

Fig. 2. Decision schema for Cholpon’s lexical choice, after G*‘afurov’s notion of context
demand and text truth [3]
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DISCUSSION

Read against the three classifications, the evidence points to a clear preference. Cholpon leans
on holistic transformation and rare-word substitution far more than on the safe operations of
concretization or direct equivalence, and the distribution in Fig. 1 makes that leaning visible
in the verified sample. The pattern fits the typological distance between the languages, for an
agglutinative Turkic system without gender or case prepositions offers few one-to-one matches
for Russian fusional forms and idiomatic curses, and it pushes the translator toward
recreation. It also fits the conditions of the 1930s, when bilingual lexicography barely existed
and a translator had to mint solutions, as G‘afurov stresses. The cost i1s uneven. Some
inventions, such as chuchmallik for neizvestnost’, proved too narrow in their semantic
colouring to enter the language, while others, such as the bread-oath for the Russian cross-
oath, struck a cultural register that has lasted.

The findings carry two cautions for any wider claim. The verified parallel material is confined
to the Chekhov stories, and no line from the Pushkin, Gogol, Gorky or Shakespeare
translations could be checked against an original in open sources, so the operations charted
here describe Cholpon’s Chekhov with confidence and his larger output only by inference. The
attribution record is itself unsettled, since one Russian-language source assigns the Uzbek
Dubrovsky to Maruf Hakim rather than to Cholpon, a conflict that a full study of the Pushkin
renderings must resolve from the printed editions, above all the three-volume Asarlar of 1999
and the four-volume edition of 2016. Until those texts are aligned line by line, the safest
grounding for a lexical account of Cholpon’s method remains the Chekhov material analysed
by I. G‘afurov, which the next stage of this work will extend to the Pushkin corpus.

CONCLUSION

Cholpon’s lexical practice in translating Russian classics is governed by the recreation of
authorial style rather than by word-for-word correspondence, and within the verified Chekhov
material it favours holistic transformation, modulation and substitution by rare or dialectal
Uzbek words, supported by concretization and compensation at points where the two language
systems diverge. The renderings of neizvestnost' as chuchmallik, of komissiya as gqiyvomat, and
of tokar as qirmachi show a translator drawing on the full Turkic lexical store to keep
Chekhov’s voice alive, sometimes at the price of words that the standard language never
absorbed. A complete account now requires the alignment of the Pushkin, Gogol and Gorky
translations against their originals, a task the printed editions of 1999 and 2016 make
possible.
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