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Abstract

The research is dedicated to the problem of translating artlangs as a means of the alternative worldview
embodiment. The object of research is twofold: the worldview in its linguistic manifestation and artlangs —
artistic languages created within literary discourse mainly for expressive purposes. The aim of the research is
equally dual: to determine what (kind of) worldview is reflected in artlangs and how it can be reproduced in
translation. Our first hypothesis outlines three instances of worldview clashes connected with the perception,
interpretation and translation of a piece of fiction depicting an alternative reality via an artlang. The first occurs
when the reader decodes the text and recreates in their mind the author’s artistic worldview, because the
resulting ‘picture’ is never identical to the original one due to the uniqueness of information processing. The
second occurs in translation, because the image of an alternative world in the translator’s mind is indeed the
projection of that of the author, but formed under the influence of their own (target) worldview and incarnated
through the available target linguistic resources. The third occurs when the target reader retrieves the
information from the target text and once again forms their own view of the alternative reality. According to
our second hypothesis, artlangs’ principal translatability is determined by their inextricable ties with natural
donor language(s), though their reproduction is a highly demanding creative act whose outcome depends on a
number of concomitant circumstances. Here belong: the relation between an artlang’s donor language(s) and
a piece of fiction’s source language; the relation between a piece of fiction’s source language and its target
language; and, finally, the method of artlang’s manufacturing.

Key words: alternative reality, artlang, clash, translatability, worldview.

1. Introduction
Modern concept of the worldview stems from Humboldt’s idea of Weltansicht, according to which

speakers of different languages form their particular worldviews under the influence of the
inherent specific structure of their language, but simultaneously cultivate this language by
leaving their own personal impressions upon it (Stria, 2018, p. 216).

© *Rebrii Oleksandr (corresponding author), Bondarenko levgeniia, Rebrii Inna, 2022


http://sites.google.com/site/cognitiondiscourse/home
mailto:rebrii1967@gmail.com
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-4912-7489
mailto:ievgeniia.bondarenko.2014@gmail.com
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-0654-1791
mailto:inna.rebrij@gmail.com
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-1008-0142

ISSN 2218-2926 Cognition, communication, discourse, 2022, # 24 69

Despite its more than 200-year old history and all the disputes and controversies it stirred among
several generations of researchers, this idea still retains its validity. Quite obviously, speaking about
the worldview in its linguistic embodiment, researchers usually keep in mind natural languages, while
the specifics of both drawing and reflecting reality (either tangible or imaginary) by construed ones
has largely remained out of scholarly field of interest. Consequently, our attention is equally focused
on two research objects: the worldview (or, to be more specific, its linguistic manifestation) and
artlangs (‘artistic’ languages created within literary discourse mainly for expressive purposes). Our
aim is similarly dual: firstly, to determine what (kind of) worldview is reflected in artlangs (taken in
a broad sense as cognitive, linguistic, stylistic and artistic phenomena) and how (if at all) it can be
reincarnated in translation.

2. Method
We would like to begin our first terminological overview with the notion of the conceptual worldview
that appeared as the result of terminological search for an umbrella structure that would unite under
it various forms of mental representations in human consciousness. Correspondingly, the conceptual
worldview is defined as “a global, holistic and dynamic system of information about the world
processed and possessed by an individual and/or society which he or she is a member of” (Martyniuk,
2012, p. 53). The relations between the conceptual and linguistic views of the world are pretty obvious
and may be described as hyper-hyponymic, meaning that the linguistic worldview is that “part of the
conceptual one, which got objectified in linguistic forms and thus belongs to the sphere of the
conscious” (ibid.). Another definition of the linguistic worldview describes it from a somewhat
different angle as “a language-entrenched interpretation of reality, which can be expressed in the form
of judgments about the world, people, things or events” (Bartminski, 2012, p. 23). Thus, the linguistic
worldview is “the result of subjective perception and conceptualization of reality performed by the
speakers of a given language”, which is “clearly subjective and anthropocentric but also
intersubjective (social)” (ibid.). Paradoxically, but being opposed as “objective” and “subjective”,
both interpretations of the linguistic worldview nevertheless emphasize its ethnocentric character,
which basically brings us back to Humboldt’s another idea, that of Volksgeist (‘spirit of the nation”),
following which the complete and correct reproduction of the worldview in translation is called into
question.

Now, we proceed to our second terminological overview in an attempt to uncover both cognitive
and linguistic essence of artlangs. All artificial languages (also, conlangs—construed languages)
present an extensive and varied group of phenomena, consciously and consistently devised by people
(in many cases by one particular person) with two main purposes: (1) to serve as a universal means
of communication for people all over the world; and (2) to serve as a means of communication for
the characters in fiction (usually, a book or a film). In the former case, artificial languages are called
auxlangs (auxiliary languages), and in the latter—artlangs. In his famous essay “A secret vice”, one
of the most prominent artlang-makers of all times and nations John Ronald ReuelTolkien reveals the
aesthetic nature of artistic languages:

An art for which life is not long enough, indeed: the construction of imaginary languages in
full or outline for amusement, for the pleasure of the constructor or even conceivably of any
critic that might occur (1983, p. 202).

Though, on entering the pages of a literary work, an artlang, this “inessential and accidental product
of circumstances” (ibid.) undergoes a truly mysterious transformation into the major (idio)stylistic
and plot-building element, whose main function is to add plausibility to an alternative world created
by the author’s imagination. Here again, we turn for support to Tolkien, who claims that “for perfect
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construction of an art-language it is found necessary to construct at least in outline a mythology
concomitant” (ibid., p. 210), because

the making of language and mythology are related functions; to give your language an
individual flavor, it must have woven into it the threads of an individual mythology, individual
while working within the scheme of natural human mythopoeia (ibid.).

If we substitute Tolkien’s ‘individual mythology’ for ‘the view of an alternative world” we will
conclude that artlangs serve as the main means of its incarnation.

But how alternative is this world, or to be more precise, its image drawn by the writer? In case
of artlangs, an inversely proportional relationship can be proposed: the less an artlang reminds any of
natural languages, the farther an alternative imaginary world is from reality. This hypothesis can be
accepted with regard to at least two relevant factors. The first is the inability of a human being to
invent anything absolutely new: every novelty is merely a new combination of old elements. The rule
applies to the sphere of language as well. In this connection, Tolkien insists that all new words are
“made not created” as “there is in historic language, traditional or artificial, no pure creation in the
void” (ibid., p. 204).

The second factor to be taken into consideration in regard to artlangs’ role in forming and
transmitting a specific view of the alternative world drawn by the author’s imagination, is the method
of their construction. To clarify this issue we will turn to the classification developed within
Interlinguistics, a philological discipline that investigates auxiliary languages. According to its
classification, all the artlangs fall into three main types: (1) a posteriori ones; (2) a priori ones: and
(3) mixed ones. The division is based upon the relations between artlangs and natural languages.
A posteriori artlangs consist of units composed on the basis of elements taken from (a) natural
language(s), in this case referred to as ‘(a) donor language(s)’. A priori artlangs consist of units that
bear no resemblance to any elements of (a) natural language(s). Mixed artlangs combine units of both
above types. It is necessary to add that this differentiation is to some extent nominal because, as we
highlighted earlier, no artificial language is absolutely free from the influence of (a) natural
language(s), but if a posteriori artlangs typically borrow ‘natural’ elements on the morphemic and/or
lexical level(s), a priori ones only employ phonological and graphological resources of their donor(s).

Thus, artlangs as linguistic manifestations of alternative worldviews always bear some traits of
linguistic worldviews of their donor languages. While creating an artlang, the author departs from the
linguistic worldview of the donor language(s) and simultaneously draws a picture of an alternative
world. Since it all happens within literary discourse, we characterize this alternative worldview as
‘artistic’ as well. As the reader (the reader per se, regardless, native or foreign) decodes the book they
recreate the author’s worldview, though the resulting ‘picture’ is never identical to the original one
due to the uniqueness of his/her own perception and interpretation of both linguistic and
extralinguistic information within it. This situation can be characterized as the first instance of
clashing worldviews.

But what happens with artlangs in translation and how translatable are they in principle?
Typically, the translator would be the representative of a target culture, the native speaker of a target
language and the bearer of the target conceptual and linguistic worldviews, which means that both
these worldviews are somewhat alien to those of the author who comes from a source culture and
speaks a source language. As a result, when the translator re-creates the original piece of fiction
composed by the author, the image of an alternative world being formed in his/her mind is indeed the
projection of that of the author but made under the influence of his/her own — target — conceptual and
linguistic worldviews. And this is the second instance of clashing worldviews.

The result of clashing worldviews is then manifested in target linguistic means,
selecting/manufacturing which the translator bears in mind not only a certain mental formation, but
also the available resources of the target language (or, in other words, typological relations between
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the source and target languages). At the next stage, the target reader decodes the target variant of the
text and forms their own—and once again slightly different from that of the translator’s—view of the
alternative reality, which is the third—and final—instance of clashing worldviews.

Proceeding from the above considerations, we may preliminarily conclude that the artistic view
of an alternative world can be more or less successfully reincarnated in translation though inevitably
with some alterations described in terms of (the three instances of) worldview clashes. And now let
us switch to the issue of artlangs translatability.

We assume that artlangs as the main linguistic incarnations of the alternative worldview can be
reproduced in translation as successfully as this worldview itself. But if we take artlangs for what
they are in regard to their linguistic rather than cognitive essence, namely, intricate stylistic devices,
we can see that they fall under a very broad category of translation difficulties, whose successful
reproduction is principally possible though dependent heavily on the translator’s skillfulness and
creativity.

3. Results and discussion
In this section of the paper, we aim at demonstrating some technical aspects of translating artlangs of
both a posteriori and a priori types on the example of Newspeak from George Orwell’s “1984” and
Old Solar language Hlab-Eribol-ef-Cordi from Clive Staples Lewis’s “Space Trilogy”. First of all,
we will try to determine whether artlangs should be translated at all taking into account the fact that
they are presumably as alien to the source reader as to the target one. The answer depends on the
following concomitant circumstances. The first is the relation between an artlang’s donor language(s)
and a piece of fiction’s source language; the second is the relation between a piece of fiction’s source
language and its target language; and, finally, the third is the method of an artlang’s formation.

Orwell’s Newspeak is known as the attempt to model the language of the future on the basis of
the modern English language by exploiting some real tendencies of its development. For example,
the author extends to the maximum the idea of linguistic regularity by abolishing irregular past forms
of a verb, irregular plural forms of a noun or irregular comparative/superlative forms of an adjective.
Another tendency—towards all kinds of shortenings—is borrowed from the languages of totalitarian
regimes of the period, Soviet and German Fascist. By mixing real and surreal, Orwell designs a truly
dystopian language to illustrate the grim reality of the future. The donor of Newspeak is English and
when the book is translated into another natural language Newspeak is supposed to be translated as
well, otherwise Orwell’s ideas and principles underlying his artlang will remain lost for the target
reader and Orwell’s view of the future (alternative) world will be distorted irreparably. At the same
time, a posteriori structure of Newspeak and word-formation methods employed by the author allow
the translator to decode the meanings of the lexemes and to find (more or less successfully) proper
means to coin their target equivalents. It’s also important to preserve all the linguistic tendencies
outlined by Orwell; otherwise this important element of the artlang’s worldview will be missing. For
comparative analysis, we have three translations. The first, by Viktor Shovkun, was published by
“Vydavnytstvo Zhupanskoho” in 2015; the second, by Vitaliy Danmer was presented on the Internet-
portal “Hurtom” as an amateur translation project in 2013; and the third was made by the authors of
this publication as part of their research (that is why we limited our translation to the “Principles of
Newspeak™ alone). Let us consider the following sentence:

(1) Consider, for example, such a typical sentence from a Times leading article as Oldthinkers
unbellyfeel Ingsoc. The shortest rendering that one could make of this in Oldspeak would be:
“Those whose ideas were formed before the Revolution cannot have a full emotional
understanding of the principles of English Socialism.” But this is not an adequate translation
(Orwell, 1987, p. 250).
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It is one of the few examples of the actual sentence written in Newspeak. Besides, the author
supplements it with what we, following Roman Jakobson’s terminology, may call an “intralingual
translation” (Jakobson, 2000, p. 114). Translation by Viktor Shovkun:

(2) Posensinomo, nanpukiao, make munose peuenns 3 Taumcy, sk as Oldthinkers unbellyfeel
Ingsoc. Haiikopomwium nepexiaoom yvoco peuenns Cmapomosoro 6yoe: «Ti, uui idei
chopmysanucs 0o Pesonoyii, necnpomodichi emoyitino onanysamu npunyunu Aneniticbko2o
Coyianizmy». Ane ye ne 306cim mounuii nepexaad (Orvell 2015, c. 286).

As one can see, contrary to our assumption about the necessity to translate artlangs, Shovkun leaves
the Newspeak elements intact inside the Ukrainian context. By rendering Orwell’s intralinguistic
translation, he gives the target reader more or less coherent idea of the original phrase meaning, but
deprives him/her of the original flavor of the artlang’s dehumanized unnaturalness. The fairness of
our claim is indirectly confirmed by Orwell, who points out that any possible translation of a
Newspeak phrase into standard English is far from being ‘adequate’. That is because it loses its
Volksgeist, we may add from ourselves. Translation by Vitaliy Danmer:

(3) Posensinemo, nanpuxiad, make munose peuenHs 3 nepedosoi cmammi “Yaconucy” sk
CTAPOAYMII HE2KHBOYYIOTH IHI'COI]. Haiikopomuwum 8apiaumom nepekiaoy aKuil
xmocw mie 6u 3pobumu 3 yvoeo Ha Cmapocypoic modxce oymu: “Ti uui nepexonanus Oynu
cghopmosani 0o danoi Pesonioyii He 6 3M03i Mamu NOBHO20 eMOYIUHO20 PO3YMIHHA OAHUX
npunyunie Amneniticokoeo Coyianizmy”. Ane ye ne € y docmamuiti mipi npasuivnu (Orvell
WWW).

Danmer pursues the opposite strategy. He recreates the original units by employing the same word-
formation methods as Orwell did: ‘Oldthinkers’ = ‘old’ + ‘thinkers’ — ‘crapogymii’ = ‘ctapo’ (short
from ‘crapi’) + ‘mymui’ (‘mymens’ = ‘Toil, XT0 aymae’); ‘unbellyfeel’ = ‘un’ + ‘belly’ + ‘feel’ —
‘HeXHMBOYYIOTH = ‘He’ + “kuB0’ (from “xuBmit’ instead of “xwuBir’) + ‘uyrors’ (Synonym to
‘BimuyBatoTp’); ‘Ingsoc’ = ‘Ing’ (short and modified from °‘English’) + ‘soc’ (short from
‘socialism’) — ‘Iarcor’ = ‘Iar’ (short from ‘Iarmimr’, transcribed ‘English’) + ‘cor (short from
‘comianizam’). Some of the translator’s decisions seem rather controversial. For example, when he
substitutes “xuBiT’ (‘belly’) for “xuBwmii’| (‘alive’) and ‘BiguyBatu’ (‘feel’) for ‘uyru’ (‘hear’); or
when he uses transliterated ‘inrmim’ instead of authentic ‘anrmiticekuii’. We can only assume that at
least some of these decisions were dictated by euphonic considerations. Otherwise, Danmer’s strategy
works well enough to let the target reader feel the artlang’s artificiality and complexity on the verge
of bureaucracy. This approach helps minimize the distortion of the artistic worldview drawn by
Orwell in his dystopian novel.

The third translation was made by the authors of this publication as part of their research project
on artlangs’ translation:

(4) IHoousimvcs, nanpuxiad, na munoee peuenns 3 nepedosuyi Tatmc: «Cmapooymuuku
Henympouytoms Anzcouy. Kopomko nepedamu tioeo smicm Cmapomogor modxicHa 6yno 6
maxum uyunom: “Ti, uui noensaou cgopmyeanucsi 00 pesontoyii, He MONCYmMb 8CiM cepyem
3posymimu npunyunu Anenivicokoco Coyianizmy”. Ilpome maxuii nepexnao ne € nognum (OWN
translation).

It was made before Danmer’s version of “1984” was uploaded for public use. In general, our strategy
IS similar to that in the previous example: ‘Oldthinkers’ = ‘old’ + ‘thinkers’ — ‘crapogymuuku’ =
‘crapo’ (short from ‘crapi’) + ‘aymuukn’ (‘mymHUK’ = ‘ToH, XTO Aymae’); ‘unbellyfeel’ = ‘un’ +
‘belly’ + ‘feel’ — ‘HeHyTpouyloTh’ = ‘He’ + ‘HyTpO’ + ‘uytoTh’ (instead of ‘BimuyBatoTh’); ‘Ingsoc’ =
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‘Ing’ (short and modified from ‘English’) + ‘soc’ (short from ‘socialism”) — ‘Aurcon’ = ‘Anr’ (short
from ‘anrmiticekuii’) + ‘cor’ (short from ‘corianizm’).

The similarity between the resulting target fragments can be explained by the same method of
translation (namely, loan translation, or calque) and limited number of possible Ukrainian options for
most words or their component morphemes, like ‘English’, ‘socialist’, ‘old’, etc. At the same time,
our translation seems to avoid some of Danmer’s controversies, in particular those connected with
translating ‘belly’ (we offered variant ‘myrpo’ bearing in mind Ukrainian expression ‘gytu /
BiguyBaT HyTpoM® — ‘to feel something intuitively, subconsciously’, which in our eyes is very close
to what Orwell describes as “a full emotional understanding” (1987, p. 250) and ‘Ing’ (we believe
that to those unfamiliar with the peculiarities of English pronunciation option ‘anr’ is undoubtfully
more preferable than ‘inr’.

The above analysis confirms not only the principal translatability of an a posteriori artlang, but
also the relevant possibility of rendering the concomitant worldview infused into it by the author of
the source text. We can also see quite clearly the inevitable alterations in the artistic worldview
resulting from both the translator’s interpretation (the first instance of clashing worldviews) and the
switch to another natural donor language and its cultural environment (the second instance of clashing
worldviews).

Now let us explore similarly the translation of an a priori artlang, which in our case is Old Solar
language Hlab-Eribol-ef-Cordi from Lewis’s “Space Trilogy”. Unlike Newspeak, it only borrows
from its donor, presumably English or Latin, phonemes and their graphic representations — letters. It
makes Old Solar’s words undecipherable both morphemically and (in most cases) contextually. It
also means that the author’s commentaries are to be added for the reader to be able to understand
them. The situation with translating a priori artlangs brings to mind language Jungle imagined by
American philosopher Willard Quine to illustrate his principle of indeterminacy of translation (Quine,
2013). Quine considers a situation when translation is made from a language whose bearers do not
speak any other languages and which is so far unknown to bearers of other languages and is not related
to any other known languages. Quine describes such translation as ‘radical’ and presupposes that all
possible interpretations of Jungle utterances made by the translator are inevitably arbitrary and thus
may differ from interpretations by other translators. In fact, the hero of Lewis’s novel finds himself
in an analogous position trying to decipher the speech of aliens basing on his observations and
resulting outcome.

Lewis uses Latin alphabet for transcribing the words of his artlang. It means that these words
can be transposed without any visible change into any language that also uses Latin alphabet (even
with modifications). At the same time, for translations into languages with different alphabetic
systems (which is the case with the Ukrainian language) some other strategy should be followed.
Since Old Solar’s words have no morphemic division, they can be either transliterated or transcribed.
For the languages, where spelling is close to pronunciation, this differentiation is irrelevant, but for
the English-based a priori artlang this issue gains importance. Actually, the choice here lies with the
interpreter, but if they opt for reproducing the phonetic side of the artlang rather than the graphic one,
they should have a rather clear idea of what it is like. In our case, we have some useful insights from
the author himself: “When asked about names he created in his Space Trilogy, such as Glund (Jupiter)
and Viritrilbia (Mercury), Lewis replied that they were not connected to any actual language. He
explained, ‘I am always playing with syllables and fitting them together (purely by ear) to see if [ can
hatch up new words that please me. | want them to have an emotional, not intellectual,
suggestiveness’” (Downing, 2005, p. 137).

If the author was composing Old Solar’s words “purely by ear”, we may conclude that their
pronouncing was more important for him than spelling and, consequently, the interpreter should be
more oriented towards transcription as the main method of translation if they aspire to cause as little
damage to the view of the fantastic world portrayed by Lewis. Here appears another question: How
are the artlang’s words actually pronounced? Hypothetically, three answers are possible: (1) following
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pronunciation rules of the English language; (2) following the Latin rule ‘one letter — one sound’;
(3) following specific rules as invented by the author and inherent to this artlang alone.

The book does not mention any specific phonological rules of Old Solar, we do not find them
in any paratexts (Lewis’s letters, interviews, memoirs, etc.) either, thus the interpreter should choose
between the first two options. Meanwhile, we could assume that since Elwin Ransom, who
‘discovered’ Old Solar was a philologist, a studier of languages, he would not follow English spelling
conventions, but would, instead, assign one Latin letter to each sound. This assumption sounds quite
plausible as the author’s rejection from English rules of reading allows him to alienate Old Solar from
its natural donor.

In fact, in regard to English — Ukrainian translation due to phonological differences and
euphonic considerations it is virtually impossible to follow transliteration or transcription strictly, that
IS why in many cases we have a mixture of both. This observation is proved by some examples from
Lewis’s novel “Out of the Silent Planet” (in the Ukrainian translation by Andriy Masliukh “3a mexi
MOBYAa3HOI IJIAHETH ).

In example (6), the translator clearly gives preference to transliteration:

(5) You have done very well, Hnoo, said Oyarsa. Stand away that | may see it, for now | will speak
to it (Lewis www).

(6) — Bu e6ce 3pobunu dyxuce dobpe, I'noo, — mosus Ospca. — A menep 6iditidimb, wob s 1020
nobauus. Meni mpeba 3 num nocosopumu (Liuis, 2010, p. 135).

According to the rules of English reading, word combination ‘00’ should be pronounced as [u:]; then
transcribed variant of translation would be ‘I'ny’ instead of ‘I'Hoo’. But if we accept the ‘one letter —
one sound’ principle presupposed above, it turns out that transliteration here coincides with
transcription. In the following example, our attention is drawn to another combination of vowels—

5 bl

au’:

(7)  No hnau can match them in making and shaping things as none can match us in singing (Lewis
WWW).

(8) Hixmo 3 znay He 3piBHAEMbCS 3 HUMU Y BUSOMOBIICHHI BCIIAKOL BCAUUHU, SIK, NPUMIPOM, HIXMO
He 3piensemwocs 3 Hamu y cnisi (Liuis, 2010, p. 76).

Once again, Masliukh transliterates the source lexeme; in case of transcribing it according to the rules
of English reading, the Ukrainian variant would be ‘rao’. According to our earlier assumption, in this
case the combination of vowels should be pronounced as two separate sounds, and that is exactly the
way it is reproduced by the translator in Cyrillic.

Next, we have another example that breaks the established pattern:

(9) Up this he must go, and somewhere beyond the tops of the mountains he would come to the
tower of Augray. Augray would help him. He could cut weed for his food before he left the
forest and came into the rock country (Lewis www).

(10) Hiero oopocoro mpeba nionimamucs 820py, i 6xce 0ecb mam, 3a 6ePUUHAMU 2Ip, 6iH NObA4UmMb
geacy Orpea. Orpeii tiomy donomoosce. Ileped mum, Ak 3anuwumuy aic i NOOAMUCs 8 20pu,
sapmo s3anacmucs icmisnoro mpasoro (Liuis, 2010, p. 123).

As one can see, reproducing the character’s name the translator transcribes the initial combination of
vowels instead of transliterating it (which would be in Ukrainian ‘ay’—‘Ayrpeii’) like he did in the
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previous cases. It is hard to guess what motivated this decision, but obviously neither systemic
(‘Ayrpeii’ is as pronounceable as ‘Orpeii’) nor euphonic (neither variant provokes any unpleasant
phonetic associations with Ukrainian readers) considerations. What this fact demonstrates is that
translators do not always follow strictly certain patterns or strategies in their work which fact falls
under the concept of the legendary ‘human factor’. In situations broadly described as ‘translation
difficulties’, translators often sketch up several possible variants, which they test contextually before
giving preference to one particular variant (which again can be changed more than once at the later
stages of translation and editing processes). Final option is often made intuitively when the translator
themselves cannot explain their motivation coherently.

Take, for instance, the situation with consonant ‘I’. In the Ukrainian translation, Masliukh does
not palatalize it contrary to the Russian translation by Sergey Koshelev, Maria Mushinskaya and Anna
Kazanskaya (that we use occasionally for comparative analysis). Compare:

(11) The island is all full of eldila, said the hross in a hushed voice (Lewis www).
— Ha ocmposgi cuna-cunenna enoinig, — mosus epoc npuenywenum 2orocom (Liuis, 2010,

p. 112).
(12) — Ha ocmpose mHodcecmeo nbounos, — wenomom npousrec xpoce (Liuys www).

Palatalization of ‘1’ in the Russian translation is expressed with the help of the soft sign while in the
Ukrainian translation it is absent. The same pattern is observed in the majority of cases, but then we
come across the following nonce formation:

(13) It became plain that Maleldil was a spirit without body, parts or passions. — He is not a hnau,
said the hrossa. — What is hnau? asked Ransom. — You are hnau. | am hnau. The seroni are
hnau. The pfifltriggi are hnau (Lewis www).

(14) Hesooszi cmano 3posymino, wo Manendin — ye HenoOilbhull, Oe3NIOMHUL Ma
besnpucmpacnuil 0yx. — Bin — ne ecnay, — noscnunu epocu. — Lo maxe enay? — 3anumas
Pencom. — Tu — enay. A — enay. Ceponi — enay. Ighigpnempiru — enay (Liuis, 2010, p. 76).

(15) Own ysacuun, umo Manenvoun — nedenumviii OyX, tuuieHnwli mena u cmpacmeil. — On — ne XHay, —
0bvsicuuau xpoceol. — Ymo makoe xnay? — cnpocun Pancom. — Tol — xuay. A — xnay. Ceponu —
xuay. Ilpugpnompuzzu — xnay (Liuys www).

The word ‘pfifltriggi’ denoting one of the space races is extremely uncomfortable for pronouncing in
English, as well as in Ukrainian due to the atypical for these languages accumulation of consonants.
Meanwhile ‘n’ is predictably palatalized in the Russian translation and—quite unpredictably—in the
Ukrainian one, which we treat as yet another case of pattern-breaking.

In general, we believe that the role of a priori artlangs in objectifying the view of an alternative
world is less important than that of a posteriori ones. It can be explained by that simple fact that
manufactured (i.e. composed of phonemes rather than morphemes) words are devoid of inner form,
which, reconsidering Alexander Potebnia’s legacy, can be defined as a certain idea / feature /
characteristic underlying the concept that has been retained in the word (Potebnia, 1913). In a broader
sense, the inner form of a word is understood as a semantic and structural correlation of morphemes
within a word with other morphemes of that particular language. In other words, inner form of a word
is that quite ephemeral substance that inextricably ties each a posteriori artlang to its donor(s) and
eventually determines its inner form as a language in general.

As opposed to morpheme-based words from a posteriori artlangs, the meanings of a priori
artlangs’ words are decoded in their contextual descriptions, thus they sort of remain outside these



76 ISSN 2218-2926 Cognition, communication, discourse, 2022, # 24

words and in this form can be transferred into the target text with minimal losses and, correspondingly,
with minimal distortion of the artistic view of an alternative world. On the other hand, this artistic
worldview remains maximally vague in both original and translation, unavailable for the reader’s
intentional perception due to the absence of any clear reference between their constituents’ form and
meaning (i.e. the absence of their inner form).

4. Conclusions
The research provides for some tentative conclusions that obviously should be further validated by
more comprehensive investigations into the problem of reproducing different types of the worldview
(linguistic, artistic, etc.) in translation. The problem was considered on the material of artlangs as the
most demonstrative linguistic element of the alternative world’s artistic view. The research exposed
three instances of worldview clashes connected with the perception, interpretation and translation of
a piece of fiction depicting an alternative reality. The first refers to any situation when the reader (no
matter, source or target) decodes the book and recreates in his/her mind the author’s artistic
worldview, because the resulting ‘picture’ is never identical to the original one due to the uniqueness
of human processing both linguistic and extralinguistic information. The other two instances refer to
the situation of translation itself. The second instance of clashing worldviews takes place when the
translator reads the original piece of fiction composed by the author, because the image of an
alternative world being formed in his/her mind is indeed the projection of that of the author but made
under the influence of his/her own — target — conceptual and linguistic worldviews. Finally, the third
instance of clashing worldviews takes place when the target reader retrieves information from the
translated variant of the text and forms his/her own—and once again slightly different from that of
the translator—view of the alternative reality.

Artlangs’ principal translatability is determined by their inextricable ties with their natural
donor language(s), though in practice of literary translation their reproduction is a highly demanding
creative act whose outcome depends on such concomitant circumstances as. Here we distinguish the
following: the relation between an artlang’s donor language(s) and a piece of fiction’s source
language; the relation between a piece of fiction’s source language and its target language; and,
finally, the method of an artlang’s manufacturing.
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AHoTanis

JlocTiDkeHHST TIPUCBAYEHO Mpo0IieMi MmepeKiiaay apTIaHTiB K 3aco0y BTIJICHHS KapTHHU aJbTEPHATUBHOTO
cBiTy. O0’€KT TOCIi/IPKSHHS MOJIBIHHWIA: KapTHHA CBITYy Y il MOBHOMY BHMIpi Ta apTJIaHTU — XYJ0KHI MOBH,
II0 CTBOPIOIOTBCS B MEXKax XyJ0)KHBOTO TUCKYPCY HEPEBAKHO 3 EKCIPECHBHOIO METOI0. MeTa J0CiiKEeHHS
€ TaKk caMO NOJABIHHOIO: BH3HAYMTH, SKa CaMe KapTHHA CBITYy BiIOMBA€ThCS B apTiaHry 1 sK il MOXHA
BIITBOPUTH B Tepekia/li. Hama nepiia rinote3a OKpecitoe TpU NPOsIBH 3iTKHEHb KApTHH CBITY, OB’ sI3aHAX
3 OCOOJNMBOCTSIMHU CHPUHHATTS, IHTEpIpeTalii Ta BJIACHE NEpeKNIaay XyA0KHBOTO TBOpPY, B SKOMY 32
JOTIOMOTOI0  apTJIaHTy 3MalbOBAaHO ajbTEPHATUBHY peanbHicTh. [lepmmii BinOyBaeThCs, KOJNM YHTad
PO3KOJIOBYE TEKCT Ta BiATBOPIOE Y CBIJOMOCTI XYJIOXKHIO KaPTHHY CBITY aBTOpa, aji’ke Toi 00pa3, o B HHOTO
BUHHKAE, HIKOJHM HE JOPIBHIOE TIEPBUHHOMY 3aBJISKH YHIKaJbHOCTI Tporiecy o0poOku iHpopmarii. Apyruii
MposIB Ma€ Micle B Mpoleci Iepeknany, amke o0pa3 aJbTepHATUBHOIO CBITY y CBIJJOMOCTI Mepekiazava
MIEBHOIO MIpPOI0 € MPOEKIIE€I0 aBTOPCHKOTo, ane (hOPMYEThCS TiJ BIUIMBOM HOTO BIACHOTO (ILTHOBOTO)
CBITOOAQUEHHS Ta AaKTYaNi3yeThCS 3a PaxXyHOK HASBHHUX PECYpCiB IUTbOBOT MOBH. TpeTii BHIAmOK
CIIOCTEPITra€eThesl, KOJIM LiJbOBUIM YMTad BUIIy4dae iH(OpMalilo 3 APYroTBOPY i 3HOBY (OopMye CBOI BiacHe
VSBIIEHHSI PO 300pakeHy ajbTEPHATUBHY PealbHICTh. BilnmoBigHO 10 HaIIO! APYroi rinmores3u, MpUHLIUIOBA
MEepEeKIIaHICTh apTIaHTiB BU3HAYAETHCS HEPO3PUBHUMH 3B’S3KaMH 3 TIPHPOTHIMH MOBAaMH-JIOHOPAMHU, X04a
XHE BIITBOPEHHS € HAJI3BUYAHO CKIIQJIHUM TBOPUYHM IPOIECOM, PE3YIIHTAT SIKOTO 3yMOBIIOETHCS JIIEF0 HA3KH
CYNYTHiX 00CTaBHH, TaKUX SIK: BITHOCHHU MK MOBOIO-ZIOHOPOM Ta MOBOIO, SIKOO HalTUCAHUH TBIp; BiTHOCUHU
MIiK BUXIJHOIO Ta IIJIEOBOIO MOBAMH TBOPY; CITOCIO CTBOPEHHS apTIaHTy.

KarouoBi ciioBa: anbTepHaTHBHA pealibHICTh, apPTIIaHT, 3ITKHEHHS, KAPTHHA CBITY, IEPEKIIaHICTh.
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