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Abstract: The article examines the rendering of ritual and legal vocabulary from the wedding cycle of Abdulla
Qodiriy’s novel in two Russian translations. The objects of study are the concepts of vakolat, mahr and charlar,
together with two episodes in which a norm of Sharia surfaces in the speech of the characters. A substitution of
legal content by everyday content is established in the rendering of the bride’s delegation of authority; the
confusion of mahr with bride-price and dowry is analysed; the swelling of the text under descriptive translation
of ritual names is traced. The ratio between the length of the original and that of the translation is proposed as a
primary indicator of a failed technique. The analysis involves a word-by-word count of the length of original and
translation and checks every name against the explanatory dictionary and against the provisions of Sharia
governing the conclusion of marriage. The speech characterisation of the personages is taken into account in
assessing explanatory insertions placed inside direct speech. A link is shown between the loss of the legal core of
a concept and the weakening of the motivation of events in the novel.
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historical novel.

Introduction: The ritual language of the wedding cycle
combines a legal norm with an etiquette prescription,
so translating it into a foreign language requires
simultaneously maintaining both aspects. The problem
of this work lies in the persistent substitution of legal
content for everyday life, observed in Russian
translations of Uzbek prose. The working hypothesis is
formulated as follows. A descriptive translation applied
to the legal concept of Sharia results in textual bloat
and the loss of the legal core, whereas a combined
method preserves both. This relevance is reinforced by
the return of Sharia concepts to legal and everyday use
and the growing attention to the accuracy of their
translation. The wedding cycle of Abdullah Kadiri's
novel "Utgan Kunlar" was chosen as the material for
this study, along with two Russian translations, from
1958 and 2009. The choice of the wedding cycle is
explained by the density of the legal aspect of the ritual,
which surpasses other parts of the work.

LITERARY ANALYSIS

American Journal Of Philological Sciences

Rite combines legal norms, etiquette regulations, and
artistic functions, which is why the translation of ritual
vocabulary requires the simultaneous consideration of
three planes. VI. Rossels considered the recreation of
the original's national character to be a translator's
primary task [12], G. Salomov explored this issue using
Uzbek material [13], and Z.A. Kasymova devoted a
separate work to the Russian translation of the novel
"Days Gone By" [7, p. 67]. The categories of adequacy
and equivalence as evaluation tools have been
analyzed by L.G. Romanova [11, p. 219] and R.R.
Lukmanova from a semantic perspective [9], while their
general formulation is presented by V.V. Sdobnikov and
O.V. Petrova [14]. The wedding cycle of Abdullah
Kadiri's novel contains approximately two dozen ritual
terms, of which three were selected for analysis:
vakolat, mahr, and charlar, along with two episodes
where Sharia law is evident in the characters' lines. The
original and two Russian translations, from 1958 and
2009, serve as the comparison material. The selection
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was based on the legal connotation of the terms, as
ritual words with purely mundane connotations are
analyzed using techniques developed for material
realities.

METHODOLOGY

Three ritual terms were selected from the wedding
cycle: vakolat, mahr, and charlar, along with two
episodes where Sharia law is evident in the characters'
lines. The selection was based on their legal
connotation, as ritual words with purely mundane
connotations are analyzed using techniques developed
for material realities. Each term was verified against an
explanatory dictionary of the Uzbek language and
against Sharia law regulating marriage. The length of
the original and translation were calculated word by
word, vyielding a quantitative indicator of text
expansion. Russian equivalents were assessed for their
ability to capture the legal core of the concept. The
consistency of footnotes with the word being
interpreted and their placement relative to the first
occurrence  were also checked. The speech
characteristics of the characters were taken into
account when evaluating explanatory insertions
introduced into direct speech.

RESULTS

The chapter “Unexpected Happiness” opens with the
phrase «KymywbmbupgaH BakonaT oMW Xam Kyaa
KninmH 6ynam» [3]. Both translations offer a similar
rendering: «TpygaHO 6bl1O0 MNOAYYUTb OT HEBECTHI
cornacma Ha 6pak» [1, p. 70] and «MonyuuTb oOT
HEBECTbl MOJIOXKEHHOE COrnacvMe Ha HpaK OKasanocb
oyeHb TpyaHbIM aenom» [2, p. 64]. The divergence
from the original affects the legal substance of the
scene. What is meant here is the authority granted by
the bride to a male relative to represent her at the
marriage ceremony, since she herself cannot
participate in the ceremony directly. In accordance
with the prescriptions of Sharia, women remain behind
a curtain, while the mullah is required to hear the
bride’s voice confirming that she has authorized her
uncle to speak on her behalf. Without this verbal
confirmation, the marriage cannot be concluded. A
more precise rendering would therefore be «MNonyunTb
nonHomoume oOT Kymyw 6bl10 O4YeHb TPYyAHO».
Replacing “authority” with “consent” obscures both
the meaning of the girl’s persistent silence and the
mullah’s repeated insistence on asking the question.
Consent belongs to the sphere of emotion and personal
volition, whereas authority belongs to the legal sphere
and establishes representation; consequently,
substituting one for the other erases the juridical
mechanism underlying the marriage ritual.

The wording of the mullah’s question reveals the
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difference between the two approaches. The original
reads «Cuskum Kymywbmubm Mupsakapum Kusuy,
Y3UHIU3HU TOWKAHANMK, MmycynimoH OTabek KOcydbek
XOXM VFAura OafulLIaMOK BaKONATUHU aMaKUHIU3
Myxammagpaxmm WNynpouww yFaura
TonwupamHrnamm?» [3]. The 1958 translation replaces
the notion of legal authorization with that of a feeling:
«nopyunan nuv csoemy gage Myxammagy Paxumy,
cbiHy FOnaawa, nepeaaTb Bawwy At060Bb TAaLWKEHTCKOMY
®utento» [1, p. 70]. This rendering conflicts with the
nature of personal relationships in the depicted social
environment, where the girl’s intimate feelings remain
concealed from everyone. Spoken aloud in the
presence of her father and relatives, words expressing
love would have been offensive to both parties. In the
2009 translation, the awkwardness of this rendering
appears to have been recognized, and the notion of
feeling is replaced with that of the body: «nepegatb
BawWy Ni0Tb TalKEHTCKOMY MYCY/ibMaHUHY ATabeky»
[2]. This crudeness contradicts the national etiquette
that prescribes softening what is harsh, replacing the
coarse with the tender and the ugly with the beautiful.
Moreover, the reader of the translation is given a
misleading impression of the uncle’s role: he is
transformed into an intermediary responsible for
conveying either a feeling or a body, whereas the
original assigns him the role of an authorized
representative in the conclusion of the marriage
contract.

Descriptive translation remains the most common
technique in rendering ritual terminology; however, its
predominance disrupts the stylistic unity of the
original. K.I. Chukovsky regarded the expansion of
translated texts as a direct consequence of explanatory
paraphrase [16], while |.S. Alekseeva considered the
correlation between source and target text volumes to
be an indicator of translation strategy [4, p. 181]. The
sentence «MuruTnap KyaBHM Jomnanap Kaplmcuea
Kentypub TyxTaTKkaHgaH kennH OTabeKk Bakuau 6ynraH
3né  woxuum  6unaH  Kymyw  KM3  Bakuau
MyxaMmmagpaxMm  opanapuga  Maxp — macanacu
ounnaamp» [3, p. 58] contains twenty-one words. In the
1958 translation, it is rendered as two sentences
comprising twenty-nine words [1, p. 71], while the 2009
translation uses two sentences containing forty words
[2, p. 65]. The concept of «maxp» is broader than the
interpretation of it as property transferred by the
groom into the wife’s full ownership. Under Sharia,
mahr serves as a form of financial provision for the
woman in the event of the dissolution of the marriage;
its amount is determined by agreement between the
parties and may range from a symbolic sum to an entire
fortune [15]. Conflating mahr with bride price or dowry
erases the legal distinction among these three
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concepts, whereas Ya.l. Retzker cautioned against
substituting equivalents without verifying the scope
and semantic content of the concept [10].

The cultural realia «yapnap» posed a similar challenge
for the translators. The twenty-eight-word sentence in
the original [3] was expanded in the 1958 translation
into four sentences comprising sixty-four words [1, p.
162], with twenty-two words devoted to explaining a
single lexical item. Along with the explanation,
elements absent from the original—«HoBbIM» and
«TawkeHT»—were introduced into the text, as well as
an entire sentence about the qutidor, who had
allegedly left the wedding alone, thereby providing a
false motivation for Atabek’s depressed state. The 2009
translation reduced the passage to two sentences and
forty-eight words, eliminated the additional sentence,
and introduced the realia itself [2, p. 171]. However,
redundant wording remained, while the second
sentence was complicated by three adverbial participial
constructions and an introductory phrase, causing the
connection between the word «4apnap» and the
elements explaining it to become obscured. N.K.
Garbovsky regarded such a phenomenon as a violation
of the proportionality of translation units [6, p. 543].
The elaborate syntax makes it difficult to recognize the
passage as a description of a cultural realia, rendering
the effort to introduce it into the text largely
ineffective.

The footnote explaining the word «4apnap» in the 2009
translation was placed earlier, at the end of the
preceding chapter, in connection with the line spoken
by the kavak-divana [2, p. 171]. Repeating the
explanation within the following paragraph is
excessive, since the reader has already encountered
the word and associated it with the corresponding
footnote. It would have been sufficient to expand the
existing note by adding information about the
prevalence of the custom in Tashkent and its absence
in Margilan; this would also have eliminated the need
for the word «HoBbIi» in the main text. The
explanatory translation of the blessed man’s utterance
itself, however, conflicts with the character’s speech
profile. The original «Xa, xa, yapnapu aHau 6ynap
aMULW... Yapnapra 6op. KopaTermH» [3, p. 160] is
transformed into an extended explanation about a
feast held at the bride’s parents’ home to mark the
newlyweds’ first visit [1, p. 162]. Such coherent and
logically structured speech is uncharacteristic of the
blessed man, whereas transliteration accompanied by
an almost literal rendering of the utterance would have
preserved the speaker’s distinctive manner of
expression. Transferring the explanatory burden from
the character’s speech into a footnote would separate
two heterogeneous layers the artistic and the
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reference-oriented which, when conflated, impoverish
both. The blessed man’s speech persona is constructed
through fragmentary utterances, repetitions, and
abrupt transitions; eliminating these features deprives
the character of recognizability.

The legal norm also becomes apparent in evaluative
utterances. The Uzbek oyim, considering her son’s
treatment of Zaynab unacceptable, exclaims:
«MHcodems, aponatcmus!» [3, p. 211]. The 1958
translation renders this as «/la Kak e 3TO MOMHO?
CoBectu y Tebs HeT!» [1, p. 209], in which the reference
to injustice disappears and the categorical judgment is
transformed into a complaint. The mother proceeds
from the principle of equal rights of both wives, as
established by Sharia, which requires a husband to
treat each of his wives equally. Atabek’s reference to
his parents’ wishes does not invalidate Zaynab’s rights,
since prior to the marriage she had no relationship with
the Yusufbek-haji family. The 2009 translation renders
the utterance almost literally as «BeccoBecTHbIN,
HecnpaBeaamsbi!» [2]; however, the notion of
injustice is understood here in a universal, human
sense, whereas the speaker had a specific legal
meaning in mind. F. Kiyikboyev examined parent-child
relations in Uzbek prose as a nexus of normative
prescriptions [8]. An ethnocultural note explaining the
equal rights of wives would have supplied the missing
link, since the legal norm itself cannot be directly
inferred from the text of the novel.

DISCUSSION

The extratextual content of the utterance is particularly
extensive in the conversation between the
matchmakers overheard by Atabek. From the brief
exchange «Tyii 6unaH HUKOXHWU By KyHra KUNFaHUMMK3
axwu 6ynan» and the interlocutor’s ensuing objection
[3], the reader of the original text derives six pieces of
information, ranging from the identities of the speakers
to the reason for one of them being dissatisfied. The
key to interpreting the exchange is knowledge of the
custom according to which a wedding for a woman
marrying for the second time was conducted more
modestly, while the qutidor, offended by his daughter’s
first marriage, sought to preserve his own social
standing. The 1958 translation divided the two
utterances into five sentences, as a result of which the
words of the hot-tempered man, who is mentally
continuing the argument, were transformed into the
grumbling of a dissatisfied person [1, p. 223]. The 2009
translation was limited to replacing individual words
[2]. Yu.V. Vannikov associated such losses with a
substitution of the type of equivalence [5], while A.D.
Schweitzer classified them within the pragmatic
dimension of translation [17, p. 216]. When an
utterance consisting of two units is divided into five
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sentences, its intonational and syntactic structure is
disrupted, and with it the nuance required by the
speaker for self-expression is lost. The quantitative
discrepancy between the length of the original and that
of the translation serves as the first warning signal,
whereas the final assessment of the translation
technique must be based on the extent to which the
legal and etiquette-related content has been
preserved.
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