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Abstract

The aim of this bachelor paper is to compare two Czech translations of Rudyard
Kipling’s Just So Stories. The first translation was published in 1958 by Zden&k Hobzik
and the second one provided by Jaroslav Vancura is from the year 1978. In the
theoretical part of this paper, work of Rudyard Kipling is examined, followed by
defining children’s litrature, and finally a process of translation is explained. The
practical part consists of comparing two Czech translations of Just So Stories. Specific
examples are provided for this analysis. In the final part, results of the analysis are

presented.
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Abstrakt

Cilem této bakalatské prace je porovnani dvou ¢eskych prekladt Just So Stories. Prvni
pieklad pochazi z roku 1958 a jeho autorem je Zdenck Hobzik. Druhy pieklad je od
Jaroslava Vancury zroku 1978. V teoretické Casti této prace jsou zkoumdény dila
Rudyarda Kiplinga, nasleduje definovani détské literatury a poté je vysvétlen proces
prekladani. Prakticka ¢ast obsahuje porovnani dvou Ceskych pteklada Just So Stories.
Pro tuto analyzu jsou poskytnuty konkrétni ptiklady. V zavéru jsou uvedeny vysledky
analyzy.
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INTRODUCTION

The subject of this bachelor paper is a comparison of two Czech translations of
Rudyard Kipling’s Just So Stories. One translation is provided by Jaroslav Vancura and
is from the year 1978. Its predecessor is a translation by Zden¢k Hobzik from the year
1958. The paper is divided into two main parts, theoretical and practical.

The theoretical part consists of three chapters. The first chapter is dedicated to
works of Rudyard Kipling that are refered to in a chronological order. This is followed
by defining and describing fables because a significant part of Kipling’s work consists
of these. Morals included in fables are mentioned briefly.

The next chapter deals with children’s literature. At first, a fundamental question
of defining children’s literature is addressed. Afterwards, the creation, history, and
development of children’s literature are described in detail. Lastly, an attempt to
understand children’s literature is made, when a question is raised whether or not is
children’s literature of a same value as literature aimed at adults.

The last chapter of the theoretical part focuses on translation theory. In this
chapter, the term translation is defined and criteria that are to be used and applied by
translators in order to produce high quality translations are described. This is followed
by listing, comparing, and commenting on various types of translation as defined by
different translators and translation theorists. Lastly, a process of translation is described
followed by adressing the issue of equivalency.

The practical part of this paper deals with the analysis of five randomly
selected fables from Rudyard Kipling’s Just So Stories. Firstly, a brief summary of each
fable is given. After that, an example of a part of the original text along with two Czech
translations is provided. This is followed by analyzing the differences between both
translations. The findings of these comparisons are summarized and reported in the last

part of this paper.



1. WORK OF RUDYARD KIPLING

Rudyard Kipling was a British writer, who is best remembered as a poet, short-
story writer, fabulist, journalist, and novelist (Snodgrass, 2009, 165), and even though
his novels did not reach the success of his other works he successfully overcame this
obstacle and as Tompkins claims Kipling “gradually accepted his restriction to the short
story”. (Tompkins, 1965, 1) This standpoint is later in his career represented by
publishing a moderate number of novels, yet a considerable amount of literature written
for children, which is by its definition of a shorter character.

Kipling’s inclination towards literature manifested itself at an early age.
Surrounded by books at home, Kipling’s rhyming skills were along with his sister’s
meticously honed by their mother who “had an ear for a false rhythm or a false
sentiment”. (Carrington, 1986, 91)

After leaving school, young Kipling embarked upon a career in journalism
editing the Civil and Military Gazette. He gradually managed to broaden his scope of
work by not staying satisfied with editorial duties and writing short summaries and
articles but expanding his creative repertoire to works dealing with the Anglo-Indian
social scene. His years spent in India were later to become Kipling’s rich source from
which he gathered inspiration and ideas for writing. His first collection of stories based
on these experiences was called Plain Tales from the Hills. Before long, Kipling was
widely known and recognized as a promising young writer due to the increasing
popularity of not only his articles but also verses. He left India in pursuit of writing
travel articles never to return again except for a single short visit. (Engle)

Kipling’s literary focus shifted while living in London towards stories and
generally more lengthy works, the pinnacle of this being his first novel The Light that
Failed. Simultaneously, a gradual change of the target audience, from prevalent Anglo-
Indian to a broader English-speaking one, took place and produced well-known short
stories “The Man Who Would Be King” and “The White Seal”. This artistic
transformation was most notably noted by Henry James, who while otherwise was an
aficionado of Kipling’s art complained about the overall simplicity in which Kipling’s

new works were written. (Havholm, 2007, 115-116)



While living in Vermont, Kipling wrote his famous children’s books, The Jungle
Book, and its sequel, The Second Jungle Book. Both of these later provided the outline
for his novel Kim, which was accepted with mixed reviews although generally praised
for its “vivid portrait of India, its teeming populations, and its superstitions”. (Silvey,
1995, 374) Kipling went even further in his writing for children when he published a
collection of fables called Just So Stories for Little Children, which is cited as being
“the most widely read of Kipling’s books for children”. (Watson, 2001, 390-391)
Kipling’s creative drive continued and transferred into the new century with story
collections, namely Puck of Pook’s Hill and Rewards and Fairies. (Orel, 1986, 144)

Carrington has nothing but words of praise for these works:

To many readers the verses that accompany these stories mark the height of Kipling’s literary
achievement and here, if anywhere, he attained to the level of pure poetry, free from the cockney
mannerisms, the occasional vulgarities and brutalities that the critics had been so quick to detect
and to denounce in his earlier verse. (Carrington, 1986, 447)

Carrington here neatly summarizes the fact that while Kipling wrote all kinds of works
in terms of their focus, literary genre, or even length his strong point is writing shorter
pieces. Kipling’s stories and poems for children represent a concrete manifestation of
this.

As already mentioned, one significant part of Kipling’s body of work is
represented by his fairy tales and fables written for children. Cuddon’s dictionary
defines the fable as “a short narrative in prose or verse which points a moral” further
describing fables works containing inanimate objects, non-human beings, and animals
possessing human characteristics, qualities, and attributes. (Cuddon, 1998, 300) The
usage of animals as a substitute for humans makes the characters more approachable
and closer to children while simultaneously helping them relate to these characters
easily. The correlation of human and animal characteristics is important when instilling
strong morals as this comparability prevents misunderstanding from children’s point of
view. While teaching children morals and values through fables is of main importance,
focus should still be kept on the entertainment aspect of these works so as not to
discourage children from reading and enjoying them. This is partially prevented by
fables retaining “a sense that the world is strange and full of wonder, a sense which has

been at the heart of much good children’s fiction.” (Watson, 2001, 32)



Fables as a separate genre of literature are recommended as an appropriate
reading material by John Locke in his book Some Thoughts Concerning Education
(1693), in which he actively urges children to read if they are provided with literature
that suits their preferences and abilities. Even though Locke is not in favor of children
reading fairy tales, he supports the idea of fables as they convey messages of morality
citing Aesop’s Fables as a suitable book for children. (Granahan, 2009, 50-51)

A central importance of fables lies in instilling strong morals into children’s
minds even though this was not always the case. As Silvey claims, fables were not
originally aimed at children but rather acted as exemplary cases of inappropriate
behavior and misconduct for young gentlemen. (Silvey, 1995, 1) These young men
were expected to respect moral teachings included in fables and act accordingly,
otherwise their antics would lead to inevitable and and serious consequences. This idea
of teaching morals by the means of fables perseveres and is still present when the
readership changes from gentlemen to children. As children are the intended audience, it
is crucial that fables are easy to read and therefore are kept short and storylines are not
overly complicated. If these requirements are not met, there is a strong possibility
children may be confused by fables and moreover, may not enjoy them. This would lead
to numbers of readers decreasing and would be followed by a decline of the genre. As
Tompkins notes, Kipling respects the simplicity and straightforwardness fables demand
and his fables do not consist of complicated stories. Instead, he describes everyday
things and ocurrences as they are seen by people and includes the subject matter in
names of particular fables. Examples provided by Tompkins are fables about how
elephant got his trunk or how the alphabet was created. (Tomkins, 1965, 58) These
examples illustrate reasons why Kipling’s fables are enjoyed by children to this day as
they present morals in a clear and comprehensible form children are able to understand

and simultaneously enjoy.



2. CHILDREN’S LITERATURE

To undertake the task of defining children’s literature is challenging, because a
singular definition that would be widely accepted has not yet been agreed upon. Many
definitions vary on different levels, whether it is the aim of children’s literature, the
scope of the readership or the pragmatic question of its marketability, which is an
important aspect as it influences the authors and their writing.

A general and quite broad definition of children’s literature is provided by Wollf,
who firstly divides the term into two separate units — children and literature. Being
targeted readers, children’s way of thinking undergoes a fundamental shift as they grow
older. Comparing past times with today’s world when speaking about children’s age,
children then, meaning for example the 18" century, are nowadays considered adults,
which is what fully represents this shift but nevertheless even further complicates the
matter at hand. Moreover, the invention of young adult genre in the 20" century
broadened the category even more. Other complicated questions present themselves, for
example the selection of young readers and even more importantly how the ways of
addressing them. In the past, children’s literacy presented a major problem when a great
number of them were not able to read. The accessibility of books and reading material
in general was also an issue, whether it was caused by a lack of money or a lack of
bookshops or libraries where reading material could be acquired. When defining
literature, Wolf applies two approaches. The first addresses the question of quality
versus popularity, trying to decide whether children’s literature should only be of value
in cases when skillfully written or should be praised merely for its popularity, selling
well being the measuring tool. The second approach Wolf employs deals with the aim
of children’s literature and questions it on its informative, educational but also
entertainment levels. (Wolf et al., 2011, 179-180)

An answer to the aim of children’s literature is provided by Darton, who clearly
states that children’s books are “printed works produced ostensibly to give children
spontaneous pleasure, and not primarily to teach them, nor solely to make them good,
nor to keep them profitably quiet.” (Darton, 2011, 1) This point of view comes from the

facts that before the 17th century books for children were mainly schoolbooks and



therefore were published mainly for didactic and informative reasons rather than for
children’s enjoyment. (Darton, 2011, 1)

Similarly, a simple yet clear definition of children’s literature is presented by
Reynolds, who maybe oversimplifies the matter when stating that it is literature
published for and read by children that can be obtained in specific sections - dedicated
to children and young adults - of libraries and bookshops. (Reynolds, 2011, 1) This is a
very common and straightforward way of defining children’s literature and it
corresponds with Wolf’s reasoning above. It analyzes the ways in which to write
specifically for children and how to best approach them afterwards in order to appeal to
them and their reading habits. In conclusion, if the accepted definition of children’s
literature characterizes it as texts written for children and read by them. But there are
still aspects to be discussed.

The first of these aspects that need to be examined is what exactly is appealing
to children and, therefore, how to produce such literature. This essential aspect is
explored by Cullingford, who briefly notes that while children instantly and without a
doubt recognize which books they like and are willing to even re-read in the future, they
understandably cannot give reasons as to why that is. (Cullingford, 2000, 53-54) If they
were able to precisely pinpoint these reasons, it would make writing of children’s
literature simpler for its authors, and publishers would be able to reach their readership
more easily. However, with the situation being as it is, the authors and publishers
“produce what they think will appeal” (Cullingford, 2000, 54) hoping that children will
buy and enjoy their work. The fact that children read these works during their formative
years places a collective responsibility on the authors because the ideas, beliefs, and
assumptions that are portrayed in their works - no matter whether in the past or present
because they are still relevant - have a direct impact on children’s minds. (Cullingford,
2000, 54) This is closely connected to questions posed by Reynolds, who discusses
important points such as suitability of children’s literature, what may be considered as
too explicit and therefore not appropriate for children, and what may seem to be morally
confusing, citing colloquial language and swearing as content which may badly
influence young readers. (Reynolds, 2011, 1) Therefore, it is vital for the authors of
children’s literature not to merely convey information or teach but also put their readers

— children — above everything else. Children’s literature should be written by people



who genuinely enjoy writing it and have children’s best interest in mind. It should not
be written for the sake of personal profit.

The second of these aspects is closely connected to profitability of children’s
books. During the 19" century, notable educational improvement occurred, which led to
an increase in literacy and therefore to a rapid growth of the book market. Literary taste
developed and changed accordingly resulting in children’s literature gaining importance
while unfortunately this also being the reason which made people realize even this
genre has the potential of being exploited by those writing specifically for children’s
tastes. (Cullingford, 2000, 55) This notion continued and went even further when the
readership of children’s literature has recently broadened even more, because adults
discovered the appeal of these works. The prime examples illustrating this development
may be the Harry Potter books, The Book Thief, and Persepolis. (Reynolds, 2011, 1)

To conclude, although there is no unified definition of children’s literature,
authors, writers, and critics have a chance to define this term on their own is that it suits
them and their works. Still, the majority can agree on a basic meaning which explains
children’s literature as texts written for children and intended to be read by them.
Confusion may be created when comparing children’s literature from the past with
contemporary work. It is caused by the different perception of the line (link? or
borderline?) between childhood and adulthood during different periods of time.
Children’s literature gains broader readership when adults discover the appeal of these
works and thus, this line between literature for children and for adults starts to gradually
disappear. The definition of children’s literature then becomes even more difficult.

Children showed interest in hearing the stories in times of ancient Rome, when
stories were spread orally even though those created specifically for children were few,
Aesop’s Fables being one of these notable works. (Brown) This resulted in children
developing interest in materials written for adults, such as folktales or fables, their main
point being explaining common occurrences of nature. While still passed on by
storytellers, the first printed works begin to appear. However, this appearance partly
fails to attract more children to reading due to the low literacy level. However, with the
invention of the printing press in the 15" century and therefore increased availability of
reading material, more people start to pay attention to their education to be able to enjoy

works of literature. (Granahan, 2010, 45-47)



However, even more noticeable change occurs during the 17" century caused by
Puritans who, being of a very strict nature, insist that their children are literate to be able
to read and understand the Bible. Other literature for children starts to appear as well to
encourage children in their religious beliefs and to firmly set their standards of morality
in accordance to Puritan teachings. (Granahan, 2010, 49)

The key milestone marking the creation of children’s literature, meaning
literature written for and to be read and enjoyed by children, represents A Little Pretty
Pocket-Book written by John Newbery in 1744 and “was the first book truly intended
both to inform and entertain children.” Newbery published this book after taking advice
from John Locke, who promoted the idea of children’s books being written first and
foremost for children enjoyment. (Granahan, 2010, 52)

This new era of children’s literature fully establishes itself into everyday lives of
people and is followed by broadening of topics broached in these works and develops
into various branches of literature aimed at children, more specifically fantasies,
adventure stories, and domestic stories. (Brown)

Regarding children’s literature, the pertinent question that needs to be faced is
whether or not these works are of the same value as those specifically written by and for
adults. In relation to this, the question of how is this literary value to be measured if at
all needs to be answered. This is closely connected with often misplaced feelings of
adults, who dismiss children’s literature quite unfairly, yet their regards towards it are

understandable. This finding is neatly summarized by Hunt:

Children’s books are different from adults’ books: they are written for a different audience, with
different skills, different needs, and different ways of reading; equally, children experience texts
in ways which are often unknowable, but which many of us strongly suspect to be very rich and
complex. If we judge children’s books (even if we do it unconsciously) by the same value
systems as we use for adult books—where they are bound by definition to emerge as lesser—
then we give ourselves unnecessary problems. (Hunt, 1999, 3-4)

What can be deduced from this particular excerpt is the fact that if critics or readers
were to judge children’s literature by the same standards as literature for adults,
children’s literature would never be able to stand such a comparison and would be
likely to suffer unnecessarily . The reason for this is in different target readerships and
therefore different scope of readers enjoying the works. As Watson states, children’s

literature is aimed specifically at young readers and its authors “are quick to reject the



implication that their work is childish, easy or simply ephemeral” (Watson, 2001, 184-
185), which even further supports the argument for differentiating between literature for
children and literature for adults when evaluating either one of them. Watson even goes
as far as suggesting that the theoretical studies behind children’s literature should be a
part of a higher education curriculum and refers to Peter Hunt as being one of the major
researchers being associated with this topic. (Watson, 2001, 185)

To summarize, in order to understand children’s literature adult readers need to
be able to fully comprehend the situation they find themselves in. Children’s literature
i1s written to be read by children and therefore cannot be expected to measure up to
literature aimed at adults when being compared to it. Its aim is not, and never was, to

appeal to adult readers but to children and young people.



3. THEORY OF TRANSLATION

Translation is a term, which does not have a single definition but rather refers to
three different ones. In the first instance, translation represents a whole field of studies,
the second meaning understands it as a product, which is the text being translated, and
the third understanding of the term translation speaks about the process of producing
translation known as translating. (Munday, 2001, 5) Focusing on translating, a translator
according to Levy must meet three fundamental criteria in order to produce a quality
translation. The first criterion defines that translators must have knowledge of the
original language of a text. The second one states that they must have knowledge of the
language into which they translate. Both of these requirements are crucial as without
them a translator cannot produce a translation of any kind. The last one of Levy’s
requirements is that translators must have a comprehensive understanding of a text they
translate, meaning having grasp of contemporary context, noting individual language
peculiarities of an author, and be well versed in any specialized terminology when
translating specific texts that require this. (Levy, 1998, 17) Meeting these criteria is
essential as producing a translation of quality and high standard is otherwise not
possible. The complete responsibility for translation therefore lies with a translator. One
of the first theories dealing with translation is formulated by Etienne Dolet, who stated
that a translator must understand both sense and meaning of a text they translate, have a
knowledge of original and target languages, should avoid word-for-word translation,
should not use vocabulary that does not occur in common use of a language, and
connected to that is using appropriate words to create similar tone as it appears in the
original language. These rules are important as they emphasize the fact that a translator
should avoid translating words but rather focus on the meaning of a text. Focusing and
comprehending the meaning of the original text to be able to successfully produce a
translation, which corresponds factually with the original text and simultaneously is of
high quality, is of main importance. Dolet’s theory is supported by George Chapman,
who similarly to Dolet condemns literal work-for-word translation and is supportive of
focusing rather on the meaning of a text, going as far as speaking about preserving the
spirit of an original text. (Bassnett, 2002, 60-61) An alternative approach is developed
by John Dryden, who formulated basic types of translation. The first type is metaphrase,

10



which corresponds with literal word-for-word translation. The following type of
translation is paraphrase, which focuses on understanding the meaning of a text and
translating then accordingly. The third and last type according to Dryden is imitation,
which is a translation that favors the originality of a translator who can translate as they
see fit and not adhere strictly to the original text.

According to Dryden, paraphrasing is the one way of translating that should be
applied, provided particular criteria are met. Poetry is supposed to be translated only by
poets, who acquired mastery of both languages they work with and who are able to see
past words and read between the lines, understand the meaning of the text. (Bassnett,
2002, 66) This Dryden’s point of view corresponds with Dolet’s and Chapman’s
theories as all three of these linguists agree on a basic principle of translating, which is
giving top priority to fully understanding and comprehending the original text and in
accordance with it translating it in order to preserve not only actual facts but also a tone
and spirit of the original text in translation.

According to Jakobson, there is a different categorization of translation in
existence. The first of Jakobson’s three categories is intralingual translation, which is an
interpretation of verbal signs by other signs of the same language. The second is
interlingual translation, which means interpreting verbal signs by other language. The
last of these categories is intersemiotic translation, described as an interpretation of
verbal signs by non-verbal sign systems (Munday, 2001, 5) Elaborating further on
Jakobson’s categorization, intralingual translation would mean for example translating
early forms of a language into a contemporary one or rewording expressions of dialect
into a language commonly used. Interlingual translation refers to a general meaning of
the term translation, which is from one language to another. Intersemiotic kind of
translation may represent for example rewriting language into mathematical and
chemical formulas where if translated back the original message should be preserved.

As Levy states, there are three basic phases to be followed by a translator in a
process of translating. The first phase is to understand the original text. This is followed
by interpreting the original text. The last step includes rewording or rephrasing the
original text. (Levy, 1998, 53) When it comes to understanding the original text, it can
be concluded that grasping the concept itself, fundamental facts, and meaning is of

major significance without which the other two steps are not to be followed when
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producing a translation of any value. As Levy explains, merely comprehending the text
is not enough because of great differences between languages resulting in some cases in
a lack of vocabulary equivalents. At this point, interpretation is needed. An example of
this may be a fact that during the process of translation a meaning of a word must be
broadened or narrowed due to a lack of thereof in the other language and therefore, a
comprehensive understanding of the original text is required of the translator. (Levy,
1998, 59) The final step can be summarized into finding the right vocabulary,
expressions, and phrases to use in the translation as to preserve the original meaning of
the text. This last part of the process may prove to be tricky for translators who by
definition should adhere to a main rule and aim of translation, which according to Levy
is “to preserve, capture, communicate the original work, not to create a new work
without any predecessor”. (Levy, 1998, 85)

Directly connected to the process of translation are equivalents. During the
process of translation a translator after understanding and interpreting the original text
stands before the task of putting they work into words. As Knittlova explains,
“equivalency between a term in the original language and a term in a new one is
guaranteed by the uniformity of meanings in regards to reality”. (Knittlova, 2000, 19)
Knittlova goes further elaborating on this by describing two cases that occur during the
process of translation. The first case that may occur is that equivalent exists. It can
either be exact (example being Tuesday : utery), partial (rolls : housky), or there may
exist more than one equivalent (go - jit/jet/letét/plout). The second case that may occur
is that equivalent does not exist. Therefore, it must be substituted (examples being
midterms . Ctvrtleti, computer : pocitac/computer, mop : mop), or in case a situation is
not translatable a new situation is substituted for the original one (porch : veranda)

(Knittlova, 2000, 19-20)
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4. ANALYSIS

The analytical part of this paper focuses on comparison between two Czech
translations of Kipling’s Just So Stories. The first translation by Zdenck Hobzik was
published in the year 1958 and the second translation provided by Jaroslav Vancura
comes from the year 1978. Firstly, a brief summary of each fable will be provided,
which will secondly be followed by examples of differences in translation and

subsequent analysis of provided examples.

4.1 How the whale got his throat

This fable explains why whales do not eat people or any large sized preys. It
tells a story of a whale that manages to eat all the fish in the world except for a small
one that encourages the whale to try and eat a ship-wrecked man, who sails on a raft in
the middle of nowhere. The whale eats him along with the raft, however the man
bothers it by jumping and banging and persuades it to let him come out. Meanwhile in
the whale’s belly, the eaten man cuts the raft and from the pieces builds a grating that
covers the entrance to the whale’s stomach. When he is let out he tells the whale that

because of the grating it is no longer able to eat any large fish or man.

Ex. 1 Kipling: O my Best Beloved  (p. 6)
Vancura: ma mila holcicko (p-7)
Hobzik: drahousku (p.-7)

In this instance, the gender of the person addressed cannot be identified from
Kipling’s text. Hobzik maintains this by using the word drahousku and therefore
making the decision not to disclose the gender. However, Vancura decides to establish
the person as being of a female gender by using the phrase ma mila holcicko, which is
not accurate as this specification is not in the original text but is created by the

translator.
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When comparing the structure of both translations, Vancura’s is closer to the
original due to using a multi-word phrase that includes a possessive pronoun md
corresponding with Kipling’s my. Hobzik shortens and condenses this phrase into a one
word item.

Neither one of the two translators decide to use capital letters in this salutation as
it is not a typical and common feature of the Czech language. However, both
translations illustrate a close relationship between the speaker and the addressed person
by using diminutive forms that correspond with the original text, where this relationship

is expressed by the superlative form Best.

Ex. 2 Kipling: ate fishes (p. 6)
Vancura: jedla morské Zivocichy (p-7)
Hobzik: jedla ryby (p-7)

According to Merriam-Webster, fish or fishes refer to aquatic animals.
(Merriam-Webster). Vancura abides by this rule when using a broad term morské
Zivocichy, which encompasses a vast range of aquatic animals. On the other hand,
Hobzik in his translation narrows the original meaning to one specific kind of fishes.
This shows to be inaccurate later in the text when Kipling names a list of aquatic
animals that are eaten. “He ate the starfish and the garfish, and the crab and the dab, and
the plaice and the dace, and the skate and his mate, and the mackereel and the pickereel,
and the really truly twirly-whirly eel.” (Kipling, 2008, 6) Therefore, he proves that he

does mean to talk about fishes in the broader sense of the word.

Ex. 3 Kipling: numbly (p. 6)
Vancura: tezko stravitelny (p-7)
Hobzik: houzevnaty (p.-7)

In this example, both translators decide to use their creativity and deviate
considerably from Kipling even though they concur with each other as they both keep
terms in adjective forms. However, they both ignore the denotative meaning of the

original word. Vancura uses téZko stravitelny by which he refers to the whale’s inability
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to digest the man. This is in the fable represented by a difference between digesting
fishes and a human being caused by unequal sizes. Hobzik chooses a different approach
and translates the term as houZevnaty, which refers to a personality trait that is later in
the fable illustrated by the man not surrendering and fighting to free himself from the
whale’s belly.

Ex. 4 Kipling: inside cup-boards  (p. 8)
Vancura: tmavé spizirny (p.- 8)
Hobzik: vnitini zasobdrny (p-9)

While Hobzik uses a literal translation of inside : vnitrni, he decides to use
zasobarny and therefore by this word denoting the purpose of cupboards, which is their
use as storage. Meanwhile, Vancura provides a more accurate translation of cupboards :
spizirny although his translation does not stay literal when it comes to the word inside
which he very loosely translates as tmaveé.

In case of searching for a word-for-word Czech translation, an accurate one

would probably be vnitini spizirny, which is a combination of Hobzik’s and Vancura’s

translations.

Ex. 5 Kipling: Come out and behave yourself. (p. 10)
Vancura: Vylez a chovej se slusné! (p- 8)
Hobzik: Pojd’ ven a chovej se slusne. (p. 11)

Both translations retain directive function of the sentence, which is expressed by
verbs come out and behave in Kipling’s text. Subject is not included in neither of the
sentences, this being a common feature in sentences of directive function. However,
while Hobzik uses the same punctuation mark at the end, Vancura uses an exclamation
mark instead of a period by which he manages to stress the fact that the sentence is one

of an imperative structure.

Ex. 6 Kipling: Change here for Winchester, Ashuelot, Nashua, Keene  (p. 10, 12)

Vancura: Prestupovat do Winchesteru, Ashuelotu, Nashuy, Keene (p.9)
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Hobzik:  Prestupovat do Uincestru, Asvelotu, Nasuy, Kchynu (p- 11)

This example illustrates a dilemma translators are faced with when encountering
proper nouns. Vancura decides to keep the English spelling while at the same time uses
the Czech suffixes —« and —y so that they correspond accordingly with their
grammatical case, genitive. In this second aspect, Hobzik’s translation is the same.
However, Hobzik for entirely unknown reasons changes spelling of proper nouns to
correspond with English pronunciation. This is an unfortunate way to translate as only
Czech readers are able to deduct what places Kipling writes about and moreover, it is
impossible to translate these back into English or any other language simply because no
places named Uincestmr, Asvelot, Nasuy, or Kchyn exist. Proper nouns should keep
their original form when translated so as to avoid any unnecessary confusion.

However, as this text is not of a didactive or informative character but rather
aimed at children to be enjoyed it should not be considered a mistake. Despite this, it

can be concluded that Vancura’s translation in this case stays more true to the original

work.

Ex. 7 Kipling: boys or little girls (p. 12)
Vancura: chlapce ¢i devcatko (. 9)
Hobzik: chlapecky nebo devcatka (p. 13)

In this example, Hobzik omits the adjective /ittle and rather uses the noun in its
diminutive form, which fully serves its purpose and corresponds accurately with
Kipling’s text. He also keeps the translation literal by letting both nouns in question
retain their plural form.

On the other hand, Vancura changes the number of the noun by translating the
term girls, which is in a plural form to dévcatko into a singular one. Additionally,
Vancura uses a wrong conjunct. According to Kebrle, the Czech conjunct ¢i is only to
be used in sentences of an interrogative structure. (Kebrle) Despite this, in this example
it is used in a sentence of a declarative structure. However, Hobzik’s use of nebo is

correct.
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Ex. 8 Kipling: under the Door-sills of the Equator (p. 14)
Vancura: pod rovnikem (.- 9)

Hobzik: pod prahem rovnikovych vrat (p. 15)

Both translators choose to use a literal translation of the preposition under.
Vancura decides to omit a part of the text and therefore to translate only basic
information contained in the text. He does not respect the poetic aspect of the text and
rather than translating the phrase literally or inventing a creative way to translate it, he
simply condenses the text. To the contrary, Hobzik produces a literal translation even
though he does not use capital letters. This is because capital letters are not typically

used in the Czech language except in proper nouns and at the beginning of a sentence.

4.2 How the camel got his hump

This fable tells a story of a camel, which was given a hump on its back as a
result of its laziness. Back when the world was created, animals were all working in
harmony for people helping them with their everyday labor. However, the camel
decided to avoid any work. One by one, animals such as a horse, a dog, and an ox came
to the camel asking why it was not working with them and requesting that the camel
joined their efforts. However, the camel continued to do nothing for three days. After
animals complained to their people, it was decided that they would have to work twice
as much because the camel was not working at all. While they were objecting to this a
djinn appeared. They told him about their struggles and he went to see the camel. When
complaining to the camel, its only response was saying “Humph!”. The djinn therefore
proceeded with casting a spell that created a big hump on the camel’s back. He
explained that now the camel would be able to work for three days without food or

water because it was stored in its hump.

Ex. 9 Kipling: Camel, O Camel (p. 16)
Vancura: Ty, velbloude (p. 11)
Hobzik: Velbloude, ach velbloude  (p. 17)
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Comparing the structure of this translation, Hobzik is closer to the original text
as he uses the noun twice and supplies the equivalent of O as being ach, which is quite
accurate. Capitalization is omitted as it is not a common feature of the Czech language.
The structure of Vancura’s translation is compared to Hobzik’s free and uses the

personal pronoun you instead of an interjection as written in Kipling’s text.

Ex. 10 Kipling: At the end of the day (p. 18)
Vancura: Kdyz se den nachylil (p. 12)
Hobzik: Na sklonku toho dne (p. 19)

Hobzik’s translation is literal. However, Vancura devises a different structure by
integrating a verb that is not present in the original text. This deviation may be
explained by the fact that VancCura’s translation tries to sound more lyrical and

appealing to the intended readership, children.

Ex. 11 Kipling: they held a palaver, and an indaba, and a punchayet, and a pow-wow

(p- 18)
Vancura: svolali poradu, shromdzdeni, konferenci a mitink (p. 12)
Hobzik: sesli se na palaver, indabu, pancajit a pau-vau (p- 19)

In this instance, Hobzik decides not to translate individual words but rather keep
them in their original form while making only slight changes. He adds the suffix —« and
also decides to use Czech spelling when translating punchayet : pancajt and pow-wow :
pau-vau. This is a representation of an accurate translation as it is possible to understand
and translate these terms back into English or other language. However, as we are
dealing with fables it is crucial children understand the meaning. Therefore, in this case
the translation would prove to be incomprehensible and confusing for young readers,
who would probably not understand what these terms mean.

On the other hand, Vancura implements a different approach. He comprehends
the meaning of these words and uses words of common core to translate these. As a

result, children would be able to understand these words and grasp the meaning.
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Therefore, VanCura demonstrates that he recognizes his targeted audience and is able to

fulfill their needs.

Ex. 12 Kipling: to think a Great Magic (p. 20)
Vancura: vymyslet velké kouzlo (p. 13)
Hobzik: vymyslet velké cary (p. 21)

Both translators produce the same text considering translations of the verb and
the adjective. However, they differ when translating Magic, which is an uncountable
noun and its literal translation could be magie. Hobzik’s translation is closer to the
original as he uses a noun that in the Czech language occurs exclusively in a plural
form. Vancura substitutes Magic with the word kouzlo, which is in a singular form and
has a more narrow meaning. Considering kouzlo, the English equivalent would be a

spell or a charm.

4. 3 How the leopard got his spots

This fable is about a leopard and an Ethiopian who lived and hunted together.
Their advantage was the fact that they blended into the background thanks to their skin
colors. After some time, the animals learnt to avoid them and to save their lives they
moved one by one to a forest far away. Their skins gradually changed due to rays of
light coming through the trees and as a result they became hard to notice. The leopard
and the Ethiopian went to search for the animals and upon finding the forest they could
sense, smell, and hear the animals but were not able to see them. Finally, after catching
a zebra and a giraffe they asked them why they looked different. The animals showed
them the practical side of being able to blend into the background and the leopard and
the Ethiopian decided to change their colors too. The Ethiopian’s skin turned black and
then he proceeded to leave his fingerprints over the leopard’s skin as to give him spots.

This solved their problem and they were able to hunt successfully once again.

Ex. 13 Kipling: on the High Veldt  (p. 32)
Vancura: ve Vysokém veldu (p. 18)
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Hobzik: na Vysokém veldu  (p. 33)

In this example, both translators keep the capital letter of the adjective as it is a
proper noun. Similarly, they both opt for using lowercase letters in veld as it abides by
the rules of the Czech grammar. They also choose to omit the letter ¢ in Veldt, which
would in all probability be redundant and unnecessary to include.

However, their translation concerning the preposition on differs. Hobzik
translates this preposition literally by using the Czech equivalent na. When put in the
context with the rest of the text, this proves to be inaccurate as the Czech preposition na
does not correspond well with the following proper noun describing a place. When
mentioning a place, people live in it. Therefore, Vancura’s ve would be, while not in

this case a literal translation, more logical and appropriate.

Ex. 14 Kipling: only when you knew precisely where to look (p. 34)
Vancura: leda ze bys vedela, kam se mas divat (p. 19)
Hobzik: jen tehdy, kdyz jste védeli, kam se mate divat (p. 35)

Both of these translations can be considered to be quite literal because there are
no denotative changes of words. However, there is a shift in gender and number of the
person addressed. Hobzik uses the plural form and thus speaks to a whole audience of
people, while Vancura uses a singular form and therefore addresses one person. One
other difference of Vancura’s translation is present and that is the change of gender.
While Kipling does not disclose the gender of the person addressed, Vancura takes the
liberty of defining the person as a female. This is represented in the verb védeéla by the —
a suffix, which is a suffix denoting the female gender in the Czech language.

To conclude, Hobzik is closer to the original text, while Vancura uses a creative

way to translate.

Ex. 15 Kipling: Where has all the game gone? (p.- 36)
Vancura: Kam se vsichni schovali? (p. 19)
Hobzik: Kam zmizela vsechna nase lovna zver? (p.37)
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Considering the sentence function, both translators maintained its function and
let the sentence keep its original interrogative structure. Hobzik correctly translates
game as lovna zver, which is an accurate and literal translation. Meanwhile, Vancura
applies a different approach and translates the sentence in a more general way by not

stating specifically the subject that is talked about.

Ex. 16 Kipling: used long words (p. 36)
Vancura: pouzival slozitych vyrazit ~ (p. 19)
Hobzik: uzival mnoha dlouhych slov (p. 37)

Hobzik chooses to translate literally all three words and therefore uses their
Czech equivalents. Moreover, adding the word mnoha for further emphasis is Hobzik’s
creative way of embellishing the text. On the other hand, Vancura substitutes the
adjective for a one that does not correspond accurately. However, in this context it is an
acceptable substitution as it does not change the meaning of the message. Hobzik’s use
of the word slov, as opposite to Vancura’s vyrazu, may be considered more appropriate
as the translation is aimed at children and therefore common and simpler words are

preferred.

Ex. 17 Kipling: grown-up (p.- 36)
Vancura: vzdélany (p- 19)
Hobzik: dospély (p.37)

This is another example illustrating Hobzik’s proclivity for literal translation. He
uses the word dospély as its meaning denotes the fact that the talked about person is no
longer a child but an adult of a certain age, which corresponds directly with Kipling’s
grown-up. Vancura’s translation deviates from Hobzik’s as he uses a more specific
adjective vzdelany. This describes reaching a certain stage of knowledge or education,

rather than undergoing a process of aging as conveyed in Hobzik’s translation.

Ex. 18 Kipling: forest full of tree trunks (p- 38)
Vancura: prales plny stromii (p. 20)
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Hobzik: prales, plny stromovych kmenii (p- 39)

In this example, Hobzik’s inclination towards literal translation shows once
again. However, in this case it may not be deemed a fortunate choice as these words do
not translate well into the Czech language. Vancura’s generalization of tree trunks into
stormii, while shortening the text, is befitting. Moreover, this slight change makes the
text clearer and thus easily comprehensible for children.

To conclude, while Vancura changes the text, the alteration is only minor and

does not have any dramatic impact on the translation.

Ex. 19 Kipling: ripe bananas in a smokehouse (p. 40)
Vancura: banany v udirne (p. 20)
Hobzik: zralé bandny v udirné (p. 41)

This is a textbook example of omitting. Kipling uses the descriptive adjective
ripe to highlight the contrast between bright colors of ripe bananas and a smokehouse,
which is considered to be a dark place. Hobzik adheres to a literal way of translating.
However, Vancura for no reason omits the adjective and thus lessening the power of

this comparison.

Ex. 20 Kipling: This daylight hunting (p. 40)
Vancura: Tohle honéni (p. 20)
Hobzik: Tahle honba za denniho svetla (p. 41)

This is another example of omitting provided by Vancura. The meaning of the
statement does not change by not including the word daylight into the translation. The
reason being, that this sentence is preceded by one, which includes the necessary
information: “(...) ‘let us wait till it gets dark’.” (Kipling, 2008, 40) This means that the
events are happening during the day. Therefore, Vancura’s decision to omit was correct.
While Hobzik’s inclusion of daylight ensures the accuracy between his translation and

the original text, it may be concluded that in this case, it is redundant.
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Ex. 21 Kipling: But I couldn’t all yesterday. (p- 42)
Vancura: Ale vcera jsem nevideél. (p. 21)

Hobzik: Ale véera jsem nevidel po cely den. (p.43)

As illustrated in the preceding example (Ex. 20), Vancura keeps his translation
short, straightforward, and to the point, yet simultaneously conveying all the
information. However, Hobzik translates the sentence in a literal way, which means
inclusion of unnecessary information.

In both of these cases (Ex. 20, 21), Vancura’s brevity of expression may be
considered to be a wise choice. However, Hobzik’s more elaborate versions of

translation are in no way misleading or erroneous.

Ex. 22 Kipling: Now watch. (p. 44)
Vancura: A ted pozor! (p. 21)
Hobzik: Ted se divejte. (p. 45)

In this case, Hobzik opts for a literal translation. The declarative structure and
the function of the sentence are maintained. However, the choice of words used by
Vancura may result in capturing attention of young readers more succesfully. This is an
important aspect as this choice of words has stronger impact on children. Vancura’s
addition of the exclamation mark puts emphasis on the sentence, which even more

supports the idea of catching young reader’s attention.

Ex. 23 Kipling: a lot of good it has done me (p. 46)
Vancura: a nebylo mi to nic platné (p. 22)
Hobzik: a bylo mi to néco platné?  (p. 47)

In this example, in Vancura’s translation the declarative structure of the sentence
is preserved. This is possible by using the negative form of the verb bylo by adding the
prefix ne-, which is a characteristic feature of the Czech language.

On the other hand, Hobzik opts for not using a negative form of the verb and

instead of that changes the structure of the sentence from declarative to interrogative.

23



This also means adding a question mark at the end of the sentence. This changes not
only the structure but the function of the sentence, as it becomes a question instead of

being a statement like in Kipling’s text.

4. 4 The sing-song of old man kangaroo

This is a story of a kangaroo that is described to be a grey, four-legged animal
wishing to be different. To achieve this, it visits three Gods. It asks the first God to
make it different from other animals. Then, from the second God, it requires to be made
different and also to be popular. Both Gods shoo the kangaroo away. Finally, it goes to
the third God and asks him to make it different from other animals, popular, and run
after. The third God complies by summoning a dingo and telling it to chase the
kangaroo all across Australia. The scared kangaroo runs for its life until it reaches a
river without any bridge and therefore cannot cross it. Not knowing what to do, the
kangaroo starts jumping on his back legs and keeps doing it, while its jumps get longer
and its legs grow longer. Its tail is used to balance the body during the jumps. When its
body is permanently changed, the chase is halted by the third God. When complaining
about running all day, the kangaroo is told not to as its wish to be different, popular, and

run after was granted.

Ex. 24 Kipling: he danced (...) and he went (p. 76)
Vancura: pobihal (...) az dobehl (p- 33)
Hobzik: tancil (...) az dotancil (p-77)

In this instance, Kipling uses two different verbs when describing the movement
of the kangaroo. However, both Vancura and Hobzik decide on using only one.
Hobzik’s choice of using the verb fancit, which is used by Kipling in the first part of the
sentence, may sound more appealing to children. It enables them to visualize the act of
dancing and connect this elegant movement with an animal that is not usually associated

with it. Therefore, it stimulates their imagination.
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Vancura’s use of the verb béZer, which is used by Kipling in the second part of
the sentence, while still correct, does not enrich the text in any way. The past tense

present in the original text is preserved.

Ex. 25 Kipling: at six before breakfast (p. 76)
Vancura: v Sest hodin rano (p- 33)
Hobzik: v Sest hodin rano pred snidani (p.77)

In this example, Hobzik’s translation is literal and includes all the components
that are present in the original text. However, the translation of breakfast may seem to
be redundant due to the time frame that is included, which signalizes an early morning.
The inclusion of breakfast is therefore not important as it does not affect any of the
characters or the storyline. Vancura chooses to omit this part, which seems to be a

logical step in this case.

Ex. 26 Kipling: ran after Kangaroo (p. 78)
Vancura: padil za klokanem  (p.34)
Hobzik: skocil po klokanovi  (p. 79)

Vancura’s and Hobzik’s use of lowercase letters in klokan is in accordance with
the Czech language. Their translations of the verb run after differ. Hobzik chooses the
verb skocil, which implies a short, one time action that started and already finished. On
the other hand, Vancura uses the verb pddil, which describes a continuous process that
was ocurring. This interpretation corresponds well with Kipling’s original text. To

conclude, Vancura’s choice of the verb is more accurate.

Ex. 27 Kipling: he ran through the Tropics of Capricorn and Cancer (p. 80)
Vancura: uhanél pres obratniky Kozoroha a Raka (p. 35)
Hobzik: uhanél tropickou oblasti kozorozce i raka (p. 81)

In his translation, Vancura correctly translates 7Tropics as obratniky, while

writing the initial letter of the word in lowercase, which is in accordance with the Czech
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language. Secondly, he keeps the spelling of their names in capital letters as they are
both proper nouns. Hobzik’s translation of Tropics as tropicka oblast is in this case
incorrect as the initial letter would have to be written in lowercase for the translation to
be correct. The reason that the proper nouns do not begin with capital letters is the fact
that Hobzik’s translation is the older one of the two and dated. This is also the reason

that the coordinating conjunction i is used instead of a.

Ex. 28 Kipling: he’s played Old Scratch with my legs (p- 84)
Vancura: znicil mi nohy (p- 36)
Hobzik: sehral dabelsky kousek s myma nohama  (p. 85)

According to Dictionary.com, the term Old Scratch originated in the middle of
the 18™ century in the United States. Its meaning is the devil or Satan. (Dictionary.com)
Therefore, Hobzik’s translation proves to be very accurate. Vancura chooses to omit the
Old Scratch part altogether and substitutes the phrase with the verb znicil. This decision
causes the text to shorten and loose some of its original content.

To summarize, the effort put into researching necessary information is notable

and showcases Hobzik’s dedication and precision when translating.

Ex. 29 Kipling: what may I have for my tea (p. 84)
Vancura: co dostanu k svaciné (p- 36)
Hobzik: co budu mit dneska k veceri (p. 85)

According to Merriam-Webster, the meaning of fea in this context is
“refreshments usually including tea with sandwiches, crackers, or cookies served in late
afternoon”. (Merriam-Webster) Therefore, a closer translation is provided by Vancura.
His usage of the word svacina corresponds closely with the original term tea. On the
other hand, Hobzik’s translation is inaccurate. Words like dinner or supper would be

more in accordance with his vecere, as they are closer in meaning.
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4. 5 The beginning of the armadillos

This fable explains how armadillos came into existence. It tells a story of a
jaguar seeking an advice after not being able to hunt for bigger and faster animals. Its
mother suggests hunting for hedgehogs and tortoises. The mother also provides the
jaguar with useful tips about how to eat these animals after catching them. The jaguar
finds a hedgehog and a tortoise but it does not know which one is which. The animals
take advantage of its ignorance and deliberately confuse the jaguar. This enables them
to escape unscathed. The jaguar roars for its mother and complains about the trick it fell
for. The mother explains how to recognize the hedgehog and the tortoise and how to
distinguish between the one and the other. After overhearing this, the hedgehog and the
tortoise decide to change their appearances completely. When meeting them again, the
jaguar is confused by their new shapes and leaves to consult this change with its mother.
The mother is convinced the jaguar discovered a new species of animals. Therefore, it
decides to name these new animals armadillos untill their real names are found. It also
advises the jaguar to leave the armadillos alone. That is the reason that to this day

armadillos do not have to worry about any jaguars as they tend to avoid them.

Ex. 30 Kipling: Stickly-prickly Hedgehog  (p. 88)
Vancura: Jezaty pichlavec Jezek (p. 38)
Hobzik: bodlavy a pichlavy jezek (p- 89)

In Vancura’s case, the capital letters are transferred and used in the Czech
translation, which is rare and uncommon. Therefore, the noun jezek is treated as a
proper noun. Even though the original phrase consists of two adjectives and a noun,
Vancura changes this into a single andjective and two nouns. The repetitive usage of the
letter J in words Jezaty and Jezek is an example of alliteration, which is a feature
occuring frequently in literature.

Considering the second translation, Hobzik opts to use lowercase letters in all
three words. Moreover, he keeps the original pattern by using two adjectives to describe

the noun, the hedgehog. He links these with a coordinating conjunction a instead of
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using a hyphen to join the adjectives, which is not a mark appearing in the Czech

language commonly.

Ex. 31 Kipling: Slow-solid Tortoise (p- 88)
Vanéura: Vazenou loudalku Zelvu (p. 38)
Hobzik: pomalou a vaznou Zelvu (p- 89)

Similarly to the previous example (Ex. 30), capital letters are used by Vancura in
his translation, while Hobzik’s choice is to use lowercase letters. The alliteration in
Vancura’s previous example is not present this time. The coordinating conjuction a is

used instead of a hyphen to join the two adjectives in Hobzik’s translation.

Ex. 32 Kipling: you must drop him on the shell (p- 90)
Vancura: musis ho strcit do krunyre (p- 39)
Hobzik: musis ho hodit na krunyr (p. 91)

The literal way of translating this part would be musis ho upustit na krunyr.
Hobzik’s translation is closer to that than Vancura, even tough he translates the verb
drop as hodit. Hodit in this case indicates prevratit : turn over, rather than let something
fall down as drop suggests. Therefore, more accurate would be using for example the
verb upustit. Hobzik’s translation of the preposition is correct, as it fully corresponds
with the original text and does not change the meaning of the statement.

Vancura translates the verb incorrectly when using strcit, which is not an
equivalent of the English verb drop. Equivalents of the verb used by Vancura would be
for example push or shove. These would be followed by the preposition in, which would
correspond with the preposition do that is used in his translation.

To conclude, although Hobzik’s choice of the verb may not be a fortunate one,

his translation is closer to the original text than Vancura’s.

Ex. 33 Kipling: he was a Hedgehog (...) he was a Tortoise (p. 90)
Vancura: to byl jezek (...) to byla Zelva (p- 39)
Hobzik: to byl jezek (...) to byla zelva (p. 91)
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Kipling identifies both the hedgehod and the tortoise as of the male gender.
However, both Vancura and Hobzik translate the hedgehog as being of the male gender,
while changing the gender of the tortoise to the female one. This can be explained by
the fact that the noun jeZek is male in the Czech language but the noun Zelva is female.
Therefore, it would sound unnatural and wrong to associate Zelva of the female gender

with pronouns or suffixes that are used in connection with the male gender.

Ex. 34 Kipling: he felt a little puzzled (p- 92)
Vancura: uz trochu zmateny (p- 39)
Hobzik: Jiz trochu zmaten (p. 93)

Both of these translations are literal. However, Hobzik’s use of jiz and the
adjective zmaten lacking the suffix —y makes his translation different from Vancura’s. In
this case, Hobzik’s choices result in the text sounding dated and archaic, which may be
caused by the fact that Hobzik’s translation is the older one. This in unfortunate, as it
can be the reason why children may not be able to enjoy the text fully. However, these

differences are not so dramatic as to confuse children or cause them not to understand

the text.

Ex. 35 Kipling: worse than that (p. 92)
Vancura: nejhorsi bylo (p. 40)
Hobzik: jesté horsi bylo (p. 93)

When looking for an equivalent of Vancura’s translation, an obvious phrase
would be the worst was. Hobzik produces a better, literal translation by copying the
structure of the original phrase. Kipling compares two things by using than, meaning
something was worse than some other thing. In Hobzik’s translation, this is expressed
by using the comparative form of the adjective hrozné.

To summarize, both translators manage to preserve the original meaning in their
translations. More than that, Hobzik’s translation appears to keep the same structure as

Kipling’s text.
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Ex. 36 Kipling: said the Jaguar most sniffily and most cautious (p- 94)
Vancura: zeptal se opatrné jaguar (p. 40)

Hobzik: ptal se jaguar velmi vahave a opatrné (p. 95)

Both Vancura and Hobzik use lowercase letters when talking about the jaguar.
As they do not treat the name of the animal as a proper noun, this usage is in accordance
with the rules of the Czech language. Similar problem is examined previously in
examples number 30 and 31.

In his translation, Vanfura omits parts of this section and therefore his
translation is shorter. However, the meaning of the sentence does not alter. On the other
hand, Hobzik does not limit himself and produces a longer translation than Vancura.
The adverb most translated correctly as velmi is included as opposite to Vancura’s
translation, which omits it. However, velmi is used only once even tough its equivalent
most appears twice in Kipling’s text. This does not change the meaning and moreover,

its use puts emphasis on the following words nevertheless.

30



CONCLUSION

The purpose of this bachelor paper was to examine and compare two Czech
translations of Just So Stories written by Rudyard Kipling. The first translation was
published in 1958 by Zden¢k Hobzik and the second one was by Jaroslav Vancura and
dated back to 1978. For the comparative analysis, five fables out of the twelve were
selected randomly from the collection.

This paper was divided into two main parts; the theoretical part and the practical
part. The theoretical part briefly described the background Kipling came from and the
impact it had on his work. After starting his career in journalism, he gradually moved
towards writing shorter pieces such as fairy tales and fables for which he was
remembered. This part was followed by defining children’s literature from the points of
view of various authors, writers, and critics. After that, a brief history of chldren’s
literature was recounted, beginning with orally spread stories leading up to
contemporary literature. Moreover, the question of understanding and evaluating
children’s literature was tackled. Lastly, the theory of translation was examined. This
part defined the term translation, listed the requirements to be met by translators in
order to produce high quality translations, and named different types of translation as
defined by various translators and translation theorists. The description of the process of
translation was provided and explained.

The aim of the practical part of this paper was to compare the approaches to
translation of the two Czech translators; Zden¢k Hobzik and Jaroslav Vancura. The
purpose of this analysis was to find the differences between these translations, explain
them, and draw conclusions.

The translations differed in various features. However, as there was only a
twenty year difference between them, it could not be said that the newer one by Vancura
was better for children in terms of readability. Similarly, the older translation by Hobzik
was not considered to be so overall dated as to cause major complications that would
prevent children from understaning it.

Hobzik’s translation showed proneness to inaccuracies. Another result of the
comparison was the fact that Hobzik, while somethimes inaccurate, leant towards

keeping his translation literal.
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On the other hand, Vancura implemented changes in his translation related to
nouns, specifically their gender and number. These were considered unfortunate as they
indicated that Vancura made minor yet fundamental changes. However, sometimes
discrepancies occured that enhanced the original text and proved to be appropriate and
logical. Another feature of Vancura’s translation was omitting, which was present in
numerous examples.

To conclude, Vancura’s translation contains changes and deviations from the
original text. Furthermore, Vancura tends to omit parts of the text often. There are
inaccuracies present in Hobzik’s translation too. However, most of these can be
attributed to the fact that his translation is older. These are not considered mistakes per
se. Therefore, Hobzik’s translation can be considered to be a better one, as it includes

only minor inaccuracies and is hugely literal.
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RESUME

Predmétem této bakaléaiskd prace Rudyard Kipling’s Just So Stories and their
Czech translation bylo porovnani dvou Ceskych ptekladii sbirky bajek Just So Stories,
jejimz autorem je britsky spisovatel Rudyard Kipling. Prvni pifeklad pochézi z roku
1958 a jeho autorem je Zden€k Hobzik, o druhy pieklad se postaral Jaroslav Vancura a
pochazi z roku 1978. Cilem této prace byla analyza téchto piekladil a jejich porovnani.
Odlisnosti se projevily jak na lexikalni, tak i gramatické Grovni.

Bakalaiska prace je rozdélena na dvé ¢asti, a to na teoretickou a praktickou.
Uvodni ¢ast obeznamuje se zaméfenim prace a struéné nastifiuje jeji obsah a cil.

Prvni kapitola piedstavuje Rudyarda Kiplinga a jeho dilo. Popisuje jeho literarni
pocatky, kdy byli v obdobi svych formativnich let spolu se sestrou obklopeni knihami a
toto prostfedi a péce, které se mu dostavalo, mu dalo pevné zaklady do Zivota. Po
studijich nasledovalo piestéhovani do Indie, kde zacal postupné¢ budovat svou
zurnalistickou kariéru, a pozdé€ji rozsifovat zabér psani na prace zabyvajici se mistnimi
lidmi a prostfedim. Zde vydal svou prvni sbirku povidek Plain Tales from the Hills,
kterda se téSila velkého uspéchu. Pravé Zivot v Indii byl inspiraci pro Kiplingovu
pozdé&jsi tvorbu. Po navratu do Londyna a nepfili§ GspéSném vydani své prvni knihy 7The
Light that Failed navazal na psani kratkych povidek. Poté zacal Kipling psat pro détské
Ctenafe a postupné vydal naptiklad The Jungle Book, Kim, a sbirku bajek Just So Stories
for Little Children. Tyto dila se do dnes$ni doby t€si uspéchu a ptizni ctenait.

Na toto plynule navazuje ¢ast prace pojednavajici o pohadkach a predevsim o
bajkach. Bajky jsou definovany jako kratké piibéhy s ponaucenim. Za ucelem zaujeti
pozornosti détskych cCtenaft se v nich objevuji pfedevSim zvirata, ktera disponuji
vlastnostmi a chovanim typickym pro lidi. Tento aspekt je pfitomen piedevsim proto,
aby napomahal snadnéjSimu pochopeni a vstipil obsazené ponauceni a moralni zasady
do mysli détskych ctenart. Pro tyto ucely byly bajky doporucovany jako vhodny
materidl ke ¢teni filozofem Johnem Lockem. Diraz je pfitom kladen i na jejich formu.
Bajky, které jsou primarné ureny détem, byl nemély byt dlouhé a jejich piibéhy by
nem¢ly byt komplikované, aby zbyte¢né nematly déti a neodrazovaly je od jejich ¢teni.

Druhé kapitola piiblizuje détskou literaturu a postupné se zabyva jejimi Cetnymi

definicemi, historii a nastifiuje problematiku porovnavani literatury urcené pro déti
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s literaturou pro dospé€lé. Jsou analyzovany a porovnavany definice détské literatury
pochézejici od riznych spisovatell a kritikdi. S timto tématem jsou spjaty dva dilezité
aspekty. Prvnim je zjisténi, jak zaujmout pozornost détskych c¢tenatti, aby podle toho
mohly byt vydavany adekvatni knihy. Druhym aspektem je sledovani vyvoje literarniho
vkusu Ctenafii. Toto souvisi s faktem, Ze Ctendiska zdkladna knih urcenych détem se
stale vice rozsifuje a v soucastnosti zahrnuje i starsi, dosp¢€lé Ctenare.

Na tuto ¢ast navazuje stru¢nd historie détské literatury od jejich pocatki, kdy se
ptibehy Sifily ustné a pokracuje pies prvni tisténé texty. Zminéno je stézejni dilo 4 Little
Pretty Pocket-Book od Johna Newberyho, které bylo prvni knihou ur¢enou primarné pro
zabaveni a pouceni détskych Ctenafii. Zminéno je postupné rozSifovani literatury pro
déti, které dava vzniknout novym odvétvim, jako napiiklad fantasy nebo dobrodruznym
kniham.

Nasleduje sezndmeni s problematikou porovnavani knih, které jsou urceny
détem, s knihami cilené psané pro dospélé Ctenare. Je zkoumano stanovisko dospélych
Ctenafd, ktefi odsuzuji détskou literaturu jako ménécennou. Toto porovnani neni
smysluplné, nebot’ kazda z téchto literatur ma odlisné cilové Ctendfe, coz je diivodem,
pro¢ dospéli ¢tenatfi mnohdy kritizuji détskou literaturu a déti neumi ocenit literaturu
pro dosp¢lé.

Tteti kapitola teoretické Casti prace pojedndva o teorii prekladu a cerpa
ptedevsim z d€l Umeni prekladu od Jitiho Levého, K teorii i praxi prekladu od Dagmar
Knittlové a Introducing translation studies od Jeremy Mundayho. Nejdiive jsou
vyjmenovany podminky, které musi spliiovat piekladatel, aby docilil kvalitniho
piekladu. Piekladatel je definovan jako osoba s hlavni zodpovédnosti za pieklad.

Je zde také predloZena myslenka sdilena mnoha teoretiky, a to ze ptekladatel by
mél byt zaméten na zachovani smyslu textu radéji nez na Ipéni na doslovném piekladu.
Dale nasleduje seznameni s typy piekladu tak, jak jsou definovany riiznymi autory.

Popséan je také proces piekladu, ktery se sklada z fazi jako jsou pochopeni textu,
jeho interpretace a ndsledné pievypravéni. S timto souvisi problematika ekvivalentd,
ktera byla zpracovana podle Dagmar Knittlové.

Druhd, prakticka cast bakalaiské prace obsahuje samotnou analyzu. Ta sestdva
ze srovnani dvou Ceskych piekladii péti ndhodné vybranych bajek ze sbirky Just So

Stories od Rudyarda Kiplinga. Prvni pieklad od Zdenka Hobzika je z roku 1958, druhy
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pieklad je od Jaroslava Vancury a pochézi z roku 1978. Kazda podkapitola analyzy je
tvofena jednou bajkou, pfiCemz je v ivodu vzdy strucné popsan jeji d¢j. Ten ma své
opodstatnéni vtom, ze poskytuje kontext a je na n¢j vsamotné analyze Casto
odkazovano.

Pteklady téchto dvou autort se 1isi v riiznych smérech. Protoze je mezi vydanim
jednotlivych piekladli pouze dvacetilety rozdil, nemize byt feceno, ze novéejSimu
ptekladu od Jaroslava Vancury déti 1épe rozuméji a proto je pro né€ vice Ctivy. Stejné tak
nelze tvrdit, Ze starSi pieklad od Zdeiikka Hobzika by byl natolik zastaraly a plny
archaickych vyrazii, aby détem znemoZznoval pochopeni tohoto dila. Ptiklady
prozrazujici stafi prekladu jsou uziti spojky i namisto a nebo pouzivani malych pismen
namisto velkych na zacatcich nekterych vlastnich podstatnych jmen. Tyto jevy ovSem
nelze povazovat za chyby jako takové.

Ve star§im piekladu Zdenika Hobzika se vyskytuji nespravné pieklady nekterych
anglickych vyrazti. Hobzik naptiklad nespravné pieklada fishes jako ryby, Cimz
v daném kontextu zuzuje vyznam tohoto slova. Stejné tak mylné pieklada tea jako
vecere a the Tropics jako tropickou oblasti, coz jsou chybné pieklady, ve kterych
Hobzik uziva nespravnych ¢eskych ekvivalentt.

Dalsi z vysledkii porovnani je fakt, ze se Hobzik velmi casto ptiklani
k doslovnému piekladu. Tento jev je patrny, kdyz ptelozi game jako lovna zver, long
words jako dlouhych slov, grown-up jako dospély a tree trunks jako stromovych kmenii.
Vancura u téchto specifickych piikladi méni text, coz nelze vzdy povazovat za §t'astné
rozhodnuti.

Jak jiz bylo zminéno, Vancura ¢asto pozméiuje ptivodni text. Jednou z téchto
zmeén je napiiklad definovani pohlavi u postav, kde se tomuto Kipling vyhnul. Proto
piekladd Vancura genderové neutrdlni vyraz Beloved jako holcicko, ¢imz z néj tvoii
postavu Zenského rodu. Podobné pteklada frazi only when you knew jako leda zZe bys
vedela, kde také Cini rozhodnuti vytvofit z oslovené osoby postavu Zenského rodu.
Vancura mé také ve zvyku meénit ¢islo zmnozného na jednotné, kdyz preklada
podstatné jméno mnozného Ccisla girls jako devcdtko, které je Cisla jednotného. Toto
plati 1 v ptipad¢ ptekladu slova Magic jako kouzlo. VSechny tyto pieklady jsou
povazovany za nepiesn¢€, nebot ukazuji na to, Ze Vancura i kdyz minimaln¢ ale

zakladn€ zménil originélni text.
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Na druhou stranu nékteré odliSnosti Vancurova piekladu byly textu naopak
prospésné, 1 kdyz tyto jsou spiSe v mensSing€. Napiiklad kdyz volné ptelozil palaver, and
an indaba, and a punchayet, and a pow-wow jako poradu, shromazdeéni, konferenci a
mitink. Podobné se vyporadal s piekladem, kdyz zménil pfedlozku ve vyrazu on the
High Veldt z na, ktera by byla doslovnd, do ve. Tato zména byla namisté a logicka,
pokud se vezme v tivahu kontext, ve kterém se dany vyraz vyskytuje.

Dalsi rys Vancurova ptekladu je, Ze v mnoha ptipadech volil uplné vypusténi
nékterych vyrazl. Toto se projevuje, kdyz preklada frazi he’s played Old Scratch with
my legs voln¢ jako znicil mi nohy. Tento ptiklad jasn¢ ukazuje, ze vypousténi text
zbytec¢né zkracuje a pfedevsim jej ochuzuje o jeho poeti¢nost. Podobny ptipad nastava,
kdyz ptelozi frazi ripe bananas in a smokehouse jako bandny v udirné, protoze
vynechanim slova ripe zeslabuje kontrast pfitomny v plvodnim textu a tim Skodi
celému ptirovnani.

Vancuriiv preklad obsahuje zmény a odlisSnosti od piivodniho textu. I kdyz by
nékteré mohly byt povazovany za prospesné textu, jejich podstatnd ¢ast je nepfesnd a
chybnd, nebot’ tyto zmény se piili§ odklani od plivodni textu a nereflektuji jej. Navic
Vancura az pfili§ Casto vypousti vyrazy.

Nepiesnosti se vyskytuji také v piekladu od Zdeiikka Hobzika. Ale tyto
nepfesnosti mohou byt vysvétleny a ospravedlnény stafim prekladu. Zminéné
nepiesnosti nemohou byt povazovany za chyby jako takové. Hobzikv pteklad jasné
poukazuje na to, ze autor preferuje piekladat doslovné a drzet se co nejvice ptivodniho
textu. Pfesto vykazuje znamky pochopeni textu a bez problémti zachovava jeho smysl.
Z téchto divodit mize byt Hobziklv pieklad, byt je starSi nez Vancuriiv, povazovan za

zdaftilejsi.
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