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           Russian Formalism and 

           Translation Studies 

Russian Formalism 

By Raman Selden, et al
(Excerpted from Chapter 2, pp. 29-40)
Students in the tradition of Anglo-American New Criticism with its emphasis on “practical criticism” and the organic unity of the text might expect to feel at home with Russian Formalism. Both kinds of criticism aim to explore what is specifically literary in texts, and both reject the limp spirituality of late Romantic poetics in favor of a detailed and empirical approach to reading. That being said, it must be admitted that the Russian Formalists were much more interested in “method”, much more concerned to establish a “scientific” basis for the theory of literature. As we have seen, the New Critics combined attention to the specific verbal ordering of texts with an emphasis on the non-conceptual nature of literary meaning: a poem’s complexity embodied a subtle response to life, which could not be reduced to logical statements or paraphrases. Their approach, despite the emphasis on close reading of texts, remained fundamentally humanistic. For example, Cleanth Brooks insisted that Marvell’s “Horatian Ode” is not a political statement of Marvell’s position on the Civil War but a dramatization of opposed views, unified into a poetic whole. Brooks concluded his account by arguing that like all “great poetry” the poem embodies “honesty and insight and whole-mindedness”. The first Russian Formalists on the other hand considered that human “content” (emotions, ideas and “reality” in general) possessed no literary significance in itself, but merely provided a context for the functioning of literary “devices”. As we shall see, this sharp division of form and content was modified by the later Formalists, but it remains true that the Formalists avoided the New Critics’ tendency to endow aesthetic form with moral and cultural significance. They aimed rather to outline models and hypotheses (in a scientific spirit) to explain how aesthetic effects are produced by literary devices, and how the literary is distinguished from and related to the “extra-literary”. While the New Critics regarded literature as a form of human understanding, the Formalists thought of it as a special use of language.

Peter Steiner has argued convincingly against a monolithic view of Russian Formalism, himself discriminating between formalisms in highlighting three metaphors which act as generative models for three phases in its history. The model of the “machine” governs the first phase which sees literary criticism as a sort of mechanics and the text as a heap of devices. The second is an “organic” phase which sees literary texts as fully functioning “organisms” of interrelated parts. The third phase adopts the metaphor of “system” and tries to understand literary texts as the products of the entire literary system and even of the meta-system of interacting literary and non-literary systems.

SHKLOVSKY, MUKAROVSKSY, JAKOBSON

Formalist studies were well established before the 1917 Revolution —— in the Moscow Linguistic Circle, founded 1915, and in OPOJAZ (the letters stand for The Society for the study of Poetic Language'), started in 1916. The leading figures of the former group were Roman Jakobson and Petr Bogatyrev, who both later helped to found the Prague Linguistic Circle in 1926. Viktor Shklovsky, Yury Tynynanov and Boris Eikhenbaum were prominent in OPOJAZ. The initial impetus was provided by the Futurists whose artistic efforts before the First World War were directed against “decadent” bourgeois culture and especially against the anguished soul-searching of the Symbolist movement in poetry and the visual arts. They derided the mystical posturing of poets such as Briusov who insisted that the poet was “the guardian of the mystery”. In place of the “absolute”, Mayakovsky, the extrovert Futurist poet, offered the noisy materialism of the machine age as the home of poetry. However, it should be noted that the Futurists were as opposed to realism as the Symbolists had been: their slogan of the “self-sufficient word” placed a stress on the self-contained sound patterning of words as distinct from their ability to refer to things. The Futurists threw themselves behind the Revolution and emphasized the artist’s role as (proletarian) producer of crafted objects. Dmitriev declared that “the artist is simply a constructor and technician, a leader and foreman”. The Constructivists took these arguments to their logical extreme and entered actual factories to put into practice their theories of “production art”. 

From this background the Formalists set about producing a theory of literature concerned with the writer’s technical prowess and craft skill. They avoided the proletarian rhetoric of the poets and artists, but they retained a somewhat mechanistic view of the literary process. Shklovsky was as vigorously materialistic in his attitudes as Mayakovsky. The former’s famous definition of literature as “the sum total of all stylistic devices employed in it” sums up well this early phase of formalism.

At first, the Formalists’ work developed freely, especially between 1921 and 1925 when the weary USSR was emerging from “War Communism”. Non-proletarian economics and literature were allowed to flourish during this breathing space, and by 1925 formalism was the dominant method in literary scholarship. Trotsky’s sophisticated criticisms of formalism in Literature and Revolution (1924) ushered in a defensive phase, culminating in the Jakobson/Tynyanov theses (1928). Some regard the later developments as signaling the defeat of pure formalism and a capitulation to the Communist “social command”. We would argue that, before official disapproval brought an end to the movement in about 1930, the need to take account of the sociological dimension produced some of the best work of the period, especially in the writings of the “Bakhtin School” which drew on formalist and Marxist traditions in fruitful ways that anticipated later developments. The more structuralist type of formalism, initiated by Jakobson and Tynyanov, was continued in Czech formalism (notably by the Prague Linguistic Circle), until Nazism brought it to an end. Some of this group, including Rene Wellek and Roman Jakobson, emigrated to the United States where they helped shape the development of New Criticism during the 1940s and 1950s.

The Formalists’ technical focus led them to treat literature as a special use of language which achieves its distinctness by deviating from and distorting “practical” language. Practical language is used for acts of communication, while literary language has no practical function at all and simply makes us see differently. One might apply this fairly easily to a writer such as Gerard Manley Hopkins, whose language is “difficult” in a way which draws attention to itself as “literary”, but it is also easy to show that there is no intrinsically literary language. Opening Hardy’s Under the Greenwood Tree at random, we read the exchange “How long will you be?” “Not long. Do wait and talk to me.” There is absolutely no linguistic reason to regard the words as “literary”. We read them as literary rather than as an act of communication only because we read them in what we take to be a literary work. As we shall see, Tynyanov and others developed a more dynamic view of “literariness” as a functioning system, which avoids this problem.

What distinguishes literature from “practical” language is its constructed quality. Poetry was treated by the Formalists as the quintessentially literary use of language: it is “speech organized in its entire phonic texture”. Its most important constructive factor is rhythm. Consider a line from Donne’s “A Nocturnal upon St Lucies Day”, stanza 2:

  For I am every dead thing

A Formalist analysis would draw attention to an underlying iambic impulse (laid down in the equivalent line in the first stanza: “The Sunne is spent, and now his flasks”). In the line from stanza 2, our anticipation is frustrated by a dropped syllable between “dead” and “thing”; we perceive a deviation from the norm, and this is what produces aesthetic significance. A Formalist would also note finer differences of rhythm produced by syntactical differences between the two lines (for example, the first has a strong caesura, the second none). Poetry exercises a controlled violence upon practical language, which is thereby deformed in order to compel our attention to its constructed nature.

The earlier phase of Formalism was dominated by Viktor Shklovsky, whose theorizing, influenced by the Futurists, was lively and iconoclastic. While the Symbolists had viewed poetry as the expression of the Infinite or some unseen reality, Shklovsky adopted a down-to-earth approach, seeking to define the techniques which writers use to produce specific effects.

Shklovsky called one of his most attractive concepts “defamiliarization” (ostranenie: “making strange”). He argued that we can never retain the freshness of our perceptions of object; the demands of “normal” existence require that they must become to a great extent “automatized” (a later term). That Wordsworthian innocent vision through which Nature retains “the glory and the freshness of a dream” is not the normal state of human consciousness. It is the special task of art to give us back the awareness of things which have become habitual objects of our everyday awareness. It must be stressed that the Formalists, unlike the Romantic poets, were not so much interested in the perceptions themselves as in the nature of the devices which produce the effect of “defamiliarization”. The purpose of a work of art is to change our mode of perception from the automatic and practical to the artistic. In “Art as Technique” (1917), Shklovsky makes this clear:

The technique of art is to make objects “unfamiliar”, to make forms difficult, to increase the difficulty and length of perception, because the process of perception is an aesthetic end in itself and must be prolonged. Art is a way of experiencing the artfulness of an object; the object is not important. (Shklovsky’s emphasis)

The Formalists were fond of citing two English eighteenth-century writers, Laurence Sterne and Jonathan Swift. Boris Tomashevsky shows how devices of defamiliarization are used in Gulliver’s Travels:

In order to present a satirical picture of the European social-political order, Gulliver... tells his master (a horse) about the customs of the ruling class in human society. Compelled to tell everything with the utmost accuracy, he removes the shell of euphemistic phrases and fictitious traditions which justify such things as war, class strife, parliamentary intrigue and so on. Stripped of their verbal justification and thus defamiliarized, these topics emerge in all their horror.
Thus criticism of the political system, nonliterary material, is   artistically motivated and fully involved in the narrative.

At first this account seems to stress the content of the new perception itself (“horror” at “war” and “class strife”). But in fact, what interests Tomashevsky is the artistic transformation of “non-literary material”. Defamiliarization changes our response to the world but only by submitting our habitual perceptions to a processing by literary form.

In his monograph on Sterne’s Tristram Shandy, Shklovsky draws attention to the ways in which familiar actions are defamiliarized by being slowed down, drawn out or interrupted. This technique of delaying and protracting actions makes us attend to them, so that familiar sights and movements cease to be perceived automatically and are thus “defamiliarized”. Mr. Shandy, lying despondently on his bed after hearing of his son Tristram’s broken nose, might have been described conventionally (“he lay mournfully upon his bed”), but Sterne chose to defamiliarize Mr. Shandy’s posture:
The palm of his fight hand, as he fell upon the bed, receiving his forehead, and covering the greatest part of both his eyes, gently sunk down with his head (his elbow giving way backwards) till his nose touch’d the quilt; his left arm hung insensible over the side of the bed, his knuckles reclining upon the handle of the chamber pot...
The example is interesting in showing how often defamiliarization affects not a perception as such but merely the presentation of a perception. By slowing down the description of Mr. Shandy’s posture, Sterne gives us no new insight into grief, no new perception of a familiar posture, but only a heightened verbal presentation. It is Sterne’s very lack of concern with perception in the non-literary sense which seems to attract Shklovsky’s admiration. This emphasis on the actual process of presentation is called “laying bare” one’s technique. Many readers find Sterne’s novel irritating for its continual references to its own novelistic structure, but “laying bare” its own devices is, in Shklovsky's view, the most essentially literary thing a novel can do.

“Defamiliarization” and “laying bare” are notions which directly influenced Bertolt Brecht’s famous “alienation effect”. The classical ideal that art should conceal its own processes (ars celare artem) was directly challenged by the Formalists and by Brecht. For literature to present itself as a seamless unity of discourse and as a natural representation of reality would be deceitful and, for Brecht, politically regressive, which is why he rejected realism and embraced modernism (See more for the Lukacs/Brecht debate). For example, in a Brechtian production a male character may be played by an actress in order to destroy the naturalness and familiarity of the role and by defamiliarizing the role to make the audience attend to its specific maleness. The possible political uses of the device were not foreseen by the Formalists, since their concerns were purely technical.

Theories of narrative, especially the distinction between “story”   and “plot”, have a prominent place in Russian Formalism. The Greek tragedians had drawn upon traditional stories which consisted of a series of incidents. In section 6 of the Poetics, Aristotle defines “plot” (“mythos”) as the “arrangement of the incidents”. A “plot” is clearly distinguished from a story upon which a plot may be based. A plot is the artful disposition of the incidents which make up a story. A Greek tragedy usually starts   with a “flashback”, a recapitulation of the incidents of the story which occurred prior to those which were selected for the plot. In Virgil’s Aeneid and in Milton’s Paradise Lost, the reader is plunged in medias res (“into the middle of things”), and earlier   incidents in the story are introduced artfully at various stages in the plot, often in the form of retrospective narration: Aeneas  narrates the Fall of Troy to Dido in Carthage, and Raphael relates the War in Heaven to Adam and Eve in Paradise.

The Russian Formalists, however, stress that only “plot” (sjuzet) is strictly literary, while “story” (fabula) is merely raw material awaiting the organizing hand of the writer. As Shklovsky’s essay on Sterne reveals, the Formalists had a more revolutionary concept of plot than Aristotle. The plot of Tristram Shandy is not merely the arrangement of story-incidents but also all the devices used to interrupt and delay the narration. Digressions, typographical games, displacement of parts of the book (preface, dedication, etc.) and extended descriptions are all devices to make us attend to the novel’s form. In a sense, “plot”, in this instance, is actually the violation of the expected formal arrangements of incidents. By frustrating familiar plot arrangement, Sterne draws attention to plotting itself as a literary object. In this way, Shklovsky is not at all Aristotelian. In the end, a carefully ordered Aristotelian “plot” should give us the essential and familiar truths of human life; it should be plausible and have a certain inevitability. The Formalists, on the other hand, often linked theory of plot with the notion of defamiliarization: the plot prevents us from regarding the incidents as typical and familiar. Instead, we are made constantly aware how artifice constructs or forges (makes/counterfeits) the “reality” presented to us. In its display of poiesis (“poet” = “maker”) rather than mimesis (“copying”= realism), this looks forward, as does Sterne, to postmodernist self-reflexivity.

A further concept within Russian Formalist narrative theory is “motivation”. Tomashevsky called the smallest unit of plot a “motif”, which we may understand as a single statement or action. He makes a distinction between “bound” and “free” motifs.  A bound motif is one which is required by the story, while a free motif is inessential from the point of view of the story.  However, from the literary point of view, the free motifs are potentially the focus of art. For example, the device of having Raphael relate the War in Heaven is a free motif, because it is not part of the story in question. However, it is formally more important than the narration of the War itself, because it enables Milton to insert the narration artistically into his overall plot.

This approach reverses the traditional subordination of formal devices to “content”. The Formalists rather perversely seem to regard a poem’s ideas, themes, and references to “reality” as merely the external excuse the writer required to justify the use of formal devices. They called this dependence on external, non-literary assumptions “motivation”. According to Shklovsky, Tristram Shandy is remarkable for being totally without “motivation”;  the novel is entirely made up of formal devices which are  “bared”.

The most familiar type of “motivation” is what we usually call “realism”. No matter how formally constructed a work may be, we still often expect it to give us the illusion of the “real”. We expect literature to be “life-like”, and may be irritated by characters or descriptions which fail to match our common-sense expectations of what the real world is like. “A man in love wouldn’t behave like that” and “people of that class wouldn’t talk like that” are the kind of remarks we might make when we notice a failure of realistic motivation. On the other hand, as Tomashevsky pointed out, we become accustomed to all kinds of absurdities and improbabilities once we learn to accept a new set of conventions. We fail to notice the improbable way in which heroes are always rescued just before they are about to be killed by the villains in adventure stories. Indeed, realism’s central strategy is to disguise its artificiality, to pretend there is no art between it and the reality it shows us; in this respect, it does the exact opposite of “baring its device”.

The theme of “motivation” turned out to be important in a great deal of subsequent literary theory. Jonathan Culler summed up the general theme neatly when he wrote: “To assimilate or interpret something is to bring it within the modes of order which culture makes available, and this is usually done by talking about it in a mode of discourse which a culture takes as natural.” Human beings are endlessly inventive in finding ways of making sense of the most random or chaotic utterances or inscriptions. We refuse to allow a text to remain alien and outside our frames of reference; we insist on “naturalizing” it, and effacing its textuality. When faced with a page of apparently random images, we prefer to naturalize it by attributing the images to a disordered mind or by regarding it as a reflection of a disordered world, rather than to accept its disorder as strange and inexplicable. The Formalists anticipated structuralist and poststructuralist thought by attending to those features of texts which resist the relentless process of naturalization. Shklovsky refused to reduce the bizarre disorder of Tristram Shandy to an expression of Tristram’s quirky mind, and instead drew attention to the novel’s insistent literariness which checks naturalization. 

We have already noted in passing the shift from Shklovsky’s notion of the text as a heap of devices to Tynyanov’s of the text as a functioning system. The high point of this “structural” phase was the series of statements known as the Jakobson-Tynyanov theses (1928). The theses reject a mechanical formalism and attempt to reach beyond a narrowly literary perspective by trying to define the relationship between the literary “series” (system) and other “historical series”. The way in which the literary system develops historically cannot be understood, they argue, without understanding the way in which other systems impinge on it and partly determine its evolutionary path. On the other hand, they insist, we must attend to the “immanent laws” of the literary system itself if we are to understand correctly the correlation of the systems.

The Prague Linguistic Circle, founded in 1926, continued and developed the “structural” approach. Mukařovský, for example, developed the formalist concept of “defamiliarization” into the more systematic “foregrounding” which he defined as “the aesthetically intentional distortion of the linguistic components”. He also underlined the folly of excluding extra-literary factors from critical analysis. Taking over Tynyanov's dynamic view of aesthetic structures, he placed great emphasis on the dynamic tension between literature and society in the artistic product. Mukařovský’s most powerful argument concerned the “aesthetic function”, which proves to be an ever-shifting boundary and not a watertight category. The same object can possess several functions: a church may be both a place of worship and a work of art; a stone may be a door-stop, a missile, building material and an object of artistic appreciation. Fashions are especially complex signs and may possess social, political, erotic and aesthetic functions. The same variability of function can be seen in literary products. A political speech, a biography, a letter and a piece of propaganda may or may not possess aesthetic value in different societies and periods. The circumference of the sphere of “art” is always changing, and always dynamically related to the structure of society.

Mukařovský’s insight has been taken up recently by Marxist critics to establish the social bearings of art and literature. We can never talk about “literature” as if it were a fixed canon of works, a specific set of devices, or an unchanging body of forms and genres. To endow an object or artifact with the dignity of aesthetic value is a social act, ultimately inseparable from prevailing ideologies. Modern social changes have resulted in certain artifacts, which once had mainly non-aesthetic function, being regarded as primarily art-objects. The religious function of icons, the domestic functions of Greek vases, and the military function of breast plates have been subordinated in modern times to a primarily aesthetic function. What people choose to regard as “serious” art or “high” culture is also subject to changing values. Jazz, for example, once 'popular' music in brothels and bars, has become serious art, although its “low” social origins still give rise to conflicting evaluations. From this perspective, art and literature are not eternal verities but are always open to new definitions - hence the increasing presence, as the literary canon is deconstructed, of “popular” writing on “Cultural Studies” (rather than “Literature”) courses. The dominant class in any historical era will have an important influence on definitions of art, and where new trends arise will normally wish to incorporate them into its ideological world.

It gradually became apparent, then, that literary devices were not fixed pieces that could be moved at will in the literary game. Their value and meaning changed with time and also with context. With this realization, “device” gave way to “function” as the leading concept. The effect of this shift was far-reaching. Formalists were no longer plagued by an unresolved rejection of “content”, but were able to internalize the central principle of “defamiliarization”; that is to say, instead of having to talk about literature defamiliarizing reality, they could begin to refer to the defamiliarizing of literature itself. Elements within a work may become “automatized” or may have a positive aesthetic function. The same device may have different aesthetic functions in different works or may become totally automatized. For example, archaisms and Latinate word order may have an “elevating” function in an epic poem, or an ironic function in a satire, or even become totally automatized as general “poetic diction”. In the last case, the device is not “perceived” by the reader as a functional element, and is effaced in the same way as ordinary perceptions become automatized and taken for granted. Literary works are seen as dynamic systems in which elements are structured in relations of foreground and background. If a particular element is “effaced” (perhaps archaic diction), other elements will come into play as dominant (perhaps plot or rhythm) in the work’s system. Writing in 1935, Jakobson regarded “the dominant” as an important late Formalist concept, and defined it as the focusing component of a work of art: “it rules, determines and transforms the remaining components”. He rightly stresses the non-mechanistic aspect of this view of artistic structure. The dominant provides the work with its focus of crystallization and facilitates its unity or gestalt (total order). The very notion of defamiliarization implied change and historical development. Rather than look for eternal verities which bind all great literature into a single canon, the Formalists were disposed to see the history of literature as one of permanent revolution. Each new development is an attempt to repulse the dead hand of familiarity and habitual response. This dynamic notion of the dominant also provided the Formalists with a useful way of explaining literary history. Poetic forms change and develop not at random but as a result of a “shifting dominant”: there is a continuing shift in the mutual relationships among the various elements in a poetic system. Jakobson added the interesting idea that the poetics of particular periods may be governed by a “dominant” which derives from a non-literary system. The dominant of Renaissance poetry was derived from the visual arts; Romantic poetry oriented itself towards music; and Realism’s dominant is verbal art. But whatever the dominant may be, it organizes the other elements in the individual work, relegating to the background of aesthetic attention elements which in works of earlier periods might have been “foregrounded” as dominant. What changes is not so much the elements of the system (syntax, rhythm, plot, diction, etc.) but the function of particular elements or groups of elements. When Pope wrote the following lines satirizing the antiquarian, he could rely on the dominance of the values of prose clarity to help him achieve his purpose:

But who is he, in closet close y-pent,

Of sober face, with learned dust besprent?

Right well mine eyes arede the myster wight,

On parchment scraps y-fed, and Wormius hight.

The Chaucerian diction and archaic word order are immediately treated by the reader as comically pedantic. In an earlier period Spenser was able to hark back to Chaucer’s style without calling up the satiric note. The shifting dominant operates not only within particular texts but within particular literary periods.
Into Systems
By Theo Hermans

(Excerpted from Chapter 8, pp. 102-119)

Description is not enough. It has to serve a purpose, such as explanation. This requires that phenomena are put into a context, and that we have an apparatus to bring that context into view. That is where, in the descriptive paradigm, the notion of system comes in. In the previous chapters I have deliberately avoided the term 'system'; from now on it will be on every page, beginning with “polysystem”. As I pointed out in Chapters 1 and 3, Itamar Even-Zohar’s polysystem theory took shape simultaneously and in close association with the descriptive paradigm in translation studies. It offered a comprehensive and ambitious framework, something researchers could turn to when looking for explanations and contexts of actual behavior. A significant amount of empirical and historical work on translation, and especially on literary translation, is directly or indirectly indebted to polysystem theory.

The notion of literature as a system has its origin in Russian Formalist thinking and is very much present in Prague Structuralism. It has been widely applied in literary studies, as Trtrsy de Zepetnek’s 1992 bibliography illustrates. Itamar Even-Zohar’s polysystem theory goes back directly to Russian Formalism, with the deliberate inclusion of translation. Andre Lefevere subsequently elaborated a systems concept of literature and translation along somewhat different lines and with more emphasis on social and ideological factors. More recent revisions in sociological terms seek inspiration in Pierre Bourdieu’s writings on the sociology of culture or in Niklas Luhmann’s idea of social systems. I will explore some of these lines in this and the next two chapters. However, two things should be made clear before we launch into polysystem theory.

Firstly, there is no necessary connection between polysystem theory (or any other system theory) on the one hand and, on the other, descriptive or empirical translation studies or viewing translation as manipulation or cultural practice. You can study translation along the lines set out in the preceding chapters and never encounter a single system, let alone a polysystem. You can also work with polysystem theory and never study translations. If you do use polysystem theory to study translations, you can do so in ways different from what has come to be called the descriptive or Manipulation paradigm; you can, for instance, use Vermeer’s skopos theory, or Pym’s intercultural regimes (Pyro 1997), or another approach.

The close association between polysystem theory and the descriptive or Manipulation line is a matter of historical accident and conceptual convenience. As Even-Zohar developed his theory of literature as a polysystem in the early 1970s, he was already collaborating with Gideon Toury. The Russian Formalists were also known to people like James Holmes, Jose Lambert and Andre Lefevere. In other words, the polysystem hypothesis, as it was then called, came at the right moment. As a theory about the way literatures behave and develop, it made room for translation, explicitly so, at a time when literary studies generally ignored the subject. It seemed flexible and promising as an explanatory frame; it legitimized research into translation as part of literary studies; and it was available through personal contact. In subsequent years it proved sufficiently broad to be applied beyond the strictly literary domain to such things as theatre translation (Sirkku Aaltonen, Romy Heylen, Marta Mateo, Raquel Merino) and the audiovisual media (Martine Danan, Patrick Cattrysse, Olivier Goris, Dirk Delabastita).

Secondly, there are no systems. Systems exist only in system theory. They have no ontological status. The decision to view, say, literature, art or translation, or for that matter education or politics, as a system is made on the grounds that doing so will provide a certain kind of insight into that world - into its internal structure and evolution, and its relations with the outside world, for instance. As we will see, Even-Zohar stresses the hypothetical nature of polysystems in his definition. Perhaps the most famous instance in this respect opening sentence of Niklas Luhmann’s Soziale Systeme: “Die folgenden 0berlegungen gehen davon aus, dass es Systeme gibt” (1984: 30; The following considerations assume that there are systems, 1995: 12). While the statement appears to assert that systems exist, the claim to reality status is demolished in the book's closing chapter. As Luhmann slyly pointed out elsewhere (in Krawietz and Welker 1992: 381), the first part of the sentence prefigures this “epistemological dissolution”. 

Polysystem’s Sources

The main source for polysystem theory, as Even-Zohar has always fully acknowledged, lies in Russian Formalism. The Formalists, a group of vociferous and sharp-witted academics including Victor Shklovsky, Boris Eikhenbaum, Roman Jakobson and Yury Tynyanov, came to the fore in Saint Petersburg and Moscow around the First World War and remained active until the Stalinist regime silenced them at the end of the 1920s. Their work would be continued, with a different emphasis, by the Czech Structuralists (Jan Mukařovský, Felix Vodicka and others) and was taken up again in Russia in the 1960s and '70s by semioticians like Yury Lotman. Around that time Formalist writings also reached Western Europe in French, German and subsequently English translations.

The Formalists revolutionized literary studies. Reacting against impressionistic criticism and positivistic fact-finding, they took the defining characteristic of literature to be the specific way in which it moulds its own material, language. Shklovsky's early essays, for example, treated the literary work not as the expression of a writer's personality or the spirit of the age, but simply as an amalgam of devices, tricks designed to make language and perception new, strange, unfamiliar, de-automatized. In poetry, rhyme and meter could fulfill this role; plot construction, unusual points of view or other techniques could serve similar purposes in narrative prose. The Formalists would have been delighted with a novel like Martin Amis’s Time’s Arrow and the way its story is told going relentlessly backward rather than forward in time; or with, say, Georges Perec’s decision to write a full-length novel in French without once using the letter 'e' (La disparition); or with the distinctive, jerky camera technique in a TV series like NYPD Blue.

From these early notions there grew the idea of a literary work as not just a heap of devices but an ordered heap, a hierarchically structured set. If literature wants to be constantly new, it has to keep foregrounding new devices while decommissioning others. What matters, then, is not so much the device itself as its place in relation to everything around it. Projected onto a diachronic plane this means that defamiliarization can only be effective against the backdrop of the prevailing and the familiar. The driving force of literary evolution, in the Formalist conception, lies in this constant urge to replace the familiar with the unfamiliar, the traditional with the innovative. The literary series thus possesses its own momentum and obeys its own autonomous laws. And just as individual works and genres are structured wholes, literature in its entirety is a hierarchically organized, self-renewing whole. The need for self-renewal however brings constant instability. A synchronic snapshot may give the impression of a harmonious equilibrium, but it conceals the vying for position, the reshuffling of priorities and the generation conflicts being acted out on the diachronic axis.

For Even-Zohar’s polysystem theory the work of Yury Tynyanov is particularly relevant. Two of Tynyanov’s essays, “The Literary Fact” and “On Literary Evolution”, from 1924 and 1927 respectively (1982:7-30; 1978:66-78), are worth mentioning here. They sum up the Formalists’ mature views.

As Tynyanov sees it, a “literary fact” is a relational entity. What we call a “literary work”, a “genre”, a “period”, a “literature”, or “literature” per se, represents an aggregate of features which all derive their value from their interrelations with the other elements in the network. It is, in each case, a system - indeed Tynyanov is credited with being the first to have spoken of literature as a “system”. The whole constellation, moreover, is never still but constantly changing. Literary phenomena therefore need to be studied in a relational way, on the synchronic (relations with elements of the same system and of other systems) as well as on the diachronic level. What is individual and distinctive in a particular work, period, genre or literature can only be determined in the context of such relations. Synchronic and diachronic cross-sections will show shifting relations of dominance and dependence. A literary system can be thought of as consisting of a dominant, prestigious and canonical center which, over time, petrifies and is replaced by new and more dynamic forms which come crawling out of the woodwork of the system's periphery. The center/periphery opposition is one of Tynyanov’s key concepts. Literary evolution consists in “the mutation of systems” (1978: 67); mutation here means a change in the interrelationships between elements of a system, typically the center and periphery changing place. This process however is not one of gradual development or growth but a matter of pushing and shoving, of rupture, struggle and overthrow.

In a short position paper which Tynyanov wrote jointly with Roman Jakobson in 1928, the authors observed that if literature is a system, then in turn the history of literature may be seen as a system, since “evolution is inescapably of a systemic nature” (1978: 80). Furthermore, if literature constitutes a system with a systemic evolution, it is reasonable to view other cultural and social series also as systems. The correlations between these various systems then form “a system of systems” (1978: 81). Exactly how these correlations are to be determined is left open. Tynyanov had noted earlier that while the literary system may not be wholly self-sufficient it must be granted a degree of autonomy and will not necessarily evolve in synchrony with other systems. Boris Eikhenbaum would point out a year later that the relations between literature and the extra-literary world cannot be causal but are at best relations of “correspondence, interaction, dependency, or conditionality” (1978: 61).

After the Formalist era, the Prague Structuralist Jan Mukařovský tried to come to grips with the interaction between literature and its environment by positing an 'aesthetic function' which in literary texts coexists with various other, pragmatic functions. Readers bring both aesthetic and non-aesthetic expectations and judgments to bear on literary works, and thus integrate them into their everyday lives. Literary change then stems from a combination of intrinsic evolution and extrinsic intervention. In the cultural semiotics of Yury Lotman, culture as a whole is treated as a vast multi-level system, a “semio-sphere” (a term calqued on “biosphere”) which organizes our existence at a conceptual level. Lotman, like Tynyanov (and Even-Zohar), thinks of individual systems as consisting of tightly structured nuclei and more fluid peripheries, and of change as involving shifts in constellations of elements. His work however stresses not just relations between systems and their environment, but the need to look at what a particular system, from its internal point of view, regards as being within or beyond its boundaries. This makes accounting for relations between systems and their environments even more complicated. Lotman observes, for instance, that the self-description of a system, in the form of a poetics, say, or a literary history, is not only more organized than the reality which it presumes to treat but is also instrumental in regulating that reality (Lotman 1977). The position from which one speaks, whether internal or external, affects the thing spoken about - and Lotman realizes that his own descriptions have the same effect.

Polysystem’s Terms

Polysystem theory is best thought of as a latter-day manifestation of Formalism with a dash of Structuralism, general systems theory and cultural semiotics. Envisaged as a tool for writing literary and cultural history, the theory was elaborated by Even-Zohar in the early 1970s, and restated with only minimal revision in the spring 1990 issue of Poetics Today. Considering the scale and nature of developments in literary theory generally during the intervening two decades, the relative immobility of polysystem thinking and the absence of dialogue with other theories are perplexing. No wonder polysystem theory has begun to look long in the tooth. Even-Zohar’s recent work suggests he is now applying his ideas to a wide range of issues in cultural history while still keeping his polysystem concept unchanged.

 Even-Zohar originally thought up the term “polysystem” in connection with language rather than literature. In his doctoral dissertation he spoke of “the polysystemic nature of language” (1971: vii), meaning that heterogeneous sets of linguistic means such as high and low registers, and diverse stylistic modes, all co-exist within one language. The idea of a polysystem of literature, “parallel to the linguistic polysystem” ( 1971: xv), put into relief a similar diversity in the literary domain, with “high” and “low”, canonized and non-canonized forms as the main divisions (ibid.; 1978: 11).

In 1990, when what had begun as a “polysystem hypothesis” had graduated to a theory, Even-Zohar still claimed the term was more than a terminological convention: “polysystem” was meant to foreground “the conception of a system as dynamic and heterogeneous” (1990: 12). However, it seems to me that, since all literary and cultural systems of any size may be assumed to be dynamic and heterogeneous, they are all polysystems. And if all systems are poly-, the “poly-” in “polysystems” is redundant. In what follows I will speak simply of “systems”, and use “polysystem” only to refer specifically to Even-Zohar’s notion.

For Even-Zohar, polysystem theory forms part of a broader current of thought which he calls “dynamic functionalism” (1990:2), stressing the complexity, openness and flexibility of cultural systems existing in a historical continuum. He favorably contrasts this “dynamic functionalism”, presented as continuing the Russian Formalist tradition and encompassing also Lotman’s cultural semiotics, with “static” French Structuralism, said to be in hock to Saussurean linguistics and given to merely “synchronistic” research (1990:11, 89). A contrast between “dynamic” and “static” functionalism along these lines seems forced - a way of donning the Formalist mantle while elbowing out a competitor. It is anyway beyond dispute that Even-Zohar’s ideas grew out of the expressly structuralist circle around Benjamin Hrushovsky and the Tel Aviv journal Ha-Sifrut (Ben-Porat & Hrushovsky 1974).

The central idea of polysystem theory, as of all system theories, is relational. Not only are elements constantly viewed in relation to other elements, but they derive their value from their position in a network. The relations which an element entertains with other elements are what constitutes its function or value. In that sense such theories are functionalist. They are also constructivist: they recognize that the network, and the relations within it, are a matter of the researcher perceiving a network in the first place.

Even-Zohar’s definition of the concept of “system” reflects these relational and hypothetical aspects. He describes a system as “the network of relations that can be hypothesized for a certain set of assumed observables (‘occurrences’/ ‘phenomena’)” (1990:27); or, more fully though perhaps not more clearly: the “network of relations which can be hypothesized for an aggregate of factors assumed to be involved with a socio-cultural activity, and consequently that activity itself observed via that network”. Or, alternatively, “the complex of activities, or any section thereof, for which systemic relations can be hypothesized” (1990: 85). A literary system can then be defined as “the network of relations that is hypothesized to obtain between a number of activities called ‘literary’, and consequently these activities themselves observed via that network” (1990: 28). Other cultural systems would be defined along the same lines.

After the formal definition, the toolbox required to inspect the literary system’s internal workings consists of a handful of binary oppositions harking back to the Formalist arsenal. Three of these pairs are particularly useful. They are:

1  The opposition between canonized and non-canonized products or models (i.e. works, forms, genres, but also conventions and norms), roughly corresponding to “high” versus “low” literature. “Canonized” means “accepted as legitimate by the dominant circles within a culture” and hence preserved and transmitted as part of the cultural heritage, while “non-canonized” is described, rather infelicitously, as “norms and texts which are rejected by these circles as illegitimate” (1990: 15). As Even-Zohar points out, canonicity is not an inherent feature of texts but is attributed by individuals, groups and institutions. These attributions can change. We may also note that a term like “the dominant circles within a culture” cries out for specification: circles dominant in one area, say performance poetry or the opera, are not necessarily dominant in other areas.

2  The opposition between the system’s center and its periphery. As a role, Even-Zohar observes, “the centre of the whole polysystem is identical with the most prestigious canonized repertoire” (1990:17). The term “repertoire” stands for “the aggregate of laws and elements [...] that govern the production of texts” (ibid.), or in a more recent formulation: “the aggregate of rules and materials which govern both the making and handling, or the production and consumption, of any given product” (1997: 20). The center or nucleus of the system can be regarded as its center of gravity or seat of power. It is institutionally stronger than the periphery, and more organized. Rakefet Sheffy (1990) has corrected Even-Zohar’s association of canons with repertoires on the grounds that canons, which are made up of texts rather than of instructions for good writing, do not usually serve as models for new text production but act as exemplars or structured reservoirs providing medium and long-term stability. Miguel Gallego Roca (1994: 152) has suggested in similar vein that polysystem theory underestimates the actively shaping role of a collective cultural memory.

3  The opposition between “primary” and “secondary” activities, where “primary” means “innovative” and “secondary” equals “conservative”. This opposition injects a dynamic and diachronic quality into the model as it produces conflict and change which are acted out over time. “Primary” activities bring about “augmentation and restructuration” of a repertoire (1990: 21), whereas “secondary” production leads first to consolidation but eventually to mummification and ineffectiveness.

The three oppositions interact to yield a picture reminiscent of the Russian Formalist conception of literary history, including its metaphors of warfare and palace coups. Typically, “primary” models arise in the less regimented periphery of a system and campaign to oust the comfortably entrenched models in the canonized center. Greater complexity is generated by permutations of the basic oppositions. A system’s periphery may itself be differentiated, harboring its own primary and secondary models, for example. Cultural systems are correlated with the social and the political. Relations between systems tend to mirror those within systems, i.e. the intersystemic parallels the intrasystemic. Also, “system” does not have to mean, say, “Italian literature” or “postwar French cinema”, but can refer to the poetry scene in fin de siecle Berlin, the multilingual culture of colonial North Africa, intellectual life in Beijing’s Forbidden City during the Ming Dynasty, or public oratory in Ancient Rome. The unit of investigation can be large or small, from the Petrarchan love sonnet in Renaissance Venice to the interdependent art scenes of the Western hemisphere today. This is worth pointing out because very often, even in Even-Zohar's own work, the idea of a (poly)system is simply equated with a national literature or culture. It is more flexible than that.

Translation can play a part in cultural systems in a variety of ways. Although Even-Zohar’s discussion is mostly geared to literary translation, broader applications may be drawn from it. He conceives of translation as a system within the literary polysystem, i.e. as having its own canonized center and periphery, its own innovative and more established models. Translation, like other forms of transfer, is essentially an instance of “interference”, which Even-Zohar defines as “a relation(ship) between literatures whereby a certain literature A (a source literature) may become a source of direct or indirect loans for another literature B (a target literature)” (1990: 54). If we amend this definition to include not merely the potential interference which it ostensibly bespeaks but also actual contact, we can view translation alongside various similar operations by means of which cultural goods migrate between systems.
Individual translations or certain modes of translating may play a primary or a secondary role in a polysystem. Which of these roles they play depends on the condition the system happens to be in. The vast majority of translations, Even-Zohar observes, are of the secondary or conservative type. He sees three kinds of situation when translations can be primary (i.e. innovative) and contribute to the elaboration of new repertoires. This is the case (a) when a literature is still 'young' and has not yet crystallized; (b) when a literature is “weak” and/or peripheral within a larger group of literatures; and(c) when a literature contains a vacuum or finds itself in a state of crisis or at a turning point (1978: 24-25; 1990: 47).

This is clear and straightforward. It is also deeply troubling, not only because it looks “somewhat crude”, as Susan Bassnett recently put it (in Bassnett & Lefevere 1998: 127), but because it points to a lack of clarity regarding the vantage point from which the comments are being made. The value judgment in characterizing a literature as young or weak or in crisis or, even more puzzling, as containing a vacuum (a culture with a disability?), requires a criterion to ascertain such things as the youth or strength of a culture or the presence of a “vacuum” in it. It also suggests critical involvement, as the qualification affects the situation that is being described. Calling, say, Israeli literature “young” may be read as a programmatic declaration; at the very least it suggests certain points of reference as relevant (the year 1948, for example), but not others (every literary form in today’s Israel has its predecessors; cultures do not arise ex nihilo). A similar blurring of viewpoints may have been observed earlier when I quoted Even-Zohar’s definition of a literary system as meaning all activities which are called literary - presumably by those within the system who see themselves as entitled to distinguish between literature and non-literature; but since these are likely to be the people or institutions who will dismiss certain forms of non-canonized literature as non-literature or as “illegitimate” literature, it is not easy to see how the polysystems concept of literature can be inclusive without a deliberate intervention on the researcher's part.

Even-Zohar’s statements about typical situations when translations are likely to fulfill a primary role make more sense if we take them as referring to perceptions from within a system. We can then think of such cases as the Renaissance assessment of vernacular cultures as needing translations from  the Classics to enrich the vernacular languages and build “national” cultures; or the way in which, in certain periods, countries like Turkey, China and Japan imported Western technology by means of translation. A striking example is that of the Dutch Neoclassical society Nil Volentibus Arduum (“Nothing is hard for those who have the will”). They changed the face of Dutch theatre in the 1670s by savagely attacking any and all non-classicist plays and translations that crossed their path, and by producing their own versions, sometimes in unseemly haste, with the express aim of keeping rival translations off the Amsterdam stage. They triumphed in 1678: of the ten new plays performed in that year, six were by NVA, including four translations made in order to stop competing versions that did not conform to Neoclassical principles. Neoclassicism would dominate Dutch theatre for generations to come (Hermans 1988a: 14-15). Note, though, that on the ground, as seen by the participants, all we have is the changing complex of interaction, networking and competition in which different parties pursue their own interests, without being able to predict the outcome. In that tangle, consolidation, augmentation and innovation are not that easily unpicked. Only hindsight permits the qualification “primary” - but that robs the concept of its explanatory power.

As these examples indicate, Even-Zohar concurs with other researchers in the Manipulation paradigm in viewing translation as typically initiated at and by the receptor pole. This does not exclude other possibilities. Just as Toury remarks that the target end is where, as a rule, research can most profitably begin without having to be restricted to it (1995: 36), Even-Zohar realizes that translations may be exported as well as imported, and that colonial domination, for instance, may mean the imposition of translations on a population that never asked for them (1990: 68-69).

Polysystem theory has benefited translation research by placing translations squarely in a larger field of cultural activity. Even though the theory prefers to operate at the abstract level of repertoires and textual models rather than that of actual texts, writers or translators, it draws attention to the practical and intellectual needs which translations might be trying to fill. It thus provides a way of connecting translations with an array of other factors in addition to source texts. In other words, it integrates translation into broader sociocultural practices and processes, making it a more exciting object of study and facilitating what was subsequently hailed as the 'cultural turn' in translation studies. The relative simplicity of the key ideas allows applications in very different contexts. Historical research in particular received a boost. In the next section I will look at two extended examples of such research.

Before I do that, a brief digression. For Even-Zohar, polysystem theory is about writing cultural history, but not only that. Like Toury, he is in search of universal laws and principles. The boldness of the abstract thought here has as its flip-side an eagerness to rush into generalizations. Already in his first book Even-Zohar made a stab at “universals of literary contacts” (1978: 45-53). Twenty-odd years later he restated them, with only minor changes, as “laws of literary interference”, proposing ten such “governing laws” (1990:59-72). Most of them have a bearing on translation. As was the case with Toury’s laws of translational behavior in the previous chapter, Even-Zohar’s quest leaves me unconvinced. His laws, it seems to me, take the form of pronouncements that are either trivial because self-evident, or problematic.

Among the self-evident ones are the first law, which states that “literatures are never in non-interference”, i.e. literatures and cultures do not exist incomplete isolation; and the second one, which says that the pattern of contact between two cultures will not be exactly symmetrical in both directions; from this follows the third law, that “literary interference is not necessarily linked with other interferences on other levels between communities”, meaning that literary contacts do not of necessity go together with contacts at other levels--which is merely a way of saying that grain imports, for instance, do not automatically generate literary imports.

If these are platitudes at best, the law stating that “a source literature is selected by dominance” strikes me as problematic. Even-Zohar here refers, among other things, to colonial powers dumping literary items on a colonized population. For example, “the fact that English and French dominated many literatures under their political influence is simply due to this influence” (1990: 68). This is undoubtedly true. However, apart from the inept suggestion that the colonized “select” the colonizer’s literature as a source, the observation contradicts the previous “law” which claimed that economic, political and military interference need not result in literary interference. According to the next law, “interference occurs when a system is in need of items unavailable within itself”. In his comment Even-Zohar indicates, for once, that this unavailability is a matter of people within the culture perceiving such a need, rather than the researcher deciding the “need” is an objective state of affairs. Still, it is hard to square this law with the comment provided with the previous one which explicitly allowed for the possibility of items being imposed on a community even against its will.

The final law takes in translation and related activities: “Appropriation tends to be simplified, regularized, schematized”. Even-Zohar explains that this applies to “peripheral activities using a secondary repertoire”, but then pulls the rug from under his own law by conceding that “the opposite is also true” and that relatively simple textual models borrowed from elsewhere may be elaborated upon “in a non-simplified, non-regularized, non-schematized context”. In its original formulation this alleged universal was followed by a self-doubting question-mark (1978: 53). Throwing caution to the wind in the later version has made for entertaining but either vacuous or highly questionable generalizations. Like Toury’s probabilistic laws, Even-Zohar’s universals do not set the blood racing, except with irritation.

Using polysystem theory as a toolkit for historical research seems a more profitable line. Here good use can be made of the theory’s relational instincts. It invites the researcher to tease out relative positions, correlations, sites of conflict and competition leading to changes of position within a constellation and eventually to changes affecting entire constellations. As an illustration, let us now look at two related projects.

Polysystems in Action

The projects I have selected are among the most determined applications of polysystem theory. Both are concerned with French literature, in adjacent periods. Shelly Yahalom’s work (1980, 1981) focuses on the eighteenth-century novel. Lieven D’hulst’s book (1987) deals with French poetry before and during the Romantic era, and fits into the larger Leuven University research project to which I have referred in previous chapters. To do justice to these analyses we have to engage with them in some detail. This will take a little perseverance.

Yahalom, who acknowledges critical debts to Lotman as well as to Even-Zohar, seeks to account for changes in the French novel during the Neoclassical period. She does this by positioning the novel in relation to the canonized center of the literary system and that system’s multiform, frayed edges. The metaphor which underlies her analysis is that of a strategic military campaign: the novel and its practitioners - writers and publishers, mainly-first retreat from the powerful center and then find ways to infiltrate and eventually destabilize it. The means chosen to wage this campaign, however, will also change the novel itself.

The point of departure is an imbalance, as Yahalom perceives it, in French Neoclassical literature. The most prestigious literary forms are serious drama and epic poetry, both of which are tightly regulated. Indeed the substantial increase m normative critical works at the time (think of Boilean’s Artpodtique, 1674) goes hand in hand with a canonized literary production consisting almost exclusively of norm-confirming, conservative, “secondary” works. In addition, those who control the cultural center-ground are directly associated with the political and ideological corridors of power in Paris. The result is the closure of social access to the cultural center, with a corresponding narrowing of the social functions of canonized literature.

The simultaneous contraction and hyperstructuration of the center stands in marked contrast to the rapid growth and the formal and ideological free-for-all of non-regulated works in the system's periphery. This is where the potential for renewal resides, as the periphery largely escapes regulation and remains open to outside influences. For Yahalom the imbalance between an increasingly rigid center and a sprawling, dynamic periphery points to a system in a state of crisis.

The negative value judgments raining down on the novel from the strongholds of the established poetics locate the novel in the periphery of the system. Viewed from the center the novel is bad, even pernicious, in a moral as well as a literary sense. The novel stands for the opposite of literature, for “anti-literature”. In the face of such hostility, writers and publishers of narrative prose fiction present the novel as “non-literature”, as existing not in the margins but altogether outside the literary system and thus beyond the reach of the center’s literary jurisdiction. This gesture creates an ambivalent inside-outside position which will allow the novel to tunnel its way back into the system’s central parts. Translation plays an important role in these maneuverings, but always in tandem with other operations.

As regards translation Yahalom focuses on novels translated from English, and suggests two reasons why they present a useful option for French writers. One is that the foreign provenance of translated works means that the center can adopt them, selectively, as constituting a 'natural' complement to its own carefully trimmed order. In this way translations remain relatively immune to the center’s norms. The other reason is that the periphery itself soaks up all manner of English texts, mostly novels, in large numbers and in a variety of ways. They significantly increase the pool of diversity there, and their foreign status facilitates acceptance into the more canonized areas of the French system. Pseudotranslations bear this out: by carrying the label 'translated from the English' a text may escape being perceived as a threat to the center’s prevailing norms and sneak into a more sheltered position.

Among the other strategies used to avoid censure is the presentation of fiction as authentic memoir and thus free from the norms of verisimilitude and decorum which apply to fiction. Various textual markers can be employed to stress authenticity and hence non-literariness: titles with the phrase “written by x him/herself”, paratextual statements condemning embellishment and stylization in the name of the plain truth, and so on. Yahalom notes that the significance of such markers lies not in their accuracy as descriptors of actual features of the works in question, but in their appeal to criteria distinguishing literature from non-literature (criteria such as fiction/non-fiction and natural/ artificial). These techniques lend a substantial body of texts their ambivalent status, as genuine non-literary memoirs intermingle with semi-literary pseudo-memoirs or texts such as Rousseau’s Julie ou la Nouvelle Heloise (1761) which send out signals in both directions at once.

The cross-overs between epistolary novels and (non-literary) manuals for letter-writing offer a good illustration of the overlap between the periphery of the literary system and other cultural systems. When letter-writing manuals present a range of different types of letters in a narrative sequence, they approach the model of the epistolary novel. At the same time the contents tables of some epistolary novels read like those in the manuals. Actual crossovers occurred. The Abbe d’Aubignac’s Roman des lettres of 1667 was re-issued in 1673 as a letter-writing manual; both editions, as it happens, appeared outside France.

The changing relation between the periphery and the center of the literary system can be illustrated with reference to the integration of moral discourse into narrative texts. From the point of view of the prevailing canon the moral requirement is strong. One solution consists in introducing a moral element into a text in the form of meta-narrative comments, a series of separate moral reflections interrupting the story. This has a double advantage: the narrative now meets one of the center’s requirements, and it no longer needs to be exemplary or semi-allegorical itself. In this way the incorporation of moral commentary into prose fiction will open up new possibilities for plot and character development in narrative prose. Other narratives assimilate moral instruction by being modeled directly on the argumentative schemas of ethical guidebooks, sometimes virtually copying their tables of contents. In yet other cases the moral commentary is tied to the situation of a particular narrator, which renders its impact more relative because it is made to arise out of the particular circumstances of a particular individual. As a result, moral discourse itself will begin to show differentiation, which will have ramifications in other fields.

The point of Yahalom’s analysis is that it documents and explains the emergence of textual models as part of a process of cultural semiosis. The admission of narrative prose fiction into the literary system will eventually transform the entire system when the novel captures the system's center a century or so later. The analysis is conducted in terms of the relative position of various literary and non-literary text types and their struggle for the center-ground. Yahalom envisages literature as consisting of a highly organized, prestigious center and a more permissive periphery which is both more flexible than the center and more likely to absorb a variety of extraneous models and features often via translation. In the examples she gives, such neglected forms as letter-writing manuals and moral guidebooks are shown to be directly relevant to the literary series. Change in a literary or cultural system occurs when new models maneuver themselves into new positions and the web of relations is altered. That process never stops. The attention to what happens in the margins of the literary system also means that a systems approach reaches parts other theories seldom reach, concerned as they mostly are with canonized texts only. Another point worth noting is that Yahalom’s analysis makes no distinction in principle between intrasystemic relations, i.e. relations between various sections of one literary system, and intersystemic relations, whether these are within one language and culture (e.g. the literary system versus other cultural systems such as education or religion) or spanning different languages and cultures (e.g. French literature and English literature).

My second illustration, Lieven D’hulst’s L’evolution de la poesie en France (1780-1830) (1987), is focused on poetry, and on a slightly later period. This is a detailed and demanding book, which comprises not only poetry and translation but also relations between poetry on the one hand and music and historiography on the other. I will pick out only a few moments which bear directly on translation but nevertheless shed light on the method of analysis as a whole.

D’hulst’s approach, like Yahalom’s, is rooted in Russian Formalism, with Even-Zohar's emphasis on multiple systems and Lotman’s cultural semiotics as its modern extensions. The analysis is conducted in terms of binary oppositions: between canonical and non-canonical genres, dominant and non-dominant modes and models, the center and periphery of a system, and innovative ('primary') and conservative ('secondary') forces. Their combination makes for complexity, while the preoccupation with models and positions rather than with actual texts and authors creates a daunting level of abstraction.

The focus is on intrasystemic conflict and 'intersystemic interference', processes seen in terms of interrelations between various strata of the poetic domain, between French and foreign poetry, and between literature and other cultural and social fields. Translation has its place in the context of these multiple and shifting relations. The aim is to understand how genres and entire literary systems develop. But D’hulst also realizes that his own point of view largely determines the selection of items he regards as relevant to his project, and that his description therefore remains partial. Since he wants to trace evolutionary processes, he directs his attention to ambivalent text types and peripheral models (1987:17, 21 ).

D’hulst conducts his analysis by means of a series of synchronic cross-sections, separating the translation of canonical from that of non-canonical foreign texts, and distinguishing in each case a dominant model of translation from a non-dominant model.

In the years 1780-1810, for instance, a relatively stable period, translations of canonical source texts furnish the larger part of the corpus and attract most critical comment by contemporaries. The dominant model for rendering these texts into French, verse translation, can be broken down into a series of hierarchically ordered rules. At the top of the list we find prescriptions to secure the use of regular alexandrines, periphrasis and rhyming couplets, all of which are designed to harness the translations to endogenous and canonical verse forms. Jacques Delille’s verse translations of Milton’s Paradise Lost, of Pope’s Rape of the Lock and of Virgil’s Georgics all faithfully resemble the genre of the French descriptive poem. Further down the list are less binding rules concerning, for example, the desirability of keeping the foreign original’s generic label, or the insertion of linking phrases to tie a narrative together. Hesitations frequently occur in this area. Pierre Daru, who translates Horace, leaves the label “Odes” in place but remarks that they are really songs or conversation pieces. The “rudeness” of Homer’s characters may be eliminated or recast after the more civil heroes of Virgil’s Aeneid. On the whole, through both the selection and the particular handling of foreign texts, the dominant norms of verse translation reinforce the principles buttressing the canonical system of indigenous French poetry.

Prose translation of poetry constitutes the other, non-dominant model, and obeys its own roles. The prose translators aggressively champion “literal exactitude” and insinuate that verse translation is imitation or paraphrase rather than proper translation because of the liberties it requires.

The translation of non-canonical source texts, less strictly regulated, exhibits more heterogeneity, especially in the verse translations. An unstable genre like the ballad is rendered in a variety of ways. Letoumeur, who translates MacPherson’s poems of Ossian into prose in 1777, says he omitted many of the comparisons, which he found tiresome, but refrained from assimilating the poem to French taste. In 1801 another translator, responding to Letoumeur’s version with his own in verse, speaks of mixed feelings for an original which strikes him as powerful and raw but also incoherent and repetitious; he claims that whereas Letoumeur translated Ossian, he will now imitate him, attenuating the original's faults yet without changing its character (D’hulst 1987: 67-68).

In surveying these various modes D’hulst points out that the model of verse translation clearly has its place within the canonical zone of the poetic system. It forms a parallel and contiguous canonical field, and offers the center not only support against the ambitions of the periphery but also a “dynamic reserve” (the term is Lotman’s) which imitators can dip into. The verse translators of canonical texts enjoy prestige; many of them turn out to be leading poets. Prose translation on the other hand is correlated with canonical non-literary systems such as language and literature teaching or philosophy. Translations of non-canonical source texts fulfill contradictory roles. The verse renderings tend to tone down unacceptable aspects of the foreign texts, but especially the prose translations leave a gap between the imported texts and the endogenous poetic models. Here too a “dynamic reserve” piles up, but this one contains many elements that cannot be assimilated into the French system. From this reserve new poetic models will spring.

After about 1810 translations of the newer, non-canonical foreign texts such as ballads, romances and popular songs become increasingly different from the endogenous models. Prose translation considerably strengthens its position when its norm of literal exactitude is rephrased as a demand for historical accuracy and authenticity, bringing a relaxation of the requirement to submit the foreign text to French stylistic norms. Translations now preserve repetitions, epithets and other such things which earlier verse translators found objectionable. In his version of Spanish romances Abel Hugo observes in 1822 that these “petits poémes historiques” possess their own charm and so he must be excused the use of unusual idiom for the sake of faithfulness; an anonymous translator of popular Greek songs likewise holds that "their artlessness is their charm" (1987: 102, 103). In the course of the 1820s verse translation loses prestige, prose translation becomes the dominant mode and the entire constellation is shifting. What used to be the non-canonical periphery of the poetic field has now gained so much weight and diversity that its innovative force propels it into open competition with the established center. The next stage will come when this new dynamic 'primary' center will develop conservative reflexes and another cycle can begin.

In D’hulst’s summary of the changes in French poetry and poetic translation over the whole period (1987:159-60) we can taste the flavor of this type of analysis. He sees three stages. First, through the double mechanism of assimilation and rejection of non-canonical elements at the end of the eighteenth century the poetic center retains its dominance vis-a-vis the periphery. This strategy produces fissures within the periphery, where non-canonical models develop; it also leads to contacts between these non-canonical models and other (non-literary and non-French) systems. In other words, intrasystemic oppositions trigger intersystemic contacts. The second stage witnesses the renewal of the non-canonical field, hesitant and heterogeneous at first, but showing more determination in the 1820s when the periphery produces ambivalent models at the intersection of different interfering systems, so that an intermediary system gradually takes shape. Around 1830, finally, the canonical poetic field is still intact, but it now has to reckon with the increasingly central position of the systems associated with the non-canonical periphery. However, the periphery, having grown into a dynamic primary center, regenerates intrasystemic oppositions through a partially receptive attitude as regards ambivalent models which have become competitive, while at the same time it emphasizes the autonomy of the poetic system by attributing only subsidiary functions to intersystemic contacts.

Looking back on his method and its findings D’hulst observes that the systemic viewpoint, and the identification of different strata in the poetic field through it, has allowed him to disentangle such complex problems as the evolution of genres, the tension between tradition and innovation, and the connection between various oppositions and dislocations within the system. This means we can perceive poetic evolution as a structured process. Intra-systemic and intersystemic strategies are connected in the same way. Openness or closure to intersystemic interference is a function of the structure of the endogenous field; or, put differently: translation serves the needs of the recipient system or a particular section of it.

Polysystem’s Limitations

What are we to make of analyses like those of Yahalom and D’hulst, and of the underlying theory and methodology? As far as the analyses themselves are concerned, I think it is fair to say they are ingenious, intricate, wide-ranging, and bloodless. Several things spring to mind.

1  The approach via polysystems and cultural semiotics throws the field of study wide open. By systematically placing canonized products and models in relation to a more fluid and pluriform periphery, a range of traditionally neglected texts and forms comes into view. Translation is recognized as a cultural practice interacting with other practices in a historical continuum. The workings of translation norms, the manipulative nature of translation and the effects of translation can all be slotted into a broader sociocultural setting. The study of translation becomes the study of cultural history. Broadly speaking the theory seems able to cope with this expansion, indeed it invites it. 

2  However, as the last few pages have shown, studies of this nature are not only ferociously abstract and depersonalized, they also run the risk of being ultimately deterministic. There are two reasons for this. One is that polysystem theory is aware of the social embedding of cultural systems but in practice takes little heed of actual political and social power relations or more concrete entities such as institutions or groups with real interests to look after. For all its emphasis on models and repertoires, polysystem theory remains thoroughly text-bound. Literature and culture in general are described as sites of conflict, but the stakes remain invisible, and the struggle is waged by competing norms and models rather than by individuals or collectives who stand to gain or lose something by the outcome. As a result, the processes of change and reversal become self-propelling and cyclical: the canonized center does what it does, and when it is overrun a new center repeats the pattern, as if the whole thing were on automatic pilot.

The other reason follows from this. Polysystem theory invests heavily in classifications and correlations but shies away from speculating about the underlying causes of such phenomena as changes in genres, norms, and the concepts and collective practices of translation. As a result it is left with description and explanation both inhabiting the same space, creating the suggestion of literature and culture as autonomous series - an old Formalist idea. It is paradoxical that polysystem theory and cultural semiotics were instrumental in fostering the much-vaunted contextualization of translation, but that its applications have tended to refrain from locating the factors motivating literary or cultural developments, including developments in translation, in that context. The unwillingness to identify an engine which drives the historical machine means that what the researcher describes as the abstract structures and evolutionary changes determine each other, as if they existed in a free-floating bubble. Pierre Bourdieu’s criticism of Russian Formalism and its polysystemic avatar is directed at precisely this point (1993: 34-35).

3  The one opposition which injects historical dynamism into the system, that of 'primary versus secondary' models and activities, proves the most problematic. It is based on an objectivist logic which interprets changing situations and competing practices as predetermined by their outcome. Whereas the “center versus periphery” and the “canonical versus non-canonical” oppositions are, in principle at least, deduced from statements by actors in the system and from the control they wield over means of production and distribution, the “primary versus secondary” opposition resembles the researcher’s self-fulfilling prophecy. Primary (i.e. innovative) is what the benefit of hindsight permits us retrospectively to label as primary. This is, in Bourdieu’s words, a way of “sliding from the model of reality into the reality of the model” (1990: 39).

4  The pattern of binary oppositions with which polysystem theory operates, and their multiplication when a more complex field is studied, leads to highly structured accounts of systems which are themselves shown to be highly structured. The optical illusion is that the structuredness of the method produces the structuredness of the object. This is to a large extent inevitable, and D’hulst, for example, explicitly recognizes that the method creates its object. However, the fact that both Yahalom and D’hulst are obliged to acknowledge the ubiquity of ambivalent models and in-between systems suggests that the either/or logic of binarism can wrap itself around its object, envelop it, and still fail to accommodate it. In other words, the intricate picture which the method brings about is not only its own creation, it is at the same time reductive in its inability to discern anything except dual structures and oppositions. To the extent that translation research inspired by polysystem theory operates with mutually exclusive terms (something is either canonized or non-canonized, center or periphery, source or target, etc.), it remains blind to all those ambivalent, hybrid, unstable, mobile, overlapping and collapsed elements that escape binary classification.

Of course, polysystem-inspired work comes in many shades and variations. The various essays which Maria Tymoczko, for example, has devoted to translations into English of Early Irish texts take account of their political and ideological environment at every step. The essays, now reworked into a book (Tymoczko 1999), recognize that translation is both shaped by and in turn helps to shape that environment. Rather than being a direct application of polysystem theory, though, this type of research takes off from it, and is in tune both with theorizing in a field like postcolonial studies, and with the way in which Andre Lefevere and others have tried out other system concepts more receptive to the social realities and ideological contexts of translation. These developments, which take us beyond polysystem theory and its literary ambience, will be reviewed in the forthcoming chapters.

2

          Postcolonialism and 

          Translation Studies 

Orientalism (Edward W. Said, 1935-)

AB from Princeton, AM and Ph. D. of Harvard, Said now teaches at Columbia U. He is one of the first to introduce contemporary European critical theory into American academy, and his international prestige comes from his position as a post-colonial critic. Orientalism (1978), his most discussed work, marks a major shift from the purely literary to The World, the Text and the Critic where he discusses how the European representations of the Middle East or orientalism take the place of “scientific objective observations,” and how these orientalist concepts then take on values. The next few major works see Said as “a spokesman for Palestinian causes,” and make him “arguably the most controversial American academic after Noam Chomsky,” such as The Question of Palestine (1979), Covering Islam (1981), and even Culture and Imperialism (1993).

On a visit to Beirut during the terrible civil war of 1975-1976 a French journalist wrote regretfully of the gutted downtown area that “it had once seemed to belong to ... the Orient of Chateaubriand and Nerval.” He was right about the place, of course, especially so far as a European was concerned. The Orient was almost a European invention, and had been since antiquity a place of romance, exotic beings, haunting memories and landscapes, remarkable experiences. Now it was disappearing; in a sense it had happened, its time was over. Per-haps it seemed irrelevant that Orientals themselves had something at stake in the process, that even in the time of Chateaubriand and Nerval Orientals had lived there, and that now it was they who were suffering; the main thing for the European visitor was a European representation of the Orient and its contemporary fate, both of which had a privileged communal significance for the journalist and his French readers 

The Orient is not only adjacent to Europe; it is also the place of Europe’s greatest and richest and oldest colonies, the source of its civilizations and languages, its cultural contestant, and one of its deepest and most recurring images of the Other. In addition, the Orient has helped to define Europe (or the West) as its contrasting image, idea, personality, experience. Yet none of this Orient is merely imaginative. The Orient is an integral part of European material civilization and culture. Orientalism expresses and represents that part culturally and even ideologically as a mode of discourse with supporting institutions, vocabulary, scholarship, imagery, doctrines, even colonial bureaucracies and colonial styles. In contrast, the American understanding of the Orient will seem considerably less dense, although our re-cent Japanese, Korean, and Indochinese adventures ought now to be creating a more sober, more realistic “Oriental” awareness. Moreover, the vastly expanded American political and economic role in the Near East (the Middle East) makes great claims on our understanding of that Orient.

It will be clear to the reader, that by Orientalism I mean several things, all of them, in my opinion, interdependent. The most readily accepted designation for Orientalism is an academic one, and indeed the label still serves in a number of academic institutions. Anyone who teaches, writes about, or researches the Orient ---and this applies whether the person is an anthropologist, sociologist, historian, or philologist --- either in its specific or its general aspects, is an Orientalist, and what he or she does is Orientalism. Compared with Oriental studies or area studies, it is true that the term Orientalisrn is less preferred by specialists today, both because it is too vague and general and because it connotes the high-handed executive attitude of nineteenth-century and early twentieth-century European colonialism. Nevertheless books are written and congresses held with “the Orient” as their main focus, with the Orientalist in his new or old guise as their main authority. The point is that even if it does not survive as it once did, Orientalism lives on academically through its doctrines and these about the Orient and Oriental.

Related to this academic tradition, whose fortunes, transmigrations, specializations, and transmissions are in part the subject of this study, is a more general meaning for Orientalism. Orientalism is a style of thought based upon an ontological and epistemological distinction made between “the Orient” and (most of the time) “the Occident.” Thus a very large mass of writers, among whom are poets, novelists, philosophers, political theorists, economists, and imperial administrators, have accepted the basic distinction between East and West as the starting point for elaborate theories, epics, novels, social descriptions, and political accounts concerning the Orient, its people, customs, “mind,” destiny, and so on. This Orientalism can accommodate Aeschylus, say, and Victor Hugo, Dante and Karl Marx. A little later in this introduction I shall deal with the methodological problems one encounters in so broadly construed a “field” as this.

The interchange between the academic and the more or less imaginative meanings of Orientalism is a constant one, and since the late eighteenth century there has been a considerable, quite disciplined --- perhaps even regulated --- traffic between the two. Here I come to the third meaning of Orientalism, which is something more historically and materially defined than either of the other two. Taking the late eighteenth century as a very roughly defined starting point Oriental-ism can be discussed and analyzed as the corporate institution for dealing with the Orient --- dealing with it by making statements about it, authorizing views of it, describing it, by teaching it, settling it: in short, Orientalism as a Western style for dominating, restructuring, and having authority over the Orient. I have found it useful here to employ Michel Foucault’s notion of a discourse, as described by him in The Archaeology of Knowledge and in Discipline and Punish, to identify Orientalism. My contention is that without examining Orientalism as a discourse one cannot possibly understand the enormously systematic discipline by which European culture was able to manage-- and even produce --- the Orient politically, sociologically, militarily, ideologically, scientifically, and imaginatively during the post-Enlightenment period. Moreover, so authoritative a position did Orientalism have that I believe no one writing, thinking, or acting on the Orient could do so without taking account of the limitations on thought and action imposed by Orientalism. In brief, because of Orientalism the Orient was not (and is not) a free subject of thought or action. This is not to say that Orientalism unilaterally determines what can be said about the Orient, but that it is the whole network of interests inevitably brought to bear on (and therefore always involved in) any occasion when that peculiar entity “the Orient” is in question. How this happens is what this book tries to demonstrate. It also tries to show that European culture gained in strength and identity by set- ting itself off against the Orient as a sort of surrogate and even under- ground self...

I have begun with the assumption that the Orient is not an inert fact of nature. It is not merely there just as the Occident itself is not just there either. We must take seriously Vico’s great observation that men make their own history, that what they can know is what they have made, and extend it to geography: as both geographical and cultural entities --- to say nothing of historical entities --- such locales, regions, geographical sectors as “Orient” and “Occident” are man-made. Therefore as much as the West itself, the Orient is an idea that has a history and a tradition of thought, imagery, and vocabulary that have given it reality and presence in and for the West. The two geo-graphical entities thus support and to an extent reflect each other. Having said that, one must go on to state a number of reasonable qualifications. In the first place, it would be wrong to conclude that the Orient was essentially an idea, or a creation with no corresponding reality....  There were --- and are --- cultures and nations whose location is in the East, and their lives, histories, and customs have a brute reality obviously greater than anything that could be said about them in the West. About that fact this study of Orientalism has very little to contribute, except to acknowledge it tacitly. But the phenomenon of Orientalism as I study it here deals principally, not with a correspondence between Orientalism and Orient, but with the internal consistency of Orientalism and its ideas about the Orient (the East as career) despite or beyond any correspondence, or lack thereof, with a “real” Orient...

A second qualification is that ideas, cultures, and histories cannot seriously be understood or studied without their force, or more precisely their configurations of power, also being studied. To believe that the Orient was created --- or, as I call it, “Orientalized” --- and to believe that such things happen simply as a necessity of the imagination, is to be disingenuous. The relationship between Occident and Orient is a relationship of power, of domination, of varying degrees of a complex hegemony ...

This brings us to a third qualification. One ought never to assume that the structure of Orientalism is nothing more than a structure of lies or of myths which, were the truth about them to be told, would simply blow away. I myself believe that Orientalism is more particularly valuable as a sign of European-Atlantic power over the Orient than it is a veridical discourse about the Orient (which is what, in its academic or scholarly form, it claims to be)...

In a quite constant way, Orientalism depends for its strategy on this flexible positional superiority, which puts the Westerner in a whole series of possible relationships with the Orient without ever losing him the relative upper hand. And why should it have been otherwise, especially during the period of extraordinary European ascendancy from the late Renaissance to the present? The scientist, the scholar, the missionary, the trader, or the soldier was in, or thought about, the Orient because he could be there, or could think about it, with very little resistance on the Orient’s part. Under the general heading of knowledge of the Orient, and within the umbrella of Western hegemony over the Orient during the period from the end of the eighteenth century, there emerged a complex Orient suitable for study in the academy, for display in the museum, for reconstruction in the colonial office, for theoretical illustration in anthropological, biological, linguistic, racial, and historical theses about mankind and the universe, for instances of economic and sociological theories of development, revolution, cultural personality, national or religious character. Additionally, the imaginative examination of things Oriental was based more or less exclusively upon a sovereign Western consciousness out of whose unchallenged centrality an Oriental world emerged, first according to general ideas about who or what was an Oriental, then according to a detailed logic governed not simply by empirical reality but by a battery of desires, repressions, investments, and projections ...

Therefore, Orientalism is not a mere political subject matter or field that is reflected passively by culture, scholarship, or institutions; nor is it a large and diffuse collection of texts about the Orient; nor is it representative and expressive of some nefarious “Western” imperialist plot to hold down the “Oriental” world. It is rather a distribution of geopolitical awareness into aesthetic, scholarly, economic, sociological, historical, and philological texts; it is an elaboration not only of a basic geographical distinction (the world is made up of two unequal halves, Orient and Occident) but also of a whole series of “interests” which, by such means as scholarly discovery, philological reconstruction, psychological analysis, landscape and sociological description, it not only creates but also maintains; it is, rather than expresses, a certain will or intention to understand, in some cases to control, manipulate, even to incorporate, what is a manifestly different (or alternative and novel) world; it is, above all, a discourse that is by no means in direct, corresponding relationship with political power in the raw, but rather is produced and exists in an uneven exchange with various kinds of power, shaped to a degree by the exchange with power political (as with a colonial or imperial establishment), power intellectual (as with reigning sciences like comparative linguistics or anatomy, or any of the modern policy sciences), power cultural (as with orthodoxies and canons of taste, text, values), power moral (as with ideas about what "we" do and what "they" cannot do or understand as “we” do). Indeed, my real argument is that Orientalism is --- and does not simply represent --- a considerable dimension of modern political-intellectual culture, and as such has less to do with the Orient than it does with “our” world.

Because Orientalism is a cultural and a political fact, then, it does not exist in some archival vacuum; quite the contrary, I think it can be shown that what is thought, said, or even done about the Orient follows (perhaps occurs within) certain distinct and intellectually knowable lines. Here too a considerable degree of nuance and elaboration can be seen working as between the broad superstructural pressures and the details of composition, the facts of textuality. Most humanistic scholars are, I think, perfectly happy with the notion that texts exist in contexts, that there is such a thing as intertextuality, that the pressure of conventions, predecessors, and rhetorical styles limit what Walter Benjamin once called the “overtaxing of the productive person in the name of... the principle of ‘creativity’”, in which the poet is believed on his own, and out of his pure mind, to have brought forth his work. Yet there is a reluctance to allow that political, institutional, and ideological constraints act in the same manner on the individual author.

Varieties of Cultural Studies 

By Jeremy Mundy 

(Excerpted from Chapter 8, pp. 126-143)

8.0 Introduction

In their introduction to the collection of essays Translation, History, and Culture, Susan Bassnett and Andre Lefevere dismiss the kinds of linguistic theories of translation we examined in Chapters 3 to 6, which, they say, “have moved from word to text as a unit, but not beyond” (Bassnett and Lefevere1990: 4). Also dismissed are “painstaking comparisons between originals and translations” which do not consider the text in its cultural environment.
Instead, Bassnett and Lefevere go beyond language and focus on the interaction between translation and culture, on the way in winch culture impacts and constrains translation and on “the larger issues of context, history and convention” (p. 11). They examine the image of literature that is created by forms such as anthologies, commentaries, film adaptations and translations, and the institutions that are involved in that process. Thus, the move from translation as text to translation as culture and politic, is what Mary Snell-Hornby (1990), in her paper in the same collection, terms “the cultural turn”. It is taken up by Bassnett and Lefevere as a metaphor for this cultural move and serves to bind together the range of case studies in their collection. These include studies of changing standards in translation over time, the power exercised in and on the publishing industry in pursuit of specific ideologies, feminist writing and translation, translation as “appropriation”, translation and colonization, and translation as rewriting, including film rewrites.

Translation, History and Culture constitutes an important collection and the beginning of a decade or more when the cultural turn has held sway in translation studies. In this chapter, we consider three areas where cultural studies has influenced translation studies in the course of the 1990s: translation as rewriting, which is a development of systems theory (section 8.1); translation and gender (section 8.2), and translation and postcolonialism (section 8.3). The ideology of the theorists themselves is discussed in section 8.4. 

8. 1 Translation as rewriting

Andre Lefevere worked in comparative literature departments in Leuven (Belgium) and then in the USA at the University of Texas, Austin. His work in translation studies developed out of his strong links with polysystem theory and the Manipulation School (see chapter 7). Although some may argue that Lefevere sits more easily among the systems theorists, his later work on translation and culture in many ways represents abridging point to the cultural turn. They are most fully developed in his book Translation, Rewriting and the Manipulation of Literary Fame (Lefevere 1992a).

Lefevere focuses particularly on the examination of very “concrete factors” that systemically govern the reception, acceptance or rejection of literary texts, that is, “issues such as power, ideology, institution and manipulation” (Lefevere 1992a: 2). The people involved in such power positions are the ones: Lefevere sees as 'rewriting' literature and governing its consumption by the general public. The motivation for such rewriting can be ideological (conforming to or rebelling against the dominant ideology) or poetological (conforming to or rebelling against the dominant/preferred poetics). An example given by Lefevere (p. 8) is of Edward Fitzgerald, the nineteenth century translator (or 'rewriter') of the Persian poet Omar Khayyam. Fitzgerald considered Persians inferior and felt he should 'take liberties' in the translation in order to 'improve' on the original, at the same time making it conform to the expected Western literary conventions of his time.

Lefevere (p. 9) claims that 'the same basic process of rewriting is at work in translation, historiography, anthologization, criticism, and editing.' This bringing together of studies of 'original' writing and translations shows translation being incorporated into general literary criticism. However, it is 'translation that is central to Lefevere's book:

Translation is the most obviously recognizable type of rewriting, and ... it is potentially the most influential because it is able to project the image of an author and/or those works beyond the boundaries of their culture of origin.

                                                                                 (Lefevere 1992a: 9)

Lefevere describes the literary system in which translation functions as being controlled by three main factors, which are (l) Professionals within the literary system, (2) Patronage outside the literary system and (3) the dominant poetics.

1 Professionals within the literary system: These include critics and reviewers (whose comments affect the reception of a work), teachers (who often decide whether a book is studied or not) and translators themselves (as in the Fitzgerald example above), who decide on the poetics and at times the ideology of the translated text. These control factors are discussed more fully in chapter 9.

2 Patronage outside the literary system: These are 'the powers (persons, institutions) that can further or hinder the reading, writing, and rewriting of literature' (p. 15). Patrons may be:

● an influential and powerful individual in a given historical era (e.g. Elizabeth I in Shakespeare's England, Hitler in 1930s Germany, etc.);

● groups of people (publishers, the media, a political class or party);

● institutions which regulate the distribution of literature and literary ideas (national academies, academic journals and, above all, the educational establishment).

Lefevere (p. 16) identifies three elements to this patronage:

(a) The ideological component: This constrains the choice of subject and the form of its presentation. Lefevere adopts a definition of ideology that is not restricted to the political. It is, more generally and perhaps less clearly, 'that grillwork of form, convention, and belief which orders our actions'.2 He sees patronage as being basically ideologically focused.

(b) The economic enrapt: This concerns the payment of writers and rewriters. In the past, this was in the form of a pension or other regular emolument from a benefactor. Nowadays, it is more likely to be royalty payments and translator's fees. Other professionals, such as critics and teachers are, of course, also paid or funded by patrons (e.g. by newspaper publishers, universities and governments).

 (c) The status component: This occurs in many forms. In return for economic payment from a benefactor or the literary press, the beneficiary is often expected to conform to the patron's expectations. Similarly, membership of a particular group involves behaving in a way conducive to supporting that group: Lefevere gives the example of the Beat poets using the City Lights bookstore in San Francisco as a meeting point in the 1950s.

Patronage (p. 17) is termed undifferentiated if all three components are provided by the same person or group as would be the case with a totalitarian ruler. In that case, the patron's efforts are directed at maintaining the stability of the system. Patronage is differentiated when the three components are not dependent on each other, Thus, a popular best-selling author may receive high economic rewards but accrue little status in the eyes of the hierarchy of the literary system.

3 The dominant poetics: Lefevere (p.26) analyzes this into two components:

(a)  Literary devices: These include the range of genres, symbols, motifs and prototypical situations and characters.

(b) The concept of the role of literature: This is the relation of literature to the social system in which it exists. The struggle between different literary forms is a feature of polysystem theory. Lefevere takes this idea further and looks at the role of institutions in determining the poetics:

Institutions enforce or, at least, try to enforce the dominant poetics of a period by using it as the yardstick against which current production is measured. Accordingly, certain works of literature will be elevated to the level of 'classics' within a relatively short time after publication, while others are rejected, some to reach the exalted position of a classic later, when the dominant poetics has changed.

                          (Lefevere 1992a: 19)

Lefevere sees 'clear indication of the conservative bias of the system itself and the power of rewriting' regarding those 'canonized' classics that never lose their status yet are reinterpreted or 'rewritten' to conform to changes in dominant poetics. This is the case, for example, with the Greek classics, which continue to exert influence on western European literature.
Lefevere notes that 'the boundaries of a poetics transcend languages, and ethnic and political entities' (p. 30). As an example, he describes a poetics shared by many languages and groups across Africa. He sees the dominant poetics as tending to be determined by ideology: for instance, the early spread of Islam from Arabia led to the poetics of .Arabic being adopted by other languages such as Persian, Turkish and Urdu.

8.l.1 Poetics, ideology and translation

A key claim is made by Lefevere concerning the interaction between poetics, ideology and translation:

On every level of the translation process. It can be shown that if linguistic considerations enter into conflict with considerations of an ideological and/or poetological nature, the latter tend to win out. 

 (Lefevere 1992a: 39)

For Lefevere, the most important consideration is the ideological one, which in this case refers to the translator's ideology, or the ideology imposed upon the translator by patronage. The poetological consideration refers to the dominant poetics in the TL culture. Together these dictate the translation strategy and the solution to specific problems (p. 41). An example given by Lefevere (pp.41-2) is taken from Aristophanes’s Lysistrata, where Lysistrata asks the allegorical female peace character to bring the Spartan emissaries to her, adding "En mē dido tēn cheira, tēs sathēs age' [lit."If he doen't give you his hand, take him by the penis'].

Lefevere lists English translations over years that have rendered penis variously as membrum virile, nose, leg, handle, life-line and anything else, often accompanied by justificatory by justificatory footnotes. 

According to Lefevere,  such euphemistic translations are 'to no small extent indicative of the ideology dominant at a certain time in a certain society  (p. 41) and they 'quite literally become the play" for the TT audience that cannot read the ST (p. 42).
This is very much the case in Lefevere's discussion (pp. 59-72) of the diary of Anne Frank, a young Dutch Jewish schoolgirl in hiding with her family during the Second World War. Anne Frank had begun to rewrite the diary for possible publication before her family was arrested and sent to a concentration camp, where Anne died. Lefevere describes how the 1947 Dutch edition of the diary--- prepared in conjunction with (and rewritten by) Anne's father Otto --- doctors the image of the girl by, for example, omitting paragraphs relating to her sexuality. ‘Unflattering’ descriptions of friends and family are also cut as are sentences referring to several people who collaborated with the Germans, the latter omissions made at the request of the individuals named.

Lefevere then examines the German translation published in 1950. This was put together by Anneliese Schutz, a friend of Otto Frank, and contains both errors of comprehension and alterations to the image of Germans and Germany. Lefevere (pp. 66-9) lists many of these discrepancies, including instances where derogatory remarks about Germans are omitted or toned down. References to the Germans' treatment of the Jews are also altered. The following is a clear example:
er bestaat geen groter vijandschap op de wereld dan tussen Duitsers en Joden

[there is no greater enmity in the world than between Germans and Jews]

eine groSssere Feindschaft als :wischen diesen Deutschen und den Juden gibt es nicht auf der Welt

[there is no greater enmity in the world than between these Germans and the Jews]

                                                                                                 (Lefevere 1992a: 66)

According to Lefevere, the decision to translate Duitsers by diesen Deutsclten (rather than by simply den Deutschen ['the Germans']) was taken by Schutz: in conjunction with Otto Frank because that is what Anne 'meant' to say and also so as not to affect sales in post-war Germany by insulting all Germans. Such rewriting, before and during translation, is, in Lefevere's eyes, down to ideological pressures.
8.2 Translation and gender

The interest of cultural studies in translation has inevitably taken translation studies away from purely linguistic analysis and brought it into contact with other disciplines. Yet this 'process of disciplinary hybridization' (Simon 1996: ix) has not always been straightforward. Sherry Simon, in her Gender in Translation: Cultural Identity and the Politics of Transmission (1996), criticizes translation studies for often using the term culture 'as if it referred to an obvious and unproblematic reality' (p. ix). Lefevere (1985: 226), for example, had defined it as simply 'the environment of a literary system'.

Simon approaches translation from a gender-studies angle. She sees (p. 1) a language of sexism in translation studies, with its images of dominance, fidelity, faithfulness and betrayal. Typical is the seventeenth century image of les belles infideles, translations into French that were artistically beautiful but unfaithful (Mounin 1955), or George Steiner's male-oriented image of translation as penetration in After Babel (see chapter 10). The feminist theorists see a parallel between the status of translation, which is often considered to be derivative and inferior to original writing, and that of women, so often repressed in society and literature. This is the core of feminist translation theory, which seeks to 'identify and critique the tangle of concepts which relegates both women and translation to the bottom of the social and literary ladder' (p. 1). But Simon takes this further in the concept of the committed translation project:
For feminist translation, fidelity is to be directed toward neither the author nor the reader, but toward the writing project - a project in which both writer and translator participate.

(Simon 1996: 2)
Simon gives examples of Canadian feminist translators from Quebec who seek to emphasize their identity and ideological stance in the translation project. One of these, Barbara Godard, theorist and translator, is openly assertive about the manipulation this involves:

The feminist translator, affirming her critical difference, her delight in interminable re-reading and re-writing, flaunts the signs of her manipulation of the text.

 (Godard 1990: 91)

Simon also quotes the introduction to a translation of Lise Gauvin's Lettres d'une autre by another committed feminist translator, Susanne de Lotbiniere-Harwood. The latter explains her translation strategy in political terms:

My translation practice is a political activity aimed at making language speak for women. So m'? signature on a translation means: this translation has used every translation strategy to make the feminine visible in language.

 (de Lotbiniere-Harwood, quoted in Gauvin 1989: 9; also cited in Simon 1996: 15)

One such strategy discussed by Simon is the treatment of linguistic  markers of gender. Examples quoted from de Lotbiniere-Harwood's translations include using a bold 'e' in the word one to emphasize the feminine, capitalization of M in HuMan Rights to show the implicit sexism, the neologism auther (as opposed to author) to translate the French auteure, and the female personification of nouns such as aube (dawn) with the English pronoun she (Simon p. 21).

Other chapters in Simon's book revalue the contribution women translators have made to translation throughout history, discuss the distortion in the translation of French feminist theory and look at feminist translations of the Bible. Among the case studies are summaries of the key literary translation work carried out by women in the first half of the twentieth century. Simon (pp. 68-71) points out that the great classics of Russian literature were initially made available in English in translations produced mainly by one woman, Constance Garnett. Her sixty volumes of translation include almost the entire work of Turgenev; Tolstoy, Dostoevski; Chekov and Gogol. Similarly, key works of literature in German were translated by women translators: Jean Starr Untermeyer, Willa Muir (in conjunction with her husband Edwin) and Helen Lowe-Porter.

The important role played by women translators up to the present is emphasized by Simon's reference to the feminist Suzanne Jill Levine, the translator of Guillermo Cabrera Infante’s Tres tristes tigres. In contrast to the self-effacing work of some of the earlier translators mentioned above, Levine collaborated closely with Infante in creating a 'new' work, as we discuss in chapter 9. From the feminist perspective, however, it is not only Levine's self-confidence but also her awareness of a certain 'betrayal' --- translating a male discourse that speaks of the woman betrayed --- that fascinates Simon. She hints (p. 82) at the possible ways Levine max' have rewritten, manipulated and 'betrayed' Infante's work in her own feminist project.
Simon's focus centers on underlining the importance of the cultural turn in translation. In the conclusion to her book, she insists on how 'contemporary feminist translation has made gender the site of a consciously Tran formative project, one which reframes conditions of textual authority' (p. 167) and summarizes the contribution of cultural studies to translation as follows:

Cultural studies bring to translation an understanding of the complexities of gender and culture. It allows us to situate linguistic transfer within the multiple 'post' realities of today: poststructuralism, postcolonialism and postmodernism.

 (Simon 1996: 136)

Simon thus links gender and cultural studies to the developments in Postcolonialism. The exact scope of postcolonialism is open to some debate; however, it is generally used to cover studies of the history of the former colonies, studies of powerful European empires, resistance to the colonialist powers and, more broadly, studies of the effect of the imbalance of power relations between colonized and colonizer. The consequent crossover between different contemporary disciplines can be seen by the fact that essays by Simon and by Lefevere appear in collections of postcolonial writings on translation, and Simon herself makes extensive reference to the postcolonialist Spivak, as we describe in the next section.

8.3 Postcolonial translation theory 

In the concluding chapter of her book on translation and gender, Simon draws together issues of gender and postcolonialism as seen in the work of the Bengali critic and translator Gayatri Chakravorty Spivak. In particular, Simon highlights (pp. 145-7) Spivak's concerns about the ideological con- sequences of the translation of 'Third World' literature into English and the distortion this entails. Spivak has addressed these questions in her seminal essay 'The politics of translation' (1993/2000), which brings together feminist, postcolonialist and poststructuralist approaches. Tensions between the different approaches are highlighted, with Spivak speaking out against Western feminists who expect feminist writing from outside Europe to be translated into the language of power, English. Such translation, in Spivak's view, is often expressed in 'translationese', which eliminates the identity of politically less powerful individuals and cultures:

In the act of wholesale translation into English there can be a betrayal of the democratic ideal into the law of the strongest. This happens when all the literature of the Third World gets translated into a sort of with-it translatese, so that the literature by a woman in Palestine begins to resemble, in the feel of its prose, something by a man in Taiwan.

(Spivak: 1993/2000: 399-400)

Spivak's critique of Western feminism and publishing is most biting when she suggests (p. 405) that feminists from the hegemonic countries should show real solidarity with women in postcolonial contexts by learning the language in which those women speak and write. In Spivak's opinion, the politics of translation' currently gives prominence to English and the other 'hegemonic' languages of the ex-colonizers. Translations into these languages from Bengali too often fail to translate the difference of the Bengali view because the translator, albeit with good intentions, over-assimilates it to make it accessible to the Western readers. Spivak's own translation strategy' necessitates the translator intimately understanding the language and situation of the original. It draws on poststructuralist concepts of rhetoric, logic and the social; this topic is further discussed in Chapter 10.

Spivak's work is indicative of how cultural studies, and especially post-colonialism, has over the past decade focused on issues of translation, the transnational and colonization. The linking of colonization and translation is accompanied by the argument that translation has played an active role in the colonization process and in disseminating an ideologically motivated image of colonized peoples. Just as, in the previous section, we saw a parallel which feminist theorists have drawn between the conventional male-driven depiction of translations and of women, so has the metaphor been used of the colony as an imitative and inferior translational copy whose suppressed identity has been overwritten by the colonizer. Translation's role in disseminating such ideological images has led Bassnett and Trivedi (1999: 5) to refer to the ‘shameful history of translation’.

The central intersection of translation studies and postcolonial theory is that of Power relations. Tejaswini Niranjana's Siting Translation: History, Post-structuralism, and the Colonial Context presents an image of the post-colonial as 'still scored through by an absentee colonialism' (Niranjana 1992:8). She sees literary translation as one of the discourses (the others being education, theology, historiography and philosophy) which 'inform the hegemonic apparatuses that belong to the ideological structure of colonial rule' (p. 33). Niranjana's focus is on the way translation into English has generally been used by the colonial power to construct a rewritten image of the East that has then come to stand for the truth. She gives other examples of the colonizer's imposition of ideological values. These vary from missionaries who ran schools for the colonized and who also performed a role as linguists and translators, to ethnographers who recorded grammars of native languages. Niranjana sees all these groups as 'participating in the enormous project of collection and codification on which colonial power was based' (p. 34). She specifically attacks translation's role within this power structure:

Translation as a practice shapes, and takes shape within, the asymmetrical relations of power that operate under colonialism.

 (Niranjana 1992: 2) 

Furthermore, she goes on to criticize translation studies itself for its largely Western orientation and for three main failings that she sees resulting from this (pp. 48-9):

 I   that translation studies has until recently not considered the ouestion of

      power imbalance between different languages;

 2   that the concepts underlying much of Western translation theory are

      flawed ('its notions of text, author, and meaning are based on an

      unproblematic, naively representational theory of language');

 3   that the 'humanistic enterprise' of translation needs to be questioned,

      since translation in the colonial context builds a conceptual image of

      colonial domination into the discourse of Western philosophy.

   Niranjana writes from an avowedly poststructuralist perspective. The latter forms the basis of chapter 10 where we consider the influence of the deconstructionists such as Derrida. This overlapping is indicative of the interaction of different aspects of cultural studies and of the way in which they interface with translation studies. It also informs Niranjana's recom- mendations for action, which are: 1   In general, that the postcolonial translator must call into question every

     aspect of colonialism and liberal nationalism (p. 167). For Niranjana,

     this is not just a question of avoiding Western metaphysical representa-

     tions; it is a case of 'dismantl[ing] the hegcmonic West from within',

     deconstructing and identifying the means by which the West represses

     the non-West and marginalizes its own otherness (p. 171). In this way

     such repression can then be countered. 2   Specifically, Niranjana calls for an 'interventionist' approach from the

     translator. 'I initiate here a practice of translation that is speculative,

     provisional and interventionist', she proclaims (p. 173) in her analysis of

     translations of a spiritual vacana poem from Southern India. She attacks

     existing translations (including one by the celebrated A. K. Ramanujan)

     as 'attempting to assimilate Saivite poetry to the discourses of Christi-

    anity or of a post-Romantic New, Criticism' (p. 180), analogous to

    nineteenth century native responses to colonialism. Her own suggested

    translation resists the 'containment' of colonial discourse by; amongst

    other things, reinscribing the name of the poet's god Guhesvara and the

    linga representation of light, and by avoiding similes that would tone

    down the native form of metaphorization (pp. 182-6).
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Niranjana writes from an avowedly poststructuralist perspective. The latter forms the basis of chapter 10 where we consider the influence of the deconstructionists such as Derrida. This overlapping is indicative of the interaction of different aspects of cultural studies and of the way in which they interface with translation studies. It also informs Niranjana's recommendations for action, which are: 

1   In general, that the postcolonial translator must call into question every aspect of colonialism and liberal nationalism (p. 167). For Niranjana, this is not just a question of avoiding Western metaphysical representations; it is a case of 'dismantl[ing] the hegemonic West from within', deconstructing and identifying the means by which the West represses the non-West and marginalizes its own otherness (p. 171). In this way such repression can then be countered. 

2   Specifically, Niranjana calls for an 'interventionist' approach from the translator. 'I initiate here a practice of translation that is speculative, provisional and interventionist', she proclaims (p. 173) in her analysis of translations of a spiritual vacana poem from Southern India. She attacks existing translations (including one by the celebrated A. K. Ramanujan) as 'attempting to assimilate Saivite poetry to the discourses of Christianity or of a post-Romantic New, Criticism' (p. 180), analogous to nineteenth century native responses to colonialism. Her own suggested translation resists the 'containment' of colonial discourse by; amongst other things, reinscribing the name of the poet's god Guhesvara and the linga representation of light, and by avoiding similes that would tone down the native form of metaphorization (pp. 182-6).

Asymmetrical power relationships in a postcolonial context also form the thread of the important collection of essays entitled Postcolonial Translation: Theory and Practice, edited by Susan Bassnett and Harish Trivedi (1999). In their introduction (p. l5) they see these power relationships being played out in the unequal struggle of various local languages against 'the one master-language of our postcolonial world, English'. Translation is thus seen as the battleground and exemplification of the postcolonial context; there is a close linkage of translational to transnational, the latter term referring both to those postcolonials living 'between' nations as emigrants (as in the example of Salman Rushdie, described in Bhabha 1994) and, more widely, as the 'locational disrupture' that describes the situation of those who remain in the melting pot of their native 'site':

In current theoretical discourse, then, to speak of postcolonial translation is little short of tautology. In our age of (the valorization of) migrancy, exile and diaspora, the word 'translation' seems to have come full circle and reverted from its figurative literary meaning of an interlingual transaction to its etymological physical meaning of locational disrupture: translation seems to have been translated back to its origins.

(Bassnett and Trivedi 1999: 13)

Postcolonial translation studies takes many forms, as can be seen by the studies contained in Bassnett and Trivedi's book. Several are based on the theory and practice of translation from an Indian perspective: 'Indian literary traditions are essentially traditions of translation', says Devy (1999: 187), and studies are included of the work of celebrated translators B. M. Srikan- taiah (Viswanatha and Simon 1999) and A. K. Ramanujan (Dharwadker 1999). In the latter case, Dharwadker reacts against Niranjana's attack on Ramanujan, stating that Ramanujan had worked from an earlier and differ- ent version of the poem, that Niranjana ignores the translator's commentary on the poem, and that the goal of the translation was to orient the Western reader to cross.cultural similarities.

8.3.1 Brazilian cannibalism 

Another important postcolonial movement in translation has come from Brazil. It is based on the metaphor of anthropophagy or cannibalism which emerged in the 1920s with Oswald de Andrade's Manifesto Antrop6fago, drawing on the famous story of the ritual cannibalization of a Portuguese bishop by native Brazilians. From the 1960s, with the poetical work of the de Campos brothers, the metaphor has been used by the strong Brazilian translation-studies community to stand for the experience of colonization and translation: the colonizers and their language are devoured, their life force invigorating the devourers, but in a new purified and energized form that is appropriate to the needs of the native peoples.

A summary of the Brazilian cannibalist movement and its debt to Haroldo de Campos is given by one of its leading proponents, Else Vieira, in her paper 'Liberating Calibans' (Vieira 1999):

Cannibalism is a metaphor actually drawn from the natives' ritual whereby feeding from someone or drinking someone's blood, as they did to their totemic 'tapir', was a means of absorbing the other's strength, a pointer to the very project of the Anthropophagy group: not to deny foreign influences or nourishment, but to absorb and transform them by the addition of autochtonous input. Initially using  the metaphor as an irreverent verbal weapon, the Manifesto Antropofago stresses the repressive nature of colonialism ...
In the overt attempt at freeing Brazilian culture from mental colonialism, the Manifesto redirects the flow of Eurocentric historiography. The New World, by means of the permanent 'Caraiba' revolution, becomes the source of revolutions and changes; the Old World is pronounced indebted to the New World because without it 'Europe would not even have its poor declaration of the rights of man.'

(Vieira 1999:98-9)

Once again, then, the postcolonial world is one of change and struggle. However, in this case, it is former colonizers who are strengthened by the energy of the struggle. In terms of translation this means a 'translational project' (Vieira, p. 106) that is marked by creation and re-creation, absorbing the ST and revitalizing it through nourished TTs that employ an energized and different form of the colonizer's language that belongs to the postcolony

The way that the Brazilian cannibalists, notably Haraldo de Campos, set about achieving this was. somewhat ironically, strongly influenced by Western thinkers, especially the experimental work of Ezra Pound and Walter Benjamin, and the concept of the transformational strength of 'pure' language. For the moment, however, it is important to be aware that these different postcolonial writings on translation have found their echo within Europe, specifically in the Irish context.

8.3.2 The Irish context

The translation of Irish literature is the subject of two recent book-length studies: Michael Cronin's Translating Ireland (1996) and Maria Tymoczko's Translation in a Postcolonial Context (1999a). In this section we focus on Cronin's more politically assertive work.

Cronin (p. 3) takes issue with Niranjana and other writers on translation and postcolonialism because of their 'simple opposition of Europe and the New World or Europe and the Colony' and because of their neglect of the ‘internal colonialism’ within Europe itself. Cronin himself concentrates on the role of translation in the linguistic and political battle between the Irish and English languages, examining how Irish translators throughout history have discussed and presented their work in prefaces, commentaries and other writings. Of particular interest is his description of this process from historical, political and cultural angles and the way translation is seen. at different times, to serve the interests of both colonizer and colonized, The role of language in the subjugation of Ireland by the English is evident in the1537 Act for the English Order which was designed to make the Irish speak English. Cronin uses the metaphor of translation to draw a parallel with what was happening physically to the Irish:

Translation at a cultural level - the embrace of English acculturation - is paralleled by translation at a territorial level, the forcible displacement and movement of populations.

(Cronin 1996: 49)
On the other hand, Cronin (pp. 49-51) quotes the English poet Edmund Spenser, writing in 1596, who supported the power of the conqueror, but nevertheless appreciated English translations of Irish poems. This appreciation of Irish literature in translation counters the barbarian Irish stereotype of the time.

Cronin (pp. 67-71) goes on to describe how, in the seventeenth century, translation into English was promoted by new forms of patronage (the education system, the landed aristocracy, the church and the large numbers of new settlers) which gave economic and political incentives for the use of English. In the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, translations into Eng1ishwere produced by Irish scholars in an attempt to oppose views of Irish history and literature produced by England and to defend their own culture. This, as Cronin points out (p. 92), ironically assisted m the strengthening of the English language in Ireland. Translation continues to be a political issue in modern postcolonial Ireland where the Irish and English languages co-exist.

The translation into the other European languages of literature written in both Irish and English by Irish writers is now financially supported by the Arts Council in Ireland. Cronin's quoting (p. 174) of the Council's Laurence Cassidy reveals the economic power over culture that remains with the former colonial power:

It is of the most crucial importance that an independent country with an independent literature in two languages takes onto itself its own representation of that literature and doesn't leave it to London [publishing] houses who are really only promoting the authorial end and the economic end of the process and are not concerned about the Irish image. 

In this way, the political stance of Cronin's book demonstrates that the postcolonial power relations within translation do not just operate on a globally North-South or West-East scale. 

8.4 The ideologies of the theorists 

Cultural studies has taken an increasingly keen interest in translation. One consequence of this widening of the ambit of translation studies is that it has brought together scholars from a wide range of backgrounds. Yet it is important to remember that cultural theorists themselves have their own ideology and agendas that drive their own criticisms. Thus, the feminist translators of the Canadian project are very open about flaunting their manipulation of texts. Sherry Simon is also explicit in stating that the aim of her book on gender and translation is 'to cast the widest net around issues of gender in translation ... and, through gender, to move translation studies closer to a cultural studies framework' (Simon 1996: ix). This has inevitably entailed an attack on linguistic theories of translation. Such aims can be traced back a long way. As early as 1980, Susan Bassnett was openly dismissive of linguistic theories of translation in her influential survey Translation Studies.

To be sure, these neb' cultural approaches have widened the horizons of translation studies with a wealth of neb' insights, but there is also a strong element of conflict and competition between them. For example, Simon (1996: 95), writing from a gender-studies perspective, describes the distortion of the representation in translation of the French feminist Helene Cixous, since many critics only have access to that portion of her work that is available in English. However, Rosemary Arroyo (1999), writing from a postcolonial angle, claims that Cixous’s own appropriation of the Brazilian author Clarice Lispector 'is in fact an exemplary illustration of an aggressively "masculine" approach to difference' (Arroyo 1999: 160).

Such differences of perspective are inevitable and even to be welcomed as translation and translation studies continue to increase their influence. In many ways, it is part of the rewriting process described by Lefevere. And the anthologizing, canonizing process can be seen everywhere. The present book, for example, cannot avoid rewriting and to some extent manipulating other work in the field. The cultural turn might also be described as an attempt by cultural studies to colonize the less established field of translation studies.

Additionally, postcolonial writers have their own political agenda. Cronin, for instance, posits the potential for English-speaking Irish translators to ‘make a distinctive contribution to world culture as a non-imperial English-speaking bridge for the European audiovisual industry' (Cronin 1996: 197).This, he feels, can be achieved 'using appropriate translation strategies’, although he does not give details except for 'the need to protect diversity and heterogeneity'. The promotion of such translation policies, albeit from the perspective of the 'minority' cultures, still involves a political act and a manipulation of translation for specific political or economic advantage.
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Feminist Theories

By Raman Selden, et al 

(Excerpted from Chapter 6, pp. 121-137)
Women writers and women readers have always had to work against the grain'. Aristotle declared that 'the female is female by virtue of a certain lack of qualities', and St Thomas Aquinas believed that woman is an 'imperfect man'. When John Don wrote 'Air and Angels' he alluded to (but did not refute) Aquinas’s theory that form is masculine and matter feminine: the superior, godlike, male intellect impresses its form upon the malleable, inert, female matter. In pre-Mendelian days men regarded their sperm as the active seeds which give form to the waiting ovum which lacks identity till it receives the male’s impress. In Aeschylus's trilogy, The Oresteia, victory is granted by Athena to the male argument, put by Apollo, that the mother is no parent to her child. The victory of the male principle of intellect brings to an end the reign of the sensual female Furies and asserts patriarchy over matriarchy. Throughout its long history, feminism (for while the word may only have come into English usage in the 1890s, women's conscious struggle to resist patriarchy goes much further back) has sought to disturb the complacent certainties of such a patriarchal culture, to assert a belief in sexual equality, and to eradicate sexist domination in transforming society. Mary Ellman, for example, in Thinking about Women (1968), apropos the sperm/ovum nexus above, ‘deconstructs' male-dominated ways of seeing by suggestion that we might prefer to regard the ovum as daring, independent and individualistic (rather than 'apathetic') and the sperm as conforming and sheeplike (rather than 'enthusiastic'). Feminist criticism, in all its many and various manifestations, has also attempted to free itself from naturalized patriarchal notions of the literary and the literary-critical. As we implied in passing in the Introduction, this has meant a refusal to be incorporated by any particular 'approach' and to disturb and subvert all received theoretical praxes. In this respect, and again as we have suggested in the Introduction, feminism and feminist criticism maybe better termed a cultural politics than a 'theory' or 'theories'.

Indeed, some feminists have not wished to embrace theory at all, precisely because, in academic institutions, 'theory' is often male, even macho - the hard, abstract, avant-gardism of intellectual work; and as part of their general project, feminists have been at pains to expose the fraudulent objectivity of male ‘science’, such as Freud's theory of female sexual development. However, much recent feminist criticism - in the desire to escape the 'fixities and definites' of theory and to develop a female discourse which cannot be tied down as belonging to a recognized (and therefore probably male-produced) conceptual position - have found theoretical sustenance in poststructuralist and postmodernist thinking, not least because these seem to refuse the (masculine) notion of authority or truth. As we note below (chapter 7), psychoanalytic theories have been especially power-fully deployed by feminist critics in articulating the subversively ‘formless’ resistance of women writers and critics to male-formulated literary discourse.

But here, perhaps, we happen upon a central characteristic and also a problematic of contemporary feminist criticism: the competing merits - and the debate between them - on the one hand of a broad-church pluralism in which diverse 'theories' proliferate, and which may well result in the promotion of the experiential over the theoretical; and on the other of a theoretically sophisticated praxis which runs the risk of incorporation by male theory in the academy, and thereby of losing touch both with the majority of women and with its political dynamic. Mary Eagleton, in the introduction to her Critical Reader, Feminist Literary Criticism (1991), also draws attention to 'a suspicion of theory ... throughout feminism' because of its tendency to reinforce the hierarchical binary opposition between an 'impersonal', 'disinterested', 'objective', 'public', 'male' theory, and a personal', 'subjective', 'private', 'female' experience. She notes that because of this there is a powerful element within contemporary feminist criticism which celebrates the 'personal' ('personal is political' has been a key feminist slogan, since it was, coined in 1970 by Carol Hanisch), the 'experiential', the Mother the Body, jouissance. However, she also notes that many feminists are engaged in debates with other critical theories-Marxism, psychoanalysis, poststructuralism, postmodern-ism, postcolonialism - because, simply, there is no 'free' position' outside' theory, and to vacate the domain of theory on the assumption that there is such a position is at once to be embroiled in the subjectivism of an 'untheorized politics of personal experience', to disable oneself thereby, and 'unwittingly' to take up potentially reactionary positions. In this con-text, Eagleton cites Toril Moi's critique of Elaine Showalter's resistance to making her theoretical framework explicit (see below).

What these alternative views amounts to is a position within feminist critical debate, and this returns us to the key characteristic (and problematic) of feminist criticism (which is also the structuring device for Eagleton's book). Over the past twenty-five years or so, feminist critical theory has meant, par excellence, contradiction, interchange, debate; indeed it is based on a series of creative oppositions, of critiques and counter-critiques, and is constantly and innovatively in flux - challenging, subverting and expanding not only other (male) theories but its own positions and agenda. Hence there is no one 'grand narrative' but many 'petits recits', grounded in specific cultural-political needs and arenas - for example, of class, gender and race –and often in some degree of contention with each other. This represents at once the creatively 'open' dynamic of modern feminist critical theories and something of a difficulty in offering a brief synoptic account of such a diverse, viviparous and self-problematizing field over what is, by now, a considerable period of time. What the present chapter attempts, then - while sharply conscious of the charge of ethnocentricity - is an overview of predominantly white, European and North American feminist theories from the pre-1960s so-called 'first-wave' critics through to the substantive achievements of the 'second-wave' theorists of the 1960s onwards. This identifies some of the central debates and differences which traverse the period - particularly those between the Anglo-American and French movements. In so doing, we strategically defer treatment of more recent 'Third-World'/'Third-Wave' feminist critical theorists to the last three chapters of the book, where they properly participate in the complex, inter-active domain in which contemporary 'post-modern' theories deconstruct national, ethnic and sexual identities.

FIRST-WAVE FEMINIST CRITICISM: WOOLF AND DE BEAUVOIR

Feminism in general, of course, has a long political history, developing as a substantial force, in America and Britain at least, throughout the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. The women’s Rights and Women's Suffrage movements were the crucial determinants in shaping this phase, with their emphasis on social, political and economic reform - in partial contra-distinction to the 'new' feminism of the 1960s which, as Maggie Humm has suggested in her book Feminisms, emphasized the different 'materiality' of being a woman and has engendered (in two senses) both moral solidarities created by feminist positions and identities, and a new 'knowledge' about the embodiment of women drawing on psychoanalytic, linguistic and social theories about gender construction and difference. Feminist criticism of the earlier period is more a reflex of 'first-wave' preoccupations than a fully fledged theoretical discourse of its own. But two significant figures may be selected from among the many other feminists working and writing in this period (e.g. Olive Schreiner, Elizabeth Robins, Dorothy Richardson, Katherine Mansfield, Rebecca West, Ray Strachey, Vera Brittain and Winifred Holtby):Virginia Woolf---in Mary Eagleton's phrase, 'the founding mother of the contemporary debate'---who 'announces' many of the issues later feminist critics were to focus on and who herself becomes the terrain over which some debates have struggled; and Simone de Beauvoir, with whose The Second Sex (1949), Maggie Humm suggests, the 'first wave' may be said to end. Virginia Woolf's fame conventionally rests on her own creative writing as a woman, and later feminist critics have analyzed her novels extensively from very different perspectives (see below). But she also produced two key texts which are major contributions to feminist theory, A Room of One's Own (1929) and Three Guineas (1938). Like other 'first-wave' feminists, Woolf is principally concerned with women's material disadvantages com-pared to men - her first text focusing on the history and social context of women's literary production, and the second on the relations between male power and the professions (law, education, medicine, etc.). Although she herself abjures the label 'feminist' in Three Guineas, Woolf nevertheless promotes a wide-ranging slate of feminist projects in both books, from a demand for mothers' allowances and divorce-law reform to proposals for a women's college and a women's newspaper. In A Room of One’s Own, she also argues that women's writing should explore female experience in its own right and not form a comparative assessment of women's experience in relation to men's. The essay therefore forms an early statement and exploration of the possibility of a distinctive tradition of women's writing.

Woolf's general contribution to feminism, then, is her recognition that gender identity is socially constructed and can be challenged and transformed, but apropos of feminist criticism she also continually examined the problems facing women writers. She believed that women had always faced social and economic obstacles to their literary ambitions (see the excerpt on Jane Eyre from A Room of One's Own---A Practical Reader, chapter 3---in this context), and was herself conscious of the restricted education she had received (she was taught no Greek, for example, unlike her brothers). Rejecting a 'feminist' conscious-ness, and wanting her femininity to be unconscious so that she might 'escape from the confrontation with femaleness or male-ness' (A Room of One's Own), she appropriated the Bloomsbury sexual ethic of 'androgyny' and hoped to achieve a balance between a 'male' self-realization and 'female' self-annihilation. In this respect, Virginia Woolf has been presented (in particular by Elaine Showalter) as one who accepted a passive withdrawal from the conflict between male and female sexuality, but Toril Moi advances a quite different interpretation of Woolf's strategy. Adopting Kristeva's coupling of feminism with avant-garde writing (see below), Moi argues that Woolf is not interested in a 'balance' between masculine and feminine types but in a complete displacement of fixed gender identities, and that she dismantles essentialist notions of gender by dispersing fixed points of view in her modernist fictions. Woolf, Moi argues, rejected only that type of feminism which was simply an inverted male chauvinism, and also showed great awareness of the distinctness of women's writing.

One of Woolf's most interesting essays about women writers is 'Professions for Women', in which she regards her own career as hindered in two ways. First, she was imprisoned and con-strained by the dominant ideologies of womanhood. Second, the taboo about expressing female passion prevented her from 'telling the truth about [her] own experiences as a body'. This denial of female sexuality was never consciously subverted in Woolf's own work or life, in that she thought women wrote differently not because they were different psychologically from men but because their social positioning was different. Her attempts to write about the experiences of women, therefore, were aimed at discovering linguistic ways of describing the confined life of women, and she believed that when women finally achieved social and economic equality with men, there would be nothing to prevent them from freely developing their artistic talents.

Simone de Beauvoir - French feminist, lifelong partner of Jean- Paul Sartre, pro-abortion and women's-rights activist, founder of the newspaper Nouvelles feminisme and of the journal of feminist theory, Questions feministes - marks the moment when 'first- wave' feminism begins to slip over into the 'second wave'. While her hugely influential book The Second Sex (1949) is clearly preoccupied with the 'materialism' of the first wave, it beckons to the second wave in its recognition of the vast difference between the interests of the two sexes and in its assault on men's biological and psychological, as well as economic, discrimination against women. The book established with great clarity the fundamental questions of modern feminism. When a woman tries to define herself, she starts by saying 'I am a woman': no man would do so. This fact reveals the basic asymmetry between the terms 'masculine' and 'feminine': man defines the human, not woman, in an imbalance which goes back to the Old Testament. Being dispersed among men, women have no separate history, no natural solidarity; nor have they combined as other oppressed groups have. Woman is riveted into a lop-sided relationship with man: he is the 'One', she the 'Other'. Man’s dominance has secured an ideological climate of compliance: 'legislators, priests, philosophers, writers and scientists have striven to show that the subordinate position of woman is willed in heaven and advantageous on earth', and, a la Virginia Woolf, the assumption of woman as 'Other' is further internalized by women themselves.

De Beauvoir's work carefully distinguishes between sex and gender, and sees an interaction between social and natural functions: 'One is not born, but rather becomes, a woman; …, it is civilization as a whole that produces this creature... Only the intervention of someone else can establish an individual as an Other.' It is the systems of interpretation in relation to biology, psychology, reproduction, economics, etc. which constitute the (male) presence of that 'someone else'. Making the crucial distinction between 'being female' and being constructed as 'a woman', de Beauvoir can posit the destruction of patriarchy if women will only break out of their objectification. In common with other 'first-wave' feminists, she wants freedom from bio-logical difference, and she shares with them a distrust of 'femininity' - thus marking herself off from some contemporary feminists' celebration of the body and recognition of the importance of the unconscious.

SECOND-WAVE FEMINIST CRITICISM

One, perhaps over-simplifying, way of identifying the beginnings of the 'second wave' is to record the publication of Betty Friedan's The Feminine Mystique in 1963, which, in its revelation of the frustrations of white, heterosexual, middle-class American women --- careerless and trapped in domesticity --- put feminism on the national agenda, substantively and 'for the first time. (Friedan also founded NOW, the National Organization of Women, in 1966.) 'Second-wave' feminism and feminist criticism are very much a product of - are shaped by and themselves help to shape - the liberationist movements of the mid-to-late 1960s.Although second-wave feminism continues to share the first wave’s fight for women's rights in all areas, its focal emphasis shifts to the politics of reproduction, to women's 'experience', to sexual 'difference' and to 'sexuality', as at once a form of oppression and something to celebrate.

Five main foci are involved in most discussions of sexual difference: biology; experience; discourse; the unconscious; and social and economic conditions. Arguments which treat biology as fundamental and which play down socialization have been used mainly by men to keep women 'in their place'. The old Latin saying 'Tota mulier in utero' ('Women is nothing but a womb') established this attitude early. If a woman's body is her destiny, then all attempts to question attributed sex-roles will fly in the face of the natural order On the other hand, some radical feminists celebrate women's biological attributes as sources of superiority rather than inferiority, while others appeal to the special experience of woman as the source of positive female values in life and in art. Since only women, the argument goes, have undergone those specifically female life-experiences (ovulation, menstruation, parturition), only they can speak of a woman’s life. Further, a woman's experience includes a different perceptual and emotional life; women do not see things in the same ways as men, and have different ideas and feelings about what is important or not important. An influential example of this approach is the work of Elaine Showalter (see below) which focuses on the literary representation of sexual differences in women's writing. The third focus, discourse, has received a great deal of attention by feminists. Dale Spender's Man Made Language (1980), as the title suggests, considers that women have been fundamentally oppressed by a male-dominated language. If we accept Foucault's argument that what is 'true' depends on who controls discourse, then it is apparent that men's domination of discourse has trapped women inside a male 'truth'. From this point of view it makes sense for women writers to contest men's control of language rather than create a separate, specifically 'feminine' discourse. The opposite view is taken by the female socio-linguist Robin Lakoff, who believes that women's language actually is inferior, since it contains patterns of 'weak- ness' and 'uncertainty', focuses on the 'trivial', the frivolous, the unserious, and stresses personal emotional responses. Male utterance, she argues, is 'stronger' and should be adopted by women if they wish to achieve social equality with men. Most feminists, however, consider that women have been brain-washed by this type of patriarchal ideology, which produces stereotypes of strong men and feeble women. The psycho-analytic theories of Lacan and Kristeva have provided a fourth focus - that of the unconscious. Some feminists have broken completely with biologism by associating the 'female' with those processes which tend to undermine the authority of 'male' discourse. Whatever encourages or initiates a free play of meanings and prevents 'closure' is regarded as 'female'. Female sexuality is revolutionary, subversive, heterogeneous and 'open' in that it refuses to define female sexuality: if there is a female principle, it is simply to remain outside the male definition of the female. As we have seen, Virginia Woolf was the first woman critic to include a sociological dimension in her analysis of women's writing. Since then, Marxist feminists in particular have related changing social and economic conditions to the changing balance of power between the sexes, thus underwriting feminism’s rejection of the notion of a universal femininity.

Certain themes, then, dominate second-wave feminism: the omnipresence of patriarchy; the inadequacy for women of existing political organization; and the celebration of women's difference as central to the cultural politics of liberation. And these can be found running through many major second-wave writings, from popular interventions like Germaine Greer's The Female Eunuch (1970), which explores the destructive neutralization of women within patriarchy, through the critical reassessments of socialism (Sheila Rowbotham) and psychoanalysis (Juliet Mitch-ell), to the radical (lesbian) feminism of Kate Millett and Adrienne Rich (for Rich, see chapter 10, pp. 249-50). In feminist literary theory more particularly, it leads to the emergence of so-called  'Anglo-American'  criticism,  an  empirical  approach fronted by the 'gynocriticism' of Elaine Showalter, which concentrates on the specificity of women's writing, on recuperating a tradition of women authors, and on examining in detail women’s own culture. In dispute with this, however, is the slightly later and more theoretically driven 'French' feminist criticism, which draws especially on the work of Julia Kristeva, Helene Cixous and Luce Irigaray, and emphasizes not the gender of the writer ('female') but the 'writing-effect' of the text ('feminine') - hence, l'ecriture feminine. It is worth noting here that this distinction between 'Anglo-American' and 'French' feminist criticisms is a significant fault-line in second-wave developments, and distinguishes two dominant and influential movements in critical theory since the end of the 1960s. It is, however, problematical for four main reasons: one, it is not a useful national categorization (many British and American critics, for example, might be described as 'French'), and must be understood, there-fore, to identify the informing intellectual tradition and not country of origin; two, set up as it is, it seems to exclude feminist critical input from anywhere else, and especially the 'Third World'; three, it reifies into too simple a binary opposition, suppressing at once the vast diversity of practices within both movements; four, it also masks their similarities. Both schools keep the idea of a 'feminine aesthetic' at the forefront of analysis and both run the risk of biological determinism: 'Anglo-American' criticism for its pursuit of works which, in Peggy Kamuf's words, are 'signed by biologically determined females of the species', and 'French Feminism' for its privileging of 'literal' rather than metaphorical female bodies. But before exploring these more recent developments, we must take note of a founding text from the late 1960s.

i. Kate Millett: sexual politics 

Second-wave feminism in the United States took its impetus from the civil-rights, peace and other protest movements, and Kate Millett's radical feminism is of this order. First published in1969, a year after Mary Ellmann's Thinking About Women and just before Germaine Greer's The Female Eunuch, Eva Figes's Patriarchal Attitudes and Shulamith Firestone's The Dialectic of Sex (all in1970), Millett's Sexual Politics at once marks the moment when second-wave feminism becomes a highly visible, self-aware and activist movement, and when it itself became the cause-celebre text of that moment. It has been - certainly in the significant legacy of its title - perhaps the best-known and most influential book of its period, and it remains (despite its inadequacies: see below) a ferociously upbeat, comprehensive, witty and irreverent demolition-job on male culture; and in this, perhaps, it is a monument to its moment.

Millett's argument - ranging over history, literature, psycho-analysis, sociology and other areas - is that ideological indoctrination as much as economic inequality is the cause of women’s oppression, an argument which opened up second-wave thinking about reproduction, sexuality and representation(especially verbal and visual 'images of women', and particularly pornography). Millett's title, Sexual Politics, announces her view of 'patriarchy', which she sees as pervasive and which demands 'a systematic overview - as a political institution'. Patriarchy subordinates the female to the male or treats the female as an inferior male, and this power is exerted, directly or indirectly, in civil and domestic life to constrain women. Millett borrows from social science the important distinction between 'sex' and 'gender', where sex is determined biologically but 'gender' is a psychological concept which refers to culturally acquired sexual identity, and she and other feminists have attacked social scientists who treat the culturally learned 'female' characteristics (passivity, etc.) as 'natural'. She recognizes that women as much as men perpetuate these attitudes, and the acting-out of these sex-roles in the unequal and repressive relations of domination and subordination is what Millett calls 'sexual politics'.

Sexual Politics was a pioneering analysis of masculinist historical, social and literary images of women, and in our context here is a formative text in feminist literary criticism. Millett's privileging of literature as a source helped to establish writing, literary studies and criticism as domains especially appropriate for feminism. One crucial factor in the social construction of femininity is the way literary values and conventions have them-selves been shaped by men, and women have often struggled to express their own concerns in what may well have been inappropriate forms. In narrative, for instance, the shaping conventions of adventure and romantic pursuit have a 'male' impetus and purposiveness. Further, the male writer addresses his readers as if they are always men, while advertising provides obvious parallel examples in mass culture. However, as we have noted in relation to Woolf and de Beauvoir, it is also possible for the female reader to collude (unconsciously) in this patriarchal positioning and read 'as a man'. In order to resist this indoctrination of the female reader, Millett exposes the oppressive representations of sexuality to be found in male fiction. By deliberately foregrounding the view of a female reader, she highlights the male domination which pervades sexual description in the novels of D. H. Lawrence, Henry Miller, Norman Mailer and Jean Genet, offering in the case of Lawrence, for example, often hilarious and devastatingly deflationary analyses of his phallocracy.

Millett's book provided a powerful critique of patriarchal culture, but other feminist critics believe that her sole selection of male authors was too unrepresentative and that she does not sufficiently understand the subversive power of the imagination in fiction. She misses, for instance, the deeply deviant and subversive nature of Genet's The Thief's Journal, and sees in the homosexual world depicted only an implied subjection and degradation of the female. It appears that, for Millett, male authors are compelled by their gender to reproduce the oppressive sexual politics of the real world in their fiction, an approach which would underestimate, say, James Joyce's treatment of female sexuality. Some feminists therefore have seen Millett as holding a one-dimensional view of male domination, treating sexist ideology as a blanket oppression which all male writers inevitably promote. Cora Kaplan, in a thoroughgoing critique of Millett, Radical Feminism and Literature: Rethinking Millett's Sexual Politics (1979), has suggested that she sees 'ideology [as] the universal penile club which men of all classes use to beat women with'. Kaplan points to the crudity and contradictoriness of much of Millett's analysis of fiction, which sees it at once as 'true' and 'representative' of patriarchy at large, and simultaneously as 'false' in its representation of women. It fails, in its reductive reflectionism, to take account of the mediating 'rhetoric of fiction'.

ii. Marxist feminism

Socialist/Marxist feminism was a powerful strand of the second wave during the late 1960s and 1970s, in Britain in particular. It sought to extend Marxism's analysis of class into a women’s history of their material and economic oppression, and especially of how the family and women's domestic labor are constructed by and reproduce the sexual division of labor. Like other 'male' forms of history, Marxism had ignored much of women’s experience and activity (one of Sheila Rowbotham's most influential books is entitled Hidden from History), and Marxist feminism's primary task was to open up the complex relations between gender and the economy. Juliet Mitchell's early essay, 'Women: The Longest Revolution' (1966), was a pioneering attempt, contra the a historical work of radical feminists like Millett and Firestone, to historicize the structural control patriarchy exerts in relation to women's reproductive functions; and Sheila Rowbotham, in Women's Consciousness, Man's World (1973), recognized both that working-class women experience the double oppression of the sexual division of labor at work and in the home, and that Marxist historiography had largely ignored the domain of personal experience, and particularly that of female culture.

In the literary context, Cora Kaplan's critique of the radical feminist Millett (above), especially in its concern with ideology, may be seen as an instance of socialist-feminist criticism, and Michele Barrett, in Women's Oppression Today: Problems in Marxist Feminist Analysis (1980), presents a Marxist feminist analysis of gender representation. First, she applauds Virginia Woolf's materialist argument that the conditions under which men and women produce literature are materially different and influence the form and content of what they write: we cannot separate questions of gender-stereotyping from their material conditions in history. This means that liberation will not come merely from changes in culture. Second, the ideology of gender affects the way the writings of men and women are read and how canons of excellence are established. Third, feminist critics must take account of the fictional nature of literary texts and not indulge in 'rampant moralism' by condemning all male authors for the sexism of their books (vide Millett) and approving all women authors for raising the issue of gender. Texts have no fixed meanings: interpretations depend on the situation and ideology of the reader. Nevertheless, women can and should try to assert their influence upon the way in which gender is defined and represented culturally.
In the Introduction to Feminist Criticism and Social Change (1985), Judith Newton and Deborah Rosenfelt argue for a materialist feminist criticism which escapes the 'tragic' essentialism of those feminist critics who project an image of women as universally powerless and universally good. They criticize what they consider the narrow literariness of Gilbert and Gubar's influential The Madwoman in the Attic (1979: see below, p. 135), and especially their neglect of the social and economic realities which play an important part in constructing gender roles. Penny Boumehla, Cora Kaplan and members of the Marxist-Feminist Literature Collective (see this group's reading of Jane Eyre in A Practical Reader, chapter 3) have instead brought to literary texts the kind of ideological analysis developed by Althusser and Macherey, in order to understand the historical formation of gender categories. However, Marxist feminism currently does not have the highest of profiles, - no doubt because of the political 'condition' of postmodernity, but also perhaps because of the overriding effect of the 'debate' between Anglo-American and French feminisms.

iii. Elaine Showalter: gynocriticism 

Toril Moi's Sexual/Textual Politics (1985) is in two main sections: ‘Anglo-American Feminist Criticism’ and 'French Feminist Theory'. Not only does this bring into sharp focus one of the main debates in contemporary feminist critical theory, it also makes a statement. Moi's (conscious) slippage from 'criticism' to 'theory' indicates both a descriptive characterization and a value-judgment: for Moi, Anglo-American criticism is either theoretic-ally naive or refuses to theorize itself; the French, on the other hand, is theoretically self-conscious and sophisticated. In fact, as we noted on p. 130, there is much common ground and inter-penetration between these two 'approaches' (not least in both tending to ignore class, ethnicity and history as determinants),and both continue to help define major modes of feminist critical address. The French we will consider a little more fully in a subsequent section.

The principal 'Anglo-Americans' are, in fact, Americans. As the 'images of women' criticism of the early 1970s (driven by Ellmann and Millett's work) began to seem simplistic and uniform, several works appeared which promoted both the study of women writers and a feminist critical discourse in order to discuss them. Ellen Moers's Literary Women (1976) was a preliminary sketching in or 'mapping' of the 'alternative' tradition of women’s writing which separately shadows the dominant male tradition; but the major work of this kind, after Elaine Showalter's, is Sandra Gilbert and Susan Gubar's monumental The Madwoman in the Attic (1979), where they argue that key women writers since Jane Austen achieved a distinctive female 'duplicitous' voice by 'simultaneously conforming to and subverting patriarchal literary standards'. The female stereotypes of 'angel' and 'monster' (madwoman) are simultaneously accepted and deconstructed (for the reading of Jane Eyre which gives their book its title, see A Practical Reader, chapter 3). However, as Mary Jacobs has pointed out, Gilbert and Gubar tend to limit women writers' freedom by constructing them as 'exceptionally articulate victims of a patriarchally engendered plot'; and Toril Moi adds that this continual retelling of the 'story' of female repression by patriarchy locks feminist criticism into a constraining and problematical relation with the very authoritarian and patriarchal criticism it seeks to surmount.

However, the most influential American critic of the second wave is Elaine Showalter, and especially her A Literature of Their Own (1977). Here Showalter at once outlines a literary history of women writers (many of whom had, indeed, been 'hidden from history'); produces a history which shows the configuration of their material, psychological and ideological determinants; and promotes both a feminist critique (concerned with women readers) and a 'gynocritics' (concerned with women writers). What the book does is to examine British women novelists since the Brontes from the point of view of women's experience. Showalter takes the view that, while there is no fixed or innate female sexuality or female imagination, there is nevertheless a profound difference between women's writing and men's, and that a whole tradition of writing has been neglected by male critics: 'the lost continent of the female tradition has risen like Atlantis from the sea of English Literature'. She divides this tradition into three phases. The first, 'feminine', phase (1840-80) includes Elizabeth Gaskell and George Eliot, and is one where women writers imitated and internalized the dominant male aesthetic standards which required that female authors remain gentlewomen. The 'feminist' phase (1880-1920) includes such radical feminist writers as Elizabeth Robins and Olive Schreiner, who protest against male values and advocate separatist utopias and suffragette sisterhoods. The third, 'female', phase (1920onwards) inherited characteristics of the former periods and developed the idea of specifically female writing and female experience in a phase of self-discovery. For Showalter, Rebecca West, Katherine Mansfield and Dorothy Richardson were its most important early 'female' novelists. In the same period that Joyce and Proust were writing long novels of subjective consciousness, Richardson's equally long novel Pilgrimage took as its subject female consciousness. Her views on writing (see 'Women in the Arts', 1925) anticipate recent feminist theories, in that she favored a 'multiple receptivity' which rejects definite views and opinions (she called them 'masculine things'). Richardson consciously tried to produce elliptical and fragmented sentences in order to convey what she considered to be the shape and texture of the female mind. After Virginia Woolf, a new frankness about sexuality (adultery and lesbianism, for example) enters women’s fiction, especially in Jean Rhys. Thereafter followed a new generation of university-educated women who no longer felt the need to express feminine discontents; this included A. S. Byatt, Margaret Drabble and Brigid Brophy. However, in the early seventies a shift once again towards a more angry tone occurs in the novels of Penelope Mortimer, Muriel Spark and Doris Lessing.

Showalter's title indicates her debt to Virginia Woolf, and as Mary Eagleton points out their projects are markedly similar: 'A passion for women's writing and feminist research, links both critics. Aware of the invisibility of women's lives, they are active in the essential work of retrieval, trying to find the forgotten precursors.' Showalter, however, criticizes Woolf for her 'retreat' into androgyny (denying her femaleness) and for her 'elusive' style. This, as Eagleton points out, is exactly where Toril Moi disagrees with Showalter, and where the focus of the opposition between Anglo-American and French critical feminisms may be sharply perceived. For the 'French' Mol, Woolf's refusal and subversion of the unitary self and her 'playful' textuality are her strengths, whereas the 'Anglo-American' gynocritic wishes to center on the female author and character, and on female experience as the marker of authenticity - on notions of 'reality' (in particular of a collective understanding of what it means to be a woman) which can be represented, and experientially related to, by way of the literary work. Indeed, a further problem lies in the ethnocentric assumptions embedded in the ideas of 'authenticity' and 'female experience' perpetuated in the 'Anglo-American' tradition generally; as Mary Eagleton has pointed out,the white, heterosexual, middle-class woman is taken as the norm and the literary history produced is 'almost as selective and ideologically bound as the male tradition'. For Moi, Showalter's Anglo-American feminist criticism is also characterized both by being untheorized and by the shakiness, there-fore, of its theoretical underpinning - most particularly in the connections it makes between literature and reality and between literary evaluation and feminist politics. A feature of Showalter's work is its reluctance to engage and contain French theoretical initiatives, for, almost by definition, it is deconstructed by them (nevertheless, see her challenge to Lacan's reading of Ophelia in Hamlet in A Practical Reader, chapter 1). Paradoxically, then, at the point when the gynocritics saw themselves as making women’s experience and culture positively visible and empowering, post-structuralist feminism textualizes sexuality and regards the whole project of 'women writing and writing about women' as misconceived. It is to this more radically theoretical analysis of women’s difference, opened up by modern psychoanalysis, that we now turn.

Gender and the Practice of Translation

By Luise von Flotow 

(Excerpted from Chapter 2, pp. 14-34) 

The work of translating in an 'era of feminism', in an era powerfully influenced by feminist thought, has had an acute effect on translation practice. First, translators have sought out contemporary women’s writing in order to translate it into their own cultures. Because of the experimental nature of much of this work, they have had to deal with enormous technical challenges in the translations. Second, because the women’s movement has defined language as a powerful political instrument, many women working in an 'era of feminism' also face issues of intervention and censorship in translation: When and how do politicized translators 'correct' a text? To what extent does the translator's role become overtly political? And third, the interest in a lineage of important women writers and thinkers has created an impressive corpus of translated 'lost' works; due to the fact that these texts have only now been recuperated, the work of the translator moves well beyond traditional bounds of translation and incorporates annotation and criticism.

Gender awareness in translation practice poses questions about the links between social stereotypes and linguistic forms, about the politics of language and cultural difference, about the ethics of translation, and about reviving inaccessible works for contemporary readers. It highlights the importance of the cultural context in which translation is done. 

Experimental Feminist Writing and Its Translation 

The radical feminist writing of the 1970s was experimental. It was radical insofar as it sought to undermine, subvert, even destroy the conventional everyday language maintained by institutions such as schools and universities, publishing houses and the media, dictionaries, writing manuals, and the 'great works' of literature. Feminists viewed this language as an instrument of women's oppression and subjugation which needed to be reformed, if not replaced by a new women's language. They thus took on the radical position of attacking language itself, rather than just the messages carried by the language. Although other writers at other times have seen conventional language as a dangerous instrument - the post World War II German writers in Gruppe 47, for example, were very wary of using conventional German after their experience of Nazi-Newspeak-gender has not often been an issue in such critiques. One rare exception is the work of the Précieuses of seventeenth-century France, who sought to reform the rough manners at court while also refining the French language.

Radical feminist writing in the late twentieth century has been experimental in that it explores new ground, seeking to develop new ideas and a new language for women. Writers have tried out new words, new spellings, new grammatical constructions, new images and metaphors in an attempt to get beyond the conventions of patriarchal language that, in their view, determine to a large extent what women can think and write. The theory is that the language women have at their disposal will influence their creativity, affecting their ability to think in revolutionary terms and their capacity to produce new work. Verena Stefan, whose book Häutungen (1975) became the most influential radical feminist text written in German, expresses her position as a woman in conventional language as follows:

Language fails me as soon as I try to speak of new experiences. Supposedly new experiences that are cast in the same old language cannot really be new. (tr. 1978/1994:53)

Experiments have blossomed in every Western European and North American country, and in all languages. Yet although the theories about women’s oppression through language are largely similar, the practical applications differ greatly. This is not surprising, given the fact that writers are deconstructing different languages as well as different cultures, which require feminist attention in different places.

Nicole Brossard (Quebec) published a number of books that fit this radical deconstructive mode during the 1970s and early 1980s. Her book L'Amér, ou le chapitre effrité (1977) takes as one of its themes 'the patriarchal mother' and examines it in highly experimental prose poetry. The patriarchal mother is the woman reduced to reproduction, the woman whose creativity and individuality is suffocated by this forced, unrecognized labour, and who is prone to suffocating her own children as a result. Brossard's title L 'Amir is a neologism that contains at least three terms in French: mére (mother), mer (sea), and amer (bitter). It represents the author's preoccupation with motherhood as a bitter and embittering experience, and reflects one of the important images of feminist thinking that links women to water, to the cyclical and fluid nature of the sea. Similarly, Brossard's neologism mourriture, used to describe what such women do or give to their children, combines the words nourriture (food), pourrir (to rot) and mourir (to die), thus connecting nurture, putrefaction and death in such a way that the result deconstructs ideas about women's special nurturing qualities.

Brossard's approach to linguistic deconstruction is often, though not exclusively, based on puns that play on the fact that many words have similar sounds in French. Mary Daly, an American theologian and radical feminist writer, also works with puns but extends her attack on patriarchal language into the history of words. She is concerned with the way words that were once important to women, or that once ex- pressed women's historical power and autonomy have been degraded in patriarchy; she ceaselessly tries to revitalize such words or create new ones for use in radical feminism. More lucid than Brossard, she warns her readers that this work on language is hard work. A footnote in the preface of her influential book Gyn/Ecology. A Metaethics of Radical Feminism reads:

This book contains Big Words [...] for it is written for big, strong women, out of respect for strength. Moreover, I've made some of them up. Therefore, it may be a stumbling block both to those who choose downward mobility of the mind and therefore hate Big Words, and to those who choose upward mobility and therefore hate New/Old Words, that is Old words that become new when their ancient ("obsolete") gynocentric meanings are unearthed. Hopefully, it will be a useful pathfinder for the multiply mobile: the movers, the weavers, the Spinners. (Daly, 1978: xiv) 

Daly highlights the importance she places on linguistic innovation ('New Words') and on the renewal and rehabilitation of gynocentric terms ('Old Words') that have been given derogatory meanings in patriarchy. But she also calls upon her readers to participate and flatters them into do- ing so: the book is written for 'big strong women' who are 'multiply mobile'.

This excerpt demonstrates a different kind of punning from that used by Brossard in L'Amér. Daly's terms 'big strong woman' and 'multiply mobile' pick up on American terminology based on cultural rather than linguistic phenomena. It is probably not too much of a generalization to say that American girls of the 1960s and 1970s were socialized to be 'Daddy's little girl' or 'little lady', to be under the care of 'big strong men'. Daly turns this usage around, surprising the reader with anew combination and undermining the idea of women as helpless or incompetent 'girls'. Similarly, the play on 'upward', 'downward', and 'multiply mobile' picks up on contemporary American usage that normally uses it for the jockeying that goes on for social position. Again, the term is revamped to refer to feminist consciousness and a willing-ness to accept challenges and learn.

While the deconstruction of individual words, syntax and other for-mal elements has been an important aspect of experimental feminist writing, the female body has played an important thematic role. At the root of much feminist work is the recuperation of the objectified, obscured, vilified or domesticated female body. This is a body that has been depersonalized by patriarchy, that offers services in return for its maintenance, while at the same time maintaining the system that subjugates it. This body is, however, also the source of women's creative energy, a largely unknown entity that has long been silenced and needs to be written. In "The Laugh of the Medusa", the first text by the French writer Helene Cixous to be translated into English, the author writes:

Women must write through their bodies, they must invent the impregnable language that will wreck partitions, classes and rhetorics, regulations and codes, they must submerge, cut through, get beyond the ultimate reserve/discourse ... (Cixous 1975; tr. 1976: 886)

But how does one 'write through a body'? And for that matter, how does one translate the experiments in language that have been produced in response to these feminist ideas? 

Translating the Body 

When women 'write the female body' they write on a subject that has hith-erto been described in terms of the stereotypes of the lover ('whore'), the devoted and unsexed mother, or the untouchable Holy Virgin, as the Quebecois play, Les Fées ont soif (1979) by Denise Boucher makes clear. Feminist writers have identified sexuality as the factor underlying these stereotypes, and have responded by breaking open these stereotypes and moving beyond these clich6s. Women's sexuality and women's eroticism, described from a woman's point of view, have become a preferred area of experimentation in feminist writing. Writers have looked for and developed vocabulary for censored or denigrated parts of the female anatomy and tried to create erotic writing that appeals to women. They have responded to the challenge to 'tenter l'érotique', to attempt and tempt the erotic.

French language writers have been particularly innovative and bold in this regard. This tendency may be partly due to the sexualized vocabulary of psychoanalysis and literary criticism, where terms such as jouissance and invagination are not unusual. Jouissance has a number of meanings ranging from enjoyment to pleasure to sexual pleasure to orgasm, while invagination refers to the penetration of one text by any number of other, earlier or contemporary texts. Translating this French 'body work' into English causes distinct problems of word choice and opens translators' eyes to the limitations of their own languages. It also raises issues of self-censorship and 'decorum', for where one linguistic group may focus on 'writing the body' as a means of making political progress, another may be averse, even unable, to make a link between erotic writing and politics. Indeed, the entire semantic field around is-sues of sexuality has caused serious problems for translators.

Susanne de Lotbiniére-Harwood (1991) has addressed the issue in a number of ways, deriving her examples from translations of Brossard's work in French and Gail Scott's in English. She takes the word cyprine from Brossard's Sous la langue (1987) to demonstrate the difficulty. Cyprine in French means female sexual secretions (de Lotbiniere-Harwood 1991:145ff). The term has existed in French for some time, occurring in Baudelaire's Fleurs du mal and in work by lesbian and feminist writers of the 1970s. However, it is not in any dictionary, because, says de Lotbiniére-Harwood, "lexicographers don't want to give women access to this word" (ibid: 145). Nor does it exist in English; in English "we have no word, no word but wet" (ibid: 147). De Lotbiniére-Harwood's solution is to research and refer to the Greek etymology of cyprine and create an English version 'cyprin'. But the new word needed accounting for in the chapbook in which Brossard's text and her translation appeared; this meant assigning one page for the translator's note, which reads

Female sexual secretion. From the French cyprine [fr. Gk Cyprus, birth place of Aphrodite]. We are proposing cyprin for English usage.

In this case, the translator's challenge, discussed at some length in her writings, led to the creation of a neologism. Its positioning on a page of its own, its discussion in public lectures and writing - in other words, the 'account' she has given of it-have further drawn attention both to the 'sanitized' aspects of the English language and the effects gender-awareness in translation can produce.

In another example, de Lotbiniére-Harwood emphasizes the need to reclaim the term con in French, where it has come to refer to "un garsau comportement débile" (an obnoxious, cretinous male) (1991:64-65).The issue arose in her translation of Gail Scott's book Heroine into French, where the question 'l wonder about the smell of cunt' had to be rendered 'je me demande ce que sent le con d’une femme'. The specification 'd’une femme' was necessary since it could otherwise have referred to the smell of an idiotic male. In the translator's view, the need to specify this indicates the extent to which the terms for women's sexual body have been thoroughly colonized by male use and abuse. The work of reclaiming some of this derogatory vocabulary and developing new terms is also the work of the translator. In this case, the translator could have avoided the issue by translating 'ce que sent le sexe d'une femme', thus following the usage proposed in the Petit Robert dictionary. However, since the English sentence is a daring provocation, deLotbiniere-Harwood wanted to take the same risk, and use the term 'con' for its transgressive value. Her view that 'translation in the feminine is a political act, and an act of women's solidarity' (1991:65) underlies this transgressive, aggressive approach.

The problem of word choice has been addressed in other contexts as well, notably in cases where the English translation demonstrates an insufficient knowledge of female biology. Godard (1984:13) gives the example of the phrase 'la perte blanche' in a text by Nicole Brossard being translated as 'white loss', and thus missing the alternate meaning of 'discharge', i.e. bodily secretions. A related issue comes up in the discussion about the different English versions of Brossard’s 'Ce soirj'entre dans l'histoire sans relever ma jupe'. Brossard is referring to a woman’s participation in public life as an author, rather than as a stereotypical female, here as a sexually available 'lover'. The line is from the play, La nef des sorcieres (1976), translated as A Clash of Symbols (Gaboriau 1979), in which a number of figures of women, symbolizing various roles women play, present themselves. The translation, produced for performance on stage, was, "tonight I shall step into history without opening my legs" (Gaboriau 1979:35). It was acclaimed as being particularly effective despite the fact that it mistranslates, and overstates what Brossard, one of the participating authors, actually wrote. The translation works dramatically, and strikes the listening audience more forcefully than would the more careful version, 'tonight I shall enter history without lifting up my skirt'. Further, the reference to 'opening my legs' carries on into the next line, 'I step into history opening my mouth not my legs', i.e. speaking and making myself heard.

While it is difficult to negotiate the gap between the coarse and the clinical terms for women's sexual bodies, the more general term, 'jouissance', has also caused considerable debate. Defined as 'sexual pleasure, bliss, rapture' in the anthology New French Feminisms (Marks& de Courtivron 1980:36), it is translated throughout the anthology as 'sexual pleasure'. Yet jouissance also means 'enjoyment' or 'pleasure' and can refer to many kinds of enjoyment, including its use in the legal sense 'enjoyment of good health'. When it is translated exclusively as 'sexual pleasure', the stress is placed on the daring, new sexual component. When it is not translated, but left in French and annotated instead, attention is also drawn to its exotic, perhaps 'non-English' qualities. This has been viewed negatively as a sign of "dismissive American coy righteousness" (Freiwald 1991:63) since the translator thereby avoids addressing the polysemic, sexual component. On the other hand, it can also be coded as a positive aspect of a translation that allows an English work to retain a French 'accent' (de Lotbiniére-Harwood 1991:150).

Discussions between French and English women have often focused on the issue of eroticism and its terminology (Freiwald 1991), on the problem of women's empowerment on the one hand and their alienation from each other on the other; debates have raged about where to locate references to women's bodies and their sexuality on the sliding scale between two extreme poles. And translation has not always been a solution, as a discussion published in Yale French Studies in 1981 shows. Viewing translations of works by French feminist writers as mediations that make the 'other' culture appear both "fascinating and fearful, and extremely glamorous", Sandra Gilbert, one of the discussants, calls for "mediations of mediations" (1981:6-7). She wants explanations of the translations, further cultural material that place these texts into their philosophical, literary and social contexts. Gail Scott, a bilingual Canadian writer, has summarized this issue of contexts in vivid terms, paralleling the gap between English and French feminist discourses to the gap between Protestant anglophone moral rigidity and the relative moral ease provided by the French Roman Catholic confessional (Scott 1989). There are doubtless other causes at work. The translation of feminist writing of the gendered body is one area where the limits of language and the constraints imposed by culture have led to a certain disruption of feminist ideas about women's solidarity and their shared fate in patriarchy. 

Translating Puns on Cultural References 

Puns are linked to pain; "puns are punishment" writes Suzanne Jill Levine (1991:13). She makes this comment with reference to her work on texts by Cuban writers in exile. Exile is pain, too. For 1970s feminist writers such as Mary Daly or France Théoret, women live in exile in patriarchal language; punning expresses their pain, but it is also a way to fight back. Translating puns, on the other hand, has proven to be a form of'punishment' in much feminist work.

Mary Daly's book Gyn/Ecology (1978) is full of wordplay on aspects of American culture; she invents neologisms such as 'the-rapist', 'bore-ocracy' and the 'Totaled woman' to refer to more or less familiar ideas and then to undermine them with humor, irony, and anger. The implication is that therapists work for patriarchy, keeping women in check by the age-old method of sexual violence or the threat of it; the bureaucracy bores people into passivity and exists to maintain its boring self; the 'Totaled woman' is the finished product of fashion-magazine designs but is closer to being 'totaled' the way a car is after a crash. These and many other of Daly's puns work remarkably well in English. In the German translation, however, they are the source of serious problems.

For one thing the cultural situations are different. Therapies of various kinds were not as widespread a social phenomenon in 1970s Germany as they were in the USA, and the issue of sexual and emotional abuse of women patients by their psychotherapists had had no exposure at all. This issue has only begun to be addressed in Germany in the 1990s.More problematic, however, is the fact that the linguistic aspects of the puns just don't work in German. In German 'therapist' is Therapeut and 'rapist' is Vergewaltiger. The same problem arises with the 'Totaled woman'. The 'total' fashion look might translate as ganzheitlich weiblichor durchgestylt, while a car that is 'totaled' has suffered a Totalschaden. Again there is no immediate linguistic relationship that can be exploited. The same goes for Daly's term 'womb-tomb' for 'spacecraft'. The Ger-man translator is hard put to find something as succinct and homophonic. Her translation Mutterschoβ-Grabstätte is a literal rendering.

While such difficulties arise in all wordplay translation, they have a particular effect in the translation of feminist experimental writing. When Daly's translator, Erika Wisselinck, resorts to literal translation in the 'womb-tomb' example because she wants to stress the meaning of the feminist text, she avoids the wordplay and misses out on the humorous, lightening role that puns have. This renders the translation more weighty and serious than the source text. Literal translation stems from the desire not to lose even a scrap of information or connotation, and it is often complemented by explanatory translator's notes. These make the translation heavy reading material, but are, at the same time, a factor of the cultural context in which the translation is completed. The translator sees herself working for the cause of the women's movement; in this work, she regularly oversteps the bounds of invisibility that traditionally define her role.

Translating Experiments with Language

Feminist experiments with language have raised another set of problems for the translator. When the grammar of a language such as French dictates that nouns, adjectives and participles need to be gender-identified, feminist writers can subvert this gender requirement and the symbolic system that underlies it by applying the grammar system differently. This could mean feminizing words to give them new meanings, as in Brossard's 'maternell', 'homoindividuell', 'essentielle' or her term 'ma continent', which are all feminized neologisms. Similarly, when the syntax of a language or its conventions of style are too restrictive for women's new vision, the writer can change it. The outcome has been described as follows with regard to the work of Nicole Brossard:

Brossard disrupts these power relationships in language by challenging our normal expectations about punctuation, spacing and typography. Attempting to subvert our passive consumption of novel or poem, she blurs grammatical constructions, introduces blanks, gaps, ruptures, deconstructing the text so that meaning is negotiated through a perpetual process of interaction. (Godard, 1984: 15)

Yet the place where power relations are disrupted in French may not correspond to the spots where they need to or can be disrupted in English, German or any other language. Moreover, the 'perpetual process of interaction' that reading such a text implies is in some danger of being lost in translation, where the translator makes definitive language choices which may render the text less ambiguous.

Howard Scott has provided a good example of a translation problem created by wordplay on grammar. In a section of L 'Euguélionne by Louky Bersianik (1976), there is a passage on the politics of abortion;the following line occurs:

Le ou la coupable doit etre punie.

The additional e on the past participle puni indicates it is the woman who is punished for abortion. But this subtlety doesn't transfer smoothly to English, which lacks gender agreement. Scott's solution supplements the lack in English and reads:

The guilty one must be punished, whether she is a man or a woman. 

Although the past participle is left untouched in the English version, the legal disjunction that Bersianik is pointing to in the French is clear in 'whether she is a man or a woman' (Scott 1984:35; my emphasis).

This is one case where the play with the silent e in French can be compensated elsewhere in the text. Other terms such as essentielle which is feminized, or laboratoir which is masculinized to mark the absence of the feminine, are either left in the original language and footnoted or are lost in that particular application. Barbara Godard, one of Brossard's translators, has noted that to compensate for such losses, she has used other wordplay that might be more familiar or accessible to English readers; for instance, 're(her)ality' for réalite or 'reading/deliring' for dé-lire (Godard 1984, 1986, 1991 a).

Much of the punning on language in feminist writing also works through sound associations and alliterations, as in Mary Daly's 'womb-tomb'. Brossard's text Sous la langue (1987) was written to be read aloud at an evening of experimental poetry reading. It contains lines like the following:

Fricatelle ruisselle essentielle aime-t-elle dans le touche a tout qui arrondit les seins la rondeur douce des bouches ou l'effet qui la deshabille?

The word/sound elle at the end of the first four words both reinforces the feminine context of the text and creates the neologisms essentielle and fricatelle, a variation on fricarelle (1930s slang for the sound made by thighs rubbing together). Further, the 'oo' sound connoting physicalpleasure is stressed in the phrases touche d tout and rondeur douce desbouches ou  ....,  enhancing meaning with sound. In Under Tongue, the English translation of Brossard (1987), Susanne de Lotbiniére-Harwood focuses on the elle endings and finds a way to fit in the pronoun 'she':

Does she frictional' she fluvial she essential does she in the all-embracing touch that rounds the breasts love the mouths' soft roundness or the effect undressing her?

The translator here pays less attention to the meaning of the words than to their sounds. Even the repetition of the soft vowel sound is approximated, though it comes across as the English 'ow' ('rounds', 'mouths', 'roundness'). In her translation of Brossard's Amantes (Brossard 1980, tr. 1987), Godard also emphasizes sound associations in English that may create an effect similar to the French puns based on homophones. She seems unworried by what might appear to be the resulting mistranslation, since in certain cases she is deliberately translating on the phonemic level.

So, what has experimental feminist writing meant for translation practice? Most importantly, it has foregrounded the issue of gender in language and caused translators to respond to the resulting technical and theoretical challenges. When confronted with texts full of wordplay and fragmented syntax, translators have had to develop creative methods similar to those of the source-text writers; they have had to go beyond translation to supplement their work, making up for the differences between various patriarchal languages by employing wordplay, grammatical dislocations and syntactic subversion in other places in their texts. In the translation of work that 'writes the body', they have dealt with the fact that in many languages words need to be created or recuperated to name and describe culturally taboo aspects of the female body. The practical work of translating experimental feminist writing has thus politicized numerous translators. Much of the theoretical discussion on gender and translation has been initiated by women translators first faced with these texts. 

Interventionist Feminist Translation

Just as translators may develop political sympathies for experimental feminist writing and then transfer those attitudes to their work, so translators who are already politicized may take offence at texts that are unpalatable or politically unacceptable. Like Peter Newmark, who recently argued that translators should 'correct' source material in the name of the "moral facts as known" (1991:46), a concept he simplifies with the term "truth" (ibid: l), feminist translators 'correct' texts that they translate in the name of feminist 'truths'. Over the past decade a number of women translators have assumed the right to query their source texts from a feminist perspective, to intervene and make changes when the texts depart from this perspective. Drawing attention to the political clout they personally assign to language and to the impact of a translator’s politics, they openly intervene in their texts. Overt interventionism by translators is rather controversial, however, since translators are normally expected, even assumed, to keep their politics out of their work. Yet, as translation historians know, deliberate changes have often been made in rewritten texts, and frequently in the name of some ideology.

A good example of a covertly interventionist translation is the East German translation of Christa Wolf's Der Geteilte Himmel (1963), published as Divided Heaven in East Berlin in 1965. Massive changes were made in the work without any indication or explanation; among other things, a stream-of-consciousness narration by a young woman hesitatingly coming to terms with the new socialist Germany and the Wall it had just raised was turned into a thin prose account of the plot, written entirely in the third person. And the woman protagonist's hesitations were largely deleted. Critic Katharina von Ankum (1993) has speculated on the 'patriarchal' element of developing socialism that may have led to these modifications.

When feminist translators intervene in a text for political reasons, they draw attention to their action. In so doing, they demonstrate how easily misogynist aspects of patriarchal language can be dismantled once they have been identified. They also demonstrate their decision-making powers. 

Translating Machismo

For Carol Maier and Suzanne Jill Levine the work of translating Cuban or South American male writers has repeatedly raised issues of sexism. Maier’s discussion of the problem focuses on the sexist content of poems by Cuban poet Octavio Armand. The works in question refer to birth, in particular the image of his birth "from my father's womb" Maier writes:

I was prompted to review both the mother's role in Armand's work and my own relationship to that role. As I read back through his poems and essays to 'inventory' the presence of both parents, what I found was the continual appearance of a strong father and the faint trace of a mother who is indeed little more than a shadow. (1985:5)

The fact that Maier's work is carried out in "an era of feminism" (ibid) prompts her to sift through Armand's father/mother images, and to en-quire about her own response to them; this academic and cultural context encourages her to express her criticism and her standpoint as a translator. She goes on to find that while in Armand's writing the father "makes all phases of life possible", the mother is "an absence, a smudge" (ibid). She also locates subtle indications of misogyny in the way Armand de-scribes the link between language, his 'mother tongue', and his anxiety about its capacity to express what he wants to say. He often casts this uncertainty in negative images associated with women: the tongue can be "filed, combed and polished", it is sharp, forked, deceitful, it is a "mistress of both lips who is guilty of giving birth to din and confusion and to expression that petrifies....' (ibid). And the poet's heart is burned by the "round red fruit" of female treachery.

Having uncovered a system of sexist thinking and metaphorics in her author, Maier enquires about her own intentions in translating texts that

robbed a mother of her speech without even giving her a chance to speak for herself, likening her to a tongue but denying her a body, referring to her birthday but denying her presence at the poet's birth. (ibid: 6)

For Maier, the issue of intention becomes entangled with her identity as a North American woman translator. The process of confronting Armand’s texts has put her earlier 'automatic and submissive' identification with the author into question. She cannot reproduce the sexism of this Cuban male writer; she writes: "I felt anger. I wanted the mother to be present, wanted her and her mothers to be signing their names along with the father and grandfathers" (ibid: 7).

Suzanne Jill Levine experiences similar difficulties when she translates work by Guillermo Cabrera Infante, whose writing she describes as "oppressively male" (1983/1992:85), narcissistic, misogynist, and manipulative. Indeed, a number of the other Latin American writers she has translated, such as Manuel Puig and Severo Sarduy, also exploit the archetypal versions of "Woman [as] Other: either idealized or degraded" (Levine, 1991:181). Infante, for example, uses language to obscure or "mock women and their words" (Levine 1983/1992:82) and all these writers, Levine writes, use images of women to express "language's slippery strategies" (1991:182). In other words, using metaphors and images referring more or less negatively to women, these writers ex- press their own uncertainty in language, their distrust of official language, and at the same time their fear and distrust of women. Levine asks similar questions to those of Maier: "Where does this leave a woman as translator of such a book? Is she not a double betrayer, to play Echo to this Narcissus, repeating the archetype once again?"(1983/1992:83).

Levine's partial answer to this question is to point to the changes she makes in the text. Yet the examples are sparse. She gives one clear instance where she is able to undermine the narcissistic posturing of the narrator and recuperate some aspect of women's strength. She translates his "jaded" statement "no one man can rape a woman" as "no wee man can rape a woman" (1983/1992:83). The source text implies that women are willing rape victims; Levine undermines this 'patriarchal' notion by replacing 'one' with 'wee'. When both the Spanish and English texts are available, the alliterative aspects of 'one' and 'wee' are a source of amusement that enhances Levine's obvious risk-taking. Maier’s work is equally sparse on examples: she too says more about her discomfort at the misogyny of the source text than about her actual interventions in it.

Both Maier and Levine react to the stereotypical postures of authority assumed by or assigned to male figures in the texts and the archetypal terms and images used for women. Yet neither translator considers censorship, i.e. non-translation, an option. Their solution is to undermine the text here and there, reinstating the mother or diminishing the man, but keeping the text available for readers.

Assertive Feminist Translation

The tone is less conciliatory in work by Susanne de Lotbiniére-Harwood (1991), which appeared only a few years later in the linguistically more politicized context of Quebec. She offers no excuses or justifications for feminist intervention in texts, but an abundance of compelling reasons. De Lotbiniére-Harwood openly practises feminist translation and clearly situates herself as a participant in the discourses of Quebec's experimental écriture au féminin, as a politicized, feminist subject. For her, no act of writing or translation is neutral and réécriture au feminine (rewriting in the feminine) is a conscious act that

met cartes sur table dés le début. Son projet est de faire entrer la conscience féministe dans l'activité traductive. [...] la traduction se présente comme une activite politique visant à faire apparaitre et vivre les femmes dans la langue et dans le monde. (ibid: 11)

puts its cards on the table from the very beginning. Its project is to imbue translation praxis with feminist consciousness [...] translation thus becomes a political activity that has the objective of making women visible and resident in language and society. (my translation)

In her view, issues of sexism or women's silencing need not only be pointed out, they need to be solved with deliberate feminist intervention that redresses the imbalance and places women directly into the language. And censorship, if only for reasons of the translator's mental health, is definitely an option; on this topic de Lotbiniére-Harwood de-scribes her debut as a translator of Quebec rock lyrics by Lucien Francoeur:

Francoeur was the first and last male poet I translated. During the three years I spent on his poetry, I realized with much distress that my translating voice was being distorted into speaking in the masculine. Forced by the poems' stance, by language, by my profession, to play the role of male voyeur. As if the only speaking place available, and the only audience possible, were male-bodied. I became very depressed around meaning. (1995:64)

De Lotbiniére-Harwood's decision to translate only women authors from that point on may be decried as "the paradox of censorship in the name of feminism" (Maier 1985:4), analogous to the rejection suffered traditionally by women writers in patriarchy. For her, it is a question of self-preservation; and for readers it may be an indication of the extent to which the translator's female identity and feminist subjectivity enters into her work.

A good example of this assertive, interventionist translation praxis is de Lotbiniére-Harwood's translation of 'generic' writing, writing in French that uses the 'universal' forms of the French language and gram- mar, ostensibly including references to women in the predominantly masculine forms of words and gender agreements. Pursuing the objective of "making women visible and resident in language and society", she deliberately feminizes an entire English translation or a text written in 'generic' French. Further, she includes an introduction to the work and copious translator's footnotes to ensure that readers are aware of the changes she has made.

The source text in question is Lettres d'une autre by Lise Gauvin (de Lotbiniére-Harwood 1989), a collection of letters to a friend abroad by a 'Persian' woman visiting Quebec. The epistolary format allows the author to maintain the fiction of the foreigner observing and commenting on Quebec realities of the 1980s, and filtering them through an outsider's eyes. In the translator's preface, Lise Gauvin is presented as a feminist, and given that the exchange of letters is between two women one might expect a certain amount of feminist complicity or collusion. Yet there is still much room for feminist intervention in the translation.De Lotbiniére-Harwood explains in her preface 'About the her in other':

Dear reader,

Just a few words to let you know that this translation is a rewriting in the feminine of what I originally read in French. I don't mean content. Lise Gauvin is a feminist, and so am I. But 1 am not her. She wrote in the generic masculine. My translation practice is a political activity aimed at making language speak for women. So my signature on a translation means: this translation has used every possible feminist translation strategy to make the feminine visible in language. Because making the feminine visible in language means making women seen and heard in the real world. Which is what feminism is all about. (de Lotbiniére-Harwood, 1989: 9)

This assertive tone contrasts with both Maier's and Levine's. De Lotbiniére-Harwood does not mitigate her interventionist measures with explanations about her discomfort or dismay at patriarchal language: she assumes the right to change what she cannot approve of. Further, she categorically states her political position and defines translation as a political practice.

In the rest of the preface de Lotbiniére-Harwood gives examples of the types of changes she makes. The most controversial of these is also the subject of the first translator's footnote. She translates Québécois, the adjective designating the population of Quebec, into English as Québécois-e-s. She thus takes the French masculine plural adjective(which supposedly includes all the female inhabitants of Quebec) and uses a source language feminist neologism, which specifically adds the female component with the hyphen plus the silent e, to translate the term into English. The English text is thus punctuated with a feminized Québécois neologism, described in the first footnote as the "non-sexist grammatical transcription comprising both genders" (1989:25). Other changes explained in the preface include the disruption of normal English word order: she uses her and his and women and men to avoid 'generic male speak'. She makes the male or female referent of an ambiguous French pronoun such as ils (they) clear, and uses translational or graphic devices to undermine such "absurd" terms as la victoire de l'homme (mankind's victory) or a reference to women as maitres de lacuisine.

Interestingly, de Lotbiniére-Harwood acknowledges that this type of translation is possible because of the contemporary cultural context: a feminist translator working on a less radical but still feminist source text for publication with an anglophone feminist publishing house. This convergence of political perspectives is typical of the kind generated by1970s and 1980s feminist activism. Questions of gender difference are easily brought to bear on translation in such a political climate. 

Recovering Women's Works 'Lost' in Patriarchy 

Feminists point out that the patriarchal canon has traditionally defined aesthetics and literary value in terms that privileged work by male writers to the detriment of women writers; as a result, much writing by women has been 'lost'. This is true of the twentieth century, even though recent feminist activism has integrated many women writers into literary histories. It is more particularly true of women writers from earlier periods, whose works need to be unearthed by literary historians and read again by literary critics. Translation has begun to play an important role in making available the knowledge, experiences and creative work of many of these earlier women writers. Numerous publications of such work have appeared in translation in recent years, often accompanied by academic essays contextualizing the source texts and discussing some of the issues these translations raise. Diane Rayor's collection of lyric poetry by women poets of ancient Greece (1991) is one such book; Helen Dendrinou Kolias' English version of the autobiography of Elisavet Moutzan-Martinengou (Kolias 1989), a nineteenth-century upper-class woman from the Greek island of Zakynthos, is another; and the numerous anthologies of women's writing in translation, for example the two volume Women Writing in India (Tharu & Lalita 1991/1993), are further examples of the productive translation effects of gender-awareness.

The project of recovering 'lost' women's knowledge and influence is clearly pursued in the anthology, Translating Slavery: Gender and Race in French Women's Writing, 1783-1823 (Kadish & Massardier-Kenney 1994). The anthology assembles, translates and discusses the works of three late eighteenth- and early nineteenth-century Frenchwomen, who were prominent public figures in their day. It focuses on their attitudes to race, and in particular, slavery. The source texts by Olympe de Gouges, Germaine de Stael and Claire de Duras are translated and located in their historical and cultural context. They are accompanied by commentaries in which the editors and translators discuss why these texts have been ignored or denigrated by scholars working in the patriarchal tradition, and present their arguments for reviving these works. One of the most important arguments is that a lineage of intellectual women who resisted the norms and values of the societies in which they lived needs to be unearthed and established. In this case, abolitionist writing by such women needs to be reinstated, preserved and emphasized, since women of later eras will otherwise lose sight of the achievements of their forerunners. This is clearly a project that in- scribes itself in the work of recovering knowledge that has been 'lost' in patriarchy.

But the project also has other objectives. Specifically, it presents English versions of abolitionist texts previously left largely untranslated. It thus fills a gap in our knowledge about anti-slavery writings around the time of the French Revolution and during the Napoleonic period, it demonstrates and comments on the interplay of abolitionist politics, gender and translation in Europe over the fifty years from 1783 to 1823,emphasizing the role women played in abolitionist activism through writing and translation. Just as important, however, the anthology acknowledges and addresses the historical, cultural and discursive differences that exist between the eighteenth/nineteenth-century texts and their contemporary twentieth-century readers and translators. It thus points to the relative nature of aesthetic and intellectual criteria and discusses the problems that these pose for translators. The anthology makes translation its central focus and openly discusses the ideological aspects that shape every translated text.

The central premise of the Translating Slavery anthology is that women figured as important thinkers and writers on abolitionism in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries in Europe and North America. Their attitudes and texts derived from and fostered ideas that had developed in Restoration England and the French Enlightenment periods; texts from those periods had been translated and had in turn inspired other political and fictional works. Aphra Behn's Oronoko (1696) and its French translation Oronooko (1745) mark an early point in this development, while Harriet Beecher Stowe's Uncle Tom's Cabin (1852)---published in two French versions in 1853---marks a later moment. In between lie the works of Olympe de Gouges, Germaine de Stael and Claire de Duras.

The translations in Translating Slavery follow the re-constructive strategies evident in the accompanying essays. They use various means to recover and emphasize the way their authors integrate ideas about race and gender. Maryann DeJulio, the translator of Olympe de Gouges' play L'esclavage des noirs, for instance, describes how she exploits the gendered aspects of language "by feminizing all possessive adjectives and pronouns that relate to abstract notions of justice and compassion"(in Kadish & Massardier-Kenney 1994:127) and

by feminiz[ing] the generic term "author", along with the fruits of authorial productivity ('her writings'), in order to strike a clearer difference between Gouges, the writer whose gender here allies her with representations of virtue and goodness; and men, even men of color, when they seek to imitate tyrants or are condemned to servitude by their "Fatherland". (ibid:127) 

De Julio participates in Gouges' identification of women with "representations of virtue and goodness", maintaining that the text's "emotional poignancy" warrants such interpretation and translation.

Other translators intervene in places where female heroines are too sentimental or melodramatic for late twentieth-century tastes, displaying a 'corrective' tendency reminiscent of de Lotbiniére-Harwood's work on 'generic' language. Both translators and editors embed their work in a rhetoric of women's solidarity across the centuries. Typically, they link women with anti-slavery sentiments, stressing the connections their authors make between the "oppression of Africans and women by the French male patriarchy" (Kadish & Massardier-Kenney 1994:144) and defending their authors against charges of "Franco-centrism" (ibid: 142ff,Sta/~l), mediocrity (ibid:79ff, Gouges), or subtle racist prejudice (Duras).They thus seek to make accessible and credible the work of women long ignored in patriarchal scholarship, and in so doing create links between writing, translation politics, and issues of culture and gender. 

Further Corrective Measures 

The special cultural situation that allows feminist translation projects to flourish is acknowledged in the preface to Translating Slavery. The context of a university press, a sympathetic audience, women writers and women translators have made it possible to make "the feminine visible in the text and valorize it" (Massardier-Kenney 1994:17). Yet in order to 'valorize' eighteenth-century texts for late twentieth-century readers a number of important changes have had to be made. Women writers of the late eighteenth century can not be directly transferred into our late twentieth-century ideas about oppositional activity; the translators' desire to "empower the female characters dictated a number of their choices"(1994:17).

Here, then, an oppositional feminine discourse of the late eighteenth century is revived but also confronted with the expectations of politicized women of the twentieth century, and brought into contact with ideas that have developed 200 years later. This has doubtless been the case with many translations in which the source and translated text production dates lie so far apart. But contrary to many such cases, this anthology openly acknowledges the process of adjustment:

the collaborators of this volume wish to come out into the open, to move, so to speak, from the preface to the surface, to face and perhaps "deface" these texts in a movement which acknowledges that translation practice is always a practice of a "theory" or a working out of an ideological position, but also that translation theory inevitably emerges out of a specific practice. (Massardier-Kenney 1994:12)

In this case, the specific practices have to do with North American work on gender and race in literature. For example, from the perspective of literary history, this translation practice revives and makes available texts written by 'oppositional' women of earlier centuries; it posits educated women as having been and continuing to be particularly concerned with the oppressed and the marginalized. From the perspective of con-temporary discourses on gender and its effects on translation, these translations emphasize women's 'resistance', while also showing and discussing women's differences; for the African-American translator de Staël's text is reminiscent of the racist attitudes she grew up with in the USA, while the European translator is not at all sensitive to this aspect of de Staël’s Mirza. Finally, from the perspective of the discourses on racial difference, these texts raise the issue of colonialist translation; atone point there is even a debate about whether some of the original French ought to be rendered in Wolof, one of the languages of Cameroon, in order to rectify the colonialist stance of the source text.

The interventionist aspect is perhaps most clearly visible where the eighteenth-century texts do not correspond with twentieth-century values. For example, Germaine de Staël’s text Mirza poses specific problems with regard to gender: its main female character, Mirza, is a black woman. In order to demonstrate her nobility of character, and thus counteract some of the racist thinking in Europe, Staël gave her a very literary, refined way of speaking. The translator, wishing to make that voice meaningful for con-temporary readers has made changes. She explains:

I was a little annoyed by the romantic excesses of Mirza. I must say, that in my translation I tried to soften the excesses and wanted to valorize her speech. I wanted to make sure that people reading only the English would get from the text a sense of the power of that voice, as opposed to the quaint or romantic. (ibid: 175)
This difference in voice is often an issue in translation. One historical period uses a different discourse from another, and as in this case, can be embarrassed or annoyed by inappropriate (here, flowery) speech. To change this voice in the name of feminist ideology is to take the irritation a step further, and intervene.

A similar problem occurs in the work Ourika by Claire de Duras. The translation "heightens the eloquence of the black female character" (Kadish & Massardier-Kenney 1994:16) in order to comply with the feminist wish to make women's voices heard. But certain types of women’s voices are more valuable than others, and some require modernization as in the previous example, or even embellishment; consequently, in the case of the Ourika translation the translators "purposefully effaced what sometimes appeared to them as the whining undertones of the character Ourika" (ibid: l6). As the introductory essay explains, the intention was to produce a text that presents "an oppressed but dignified woman of color".

This critical intersection of women's cultures is of some interest. While the intention of the anthology is stated to be the confirmation or tradition of women's opposition to hegemonic discourses, this tradition is not necessarily a given. It needs to be created. One way to do so is to intervene in places where images of women and women's voices no longer correspond to contemporary expectations, and make them correspond, in other words, to impose corrective measures.

Translation in an era of feminism is thus also a rewriting of former heroines, a rewriting of those gendered qualities and attitudes ascribed to women of other eras. Gender awareness has its censorious as well as its celebratory aspects.
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                Deconstruction and 

Translation Studies 

Différance

By Kathleen Davis 

(Excerpted from Chapter 1, 10-19) 

Difference at the Origin

Derrida begins 'Des Tours de Babel' by noting that the myth of the Tower of Babel joins the story of the inevitable multiplicity of tongues with that of a failed architectural structure; it thereby calls attention to the relation between language and structure. The myth tells of the Shemites' attempt to ‘make a name' for themselves by building a tower that would reach the heavens, and thus give them access to transcendence. "Come, let us build ourselves a city and a tower", they say, "Its head: in the heavens. / Let us make ourselves a name, / that we not be scattered over the face of all the earth" (Genesis 11:4;as trans, by Graham in Derrida 1985: 169). Through a totalized architectural structure, they attempt to construct a unity - one place, people and language -which, if it were to succeed, would 'make a name' in the sense that it would achieve a closed system of reference. Such a closed structure would dominate meaning, imposing an unequivocal relation between signifier and signified. For instance Shem, the name of this tribe, means 'name' in this ancient He-brew dialect. Derrida's reading traces the logic of this story's demonstration that no structure, linguistic or otherwise, can achieve such full closure and isolated self-identity, and thus guarantee a fully determined meaning.

‘Des Tours de Babel' focuses particularly on the proper name, which is the most explicit example of the assumption that language names things -that words or signs can have a one-to-one correspondence with a referent that exists, as a 'real' presence, before and outside of language. The proper name 'Babel' deconstructs that assumption. When the Shemites attempt to complete the tower and thus make their name, God intervenes. As he does so, God imposes confusion and division within their language but also within his own name. After he disperses the Shemites, "They cease to build the city. / Over which he proclaims his name: Bavel, Confusion" (Genesis 11:8-9; cited in Derrida 1985: 170). 'Babel', Derrida observes, is at this point both a proper name (of the city and of God) which does not, as a proper name, belong exclusively to the Shemites' language, and it becomes confused with a common noun meaning 'confusion' in their language. Thus, the destruction of the tower enacts the structural limitation of language, and it defines this limit as an interior division that is also an opening to its outside.

Derrida's reading shows that not even God's name can possess a pure, self-identical status in language, but to follow that argument we need to ex- amine both his work with the translation of Genesis and Graham's translation of this work. If you check a copy of Genesis 11:9, it will probably not say that God proclaims his name as 'Babel/Confusion' over the city, as I have cited itabove from Graham's translation. My Douay version reads: "And therefore the name thereof was called Babel". The New Oxford Annotated Bible has: "Therefore it was called Babel". Derrida cites the French translation by Chouraqui, who attempted to be literal. This version renders: "Sur quoi [lavine] il clame son nom: Bavel, Confusion" (Derrida 1985: 214) ("Over which [the city] he proclaims his/its name: Bavel, Confusion"; my translation and emphasis). Derrida's reading exploits the ambiguity of Chouraqui's son, which modifies the masculine noun nom (and in this context could refer to eitherGod or the city and therefore mean either 'his' or 'its'). Derrida thereby develops a connection - which he has already found in Voltaire and implied throughout the biblical story - between 'Babel' and God's name. He goes onto interpret the passage: "il impose son nora, son nom de pere [...] C'estdepuis un nom propre de Dieu, venu de Dieu [...] et marque par iui que les langues se dispersent, se confondent ou se multiplient" (ibid: 214) ("he imposes his name, his name of the father [...] It is from a proper name of God, come from God [...] and by him that tongues are scattered, confounded or multiplied", trans. Graham, ibid: 170). Following Derrida's interpretation, Graham understandably reduces the polysemy of Chouraqui's son, as well as the first son in Derrida's passage, to 'his'. This reduction, however reason- able, obscures the process of the strong reading that Derrida gives the Babel story, which keeps the plurivocality of 'Babel' as the name of both the city and of God in play, and thus demonstrates the impossibility of language naming an identity that exists before or outside context.

The New Oxford Annotated Bible provides a series of notes to these verses of Genesis 11 that may help to explain Derrida's reading. I cite them according to verse number:

4: In the eyes of nomads Mesopotamian city culture was characterized by the ziggurat, a pyramidal temple tower whose summit was believed to be the gateway to heaven, the realm of the gods.

8: Motivated by a Promethean desire for unity, fame, and security (v. 4), the enterprise ended in misunderstanding and thus arose the various language groups.

9: Babel, meaning "Gate of God," is here interpreted by the Hebrew verb "confuse" (see note d)...

[note] d Heb balal, meaning to confuse.
The Shemites have attempted to make a transcendent name for themselves "in order to assure themselves, by themselves, a unique and universal genealogy'' (Derrida 1985:169). Their attempt to 'make a name' for themselves usurps the power of giving names - or making language - which belongs to God. God responds by giving a name of his choice, proclaiming their city Babel: his name as the gateway to God they had wanted; his and its name by divine proclamation; and, simultaneously, 'confusion' in their language. His response "opens the deconstruction of the tower, as of the universal language"(ibid: 170). That is, it deconstructs the concept that a universal language could ever exist, by demonstrating the limit of language: the Shemites cannot attempt linguistic transcendence, without bringing 'confusion' into their language. Moreover, in imposing his name, God deconstructs himself. As Peggy Kamuf explains:

But at the same time as God gives his name to the sons of Shem, He loses it as a properly proper name. The Shemites are dispersed among many tongues, but so is God's name that can impose itself only by deposing or deconstructing its own unity. In order to reach men's ears and constrain them to hear His name above all others, God must go outside Himself and risk the confusion of that name with a common noun, its generalization in the other's language, its difference from itself. Hence, the deconstruction of God will have been, from the origin, a movement of difference within which a unity of the proper tries and fails to impose itself as absolutely proper. (Kamuf 1991: xxiv-xxv)

A proper name, which cannot signify without inscription in a language sys-tem, must function in a relation of difference with other signifiers. (Derrida also gives the example of Pierre/pierre in French, to which we will return.)The story of Babel exemplifies the necessity of this differential relation: God, as giver of names, is "at the origin of language" (Derrida 1985: 167), but by imposing his name God enters this name into language, where it immediately differs from itself and thus signals the inevitably of linguistic 'confusion'. Thus understood, this biblical story does not narrate a fall from some mythical, universal language; rather, it demonstrates that language has no pure origin and no transcendent reference point outside itself. As Barbara Johnson notes, "the starting point is thus not a point but a difference" (1981: xi).

The relation of the proper name to difference in language, and to translation, will become clearer if we look at Derrida's work on Saussure's description of language as a system of differences. 

Saussure and Differences 

In the essay 'Différance', Derrida cites the following passage from Saussure's Course in General Linguistics:

The conceptual side of value is made up solely of relations and differences with respect to the other terms of language, and the same can be said of its material side [...] Everything that has been said up to this point boils down to this: in language there are only differences. Even more important: a difference generally implies positive terms between which the difference is set up; but in language there are only differences without positive terms. Whether we take the signified or the signifier, language has neither ideas nor sounds that existed before the linguistic system, but only conceptual and phonic differences that have issued from the system. The idea or phonic substance that a sign contains is of less importance than the other signs that surround it. (Saussure 1959: 117-18, 120; cited in Derrida 1972c/1982:10-11)

Consequently, Derrida observes, the signified concept is never present, or a presence, in and of itself; rather, "every concept is inscribed in a chain or in a system within which it refers to the other, to other concepts, by means of the systematic play of differences" (ibid: 11). This play of differences through which language makes meaning is spatio-temporal. The sign is usually understood to be put in the place of the thing itself (ibid: 9). However, if language has only differences without positive terms, then the sign marks the place not of some positive spatial presence, but of a differential relation to other signs in the language system. Moreover, the gesture of signification cannot refer directly to the present: it must rely upon already constituted relations even as it moves to instate a not-yet fulfilled meaning. "The sign, in this sense, is deferred [spatio-temporal] presence" (ibid: 9). This play of differences is what commentators on Derrida have in mind when they speak of deconstruction's argument that signification proceeds through infinite regress, or an endless process of signs differing/deferring to other signs (see for instance, Gentzler 1993:147, 159; Florentsen 1994: 230). In this sense, there are only signifiers, since each signifier refers not to a signified presence outside of language, but to other signifiers.

In order to make this differential structure more understandable, we can take an example from Mona Baker's (1992) In Other Words: A Coursebook on Translation, written from a linguistic stance. Baker presents her example in terms of Saussure's theory, but we can easily extrapolate to see the play of differences as described by Derrida. (A point of clarification: I am not suggesting that Baker employs a deconstructive method; because her discussion is thorough and clear, I am using it as a linguistic illustration.) In discussing translation strategies on the word level, Baker points out the usefulness of semantic fields and lexical sets. They are helpful firstly in "appreciating the 'value' that a word has in a given system" (1992:19):

Understanding the difference in the structure of semantic fields in the source and target languages allows a translator to assess the value of a given item in a lexical set. If you know what other items are available in a lexical set and how they contrast with the item chosen by a writer or speaker, you can appreciate the significance of the writer's or speaker's choice. You can understand not only what something is, but also what it is not. (ibid: 19) 

Baker gives the example of terms from the field of temperature in English and Modern Arabic. While English has four main divisions, cold, cool, hot and warm, Modern Arabic has "four different divisions: baarid ('cold/cool'), haar ('hot: of the weather'), saakhin ('hot: of objects'), and daafi' ('warm')" (ibid: 19). This example clearly shows that cold, for instance, is not an essence in and of itself, but that the sense of cold in any language is constituted through its relations to other elements of the language system. Moreover, as Baker's discussion indicates, translation requires an appreciation not only of a concept's differential relations in at least two languages, but also of the difference between the languages as systems of difference. A person who is exposed only to one language system might go a lifetime believing in a universal essence of 'coldness' that exists outside language and is perhaps even measurable on a centigrade scale. The need for and process of translation immediately effaces such essentialism, and demonstrates that the 'value' ofany item in a lexical set - what it 'is' and what it 'is not' - only emerges as an effect of its relations in a larger system. This effacement of essentialism is one reason why translation is so important to Derrida, who as a philosopher continually questions the 'metaphysics of presence' upon which Western philosophy has traditionally relied.

Meaning, then, is an effect of language, not a prior presence merely ex-pressed in language. It therefore cannot be simply extracted from language and transferred. This is not to say, however, that deconstruction insists upon absolute untranslatability, as will become clear.

The Difference of Différance

In order to express the spatio-temporal differential movement of language succinctly, Derrida has coined the neologism (or, more precisely, the neographism) différance. Derrida notes that while the French verb differer has two meanings, roughly corresponding to the English 'to defer' and 'to differ', the common word difference retains the sense of 'difference' but lacks a temporal aspect. Spelling différance with an a evokes the formation in French of a gerund from the present participle of the verb (différant), so that it recalls the temporal and active kernel of differer. The -ance ending in French also "remains undecided between the active and the passive", so that différance" is neither simply active nor simply passive, announcing or rather recalling something like the middle voice" (1972c/1982: 6-7; see also the translator’s notes to those pages). But différance, Derrida cautions, is not a concept or even a word in the usual sense; we cannot assign it a 'meaning', since it is the condition of possibility for meanings, which are effects of its movement, or 'play'. Derrida's use of the word 'play' in this context is often misunderstood, most grievously when taken as an argument for complete 'freeplay' in language: that is, the suggestion that a signifier can ultimately mean just anything at all. As he has explained, the French jeu ('play', 'give') recalls not simply the sense of the ludic, but also "the sense of that which, by the spacing between the pieces of an apparatus, allows for movement and articulation" (1987a/1992:64). If we think of Derrida's extension of Saussure's formulation - that in the chain or system of signification each concept refers to the other "by means of the systematic play of differences"(for instance, the play among various terms for temperature and the circum-stances of their context) - then we can see that this play of differences is the requirement for meaning. It is perhaps important to repeat here that this "play of differences" does not merely refer to obvious ambiguities or to wordplay (although wordplay, which calls attention to the self-reference of language, superbly illustrates this differential play). All language, in order to be language, generates meaning through this systemic movement, or play of differences. Since meaning cannot precede différance, there can be no pure, totally unified origin of meaning, as the story of Babel reminds us.

Closely aligned with différance in Derrida's discussion of signification is the trace. In the interpretation of meaning, any signifying element that seems 'present' (both in the spatial and the temporal sense) "is related to something other than itself, thereby keeping within itself the mark of the past element, and already letting itself be vitiated by the mark of its relation to the future element" (1972c/1982: 13). These relations to past and future are often called retentive and protentive characteristics, and the trace is where the retentive/protentive relationship with the other is marked (1967a/1974: 47). Derrida usually speaks of the trace, rather than the signifier, partly to recall its sense of a 'track' or even a 'spoor' (for further discussion of this point, see Spivak1974: xvii). Pursuing meaning is not a matter of 'revealing' some hidden presence that is already 'there'; rather, it is relentless tracking through an always moving play of differences. When we speak of the trace as a place 'where', we must keep in mind, as I noted above, that this is not a positive spatial presence; rather, the trace carries within itself the mark of other elements that are, technically, absent. For instance, if 1 say that I am cold, the concept of coldness to which I refer is not an essence in and of itself, but signifies only through its relation to concepts of cool, warm, hot, etc., which are absent from my statement, and are not, of course, presences in their own right. The same holds true for aspects of context: I could say that I am cold as I come out of the ocean on a cloudy summer day, and I could say that I am cold as I trudge through a mid-winter Canadian snowstorm. Your understanding of these statements in their contexts would partly depend upon your previous experience with the term cold in various other (absent) contexts. In fact, the referential function of language depends upon the possibility of the absence of a referent.
The trace is difficult to think because it seems somewhat paradoxical: it is where the relation to other signifying elements is marked, but it is not a 'real' place and the other is always absent from it. Neither pure presence nor pure absence, the trace marks the weave, or textile, of differences:

Whether in the order of spoken or written discourse, no element can function as a sign without referring to another element which itself is not simply present. This interweaving results in each "element"---phoneme or grapheme---being constituted on the basis of the trace within it of the other elements of the chain or system. This interweaving, this textile, is the text produced only in the transformation of another text. Nothing, neither among the elements nor within the system, is anywhere ever simply present or absent. There are only, everywhere, differences and traces of traces. (Derrida 1972b/1981: 26) 

The workings of the trace may be clearer if we recall the statement made above that the 'value' of any item in a lexical set only emerges as an effect of its relations in a larger system. These relations can only be retentive (retained from past usages) or protentive (the future possibilities of usage); they can never be immediately present. No element of language, then, let alone an entire sentence or text, is ever fully 'original'. In order to exist as meaningful events, texts must carry within themselves traces of previous texts, and are, therefore, acts of citation. The source text for a translation is already a site of multiple meanings and intertextual crossings, and is only accessible through an act of reading that is in itself a translation. The division between 'original' and 'translation', then---as important and necessary as it is to translators and scholars today---is not something pre-existing that can be discovered or proven, but must be constructed and institutionalized. It is therefore always subject to revision.

Conclusion

The proper name delineates precisely what it is about language that, on the one hand, makes perfect translation impossible, and on the other hand, makes translation not only possible but necessary. In order to make proper reference to a person, place, or thing without confusion, a proper name would need to stand outside and above language, clear of the muddle of common nouns. Derrida sometimes plays on the French sense of propre as 'clean' in this context---we could approximate in English by saying that the proper name attempts a 'clean-cut' reference. Of course such reference, cut clean away from language, cannot happen: Pierre cannot be disassociated from 'rock', nor Babel from 'confusion'. Meaning, then, cannot precede différance, and the proper name possesses value only when inscribed within a language's system of differences. But, as a proper name enters a language, its set of relations in that language becomes unique. When God imposes his/its name, Babel, upon the city, 'Babel' becomes confused with balal, 'confusion', only in the language of Genesis - a conjunction that can never be perfectly translatable. This relation of a proper name to language not only illustrates the impossibility of reference outside or before the differential structure of language, but also stands as a paradigm of untranslatable linguistic uniqueness. Derrida therefore remarks that in imposing his name, God "at the same time imposes and forbids translation" (1985: 170). The différance that forbids translation, however, is also the opening that makes translation possible at all.

I will address the issue of translatability in several stages below, but I first want to return to the important relation between Derrida's approach to translation and his questioning of traditional philosophical assumptions and concepts. Derrida has often been misunderstood as claiming absolute un-translatability, which, as I will demonstrate, is far from the case. However, even though he insists that translation is not an all-or-nothing proposition, and even though a major part of his work entails the demonstration that oppositions such as translatable/untranslatable cannot withstand scrutiny, Derrida continues to work with the terms translatability and untranslatability in their traditional sense. As I have noted elsewhere (Davis 1997: 35), Derrida observes that the language we speak is already structured by the conceptual field of oppositions manifested in Western metaphysics. Because meaning is not prior to language but is an effect of language, 'Derrida' cannot--- as though he were some transcendent proper name --- theorize upon oppositions from a position outside their system of operation (as the story of Babel shows, even the God of Genesis is tangled in language!). Rather, he "uses the strengths of the field to turn its own stratagems against it, producing a force of dislocation that spreads itself throughout the entire system, fissuring it in every direction and thoroughly delimiting it" (Derrida 1967b/1978: 20; see also translator's note). So, Derrida - positioned in language and context as we all must be -proceeds by demonstrating the productive, non-dichotomous interrelation of 'oppositions' in language through close readings of exemplary texts.

With that in mind, it would be useful to consider the 'classical' sense of translation that Derrida discusses, as he has described it:

What does philosophy say? Let's imagine that it's possible to ask such a question: What does philosophy say? What does the philosopher say when he is being a philosopher? He says: What matters is truth or meaning, and since meaning is before or beyond language, it follows that it is translatable. Meaning has the commanding role, and consequently one must be able to fix its univocality or, in any case, to master its plurivocality. If this plurivocality can be mastered, then translation, understood as the transport of a semantic content into another signifying form, is possible. There is no philosophy unless translation in this latter sense is possible. Therefore the thesis of philosophy is translatability in this common sense, that is, as the transfer of a meaning or a truth from one language to another without any essential harm being done [...] The origin of philosophy is translation or the thesis of translatability, so that wherever translation in this sense has failed, it is nothing less than philosophy that finds itself defeated. (1982/1985:120)

By the 'classical sense' of translation, then, Derrida refers to the concept of "the transfer of meaning or a truth from one language to another without any essential harm being done" (ibid: 120). This concept of transferability, which has historically dominated discussions of translation theory, also undergirds the metaphysics of presence. There are exceptions, of course, particularly in the translation theories of the Middle Ages (for a discussion of such difference in Old English translation theory, and in that of St. Augustine, see Davis2000; for the Middle Ages generally and St. Augustine particularly, see Vance 1986; Copeland 1991). Nonetheless, such medieval theory, which accepted the arbitrary nature of 'fallen' human language, also rested upon the notion of an ultimate, divine truth, existent even if not fully knowable. Like the philosophy of Plato, it subscribed to a metaphysics of presence. Unlike these traditional conceptions, deconstruction, like many translation theories today, rejects the idea that meaning is before or beyond language, and can thus be safely, or cleanly ('properly') transferred from one linguistic system to another.

Deconstruction emphasizes that the failure of translation in this traditional sense demonstrates the failure of the philosophical thesis of meaning and the purity of its oppositions. It also demonstrates that this issue is not, and never was, merely a question of philosophy in the narrow, disciplinary sense. A metaphysical system produces the assumptions and hierarchies that structure not only 'philosophy', but also those things we call language, society, politics, economics, culture... In discussing the unfortunate implications of the word 'translation', Theo Hermans writes, "If the etymology of the word 'translation' had suggested, say, the image of responding to an existing utterance instead of transference, the whole idea of a transfer postulate would probably never have arisen" (Hermans 1999: 52). Undoubtedly so. But the development of that different etymological suggestion could only have taken place in a system very different from the metaphysics of presence that is our legacy. The institutionalized position of deconstruction in the historically constructed, institutionalized discipline 'philosophy' does not limit it to that discipline. Indeed, deconstruction is always undermining just such constructed borders.

Derrida does not turn from observing the failure of the theory of meaning transfer to providing a new set of recommendations on how to translate. Rather, he asks: just how do we produce meaning, and what is it about this process that at the same time imposes the limit and the possibility of translation? I will approach this question in the next two chapters.
Deconstruction

By Edwin Gentzler

(Excerpted from Chapter 6, pp. 145-176) 

The translation theories examined thus far all depend upon some notion of equivalence: the same aesthetic experience (Chapter 2), linguistic structural/dynamic equivalence (Chapter 3), corresponding literary function (Chapter 4), or similar formal correlation governed by social acceptability in the target culture (Chapter 5). Despite differing approaches, each theory is unified by a conceptual framework that assumes original presence and a representation of it in the receiving society. Even-Zohar and Toury tried to escape the epistemological strait-jacket that the power of the original text retains over the translation by reviewing the problem of translation in terms of the actual product rather than the ideal of a "faithful" version, but in the end they found it difficult to escape limitations imposed by their Formalist roots, scientific approach, and dualistic epistemological assumptions. The question remains whether it is possible to think about translational phenomena in other than traditional terms. To date, all translation theories have made rigid distinctions between original texts and their translations, distinctions that determine subsequent claims about the nature of translation. Yet deconstructionists are undertaking a radical redrawing of the questions upon which translation theory is founded. While certain practitioners distance themselves from the term "deconstruction" in favor of "affirmative productivity" (Vance, 1985: 135-6), for the sake of clarity I will use the term deconstruction.

Questions being posed by deconstructionists include the following: What if one theoretically reversed the direction of thought and posited the hypothesis that the original text is dependent upon the translation? What if one suggested that, without translation, the original text ceased to exist, that the very survival of the original depends not on any particular quality it contains, but upon those qualities that its translation contains? What if the very definition of a text's meaning was determined not by the original, but by the translation? What if the "original" has no fixed identity that can be aesthetically or scientifically determined but rather changes each time it passes into translation? What exists before the original? An idea? A form? A thing? Nothing? Can we think in terms of pre-original, pre-ontological conditions? Deconstructionists not only raise questions challenging fundamental notions prevalent in all the theories discussed above but also question the very nature of the act of raising such questions. Foucault, as we shall see later, calls into question the questioner, suggesting that this particular age is characterized less as one in which man poses the questions and more as one in which questions arise from something inherent in language itself. Deconstructionists go so far as to suggest that perhaps the translated text writes us and not we the translated text.

Deconstruction challenges limits of language, writing, and reading by pointing out how the definitions of the very terms used to discuss concepts set boundaries for the specific theories they describe. While not offering a specific "translation theory" of its own, deconstruction, however, does "use" translation often both to raise questions regarding the nature of language and "being-in-language" as well as to suggest that in the process of translating texts, one can come as close as is possible to that elusive notion or experience of différance, which "underlies" their approach. Such thinking about the nature of translation and the nature of language, thus, becomes important to translation theorists, not because it necessarily defines another approach, but because it deepens and broadens the conceptual framework by which we define the very field itself. I suggest that the shift to a more philosophic stance from which the entire problematic of translation can be better viewed may not only be beneficial for translation theory, but that after such a confrontation, the discourse which has limited the development of translation theory will invariably undergo a transformation, allowing new insights and flesh interdisciplinary approaches, breaking, if you will, a logjam of stagnated terms and notions.

In Anglo-American circles, deconstruction is not an approach normally associated with translation theory, either by literary translators or linguists; in Belgium and the Netherlands, few of the researchers mention its existence, let alone deem it appropriate for their discussions. I would like to suggest, however, that the deconstructionists' entire project is intricately relevant to questions of translation theory, and that their thinking is seminal to any understanding of the theoretical problems of the translation process. Jacques Derrida, for example, suggests that deconstruction and translation are inexorably interconnected, intimating that in the process of translation, that elusive impossible presence he refers to as différance may, to the highest degree possible, be visible: "In the limits to which it is possible or at least appears possible, translation practices the difference between signified and signifier" (Derrida, 1981: 21). All of Derrida's writing, regardless of the "subject matter" or text in question, continually revolves around problems pertaining to the possibility or impossibility of translation. According to Derrida, all of philosophy is centrally concerned with the notion of translation: "the origin of philosophy is translation or the thesis of translatability" (Derrida, 1985b: 120). He challenges the reader (and especially the translator) to think and rethink every moment a translation solution is posed, an item named, an identity fixed, or a sentence inscribed. With each naming gesture, Derrida suggests a footnote, a note in the margin, or a preface also is in order to retrieve those subtle differing supplementary meanings and tangential notions lost in the process of transcription. With the focus of philosophical investigation redirected from identity to difference, from presence to supplement, from text to preface, translation assumes a central rather than secondary place; for it is here that Derrida creates tension, casts doubts, and offers alternatives. The process of translation offers, as near as may be approached, a mode of differing/deferring that subverts modes of traditional metaphysical thinking that have historically dominated assumptions about translation specifically as well as philosophy in general.

In contrast to all the theories discussed in this study, at the foundation of Derrida's thought is the assumption that there is no kernel or deep structure or invariant of comparison, nothing that we may ever discern - let alone represent, translate, or found a theory on. Rather, Derrida "bases" his "theory" of deconstruction on non-identity, on non-presence, on unrepresentability. What does exist, according to Derrida, are different chains of signification ---including the "original" and its translations in a symbiotic relationship---mutually supplementing each other, defining and redefining a phantasm of sameness, which never has existed nor will exist as something fixed, graspable, known, or understood. This phantasm, produced by a desire for some essence or unity, represses the possibility that whatever may be there is always in motion, in flux, at play, escaping in the very process of trying to define it, talk about it, or make it present. The subject of translation theory has traditionally involved some concept of determinable meaning that can be transferred to another system of signification. Deconstruction questions such a definition of translation and uses the practice of translation to demonstrate the instability of its own theoretical framework. Deconstruction resists systems of categorization that separate "source" text from "target" text or "language" from "meaning," denies the existence of underlying forms independent of language, and questions theoretical assumptions that presume originary beings, in whatever shape or form. In translation, what is visible is language referring not to things, but to language itself. Thus the chain of signification is one of infinite regress - the translated text becomes a translation of another earlier to things, but to language itself. Thus the chain of signification is one of infinite regress - the translated text becomes a translation of another earlier translation and translated words, although viewed by deconstructionists as "material" signifiers, represent nothing but other words representing nothing but still other words representing.

The deconstructionist alternative arose primarily in France in the late1960s during a time of social and political upheaval. At the same time that the events of May 1968 were threatening to topple de Gaulle's regime, a group of formalists joined a group of leftists and began collectively publishing their work in the Parisian journal Tel Quel, the name that became associated with the group (see Sollers & Hayman, 1981; Kristeva,1983; Bann, 1984). Tel Quel in the late sixties was composed of publications by central members Philippe Sollers, Julia Kristeva, Marcelin Pleynet, Jean Pierre Faye, Jacqueline Risset, and Jean Ricardou as well as by more temporary members such as Roland Barthes, Tzvetan Todorov, Pierre Boulez, Jean-Louis Houdebine, Guy Scarpetta, and Derrida. Todorov, who had joined the group from Bulgaria, and Barthes were decidedly Formalist, and Kristeva, also from Bulgaria, was well versed in the study of Russian Formalism. From another direction, Louis Althusser, although not considered a member of the group, practiced a form of deconstruction while retaining a Marxist dialectic and a scientific methodology, and exerted enormous influence. The members of Tel Quel read both Jakobson and Marx at the same time, neither rejecting nor identifying with either, deliberately refusing to resolve the contradiction of such a stance in order to open up new avenues of thought.

That its evolution reflected the political and social turmoil in France during the late sixties was more than coincidence. In his book Readings and Writings: Semiotic Counter-Strategies, Peter Wollen suggests that May 1968"brought Tel Quel in its wake" (Wollen, 1982: 210), but clearly the alternative mode of thinking by the young radicals served to bring about the events of May as well. In 1965 Tzvetan Todorov published Théorie de la littérature, the first translation of a selection of Russian Formalist essays to appear in France, and it had enormous impact on the group. Julia Kristeva, who joined the Tel Quel editorial board in 1970, was well versed in both Chomskian and Prague school linguistics. She greatly admired the work of Bakhtin, for example, but suggested in her essay "The Ruin of a Poetics"(1973) that although his work was substantially correct, it did not go far enough, especially when it began to introduce sociological and ideological aspects into the structuralist framework (Kristeva, 1973). Derrida, too, admits the necessary stage of structuralism for the activity of deconstruction. In Of Grammatology he suggests that Saussure did not see his project through to its ultimate conclusions, that what was "chased off" by its attempt to limit and contain has come back "to haunt language" (Derrida,1974: 43-4).

Deconstructionists, like translation studies scholars, analyze the differences, slips, changes, and elisions that are part of every text. Indeed, it is within such a notion of comparison that social and subjective factors can be seen to operate as constraints. Just as Formalist roots have helped translation studies focus on actual texts rather than on hypothetical ones, so too is deconstruction tied to the text that it reads. As both "fields" move toward a position that attempts to avoid independent, preconceived concepts from which to categorize, interpret, and evaluate texts, the value of deconstruction for a post-structuralist theory of translation may now be apparent. Yet Russian Formalism, as Saussurian linguistics, is based upon form/content distinctions, on the signified/signifier distinctions that ground traditional metaphysical philosophy, and still troubles translation studies. This dichotomized thinking and the hierarchies generated by such distinctions (privileging literary over non-literary, the metaphysical over the referential, or pure thought over surface structure) are the same distinctions that deconstruction finds limiting and against which it operates. In terms of translation theory, which invariably posits some determinable meaning as that which must be reconstituted in another language, the very separation of language from an identifiable meaning or deep structure becomes the target of deconstruction's questions and thus a fruitful place to begin re-examination of translation theory in general. Derrida frequently refers to "something which is never spoken" - something unthought or, as I will argue, language itself speaking, a notion traditionally viewed as beyond the scope of translation theory. In this chapter I suggest that translation theory can no longer avoid such questions.

Foucault: De-structuring the original

In the epigraph to Language, Counter-memory, Practice (1977), Michel Foucault cites Jorge Luis Borges as saying, "The fact is that every writer creates his own precursors. His work modifies our conception of the past, as it will modify the future" (Foucault, 1977: 5). The notion that the translator creates the original is one that is introduced by deconstructionists and serves to undermine the notion of authorship and with it the authority on which to base a comparison of subsequent translated versions of a text. Deconstructionists argue that original texts are constantly being rewritten in the present and each reading/translation reconstructs the source text. In his essay "What is an Author?" in Language, Counter-memory, Practice, Foucault addresses these problems, noting that traditional notions of original authorship, of original acts of creation, of the unity of an original text, of translation equivalence or similitude, and systems of valorization are at the foundation of our understanding of literature and translation. He suggests that by granting primordial status to writing, we reinscribe in transcendental terms an affirmation of the text's sacred origin. Traditional translation theory holds dear such notions of both the author and the primordial status of an original text. Any translation of an original into a second language involves a violation of the original, thus the impossibility of ever creating "pure" equivalents. Foucault attempts to break down the traditional notion of the author, and instead suggests we think in terms of "author-function" (Foucault, 1977: 130-1). Instead of a fixed originary identity, Foucault recommends focusing on the relationships of texts with other texts and viewing the specific discourse of a particular text within its historical situation. According to Foucault, the author's work is not the result of spontaneous inspiration, but is tied to the institutional systems of the time and place over which the individual author has little control or awareness. Thus the "act of creation" is in reality a series of complex processes that the designation "author" serves to simplify. Foucault prefers not to think of the author as an actual individual, but as a series of subjective positions, determined not by any single harmony of effects, but by gaps, discontinuities, and breakages. The discourse of the text will show how these discontinuities destructure the notion of a unified, ahistorical, and transcendental original text. With such an historical approach, Foucault argues, critics will learn to laugh at the "solemnities" of truth and instead focus on the interplay of forces, of subjectivities, of positions and possibilities. Gaps, reversals, differences, contradictions, and silences are just as important in determining "meaning" as that which is coherent, unified, and explicitly articulated.

A definition and conception of what Foucault calls the Modern versus the Classical Age is central to his argument in "What is an Author?" Traditional translation theory, based on conceptions of harmony, unified texts, an original idea that can be captured by an analogous text, can be thought of as grounded in what Foucault calls a "classical" conception of representation. During the eighteenth century, according to Foucault, language established relations to identity - language was perceived as a form of knowing and knowing was already discourse. Just as scientists such as Linnaeus researched the natural sciences during this period, so too can the "theory" of the world be seen as interwoven in a theory of words. Natural history, for example, always attempted to reveal the true order, the true foundations behind the scene of everyday life, by using names to give things their true denomination. In the chapter "Classifying" from The Order of Things (1973), Foucault suggests that, during the eighteenth century, to "know" nature was to "build" upon the basis of language a "true" language, one which revealed the conditions in which all language was possible (Foucault, 1973: 161-2). Patterns of reality were discovered, taxonomies begun, abstract characteristics defined, and essences described; orders and genres were established that continue into today's age, including some of the translation theories discussed in this book. For this enterprise, language required the similarity of impressions, and thus the presupposition of an arrangement of reality to conform to the discourse of the period---one that posited universals of being, the primacy of the knowing subject, and a language capable of describing those universals.

This harmonious view of the world was shattered at the end of the eighteenth century. In the chapter entitled "Labor, Life and Language" of The Order of Things, Foucault elaborates, suggesting that in the nineteenth century discourse becomes the subject of discourse. The author no longer uses language and then stands outside of it, but the language is conceived as also "inside" the creating subject and as having its own producing effect. Humboldt, Bopp, Grimm, and others begin their investigations and comparisons of languages; philology makes its appearance, and grammatical structures are described. Foucault suggests that a double break occurred during this period: languages broke with their ties to the represented thing and broke their link with the general continuity of the natural order, thus gaining a life of their own. As the "discontinuity" of subsystems revealed "organic" structures in all their diversity, so too were languages detached from a broad, unified system and the heterogeneity of various grammatical systems emerged (Foucault, 1973: 292-3). According to Foucault, while language becomes divorced from the thing represented, it also paradoxically remains the only medium through which the thing can be known. Language thus becomes simultaneously elevated and demoted during this period, and grammatical structures are seen as an a priori of what can be expressed. Philosophical truths are thus trapped in the web of discourse, and analysis must work backwards from the opinions, truths, and even sciences to the words that make them possible. Production of anything - from commodities to literary texts - is no longer conceived as structured around individual consciousness, but rather around the age, or, according to Foucault, the discourse of the age, which actually creates the individual. Language, especially "literary" language, therefore, takes on a whole new mode of existence; it ceases to play the role of the metaphysical revealer/mediator of philosophical truths and becomes more and more self-referential, merely a manifestation of its own "precipitous" existence. Foucault argues that it breaks with the whole definition of genres and becomes merely a manifestation of language that has "no other law than that of affirming" (Foucault, 1973: 300). During this period, then, forms of authority cease to impose laws; genres and forms cease to be viewed as eternal; and the structure of any notion of originality breaks down.

In the "Modem Age," language has become an authority unto itself. Even the author becomes a "function" of discourse, dissolving into the text writing itself. In "What is an Author?" Foucault quotes Samuel Beckett as posing the Nietzschean question "What matter who's speaking?" Man as well as God has disappeared into the evolution of language writing itself. The fundamental question of the Modem Age, according to Foucault, is no longer how one accumulates knowledge to become an authority and pass judgment on the world, but one of how we can think that which we cannot think. In "Man and his Doubles" from The Order of Things, he argues that that which is unthought, that which escapes as language writes itself, but nevertheless forms us, our speech, and thought patterns, has become the object of the deconstructionist inquiry:

The question is no longer: How can experience of nature give rise to necessary judgments? But rather: How can man think what he does not think, inhabit as though by a mute occupation something that eludes him, animate with a kind of frozen movement that figure of himself that takes the form of a stubborn exteriority? How can man be that life whose web, pulsations, and buried energy constantly exceed the experience that he is immediately given of them? (Foucault, 1973: 323)

Although Foucault makes no predictions as to what the answers to his own questions are, he does point us in a direction: toward a reflection on that which is silent, an illumination of that which is dark, and a restoration to language of that which has been mute. This "Other" has not been, nor can it be, illuminated in the sense of a positive knowledge, but rather as a blind spot or dark region which accompanies conscious thought. He conceives of the "Other" as man's double because it has, "like a shadow," accompanied man "mutely and uninterruptedly" since the nineteenth century (Foucault,1973: 326-7). Deconstruction thus shifts the nature of the questions being asked about a literary work and its meaning from the audible to the mute. The author's creative role is reduced and new questions are raised about where the discourse of any particular text comes from, if not the author. The originality of the initial text is thus also called into question, and other determining factors emerge with regard to what can and cannot be thought within a particular discourse. Most importantly, the "meaning" of a text is reconsidered, and silent elements are returned to the language of a text, visible in contradictions, gaps, and omissions. In addition (tm)possible meanings are returned to words, meanings that always accompanied them, but were covered up by the nature of the evolution of the discourse in Western culture in general, and in the eighteenth century in particular. Thus, in practice, deconstructionists tend to exhibit a great indifference to authors and explicit meanings, and instead tune into the language speaking itself, listening for the unheard, the ungraspable - that which is there and yet is not there, lost in that ,pace between signified and the signifier.

Deconstructionists are attracted to translated texts, in which they claim the affirmative play of words in and of themselves can be seen and repressed meanings can and do return, often implicitly, to the present. By means of their practice of writing - even their most "philosophical" texts, with all their footnotes, prefaces, supplements, double entendres, and notes in the margins, can be viewed as a kind of translation - deconstructionists are challenging traditional translation theory to expand its borders, encouraging it to consider its own limitations, psychology, unconscious restraints, and the implications of its rhetoric. In translation, the possibility that nothing exists behind language except its own pattern of infinite regression can be confronted, and the mere play of language in and of itself can be revealed. This openness to absolute nothingness, to death, to finitude is characteristic of the thought of Martin Heidegger, who has destructured metaphysical theories of translation and opened the way to thinking about that which language denies.

Derrida: Translation and différance

Derrida's thinking about translation begins with the Heideggerean "concept" of a showing of that which is there and yet "is" not. In his essay "Différance" from Margins of Philosophy (1982a), Derrida coins the neologism "différance" to refer not to what is there (language), but what is not there, and thus calls into question any ontological approach that attempts to determine a notion of Being based on presence. The term différance is derived from the Latin verb differre---meaning both to defer, to delay (implying a temporal horizon), and to differ (implying a spatial horizon)---yet with one distinct alteration: Derrida deliberately alters a letter, making a mistake, albeit inaudible: instead of writing différence---the substantive derived from the verb according to the rules of grammar---he writes différance, which sounds the same, yet graphically forces the reader to think in terms of the unheard---thereby invading the reader's subconscious with a non-existent sound. Yet Derrida is doing more than altering a letter to achieve a mere formalistic alienation effect. The term also calls to mind the gerund derived from the present participle différant, which does not exist in present-day French. He thus locates a non-term between a verb and a non-existent noun, suggesting a verb/noun between a subject and object, something that has been lost (or repressed) in the development of language. Derrida likens the term to something like the middle voice, an operation neither passive nor active, neither temporal nor spatial (Derrida, 1982a: 9; see also Heidegger, 1962: 51; Scott, 1987: 67), a voice for all intents lost in Western metaphysical discourse.

Recalling Foucault's definition of "The Other" as man's mute twin, Derrida's rhetorical strategy in the essay "Différance" not only uses a term which explicitly refers to scission and division, but also, via its violation of the laws of writing with its inaudible mistake, via its subconsciously recalling a forgotten conceptual mode, uses "mute" irony to create a discourse of graphic and theoretical disorder below the surface of audible and rhetorical conformity. To be frank, his translators into English have not done a very good job in dealing with the neologism; by keeping it in French, it is so blatantly different, that the muted irony and subtle references are all but lost. Derrida's technique works to defer traditional notions of reference and to delay its being subsumed within the discourse in which it occurs -not allowing it to be passed over, subsumed, understood and thus silenced. The method is not unlike certain formalist theories of translation, but Derrida's strategy differs slightly. Whereas formalist approaches are very much bound by the laws of grammar, and are calculated in order to achieve graphic accuracy and precise reference, Derrida's tack is more an empirical wandering, not bound to the responsibility of philosophy, to tradition, to evolution of language or thought systems, foregrounding instead movement along a surface of the written language, play without calculation, wandering without an end or telos.

As Heidegger talks about an aspect of language holding back, of with-holding, so Derrida suggests the thinking in terms of différance, of deferring/differing, of an indeterminate play without an end, a referent, or a specific function. Derrida has also hypothesized that such thinking is impossible in this day and age, but he suggests that we may begin thinking at the margins of metaphysical categorical thinking and speculatively follow the detours of language instead of the agreed upon central path. In terms of translation, he suggests not looking at the original message, nor its codification, but the multiple forms and interconnections through which it must pass in order to speak, to refer at all. Derrida thus speculates, "supposing a play of forms without a determined and invariable substance, and also supposing in the practice of this play a retention and protection of differences, a spacing and temporization, a play of traces"(Derrida, 1982a: 15). By extension, one could also project a translation theory aimed at protecting differences, reinvigorating language with lost etymological resonances, thereby opening up new avenues of thought.

This is, of course, precisely the "ungraspable situation" Heidegger referred to as being older than writing, older than the pre-ontological questions even he raised, and certainly older than the "truth" of Being as pursued by Greco-Western philosophic investigation. Such an approach is alien to the modern discourse that governs our thought, forces us to make reference to objects, narrows meaning, and closes off alternative possibilities. Derrida's project is one of trying to unveil such a play of covered-up but subconsciously discernible traces without referring to some sort of deep underlying meaning. The problem, according to Derrida, is that the trace (of that particular thing which is not) can never be presented as a phenomenon might. (It) is always differing and deferring, erasing itself in the act of disclosure. Despite the difficulty of thinking this "inaudible" thought, Derrida does give us some valuable guidelines as to how one might approach the "concept" of understanding an unheard thought:

Perhaps we must attempt to think this unheard-of thought, this silent tracing: that the history of Being, whose thought engages the Greco-Western logos such as it is produced via the ontological difference, is but an epoch of the diapherein....Since Being has never had a "meaning," has never been thought or said as such, except by dissimulating itself in beings, then différance, in a certain and very strange way, (is) "older" than the ontological difference or than the truth of Being. When it has this age it can be called the play of the trace. The play of the trace which no longer belongs to the horizon of Being, but whose play transports and encloses the meaning of Being: the play of the trace, or the différance, which has no meaning and is not. Which does not belong. There is no maintaining, and no depth to, this bottomless chessboard on which Being is put into play. (Derrida, 1982a: 22)

Like Heidegger before him, Derrida is suggesting that the entire "history" of Greco-Western thought- wherever metaphysics "normalizes" as within Western discourse - can be thought of as a single epoch produced by diapherein interpreted as ontological difference.

Derrida is also suspicious of how Greek texts have been translated and offers another interpretation. Referring to the Heraclitean play of hen diapheron heautoi as one differing from itself, on the surface, now, at this moment, as it presences, Derrida suggests that frame of reference for the term "to differ" was lost as the definition as ontological difference came to the fore (Derrida, 1982a: 22). Derrida is interested in both the literal and metaphorical resonance of the Heraclitean expression: the verb diapherein is based on the root diaphero, which means "to carry from one to another, to carry across, to bear through, to transport." In addition, the Greeks used the term metaphorically to convey "to put the tongue in motion, to speak" and Derrida relates the phrase to language, especially to oral language (and the inaudible). In addition, Heraclitus used the term to mean "to toss about, to be disrupted;" Aristotle used it to mean "to tear asunder, to disjoin;" and Plutarch used it to convey "to distract" (Liddel & Scott, 1925: 417). It is only much later that the term solidifies into its literal meaning of "to make a difference." Derrida is trying to restore to the term a sense of the early Greek usage, revitalizing the word to convey a sense of movement along the surface, simultaneously bearing meaning as it also eliminates, distracts, and defers meaning. The play of the trace thus "transports" and "encloses," always revealing and concealing. Derrida is listening to the middle-voice aspect of the verb - resurrecting the sense of something that is disjoined or disrupted from within - in language itself - as opposed to something set apart and distinct from others as viewed from the outside- with "objective" distance - and trying to reinscribe that voice or lost mode of discourse within the current mode.

In terms of informing translation theory, Derrida's "play of the trace" belongs not to a translation that carries identifiable meaning across boundaries, but to a movement along an absent road, one that has disseminated or evaporated, of a voice that tells but cannot be captured, an echo disappearing as it is heard. It is a bearing via "a notion of motion" that is more conveyed by the movement of Heidegger's prose and Derrida's rhetorical inventions rather than that which they are trying to literally express. Yet, although the techniques are related, they are not the same. For with Heidegger, especially in his translations, there is always the sense that he is searching for some sort of pre-ontological presence, which, if we could break down our closed conceptual framework, we could conceivably understand as (more) meaningful than culturally agreed upon meaning. Derrida, in contrast, seems to suggest that the play of trace can never be presented, for as it is named, as one tries to stop its movement and grasp it, it disseminates, separates, and continues to move on, crossing over to another place.

Translation can also be correspondingly redefined. Instead of being defined merely as a crossing over in order to grasp something, translation can also provide a place or forum for the practice of a crossing over that disseminates and escapes. Instead of translations fixing the same meaning, translations can also allow further room for play, extend boundaries, and open up new avenues for further difference. Translation can be conceived of as an action in which the movement along the surface of language is made visible, the play without calculation is made manifest. The focus of such a redefinition shifts away from the "meaning" of a text, for, according to Derrida, the play has no meaning. There is no maintaining différance- it is metaphorically conceived of as "this bottomless chessboard on which Being is put into play.'

The differences between Heidegger's and Derrida's views regarding translation can best be seen in Derrida's response to a question posed by Rodolphe Gasché in a roundtable on translation collected in The Ear of the Other (1985b). Gasché asks how Derrida situates himself in relation to Heidegger, especially with regard to Heidegger's recognition of a fundamental lack in every mother tongue (in this case, the Greek language, and by extension, every Western language, including French). Derrida responds by suggesting that the difference between his translation theory and Heidegger's is that Heidegger presumes some sort of "archi-originary intactness," an intact "kernel," which although covered over, forgotten, and mistranslated by the Greeks, is nevertheless presumed to exist (Derrida, 1985b: 114). Derrida's response to Gasché's question points out, justifiably, the quasi-religious tone assumed by Heidegger's writing, one from which Derrida must distance himself if the deconstructionist project is to challenge traditional philosophy. Yet his position vis-à-vis Heidegger is not as distant as may first appear. In fact, Derrida historicizes the discourse of Heidegger within a Greco-Western paradigm that always has wished for - and theoretically presumed - an intact originary presence, be there one or not. Whether the unified "kernel" is fiction or fact, Derrida does acknowledge that the desire for such an entity is very real, and it is precisely that upon which every saying, every appeal - including that of literature and philosophy - is based (Derrida, 1985b: 116).

By calling into question that upon which language is founded, Derrida actually goes one step further than Heidegger. Derrida calls into question any definition of translation as transporting, reproducing, representing, or communicating the "meaning" of the original. Instead, he suggests translation might better be viewed as one instance in which language can be seen as always in the process of modifying the original text, of deferring and displacing for ever any possibility of grasping that which the original text desired to name. In fact, from the deconstructionist position, translation is viewed as an activity that continually conceals presence and thwarts all desire. Reinforcing Derrida's position, ironically, is that the very thwarting of desire is a necessary condition for desire itself to unfold, the always already silent twin accompanying the emotion as we define it, and the accordingly impossible presence uncannily manifests/conceals itself within Derrida's argument. In a similar fashion, translation can be viewed as a lively operator of différance, as a necessary process that distorts original meaning while simultaneously revealing a network of texts both enabling and prohibiting interlingual communication.

Elaborating upon this redefinition of translation in his 1985 essay "DesTours de Babel," Derrida adopts Walter Benjamin s concept of Ǘberleben, the "survival" of language, to explain how translation modifies or supplements the original. The title of the essay again illustrates the graphic force of Derrida's writing, the strange ring, the overdetermined ambiguity, the semantic overloading that Derrida sees always present in every word. "Des" for him resonates with "some," with "of the," with "from the," with" about" (see "Translator's Note," Derrida, 1985a: 206). More importantly, it carries the connotation of "on" in the sense of "living-on" or "survival"(Derrida, 1979: 76). "Tours" conjures up notions of towers, twists, tricks, and turns. Together, "Des" and "Tour" form détour, which recalls the defer/delay connotations important to the neologism différance, as well as the tangential, supplemental writing Derrida sees implicit in part of any set or static text. "Babel" is even more complex, containing a reference to "father" (Ba in oriental tongues) and "God" (Bel in the same), father in this case of Babylonia. Derrida suggests that even proper nouns always resonate polysemantically, for this proper noun already carries with it notions of "confusion" as in "incoherent babel" or a "confusion of tongues" and as in a "confused state of mind" when a permanent structure is interrupted (Derrida, 1985a: 166-7). For Derrida, God is seen as a deconstructionist, for He interrupts the construction of the Tower of Babel (Derrida: 1985b: 102). In this act, God interrupts himself and thereby produces "disschemination," which a translator's note by Joseph Graham tells us refers to dissemination, deschematization, de-Shemitizing, and detouringfrom a chemin (path). Addressing the tribe of Shems, Derrida argues that God is saying, "You will not impose your meaning or your tongue, and I, God therefore oblige you to submit to the plurality of languages which you will never get out of' (Derrida, 1985b: 103).

Thus, merely by thinking about four words in the title of the essay, we see how Derrida's writing does more than alienate or estrange; it actively intervenes in metaphysical, religious conceptual schemes and offers an alternative. The "task" of the translator, argues Derrida, adopting Benjamin's argument, is no less than to insure the survival of language and, by extension, the survival of life. Derrida argues that Benjamin's preface -for "The Task of the Translator" is a preface to Benjamin's 1923 translations of Baudelaire's Tableaux parisiens - is about giving life, transforming the source text so that it "lives on," that it "lives more and better," that it lives "beyond the means of the author" (Derrida, 1985a: 178-9). Derrida quotes and parenthetically explains his reading of Benjamin as follows:

Just as the manifestations of life are intimately connected with the living, without signifying anything for it, a translation proceeds from the original. Indeed not so much as from its life as from its survival [Ǘberleben]. For a translation comes after the original and, for the important works that never find their predestined translator at the time of their birth, it characterizes the stage of their survival [Fortleben, this time survival as continuation of life rather than life as post-mortem]. (Derrida, 1985a: 178)

Thus, for Derrida and Benjamin, the "original" always contains another structure or form - a "stage" for future survival - even if the text itself is never translated. That structure is not visible, not something complete and unified; it has more to do with a state of being incomplete in relation to future possibilities, an openness unchanged by any static or definitive version. Psychologically, this unfulfilled entity might be expressed as the text's unending desire for life and a desire for translation. Derrida talks about such a half-completed structure, whose completion one can merely guess at, as related to the "law" governing translation, which Benjamin also sees as a "debt" (Aufgabe) constitutive of the translator's "task." The original gives itself (aufgeben) in the very modifying of itself; it survives by its mutation, by its transformation. And in its renewal, the original too is thereby modified - it grows, matures. The growth via translation responds to the original, filling in that open structure of the source text (Derrida, 1985a: 188).

In such a process, not only texts but also languages are rejuvenated as well. Translation, for Derrida and Benjamin, marks or "remarks" in the sense of "expresses" a single text's affinity with other languages. Languages, for Derrida, are not unrelated and abstracted from one another, but are always interrelated and mutually derivative. Translation puts the writer in touch with Benjamin's concept of "pure language" (reine Sprache). By transgressing the limits of the target language, by transforming original texts in the source language, the translator extends, enlarges, or makes languages grow. The enlargement is not a linear, systematic one, but one which is fragmentary, happening only at "infinitely small points," similar to Pound's concept of fragments of language, of sculpture, having "luminous details." The metaphor used by Benjamin and cited by Derrida is the one of enlargement by adjoining along the broken lines of a fragment. Derrida quotes Benjamin as follows:

For, just as the fragments of the amphora, if one is able to reconstitute the whole, must be contiguous in the smallest details, but not identical to each other, so instead of rendering itself similar to the meaning of the original, the translation should rather, in a movement of love and in full detail, pass into its own language the mode of intention of the original: thus, just as the debris become recognizable as fragments of the same amphora, original and translations become recognizable as fragments of a larger language. (W. Benjamin, 1955; qtd. by Derrida, 1985a: 189-90)

For Derrida, there are no Platonic forms that underlie our conceptual notions. We have no sort of Ur-knowledge of what "life" or "families" are. There is nothing, no pure meaning behind words, behind language. Instead, for Derrida, life - or "living on" (Ǘberleben) - is essentially present in the term "translation" (Ǘberleben) and becomes for him the starting point from which he begins to understand what life and the family mean. Derrida's writing is never devoid of a sense of love of life, love of language, of play of language. In a life-affirming sense, Derrida's writing is quasi-religious, which might explain his attraction to Benjamin and Heidegger. Deconstruction is conceived of as a positive force extending the body of language not just in a symbolic Sense, but in a physical sense, too. By a process that physically, materially touches and opens rather than one that abstractly grasps and closes, deconstruction, in reconstituting without representing, allows receiving and giving, allows for love and growth. Translation, more than any other mode or form, complements and reaffirms, enacting survival via a birthing, rebirthing process; hence translation's importance in the deconstructive scheme of things. Benjamin writes that, in translation, the original becomes larger; Derrida adds that translation behaves like a "child" which is not just a "product" subject to the law of "reproduction," but has, in addition, "the power of speak on its own" in anew and different fashion, supplementing language, sounding the "Babelian note" (Derrida, 1985a: 191) which causes languages to grow. The translation process ensures the rebirth, the regeneration, the emergence, "the holy growth" of languages in general, and, for Derrida, the means by which we understand ourselves.

Translation, so conceived, puts us in contact not with some sort of original meaning, but with the plurality of languages and meanings. According to Derrida, one never writes in just one language, but is always already writing in multiple languages, composing new meanings while eradicating others. Even "correct" translations conceal, and even exact replication carries different meanings. Originary intactness dissolves as the translator augments and modifies the original. Gray areas between languages - the borderlines - begin to appear. Traces, marks of dissipated meaning, once again become visible - neither intact nor objectified - but still somehow living on, surviving.

Derrida's translation "theory" is not a theory in a traditional sense - it is not prescriptive nor does it propose a better model of transporting. Instead, it suggests that one thinks less in terms of copying or reproducing and more in terms of how languages relate to each other. Marks, traces, affinities with other languages are present simultaneously with the presentation of whatever the text purports to be about. For in translation languages do touch, in whatever minuscule or tangential way, before they again separate; possibilities present themselves before the act of naming and identifying stops the interactive play. Fleeting moments of what Heidegger refers to as the ungraspable situation perhaps can be uncannily sensed by the translator during the activity of translation. Derrida's interest in translation is in the process before the naming takes place, while the "thing" still is not. Thus the process of translation deconstructs texts and returns to a point before a thing has been named, thereby making visible a path by which meaning has been rerouted or diverted.

Derrida's main theoretical point seems to be that there is no pure meaning, no thing to be presented behind language, nothing (in an absolute sense) to be represented. Therein lies the radicality of the deconstructionist project. Similar to the formalist position, what does exist, according to deconstructionists, is a continuous chain of signification comprised of languages in a constant state of interplay, mutually supplementing each other. Yet in addition to such a continuous chain, the Formalists tend to posit unified works of art as a goal within the system, a very fragile assumption, according to Derrida. Moreover, Formalists impute some sort of underlying structure to the linguistic system and some sort of order to the evolution of language, whereas Derrida implies bottomless chess-boards and random, accidental development, without an end. Derrida thus demythologizes the forms underlying Formalism.

Translation, accordingly, ceases to be viewed as merely an operation carried out between two separate languages, but instead is seen as a process constantly in operation in single languages as well. Borderlines between languages disappear. In every linguistic system several languages are always already in operation - all languages contain elements from other languages, as well as an instability, an ambiguity, within their own terms. Translation theories historically - both before and after Jakobson -presume differing and distinct systems. According to Derrida, in translation, the impurities manifest themselves, the accidents occur and the deschematization process becomes visible. There are parallels between "translate" and "differ/defer" of which Derrida and practicing translators are well aware. Etymologically, "translate" is derived from the Latin word translatus, "carried over." Translatus is the past participle of transferre. If divided into trans and ferre, we can see the proximity of the word to dia and pherein. The Latin term ferre means "to carry" or "to transport" as in carrying a shield, and was often used to mean to bear or convey with the notion of motion (Homer), as in ships borne by the forces of wind. It also meant to endure, to suffer, as in to bear a mental burden, and survives in expressions such as "you're not faring well." Significantly for the deconstructionists, translation refers to the sense of roads or ways that lead to a place, as in a door leading to a garden, or a road leading to a city, conveying a sense of stretching or extension toward (Liddel & Scott, 1925:1922-3; Klein, 1966: 157). By experimenting with possible word choices, what becomes apparent are the minute differences between very similar words, a practice that exposes the limits of languages. That very exposure of limits and impossibilities also gives birth to new alternatives in a very gray area that is neither one language nor another, but a silent differing space not delimited by either one. By putting pen to paper, by choosing one possibility, what occurs is that the silent thought that seemed possible between the languages is deferred, delayed, erased by the delimiting chosen term.

Derrida's work suggests that translation theory might be the best "field of study" to begin to explore these unheard traces, these possibilities that are covered up as we speak. Translation theory is equipped, as Popovič has demonstrated, to follow the "dirty" play of all the mistakes, problems, accidents, insufficiencies, divergences, and differences. While still not what Derrida is referring to with his term différance - which is not to be maintained or grasped - such an analysis may be as close as one can come to revealing this silent property of language. To ignore such possibilities, as translation theory has historically done, only perpetuates its own inadequacy. Derrida prefers the term "regulated transformation" over that of translation, for he argues we will never have the transport of pure signifieds from one language to another:

Difference is never pure, no more so is translation, and for the notion of translation we would have to substitute a notion of transformation: a regulated transformation of one language by another, of one text by another. We will never have, and in fact have never had, to do with some "transport" of pure signifieds from one language to another, or within one and the same language, that the signifying instrument would leave virgin and untouched. (Derrida, 1981: 20)

Certainly such an approach would tend to break down the power of the transcendental signified and free the field from evaluating translations in terms of their proximity to pure equivalence. It would perhaps also free literary scholars from the constrictions of naming in order to listen and think - not in terms of just one language or another, but in that gray area that as yet has no boundaries, that is barely visible, that has no name and is not.

Post-Derrida translation discussions

The repercussions of the deconstructionist alternative to traditional approaches of translation are widespread and accumulating, making them hard to characterize. In this section, I want to touch briefly on four areas in which discussions are being held: first from within Tel Quel; second, in translation studies; third, in Anglo-American literary theory; and fourth, in language philosophy.

In French circles, much of the discussion of deconstruction, translation, and the nature of language centers around writing by James Joyce, and strategies preferred by his translators. Perhaps the best example of the practice of "affirmative productivity" as preferred by deconstructionists is James Joyce's own translation of two passages from Finnegans Wake. The last thing he worked on before he died, it demonstrates just how a translation illuminates and elaborates upon the original, giving scholars a better sense of the original's transitory nature. Jacqueline Risset, who first published Joyce's translation in the journal Tel Quel in 1973, suggests that such a text demonstrates Derrida's thesis that translation transforms the original as it brings it into a second language. She argues that the Italian text of Finnegans Wake cannot be called a translation at all, but speaks in terms of it being a "rewriting," an "elaboration," which does not stand in opposition to the original, but as a "work in progress" (Risset, 1984: 3). Clearly the "English" text of Finnegans Wake is one example of the multiple linguistic possibilities within (one) language in general, and thereby defies translation as the Western world understands it. In some languages, Finnegans Wake has not been translated and is available only in the original, not merely because of the difficulty of translating it, but more because the text is not viewed as being English but plurilingual. Nearly every word in the book is so rich with foreign language reference that it pushes the parameters of monolingualism to the extreme. Theoretically, it already seems to represent an ultimate in terms of degrees of fragmentation of presentation; thus, any translation becomes senseless, or, in other terms, could only serve to telescope the free play of the lexical units into some sense producing and thereby limiting structure. The translation strategy employed by Joyce himself, however, exponentially increases the options for translation again, if that can be imagined, not by retaining the multilinguistic framework by importing foreign language morphemes, but by exploring the limits of language from within. Instead of coining new terms and neologisms, Joyce draws upon multiple levels already existing in the Italian language - various idioms, dialects, and archaisms - in order to achieve the multiple resonances of the original.

In an article called "Joyce Translates Joyce' (1984), Risset argues that Joyce did not seek hypothetical equivalents from the original, but extended the original to a new stage, "a more daring variation on the text in process" (Risset, 1984: 6). Not incidentally, Risset is a poet and translator herself, her most recent project being a translation of Dante's Divine Comedy into French, the first two volumes of which are complete and published by Flammarion. Her translation strategy seems to be to "deconstruct" the canonized Dante in France and, in her version, make the playful and colloquial Dante, one which every schoolchild in Italy can read and enjoy, accessible. Joyce, she argues, by resorting to the heterogeneous capabilities within one language, accomplishes similar allusory effects and levels of meaning in the Italian, yet without the obfuscation. Risset suggests that Joyce systematically eliminated all foreign language allusion, substituting instead a monolingual version in which all deformations are rendered in Italian. For example, in the phrase "Annona gebroren aroostokrat Nivia, dochter of Sense and Art, with Spark's pirryphlickathims funkling herfran,' Joyce eliminates all reference to Latin, German, and Greek and writes"Annona genata arusticrata Nivea, laureolata in Senso e Arte, il ventagliocostellato di filgettanti" (Risset, 1984: 9). Because the length and depth of the history of Italian culture with all its aristocratic auras and classical airs are so well combined with the regional, uncultured, rural colors and tones, the Italian enjoys a resonance as rich as the foreign-distorted English. Such a strategy of radical Italianization reveals the pluralinguistic qualities inherent in any language somehow even more dramatically than even the original Wake. Risset concludes that Joyce's translation strategy reveals something about the nature of language and the "freedom of dialect.' The creation of new words is always in process, and the study of dialect, thus, is seminal to better understanding translational phenomena. Joyce's strategy involves more than the use of and quotation of various dialects; instead, in Joyce's translation approach, "language itself" is "treated as dialect. "Risset argues that in the "operation" of such a strategy, one becomes aware of "something else," i.e., "language whose field is disturbed, moved in accordance with a forgotten creativity" (Risset, 1984: 13). It is that some-thing else that Risset wishes to "restore" to Dante in her own translations.

Joyce, in the activity of writing and in the activity of translation, has pushed the boundaries of language beyond margins hitherto contemplated. As the English moves outwards, the Italian moves inwards; yet both are always undoing and calling into question stability and definition as they create new terms and open up new avenues for thought. In his translation activity, however, Joyce emphasized more strongly than in, the original the sense of something disruptive about the nature of language that arises from within, not as something coming from a foreign source. As Derrida tends to make deliberate mistakes in order to create graphic disorder, so too Joyce deliberately deforms language within a colloquial and very much spoken context to achieve similar results, thereby delaying/deferring its own subsumation and silencing. This subversive aspect of language and of translation as employed by Joyce is dangerous politically and socially, which, perhaps, explains why the translation of Joyce has become the measuring device for assessing the degree of publishing freedom certain cultures enjoy. When and under what conditions Joyce gets translated is of historic relevance.

The political and institutional threat posed by such an alternative to any theory of translation based upon metaphysical dualism is fairly clear, which might explain why the translation studies scholars have been all but silent in response to the questions posed by deconstructionists. The only serious attempt in translation studies to talk about translation theory in post-Derridean terms has been Raymond Van den Broeck's article "Translation Theory after Deconstruction," published in 1988. Van den Broeck has read the pertinent sections from Derrida which deal with translation, and with the help of Jonathan Culler's 1983 text On Deconstruction, acknowledges that in every translation there is a substantial loss of meaning, leading to Derrida's substitution of the term transformation for translation. For Van den Broeck, in agreement with Culler, deconstruction is not an act of destruction, but an act of displacement, an act that challenges traditional oppositions, or even reverses such oppositions (Culler, 1983: 150; Broeck, 1988: 274). He quotes Derrida as saying that deconstruction must "through a double gesture, a double sentence, a double writing, put into practice a reversal of the classical opposition and a general displacement of the system" (Derrida, 1977: 195; Broeck, 1988: 278). This reversal and general displacement can be accomplished, according to Van den Broeck, by transforming the language of the target text through strong, forceful translation that experiments with and tampers with conventional usage. He quotes Derrida from "Living On" as saying that this sort of transference involves "the simultaneous transgression and reappropriation of a language" because "it forces the translator to transform the language into which he is translating" (Derrida, 1979: 87-9; qtd. by Broeck, 1988:-280-1). He then quotes Derrida from "Des tours de Babel" on ensuring the survival of the original, arguing that Derrida claims the translator should employ an "abusive" translational strategy which "pursues the double move of both violating and sustaining the principles of usage (Broeck, 1988: 283).

Van den Broeck then attempts to subsume Derrida under the translation studies approach by arguing that because Derrida subverts source-text oriented theories, he therefore must reinforce the claims of the target-text oriented approaches, i.e., that of translation studies. He sees the translation studies approach, especially the theory of Gideon Toury, developing parallel to and in fact preceding deconstruction theories. Just as deconstruction challenges theories of determinacy, theories which posit meaning as a given property of a text, so too, argues Van den Broeck, does translation studies account for diversity of translation modes and types (Broeck, 1988:276). Van den Broeck goes so far as to say that Toury's In Search of a Theory of Translation (1980), especially his insistence upon uncovering the norms governing translation, can better explain why Derrida's deconstructive approach calling for transgression and deformation has met with relatively small success. He argues that Derrida's theory is less a new theory of language, but merely an older and "highly prescriptive" one. "Deconstruction favors only the norm which in the classical opposition turns out to occupy the inferior position nowadays" '(Broeck, 1988: 281). Van den Broeck does not "trust" Derrida's position because it does not provide an "objective basis" or a "point of departure for research" (Broeck, 1988: 281),as the polysystem model does.

Van den Broeck's reading leads him to place Derrida only in the same metaphysical, faithful/free terms that traditionally govern translation theory. He concludes that: "Eventually deconstruction's theory of translation is not a theory the way we would like it. Very probably it is only a theory in the traditional sense of that term, viz, a theory that prescribes what translation should be" (Broeck, 1988: 286). To see Derrida as offering merely another prescription for better translation, i.e., one that imports estranging or abusive effects into the target language, is reductive and misleading. Derrida does advocate graphic displacement, but he also uses graphic disorder with care and precision in order to open up categorical thinking and to provide a space for thinking in other terms, as far as it maybe possible. Van den Broeck has not attempted to follow Derrida's thinking or the play of the language into such frontiers, which is why he makes the mistake of suggesting that Derrida's calling for a reversal of traditional oppositions can be equated with a target-oriented approach. An empirical approach is an approach that reinforces dualistic conceptual thinking, which reinforces subject/object distinctions and perpetuates abstract/material distinctions that Derrida is constantly trying to breakdown. Derrida does more than write différance with an a; he also recalls a middle-voiced term that is neither subject nor predicate, that has been lost or repressed in the course of history, and that eludes empirical observation. Neither Van den Broeck nor any of the translation studies scholars have, to date, seriously considered the alternative, and such a silence impoverishes their systemic observations.

In Euro-American circles, the post-Derridean discussion about translation centers around an ongoing debate about Walter Benjamin's "The Task of the Translator." In Resistance to Theory (1986), Paul de Man goes so far as to say "that you are nobody unless you have written about this text" (Man, 1986: 73). The first deconstructionist reading of Benjamin’s essay can probably be located in Carol Jacobs' 1975 essay "The Monstrosity of Translation'' in which she argues that mimetic theories, approaches which claim objectivity of knowledge, are not much help in reading Benjamin. Benjamin’s concept of language, she argues, is based upon difference, and he has abandoned any belief that language refers to any objective reality. Translations, instead, are woven into a textual history that is always transforming terms, translating other translations. Benjamin’s text "dislocates definitions" rather than establishing them, and for this reason, his writing is often ironic and deceptive, full of reverberations, but with an unlocatable source. She reads his essay itself less as a preface, less as a critical piece, and more as an act of translation itself- already in the paradigm of translations of translation.

In terms of Benjamin's strategy in such a (re)writing, Jacobs argues that in order to catch a glimpse of the nature of language as formed in the flux of intertextuality, we replace sentence and proposition as the fundamental unit with the word. What will result will not be natural, whole, and unified re-productions; instead the "monstrosity" of translation will rear its head. Heterogeneity emerges which dismantles all syntax and dismembers conventional, natural forms. Translation is not aimed at the reader - the concept of an ideal reader, according to Benjamin, is actually detrimental in the theoretical consideration of art. Translation "renders radically foreign that language we believe to be ours" (Jacobs, 1975: 756)~ Word-for-word translations are preferred to those which synthesize and unify. She quotes Benjamin as saying, "Literality thoroughly overthrows all reproduction of meaning with regard to the syntax and threatens directly to lead to incomprehensibility. In the eyes of the nineteenth century, Holderlin's translations of Sophocles were 'monstrous examples of such literality'" (Jacobs, 1975: 761). Jacobs argues that this monstrosity is exactly what Benjamin praises.

Jacobs points out that this emphasis on differentiation rather than sameness, this focusing on words rather than on things or objects, has created problems for Benjamin's English translator Harry Zohn, whose less than literal version often reflected more of his own conception of language than Benjamin's. She offers her own translation of several passages, not as a criticism of Zohn or to establish a more "correct" version, but to offer an alternative reading in the play of the space between her translation and Zohn's. For example, she suggests that Zohn's logical but less than literal rendering of the metaphor about the fragment of an amphora (cited by Derrida above p. 164) may be misleading. Zohn's desire for unity, coherence, and logical connections causes him to suggest that the simile be read as follows: as fragments of a vessel can "be glued together must match in the smallest details" to form a larger, whole vessel, so too can translations be seen as fragments of a larger language (emphasis mine, Benjamin, trans. Zohn, 1969: 78). Jacobs's alternative suggests that as fragments, as the "broken parts" of a vessel "in order to be articulated together, must follow one another in the smallest detail," so too does translation make recognizable the broken part of a greater language (italics mine, Jacobs, 1975: 762). Not tempted by the urge for a consistent, whole "text," Jacobs translates literally, word for word, and thus her rendering leaves the passage incomplete in a Western sense. She does not join the translation and original, and instead offers the translation as a Bruchstück, consistent with not just Benjamin's metaphor, but also with what she sees as Benjamin's "strange" or "monstrous" mode of articulation. Jacobs understands but does not judge Zohn's historical conditioned reading; her essay offers an alternative, one which has engendered a plethora of subsequent Benjamin interpretations favorable to her own.

The best example of these is no doubt Paul de Man's essay "Conclusions: Walter Benjamin's 'The Task of the Translator'", collected in The Resistance to Theory (1986). De Man clearly has followed Derrida's thinking as far as anyone, and has demonstrated his ability to confront the bottomless chess-board to which Derrida refers and to continue his work under such conditions. Yet whereas Derrida's reading plays affirmatively with the Benjamin text, de Man's deconstructive reading is largely couched in negative terminology and nihilism. Beginning, for example, with H61derlin's translations from Sophocles praised so much by Benjamin for their radical alternative, de Man quotes Benjamin as arguing that H61derlin's translations expanded language so much that they threatened to enclose the translator in silence and that meaning threatened to become lost in the "bottomless depths of language." De Man argues that translation so conceived gets drawn into something "essentially destructive," i.e., language itself. Whereas Derrida's conception of deconstruction is generally life-giving, positive, and regenerative, de Man's conception of the deconstruction project as articulated in the "Conclusion" is largely negative:

All these activities---critical philosophy, literary theory, history---resemble each other in the fact that they do not resemble that from which they derive. But they are all intralinguistic: they relate to what in the original belongs to language, and not to meaning as an extralinguistic correlate susceptible of paraphrase and imitation. They disarticulate, they undo the original, they reveal that the original was already disarticulated. They reveal that their failure, which seems to be due to the fact that they are secondary in relation to the original, reveals an essential failure, an essential disarticulation which was already there in the original. They kill the original, by discovering that the original was already dead. (Man, 1986: 84) 

One could effectively argue that the two conceptions are the same, just as life and death in Heidegger's formulation are so intertwined that they are to all intents and purposes indistinguishable. Yet in terms of the deconstruction project as a whole, the difference is not negligible. For de Man and other Euro-American deconstructionists, deconstruction has been used to attempt to displace an older, more conventional generation of scholars and critics and to establish themselves. Their treatment is occasionally merci- less, and such an attitude often gets in the way of their argument. The de Man article, for example, is cruel in its treatment of the translator Harry Zohn. Unlike Jacobs, who historicized Zohn's work and offered alternatives, de Man treats Zohn and Maurice de Gandillac, Benjamin's French translator, like little schoolboys, arguing that they "don't seem to have the slightest idea of what Benjamin is saying" (Man, 1986: 79). De Man talks about the original being "absolutely unambiguous" in places and says that the translators have trouble following Benjamin, that they do not "get it." He cites examples not only of misplaced negatives, but also of "right" and "wrong" choices. "Nachreife," for example, from Benjamin's phrase "Nachreife des fremdes Wortes," an important concept in the argument, is translated by Zohn reasonably as "maturing process." This disturbs de Man, who feels the word carries connotations of melancholy, the feeling of exhaustion, rotten grapes, and the death of the original, which Zohn misses. Yet de Man's interpretation may have more to do with his own world view than the quality of the translation choice.

Most vivid in de Man's essay is his disparaging treatment of Zohn for his "mistranslation" of the fragments of the vessel metaphor. Comparing Jacobs's version to Zohn's, he argues that Zohn again gets it wrong, and that all you have to do, to see what Benjamin is saying, is "translate correctly, instead of translating like Zohn." De Man wants to demonstrate his understanding of metaphor and metonymy, the difference between "match" and "follow" (gleichen and folgen), a distinction which is useful for the preface's interpretation. De Man goes on to argue that fragments that follow one another will never constitute a totality. De Man sees every work as fragmented, and translations as fragments of fragments. Like Derrida, he denies knowledge of wholeness, of an intact vessel, or of any sense of original meaning. "Meaning," he writes, "is always displaced with regard to the meaning it ideally intended - that meaning is never reached" (Man, 1986: 91). While de Man's thinking about metaphor is useful and convincing with regard to the Benjamin essay, his insistence that he under-stands the "meaning" of Benjamin's piece better than Zohn or de Gandillac or others recalls reading strategies employed by I. A. Richards and the New Critics. The very notion of "getting it" and certainly "getting it better" actually contradicts de Man's main thesis, which suggests that no reader, de Man included, has access to original meaning. De Man's scholarly rhetoric, thus, is inconsistent with his theoretical claims. De Man's dismissive view of other readings, his condescending tone, and the belief that his view is "correct," serve merely to reveal his own ahistorical and subjective views. "Right" and "wrong" have ceased to be productive theoretical terms for translation studies scholars as well as deconstructionists.

In terms of a post-Derrida discussion of translation theory, the contributions of the post-Enlightenment language philosophers have been more productive than those by American literary critics. The most comprehensive text out so far is Andrew Benjamin's Translation and the Nature of Philosophy (1989). He, too, discusses Benjamin's "The Task of the Translator," but locates the discussion in a context that ranges from Enlightenment philosophy, residues of which still effect the discourse of this age, through a very thorough discussion of what Heidegger, Freud, and Derrida have contributed to our understanding of the nature of language in general and translation in particular. Benjamin's treatment of Heidegger, especially Heidegger's later writing about the nature of language and the problem of concealment, is particularly strong, and lays the foundation for his subsequent discussion of Derrida. While not agreeing with Derrida, Andrew Benjamin does very fairly present the possibilities of double readings, of différance in all its differing, delaying, and conflictual senses. Translation in a post-Derrida discussion, for Andrew Benjamin, ceases to be understood as any simple, definable single activity, but rather as a plurality of activities with a plurality of significations (A. Benjamin, 1989: 35). Andrew Benjamin's book begins with questions about the "ground" of difference, which he finds in the word "translation" itself, i.e., the term suggests both "ground" of the original and "ungrounded" difference. If there is no origin and there is nothing that is original, plurality is therefore "an original." Andrew Benjamin's subsequent discussion looks at ways such an originality can be understood.

Andrew Benjamin does not agree with Derrida, nor with de Man, and instead finds a way out of the labyrinth via Donald Davidson. In a very useful discussion of Davidson's paper "On the Very Idea of a Conceptual Scheme" (1984), which studies translation as a way of focusing on criteria of identity for conceptual schemes, Andrew Benjamin argues that mutual understanding is "almost inescapable." A complex series of interconnected preconditions precedes the process of expressing equivalent "things" in another language. Benjamin quotes Davidson:

The idea is then that something is a language, and associated with a conceptual scheme, whether we can translate it or not, if it stands in a certain relation predicating, organizing, facing, or fitting experience nature, reality, sensory promptings. The problem is to say what the relation is, and to be clear about the entities related. (Davidson, 1984: 191; qtd. by A. Benjamin, 1989: 65)

 Davidson's approach thus mediates between the untouchable original and a movement of language that is intelligible, or at least indicates those "objects" that stand in relation to the source and target text and make communication possible. Davidson reaches back to concepts of Kantian universality that "overcome" the threat of the diversity of human languages and the questions posed by the deconstructionists. A humanistic concept of "nature" is posited that provides the ground that enables universality. "Man's rationality," argues Andrew Benjamin, "is a consequence of nature's endowment and consequently diversity and difference can be explained and accounted for as a digression and 'deviation away from the way that is proper to man in virtue of his being human" (A. Benjamin, 1989: 78-9).

At this point, Andrew Benjamin discusses Walter Benjamin s "The Task of the Translator." He agrees with de Man's reading that the fragments of a broken vessel do not presuppose an initial vessel, i.e., that original language is always already displaced language, and that therefore no original language exists. He then asks, however, how are we to understand the (postulated) futural vessel and what are the conditions (the totality) that implicitly causes us to think in terms of the "belonging together" of the fragments, and thereby the "belonging together" of languages. Andrew Benjamin and other post-Enlightenment philosophers think not about the abyss, not about the pre-ontological conditions, but about the theoretical conditions that allow for interpretation and mutual understanding, which Andrew Benjamin calls ontological-temporal conditions. They seek to identify and describe the elements that allow for affirmative thinking about semantic and interpretive potential that are inherent in words; and they argue that one can think about translation without an origin to be or not to be retrieved. Meanings and interpretations emerge out of real conditions---they are actual as well as conflictual---and can be positively and empirically described. Andrew Benjamin argues, "Emergent meaning is the actualization of the potential for meaning and not the emergence out of non-meaning" (A. Benjamin, 1989: 180). In contrast to de Man and Derrida, he argues that there is never pure difference, but that difference always has a specificity. Walter Benjamin, argues Andrew Benjamin, locates "after-life," survival, by locating the potential for afterlife within the text itself. Words incorporate a site of conflict, a site of unending after-life, which defers an end or a definitive interpretation. Interpreting Walter Benjamin's text against the grain of fashionable deconstruction readings, Andrew Benjamin argues that in Walter Benjamin, "the possibility of a different understanding of translation and philosophy is beginning to take place" (A. Benjamin, 1989: 108).
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Reader-oriented Theories

By Raman Selden, et al

(Excerpted from Chapter 3, pp. 47-65) 

The twentieth century has seen a steady assault upon the objective certainties of nineteenth-century science. Einstein's theory of relativity alone cast doubt on the belief that objective knowledge was simply a relentless and progressive accumulation of facts. The philosopher, T. S. Kuhn, has shown that what emerges as a 'fact' in science depends upon the frame of reference which the scientific observer brings to the object of understanding. Gestalt psychology argues that the human mind does not perceive things in the world as unrelated bits and pieces but as configurations of elements, themes, or meaningful, organized wholes. Individual items look different in different contexts, and even within a single field of vision they will be interpreted according to whether they are seen as 'figure' or 'ground'. These approaches and others have insisted that the perceiver is active and not passive in the act of perception. In the case of the famous duck-rabbit puzzle (see p. 48), only the perceiver can decide how to orient the configuration of lines. Is it a duck looking left, or a rabbit looking right?

How does this modern emphasis on the observer's active role affect literary theory? Consider once more (see Introduction, p. 4) Jakobson's model of linguistic communication:

                                  CONTEXT

       ADDRESSER       MESSAGE       ADDRESSEE

                                   CONTACT

                                    CODE
Jakobson believed that literary discourse is different from other kinds of discourse by having a 'set to the message'; a poem is about itself (its form, its imagery, its literary meaning) before it is about the poet, the reader, or the world. However, if we reject formalism and adopt the perspective of the reader or audience, the whole orientation of Jakobson's diagram changes. From this angle, we can say that the poem has no real existence until it is read; its meaning can only be discussed by its readers. We differ about interpretations only because our ways of reading differ. It is the reader who applies the code in which the message is written and in this way actualizes what would otherwise remain only potentially meaningful. If we consider the simplest examples of interpretation, we see that the addressee is often actively involved in constructing a meaning. For example, consider the system used to represent numerals in electronic displays. The basic configuration consists of seven segments:  . One might regard this figure as an imperfect square (  ) surmounted by three sides of a similar square (  ), or as the reverse. The viewer's eye is invited to interpret this shape as an item in the familiar numerical system, and has no difficulty in 'recognizing' an 'eight'. The viewer is able to construct the numerals without difficulty from variations of this basic configuration of segments, even though the forms offered are sometimes poor approximations:    is 2,    is 5 (not 'S'), and    is 4 (not a defective 'H'). The success of this piece of communication depends on (1) the viewer's knowledge of the number system and (2) the viewer's ability to complete what is incomplete, or select what is significant and ignore what is not. Seen in this way the addressee is not a passive recipient of an entirely formulated meaning, but an active agent in the making of meaning. However, in this case, the addressee’s task is very simply performed, because the message is stated within a completely closed system. 

But take the following poem by Wordsworth:

'A slumber did my spirit seal; 

I had no human fears;

She seemed a thing that could not feel 

The touch of earthly years.

No motion has she now, no force; 

She neither hears nor sees; 

Rolled round in earth's diurnal course, 

With rocks, and stones, and trees. 

Leaving aside many preliminary and often unconscious steps which readers must make to recognize that they are reading a lyric poem, and that they accept the speaker as the authentic voice of the poet and not as a dramatic persona, we can say that there are two 'statements' made, one in each stanza: (1) I thought she could not die; (2) She is dead. As readers we ask ourselves what sense we make of the relationship between the statements. Our interpretation of every phrase will turn on the answer to this question. How are we to regard the speaker's attitude towards his earlier thoughts about the female (baby, girl, or woman)? Is it good and sensible to have 'no human fears', or is it naive and foolish? Is the 'slumber' which sealed his spirit a sleep of illusion or an inspired reverie? Does 'she seemed' suggest that she had all the visible marks of an immortal being, or that the speaker was perhaps mistaken? Does the second stanza suggest that she has no spiritual existence in death and is reduced to mere inanimate matter? The first two lines of the stanza invite this view. However, the last two lines open another possible interpretation - that she has become part of a natural World and partakes of an existence which is in some sense greater than the naive spirituality of stanza 1; her individual 'motion' and 'force' are now subsumed in the grand motion and force of Nature.

From the perspective of reader-oriented criticism the answers to these questions cannot simply be derived from the text. The meaning of the text is never self-formulated; the reader must act upon the textual material in order to produce meaning. Wolf-gang Iser (see below, pp. 55-8) argues that literary texts always contain 'blanks' which only the reader can fill. The 'blank' between the two stanzas of Wordsworth's poem arises because the relationship between the stanzas is unstated. The act of interpretation requires us to fill this blank. A problem for theory centers on the question of whether or not the text itself triggers the reader's act of interpretation, or whether the reader's own interpretative strategies impose solutions upon the problems thrown up by the text. Even before the growth of reader-response theory, semioticians had developed the field with some sophistication. Umberto Eco's The Role of the Reader (1979, comprising essays dating from 1959) argues that some texts are'open' (Joyce's Finnegans Wake, atonal music) and invite the reader’s collaboration in the production of meaning, while others are 'closed' (comics, detective fiction) and predetermine the reader's response. He also speculates on how the codes available to the reader determine what the text means as it is read.

But before we survey the various ways in which the reader's role in constructing meaning has been theorized, we must pose the question: who is 'the reader'? The narratologist Gerald Prince asks why, when we study novels, do we take such pains to discriminate between the various kinds of narrator (omniscient, unreliable, implied author, etc.), but never ask questions about the different kinds of person to whom the narrator addresses the discourse. Prince calls this person the 'narratee'. We must not confuse the narratee with the reader. The narrator may specify a narratee in terms of sex ('Dear Madam ... '), class ('gentlemen'), situation (the 'reader' in his armchair), race (white), or age (mature). Evidently actual readers may or may not coincide with the person addressed by the narrator. An actual reader may be a black, male, young factory-worker reading in bed. The narratee is also distinguished from the 'virtual reader' (the sort of reader whom the author has in mind when developing the narrative) and the 'ideal reader' (the perfectly insightful reader who under-stands the writer's every move).

How do we learn to identify narratees? When the novelist Anthony Trollope writes 'Our archdeacon was worldly - who among us is not so?', we understand that the narratees here arepeople who, like the narrator, recognize the fallibility of all human beings, even the most pious. There are many 'signals', direct and indirect, which contribute to our knowledge of the narratee. The assumptions of the narratee may be attacked, supported, queried, or solicited by the narrator who will thereby strongly imply the narratee's character. When the narrator apologizes for certain inadequacies in the discourse ('I cannot convey this experience in words'), this indirectly tells us something of the narratee's susceptibilities and values. Even in a novel which appears to make no direct reference to a narratee we pick up tiny signals even in the simplest of literary figures. The second term of a comparison, for example, often indicates the kind of world familiar to the narratee ('the song was as sincere as a TV jingle').Sometimes the narratee is an important character. For example, in A Thousand and One Nights the very survival of the narrator, Scheherazade, depends on the continued attention of the narratee, the caliph; if he loses interest in her stories, she must die. The effect of Prince's elaborated theory is to highlight a dimension of narration which had been understood intuitively by readers but which had remained shadowy and undefined. He contributes to reader-oriented theory by drawing attention to ways in which narratives produce their own 'readers' or 'listeners', who may or may not coincide with actual readers. Many of the writers discussed in the following pages ignore this distinction between reader and narratee.

PHENOMENOLOGY: HUSSERL, HEIDEGGER, GADAMER

A modern philosophical tendency which stresses the perceiver's central role in determining meaning is known as 'phenomenology'. According to Edmund Husserl the proper object of philosophical investigation is the contents of our consciousness and not objects in the world. Consciousness is always of something, and it is the 'something' which appears to our consciousness
which is truly real to us. In addition, argued Husserl, we discover in the things which appear in consciousness ('phenomena' in Greek, meaning 'things appearing') their universal or essential qualities. Phenomenology claims to show us the under-lying nature both of human consciousness and of 'phenomena'. This was an attempt to revive the idea (eclipsed since the Romantics) that the individual human mind is the center and origin of all meaning. In literary theory this approach did not encourage a purely subjective concern for the critic's mental structure but a type of criticism which tries to enter into theworld of a writer's works and to arrive at an understanding of the underlying nature or essence of the writings as they appear to the critic's consciousness. The early work of J. Hillis Miller, the American (later deconstructionist) critic, was influenced by the phenomenological theories of the so-called 'Geneva School' of critics, who included Georges Poulet and Jean Starobinski. For example, Miller's first study of Thomas Hardy, Thomas Hardy: Distance and Desire (1970; he wrote further 'deconstructive' studies later), uncovers the novels' pervasive mental structures, namely 'distance' and 'desire'. The act of interpretation is possible because the texts allow the reader access to the author's consciousness, which, says Poulet, 'is open to me, welcomes me, lets me look deep inside itself, and ...allows me ... to think what it thinks and feel what it feels'. Derrida would consider this kind of thinking 'logocentric' for supposing that a meaning is centered on a 'transcendental subject' (the author) and can be recenterd on another such subject (the reader).

The shift towards a reader-oriented theory is prefigured in the rejection of Husserl's 'objective' view by his pupil Martin Heidegger. The latter argued that what is distinctive about human existence is its Dasein ('givenness'): our consciousness both projects the things of the world and at the same time is subjected to the world by the very nature of existence in the world. We find ourselves 'flung down' into the world, into a time and place we did not choose, but simultaneously it is our world in so far as our consciousness projects it. We can never adopt an attitude of detached contemplation, looking down upon the world as if from a mountain top. We are inevitably merged with the very object of our consciousness. Our thinking is always in a situation and is therefore always historical, although this history is not external and social but personal and inward. It was Hans-Georg Gadamer who, in Truth and Method (1975), applied Heidegger's situational approach to literary theory. Gadamer argued that a literary work does not pop into the world as a finished and neatly parceled bundle of meaning; rather meaning depends on the historical situation of the interpreter. Gadamer influenced ‘reception theory’ (see Jauss below).

HANS ROBERT JAUSS AND WOLFGANG ISER

Jauss, an important German exponent of 'reception' theory (Rezeptionästhetik), gave a historical dimension to reader-oriented criticism. He tried to achieve a compromise between Russian Formalism which ignores history, and social theories which ignore the text. Writing during a period of social unrest at the end of the 1960s, Jauss and others wanted to question the old canon of German literature and to show that it was perfectly reasonable to do so. The older critical outlook had ceased to make sense in the same way that Newton's physics no longer seemed adequate in the early twentieth century. He borrows from the philosophy of science (T. S. Kuhn) the term 'paradigm' which refers to the scientific framework of concepts and assumptions operating in a particular period. 'Ordinary science' does its experimental work within the mental world of a particular paradigm, until a new paradigm displaces the old one and throws up new problems and establishes new assumptions. Jauss uses the term 'horizon of expectations' to describe the criteria readers use to judge literary texts in any given period. These criteria will help the reader decide how to judge a poem as, for example, an epic or a tragedy or a pastoral; it will also, in a more general way, cover what is to be regarded as poetic or literary as opposed to unpoetic or non-literary uses of languages. Ordinary writing and reading will work within such a horizon. For example, if we consider the English Augustan period, we might say that Pope's poetry was judged according to criteria which were based upon values of clarity, naturalness and stylistic decorum (the words should be adjusted according to the dignity of the subject). However, this does not establish once and for all the value of Pope's poetry. During the second half of the eighteenth century, commentators began to question whether Pope was a poet at all and to suggest that he was a clever versifier who put prose into rhyming couplets and lacked the imaginative power required of true poetry. Leapfrogging the nineteenth century, we can say that modern readings of Pope work within a changed horizon of expectations: we now often value his poems for their wit, complexity, moral insight and their renewal of literary tradition.

The original horizon of expectations only tells us how the work was valued and interpreted when it appeared, but does not establish its meaning finally. In Jauss's view it would be equally wrong to say that a work is universal, that its meaning is fixed forever and open to all readers in any period: 'A literary work is not an object which stands by itself and which offers the same face to each reader in each period. It is not a monument which reveals its timeless essence in a monologue.' This means, of course, that we will never be able to survey the successive horizons which flow from the time of a work down to the present day and then, with an Olympian detachment, to sum up the work's final value or meaning. To do so would be to ignore our own historical situation. Whose authority are we to accept? That of the first readers? The combined opinion of readers overtime? Or the aesthetic judgment of the present? The first readers may have been incapable of seeing the revolutionary significance of a writer (for example, William Blake), and the same objection must also apply to succeeding readers' judgments, including our own.

Jauss's answers to these questions derive from the philosophical 'hermeneutics' of Hans-Georg Gadamer, a follower of Heidegger. Gadamer argues that all interpretations of past literature arise from a dialogue between past and present. Our attempts to understand a work will depend on the questions which our own cultural environment allows us to raise. At the same time, we seek to discover the questions which the work itself was trying to answer in its own dialogue with history. Our present perspective always involves a relationship to the past, but at the same time the past can only be grasped through the limited perspective of the present. Put in this way, the task of establishing a knowledge of the past seems hopeless. But a hermeneutical notion of 'understanding' does not separate knower and object in the familiar fashion of empirical science; rather it views understanding as a 'fusion' of past and present: we cannot make our journey into the past without taking the present with us. 'Hermeneutics' was a term originally applied to the interpretation of sacred texts; its modern equivalent pre- serves the same serious and reverent attitude towards the secular texts to which it tries to gain access.

Jauss recognizes that a writer may directly affront the prevailing expectations of his or her day. Indeed, reception theory itself developed in Germany during the 1960s in a climate of literary change: writers such as Rolf Hochhuth, Hans Magnus Enzenberger and Peter Handke were challenging accepted literary formalism by increasing the direct involvement of reader or audience. Jauss himself examines the case of the French poet Baudelaire whose Les Fleurs du mal had in the late nineteenth century created uproar and 'attracted legal prosecution by offending the norms of bourgeois morality and the canons of romantic poetry. However, the poems also immediately produced a new aesthetic horizon of expectations; the literary avant-garde saw the book as a trail-blazing work of decadence, and the poems were 'concretized' (Iser's term - see below) as expressions of the aesthetic cult of nihilism. Jauss assesses later psychological, linguistic and sociological interpretations of Baudelaire's poems, but often disregards them, thus casting doubt upon a method which recognizes its own historical limitations while still feeling able to regard certain other interpretations as raising 'falsely posed or illegitimate questions'. The 'fusion of horizons' is not, it seems, a total merging of all the points of view which have arisen but only those which to the hermeneutical sense of the critic appear to be part of the gradually emerging totality of meanings which make up the true unity of the text.

A leading exponent of German reception theory, and a member of the so-called 'Constance School' of such, is Wolfgang Iser who draws heavily on the phenomenological aesthetician Roman Ingarden and on the work of Gadamer (above). Unlike Jauss, Iser decontextualizes and dehistoricizes text and reader. A key work is his The Act of Reading: A Theory of Aesthetic Response (1978) in which, as elsewhere, he presents the text as a potential structure which is 'concretized' by the reader in relation to his or her extra-literary norms, values and experience. A sort of oscillation is set up between the power of the text to control the way itis read and a reader's 'concretization' of it in terms of his or her own experience - an experience which will itself be modified in the act of reading. 'Meaning', in this theory, lies in the adjustments and revisions to expectations which are brought about in the reader's mind in the process of making sense of his or her dialectical relationship to the text. Iser himself does not entirely resolve the relative weight of the text's determinacy and the reader’s experience in this relationship, although it would seem that his emphasis falls more heavily on the latter.

In Iser's view the critic's task is to explain not the text as an object but rather its effects on the reader. It is in the nature of texts to allow a spectrum of possible readings. The term 'reader' can be subdivided into 'implied reader' and 'actual reader'. The first is the reader whom the text creates for itself and amounts to 'a network of response-inviting structures' which predispose us to read in certain ways. (An example of Iser's theory in practice on James Joyce's Ulysses---taken from an earlier book entitled The Implied Reader (1974)---appears in A Practical Reader, chapter 7.) The 'actual reader' receives certain mental images in the process of reading; however, the images will inevitably be coloured by the reader’s 'existing stock of experience'. If we are atheists we will be affected differently by the Wordsworth poem above (p. 49) than if we are Christians. The experience of reading will differ according to our past experiences.

The words we read do not represent actual objects but human speech in fictional guise. This fictional language helps us to construct in our minds imaginary objects. To take one of Iser's own examples: in Tom Jones Fielding presents two characters, Allworthy (the perfect man) and Captain Blifil (the hypocrite).The reader's imaginary object, 'the perfect man', is subject to modification: when Allworthy is taken in by Blifil's feigned piety, we adjust the imaginary object in view of the perfect man’s lack of judgment. The reader's journey through the book is a continuous process of such adjustments. We hold in our minds certain expectations, based on our memory of characters and events, but the expectations are continually modified, and the memories transformed as we pass through the text. What we grasp as we read is only a series of changing viewpoints, not something fixed and fully meaningful at every point.

While a literary work does not represent objects, it does refer to the extra-literary world by selecting certain norms, value systems or 'world-views'. These norms are concepts of reality which help human beings to make sense of the chaos of their experience. The text adopts a 'repertoire' of such norms and suspends their validity within its fictional world. In Tom Jones, various characters embody different norms: Allworthy (benevolence), Squire Western (ruling passion), Square (the eternal fitness of things), Thwackum (the human mind as a sink of iniquity), Sophia (the ideality of natural inclinations). Each norm asserts certain values at the expense of others, and each tends to contract the image of human nature to a single principle or perspective. The reader is therefore impelled by the unfinished nature of the text to relate the values of the hero (good nature) to the various norms which are violated by the hero in specific incidents. Only the reader can actualize the degree to which particular norms are to be rejected or questioned. Only the reader can make the complex moral judgment on Tom, and see that, while his 'good nature' disrupts the restrictive norms of other characters, it does so partly because Tom lacks 'prudence' and 'circumspection'. Fielding does not tell us this, but as readers we insert this into the interpretation in order to fill a 'gap' or 'blank'(key terms in Iser's theory) in the text. In real life we sometimes meet people who appear to represent certain world-views ('cynicism', 'humanism'), but we assign such descriptions ourselves on the basis of received ideas. The value systems we encounter are met at random: no author selects and predetermines them and no hero appears in order to test their validity. So, even though there are 'gaps' in the text to be filled, the text is much more definitely structured than life.

If we apply Iser's method to our Wordsworth poem, we see that the reader's activity consists in first adjusting his or her viewpoint ((a), (b), (c), then (d)), and secondly in filling a 'blank' between the two stanzas (between transcendent spirituality and pantheistic immanence). This application may seem rather unwieldy because a short poem does not require the reader to make the long sequence of adjustments necessary when reading a novel. However, the concept of 'gaps' remains valid.
As we have suggested, it remains unclear whether Iser wishes to grant the reader the power to fill up at will the blanks in the text or whether he regards the text as the final arbiter of the reader's actualizations. Is the gap between 'the perfect man' and 'the perfect man's lack of judgment' filled by a freely judging reader or by a reader who is guided by the text's instructions? Iser's emphasis is ultimately phenomenological: the reader's experience of reading is at the center of the literary process. By resolving the contradictions between the various viewpoints which emerge from the text or by filling the 'gaps' between viewpoints in various ways, the readers take the text into their consciousnesses and make it their own experience. It seems that, while texts do set the terms on which the reader actualizes meanings, the reader's own 'store of experience' will take some part in the process. The reader's existing consciousness will have to make certain internal adjustments in order to receive and process the alien viewpoints which the text presents as reading takes place. This situation produces the possibility that the reader's own 'world-view' may be modified as a result of internalizing, negotiating and realizing the partially indeterminate elements of the text: to use Iser's words, reading 'gives us the chance to formulate the unformulated'. 

FISH, RIFFATERRE, BLEICH 

Other (diverse) inflections of reader-oriented theory are represented by the three critics surveyed here. Stanley Fish, the American critic of seventeenth-century English literature, developed a perspective called an 'affective stylistics'. Like Iser, he concentrates on the adjustments of expectation to be made by readers as they pass along the text, but considers this at the immediately local level of the sentence. He separates his approach very self-consciously from all kinds of formalism (including American New Criticism) by denying literary language any special status; we use the same reading strategies to interpret literary and non-literary sentences. His attention is directed to the developing responses of the reader in relation to the words of sentences as they succeed one another in time. Describing the fallen angels' state of awareness, having plummeted from heaven to hell, Milton wrote in Paradise Lost: 'Nor did they not perceive the evil plight'. This cannot be treated as a statement equivalent to 'they perceived the evil plight'. We must attend, argues Fish, to the sequence of words which creates a state of suspension in the reader, who hangs between two views of the fallen angels' awareness. His point is weakened though not refuted by the fact that Milton was evidently imitating the double negative in the style of classical epic. But the following sentence by Walter Pater receives an especially sensitive analysis by Fish: 'This at least of flame-like, our life has, that it is but the concurrence, renewed from moment to moment, of forces parting sooner or later on their ways.' He points out that by interrupting 'concurrence of forces' with' renewed from moment to moment' Pater prevents the reader from establishing a definite or stable image in the mind, and at each stage in the sentence forces the reader to make an adjustment in expectation and interpretation. The idea of 'the concurrence' is disrupted by 'parting', but then 'sooner or later' leaves the 'parting' temporally uncertain. The reader's expectation of meaning is thus continuously adjusted: the meaning is the total movement of reading.

 Jonathan Culler (see chapter 4) has lent general support to Fish's aims, but has criticized him for failing to give us a proper theoretical formulation of his reader criticism. Fish believes that his readings of sentences simply follow the natural practice of informed readers. In his view a reader is someone who possesses a 'linguistic competence', has internalized the syntactic and semantic knowledge required for reading. The 'informed reader' of literary texts has also acquired a specifically 'literary competence' (knowledge of literary conventions). Culler makes two trenchant criticisms of Fish's position:

1. He fails to theorize the conventions of reading: that is, he fails to ask the question 'What conventions do readers follow when they read?'

2. His claim to read sentences word by word in a temporal sequence is misleading: there is no reason to believe that readers actually do take in sentences in such a piecemeal and gradual way. Why does he assume, for example, that the reader, faced with Milton's 'Nor did they not perceive', will experience a sense of being suspended between two views?
There is something factitious about Fish's continual willingness to be surprised by the next word in a sequence. Also, Fish himself admits that his approach tends to privilege those texts which proceed in a self-undermining way (Self-Consuming Artifacts [1972] is the title of one of his earlier books). Elizabeth Freund points out that in order to sustain his reader orientation Fish has to suppress the fact that the actual experience of reading is not the same thing as a verbal rendering of that experience. By treating his own reading experience as itself an act of interpretation he is ignoring the gap between experience and the understanding of an experience. What Fish gives us, therefore, is not a definitive account of the nature of reading but Fish’s understanding of his own reading experience.
In Is There a Text in This Class? (1980) Fish acknowledges that his earlier work treated his own experience of reading as the norm, and goes on to justify this position by introducing the idea of 'interpretative communities'. This meant that he was trying to persuade readers to adopt 'a set of community assumptions so that when they read they would do what I did'. Of course, there may be many different groups of readers who adopt particular kinds of reading strategies, but in this later phase of his work the strategies of a particular interpretative community deter-mine the entire process of reading - the stylistic facts of the texts and the experience of reading them. If we accept the category of interpretative communities, we no longer need to choose between asking questions about the text or about the reader; the whole problem of subject and object disappears. However, the price that must be paid for this solution is high: by reducing the whole process of meaning-production to the already existing conventions of the interpretative community, Fish seems to abandon all possibility of deviant interpretations or resistances to the norms which govern acts of interpretation. As Elizabeth Freund points out: 'The appeal to the imperialism of agreement can chill the spines of readers whose experience of the community is less happily benign than Fish assumes. 'The French semiotician Michael Riffaterre agrees with the Russian Formalists in regarding poetry as a special use of language. Ordinary language is practical and is used to refer to some sort of 'reality', while poetic language focuses on the message as an end in itself. He takes this formalist view from Jakobson, but in a well-known essay he attacks Jakobson's and Lévi-Strauss's interpretation of Baudelaire's 'Les Chats'. Riffaterre shows that the linguistic features they discover in the poem could not possibly be perceived even by an informed reader. All manner of grammatical and phonemic patterns are thrown up by their structuralist approach, but not all the features they note can be part of the poetic structure for the reader. In a telling example he objects to their claim that by concluding a line with the word volupté (rather than, say, plaisir) Baudelaire is making play with the fact that a feminine noun (la volupté) is used as a 'masculine' rhyme, thus creating sexual ambiguity in the poem. Riffaterre rightly points out that a reasonably practised reader may well never have heard of the technical terms 'masculine' and 'feminine' rhyme. However, Riffaterre has some difficulty in explaining why something perceived by Jakobson does not count as evidence of what readers perceive in a text.

Riffaterre developed his theory' in Semiotics of Poetry (1978), in which he argues that competent readers go beyond surface meaning. If we regard a poem as a string of statements, we are limiting our attention to its 'meaning', which is merely what it can be said to represent in units of information. If we attend only to a poem's 'meaning' we reduce it to a (possibly nonsensical)string of unrelated bits. A true response starts by noticing that the elements (signs) in a poem often appear to depart from normal grammar or normal representation: the poem seems to be establishing significance only indirectly and in doing so 'threatens the literary representation of reality'. It requires only ordinary linguistic competence to understand the poem's 'meaning', but the reader requires 'literary competence' (for more on this term, see Culler, pp. 81-4, below) to deal with the frequent 'ungrammaticalities' encountered in reading a poem. Faced with the stumbling-block of ungrammaticalness the reader is forced, during the process of reading, to uncover a second (higher) level of significance which will explain the ungrammatical features of the text. What will ultimately be uncovered is a structural 'matrix', which can be reduced to a single sentence or even a single word. The matrix can be deduced only indirectly and is not actually present as a word or statement in the poem. The poem is connected to its matrix by actual versions of the matrix in the form of familiar statements, clichés, quotations, or conventional associations. These versions are called 'hypograms'. It is the matrix which ultimately gives a poem unity. This reading process can be summarized as follows:

1. try to read for ordinary 'meaning';

2. highlight those elements which appear ungrammatical and which obstruct an ordinary mimetic interpretation;

3. discover the 'hypograms' (or commonplaces) which receive expanded or unfamiliar expression in the text;

4. derive the 'matrix' from the 'hypograms'; that is, find a single statement or word capable of generating the 'hypograms' and the text.

If we tried, hesitantly, to apply this theory to the Wordsworth poem 'A slumber did my spirit seal' (see above, p. 49), we might finally arrive at the matrix 'spirit and matter'. The 'hypograms' which are reworked in the text appear to be (1) death is the end of life; (2) the human spirit cannot die; (3) in death we return to the earth from which we came. The poem achieves unity by reworking these commonplaces in an unexpected way from a basic matrix. No doubt Riffaterre's theory would look stronger if we had given one of his own examples from Baudelaire or Gautier, for his approach seems much more appropriate as a way of reading difficult poetry which goes against the grain of 'normal' grammar or semantics. As a general theory of reading it has many difficulties, not least that it disallows several kinds of reading that you or I might think perfectly straightforward (for example, reading a poem for its political message).An American critic who has derived approaches to reader theory from psychology is David Bleich. His Subjective Criticism (1978) is a sophisticated argument in favor of a shift from an objective to a subjective paradigm in critical theory. He argues that modern philosophers of science (especially T. S. Kuhn) have correctly denied the existence of an objective world of facts. Even in science, the perceiver's mental structures will decide what counts as an objective fact: 'Knowledge is made by people and not found [because] the object of observation appears changed by the act of observation.' He goes on to insist that the advances of 'knowledge' are determined by the needs of the community. When we say that 'science' has replaced 'superstition', we are describing not a passage from darkness to light, but a change in paradigm which occurs when certain urgent needs of the new community come into conflict with old beliefs and demand new beliefs.

'Subjective criticism' is based on the assumption that 'each person’s most urgent motivations are to understand himself’. In his classroom experiments, Bleich was led to distinguish between (1) the reader's spontaneous 'response' to a text and (2)the 'meaning' the reader attributed to it. The latter is usually presented as an 'objective' interpretation (something offered for negotiation in a pedagogic situation), but is necessarily developed from the subjective response of the reader. Whatever system of thought is being employed (moralist, Marxist, structuralist, psychoanalytic, etc.), interpretations of particular texts will normally reflect the subjective individuality of a personal 'response'. Without a grounding in 'response', the application of systems of thought will be dismissed as empty formulae derived from received dogma. Particular interpretations make more sense when critics take the trouble to explain the growth and origin of their views.

Reader-oriented theories have no single or predominant philosophical starting-point; the writers we have considered belong to quite different traditions of thought; and there are few common terms or positions among them. The German writers, Jauss and Iser, draw upon phenomenology and hermeneutics in their attempts to describe the process of reading in terms of the reader’s consciousness. Riffaterre presupposes a reader who possesses a specifically literary competence, while Fish believes that readers respond to the sequence of words in sentences whether or not the sentences are literary. Bleich regards reading as a process which depends upon the subjective psychology of the reader. And in chapter 7 we will see how Roland Barthes celebrates the end of stucturalism's reign by granting the reader the power to create meanings by 'opening' the text to the interminable play of 'codes'. Whatever else one may take from these reader-oriented theories, there is no doubt that they fundamentally challenge the predominance of the text-oriented theories associated with New Criticism and Formalism: we can no longer talk about the meaning of a text without taking into account the reader's contributions to it.
The Hermeneutic Motion

By George Steiner

(Excerpted from Chapter 5, pp. 312-317) 

The hermeneutic motion, the act of elicitation and appropriative transfer of meaning, is fourfold. There is initiative trust, an investment of belief, underwritten by previous experience but epistemologically exposed and psychologically hazardous, in the meaningfulness, in the 'seriousness' of the facing or, strictly speaking, adverse text. We venture a leap: we grant ab initio that there is 'something there' to be understood, that the transfer will not be void. All understanding, and the demonstrative statement of understanding which is translation, starts with an act of trust. This confiding will, ordinarily, be instantaneous and unexamined, but it has a complex base. It is an operative convention which derives from a sequence of phenomenological assumptions about the coherence of the world, about the presence of meaning in very different, perhaps formally antithetical semantic systems, about the validity of analogy and parallel. The radical generosity of the translator ('I grant beforehand that there must be something there'), his trust in the 'other', as yet untried, unmapped alternity of statement, concentrates to a philosophically dramatic degree the human bias towards seeing the world as symbolic, as constituted of relations in which 'this' can stand for 'that', and must in fact be able to do so if there are to be meanings and structures.

But the trust can never be final. It is betrayed, trivially, by nonsense, by the discover)' that 'there is nothing there' to elicit and translate. Nonsense rhymes, poésie concrète', glossolalia are untranslatable because they are lexically non-communicative or deliberately insignificant. The commitment of trust will, however, be tested, more or less severely, also in the common run and process of language acquisition and translation (the two being intimately connected). 'This means nothing' asserts the exasperated child in front of his Latin reader or the beginner at Berlitz. The sensation comes very close to being tactile, as of a blank, sloping surface which gives no purchase. Social incentive, the officious evidence of precedent--'others have managed to translate this bit before you'--keeps one at the task. But the donation of trust remains ontologically spontaneous and anticipates proof, often by a long, arduous gap (there are texts, says Walter Benjamin, which will be translated only 'after us'). As he sets out, the translator must gamble on the coherence, on the symbolic plenitude of the world. Concomitantly he leaves himself vulnerable, though only in extremity and at the theoretical edge, to two dialectically related, mutually determined metaphysical risks. He may find that 'anything' or 'almost anything' can mean 'everything'. This is the vertigo of self-sustaining metaphoric or analogical enchainment experienced by medieval exegetists. Or he may find that there is 'nothing there' which can be divorced from its formal autonomy, that every meaning worth expressing is monadic and will not enter into any alternative mould. There is Kabbalistic speculation, to which I will return, about a day on which words will shake off 'the burden of having to mean' and will be only themselves, blank and replete as stone.

After trust comes aggression. The second move of the translator is incursive and extractive. The relevant analysis is that of Heidegger when he focuses our attention on understanding as an act, on the access, inherently appropriative and therefore violent, of Erkenntnis to Dasein. Da-sein, the 'thing there', 'the thing that is because it is there', only comes into authentic being when it is comprehended, i.e. translated.~ The postulate that all cognition is aggressive, that every proposition is an inroad on the world, is, of course, Hegelian. h is Heidegger's contribution to have shown that understanding, recognition, interpretation are a compacted, unavoidable mode of attack. We can modulate Heidegger's insistence that understanding is not a matter of method but of primary being, that 'being consists in the understanding of other being' into the more naive, limited axiom that each act of comprehension must appropriate another entity (we translate into).Comprehension, as its etymology shows, 'comprehends' not only cognitively but by encirclement and ingestion. In the event of interlingual translation this maneuver of comprehension is explicitly invasive and exhaustive. Saint Jerome uses his famous image of meaning brought home captive by the translator. We 'break' a code: decipherment is dissective, leaving the shell smashed and the vital layers stripped. Every schoolchild, but also the eminent translator, will note the shift in substantive presence which follows on a protracted or difficult exercise in translation: the text in the other language has become almost materially thinner, the light seems to pass unhindered through its loosened fibers. For a spell the density of hostile or seductive 'otherness' is dissipated. Ortega y Gasset speaks of the sadness of the translator after failure. There is also a sadness after success, the Augustinian tristitia which follows on the cognate acts of erotic and of intellectual possession.

The translator invades, extracts, and brings home. The simile is that of the open-cast mine left an empty scar in the landscape. As we shall see, this despoliation is illusory or is a mark of false translation. But again, as in the case of the translator's trust, there are genuine borderline cases. Certain texts or genres have been exhausted by translation. Far more interestingly, others have been negated by transfiguration, by an act of appropriative penetration and transfer in excess of the original, more ordered, more aesthetically pleasing. There are originals we no longer turn to because the translation is of a higher magnitude (the sonnets of Louise Labé after Rilke's Umdichtung). I will come back to this paradox of betrayal by augment.

The third movement is incorporative, in the strong sense of the word. The import, of meaning and of form, the embodiment, is not made in or into a vacuum. The native semantic field is already extant and crowded. There are innumerable shadings of assimilation and placement of the newly-acquired, ranging from a complete domestication, an at-homeness at the core of the kind which cultural history ascribes to, say, Luther's Bible or North's Plutarch, all the way to the permanent strangeness and marginality of an artifact such as Nabokov's 'English-language' Onegin. But whatever the degree of 'naturalization', the act of importation can potentially dislocate or relocate the whole of the native structure. The Heideggerian 'we are what we understand to be' entails that our own being is modified by each occurrence of comprehensive appropriation. No language, no traditional symbolic set or cultural ensemble imports without risk of being transformed. Here two families of metaphor, probably related, offer themselves, that of sacramental intake or incarnation and that of infection. The incremental values of communion pivot on the moral, spiritual state of the recipient. Though all decipherment is aggressive and, at one level, destructive, there are differences in the motive of appropriation and in the context of 'the bringing back'. Where the native matrix is disoriented or immature, the importation will not enrich, it will not find a proper locale. It will generate not an integral response but a wash of mimicry (French neo-classicism in its north-European, German, and Russian versions). There can be contagions of facility triggered by the antique or foreign import. After a time, the native organism will react, endeavoring to neutralize or expel the foreign body. Much of European romanticism can be seen as a riposte to this sort of infection, as an attempt to put an embargo on a plethora of foreign, mainly French eighteenth-century goods. In every pidgin we see an attempt to preserve a zone of native speech and a failure of that attempt in the face of politically and economically enforced linguistic invasion. The dialectic of embodiment entails the possibility that we may be consumed.

This dialectic can be seen at the level of individual sensibility. Acts of translation add to our means; we come to incarnate alternative energies and resources of feeling. But we may be mastered and made lame by what we have imported. There are translators in whom the vein of personal, original creation goes dry. MacKenna speaks of Plotinus literally submerging his own being. Writers have ceased from translation, sometimes too late, because the inhaled voice of the foreign text had come to choke their own. Societies with ancient but eroded epistemologies of ritual and symbol can be knocked off balance and made to lose belief in their own identity under the voracious impact of premature or indigestible assimilation. The cargo-cults of New Guinea, in which the natives worship what airplanes bring in, provide an uncannily exact, ramified image of the risks of translation.

This is only another way of saying that the hermeneutic motion is dangerously incomplete, that it is dangerous because it is incomplete, if it lacks its fourth stage, the piston-stroke, as it were, which completes the cycle. The aprioristic movement of trust puts us off balance. We 'lean towards' the confronting text (every translator has experienced this palpable bending towards and launching at his target). We encircle and invade cognitively. We come home laden, thus again off-balance, having caused dis-equilibrium throughout the system by taking away from 'the other' and by adding, though possibly with ambiguous consequence, to our own. The system is now off-tilt. The hermeneutic act must compensate. If it is to be authentic, it must mediate into exchange and restored parity.

The enactment of reciprocity in order to restore balance is the crux of the métier and morals of translation. But it is very difficult to put abstractly. The appropriative 'rapture' of the translator--the word has in it, of course, the root and meaning of violent transport--leaves the original with a dialectically enigmatic residue. Unquestionably there is a dimension of loss, of breakage--hence, as we have seen, the fear of translation, the taboos on revelatory export which hedge sacred texts, ritual nominations, and formulas in many cultures. But the residue is also, and decisively, positive. The work translated is enhanced. This is so at a number of fairly obvious levels. Being methodical, penetrative, analytic, enumerative, the process of translation, like all modes of focused understanding, will detail, illumine, and generally body forth its object. The over-determination of the interpretative act is inherently inflationary: it proclaims that 'there is more here than meets the eye', that 'the accord between con- tent and executive form is closer, more delicate than had been observed hitherto'. To class a source-text as worth translating is to dignify it immediately and to involve it in a dynamic of magnification (subject, naturally, to later review and even, perhaps, dismissal). The motion of transfer and paraphrase enlarges the stature of the original. Historically, in terms of cultural context, of the public it can reach, the latter is left more prestigious. But this increase has a more important, existential perspective. The relations of a text to its translations, imitations, thematic variants, even parodies, are too diverse to allow of any single theoretic, definitional scheme. They categorize the entire question of the meaning of meaning in time, of the existence and effects of the linguistic fact outside its specific, initial form. But there can be no doubt that echo enriches, that it is more than shadow and inert simulacrum. We are back at the problem of the mirror which not only reflects but also generates light. The original text gains from the orders of diverse relationship and distance established between itself and the translations. The reciprocity is dialectic: new 'formats' of significance are initiated by distance and by contiguity. Some translations edge us away from the canvas, others bring us up close.

This is so even where, perhaps especially where, the translation is only partly adequate. The failings of the translator (1 will give common examples) localize, they project as on to a screen, the resistant vitalities, the opaque centers of specific genius in the original. Hegel and Heidegger posit that being must engage other being in order to achieve self-definition. This is true only in part of language which, at the phonetic and grammatical levels, can function inside its own limits of diacritical differentiation. But it is pragmatically true of all but the most rudimentary acts of form and expression. Existence in history, the claim to recognizable identity (style), are based on relations to other articulate constructs. Of such relations, translation is the most graphic.
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