
UNIT–3
(i)PROBLEMSOFLITERARYTRANSLATION
Semantic,syntactic,cultural-structures

AnneCluysenaar,inherbookonliterarystylistics,makessomeimportantpointsabouttranslation.Thetranslator,she
believes,shouldnotworkwithgeneralpreceptswhendeterminingwhattopreserveorparallelfrom theSLtext,butshouldwork
withaneye‘oneachindividualstructure,whetheritbeproseorverse’,since‘eachstructurewilllaystressoncertainlinguistic
featuresorlevelsandnotonothers’.ShegoesontoanalyseC.DayLewis’translationofValery’spoem,Lespasandcomesto
theconclusionthatthetranslationdoesnotworkbecausethetranslator‘wasworkingwithoutanadequatetheoryofliterary
translation’.WhatDayLewishasdone,shefeels,istohaveignoredtherelationofpartstoeachotherandtothewholeandthat
histranslationis,inshort,‘acaseofperceptual“badform”’.Theremedyforsuchinadequaciesisalsoproposed:whatis
needed,saysCluysenaar,‘isadescriptionofthedominantstructureofeveryindividualworktobetranslated.’

Cluysenaar’sassertivestatementsaboutliterarytranslationderiveplainlyfrom astructuralistapproachtoliterarytexts
thatconceivesofatextasasetofrelatedsystems,operatingwithinasetofothersystems.AsRobertScholesputsit:Every
literaryunitfrom theindividualsentencetothewholeorderofwordscanbeseeninrelationtotheconceptofsystem.In
particular,wecanlookatindividualworks,literarygenres,andthewholeofliteratureasrelatedsystems,andatliteratureasa
system withinthelargersystem ofhumanculture.

Thefailureofmanytranslatorstounderstandthataliterarytextismadeupofacomplexsetofsystemsexistingina
dialecticalrelationshipwithothersetsoutsideitsboundarieshasoftenledthem tofocusonparticularaspectsofatextatthe
expenseofothers.Studyingtheaveragereader,Lotmandeterminesfouressentialpositionsoftheaddressee:

(1)Wherethereaderfocusesonthecontentasmatter,i.e.picksouttheproseargumentorpoeticparaphrase.
(2)Wherethereadergraspsthecomplexityofthestructureofaworkandthewayinwhichthevariouslevelsinteract.
(3)Wherethereaderdeliberatelyextrapolatesoneleveloftheworkforaspecificpurpose.
(4)Wherethereaderdiscoverselementsnotbasictothegenesisofthetextandusesthetextforhisownpurposes.

Clearly,forthepurposesoftranslation,positionwouldbecompletelyinadequate(althoughmanytranslatorsofnovelsin
particularhavefocusedoncontentattheexpenseoftheformalstructuringofthetext),positionwouldseem anidealstarting
point,whilstpositionsandmightbetenableincertaincircumstances.Thetranslatoris,afterall,firstareaderandthenawriter
andintheprocessofreadingheorshemusttakeaposition.

So,forexample,BenBelitt’stranslationofNeruda’sFulgorymuertedeJoaquínMurietacontainsastatementinthe
Prefaceabouttherightsofthereadertoexpect‘anAmericansoundnotpresentintheinflectionofNeruda’,andoneofthe
resultsofthetranslationisthatthepoliticallineoftheplayiscompletelychanged.Bystressingthe‘action’,the‘cowboysand
Indiansmyth’element,thedialecticoftheplayisdestroyed,andhenceBelitt’stranslationcouldbedescribedasanextreme
exampleofLotman’sthirdreaderposition.Thefourthposition,inwhichthereaderdiscoverselementsinthetextthathave
evolvedsinceitsgenesis,isalmostunavoidablewhenthetextbelongstoaculturalsystem distancedintimeandspace.

Thetwentieth-centuryreader’sdislikeofthePatientGriseldamotifisanexampleofjustsuchashiftinperception,whilst
thedisappearanceoftheepicpoem inwesternEuropeanliteratureshasinevitablyledtoachangeinreadingsuchworks.On
thesemanticlevelalone,asthemeaningofwordsalters,sothereadertranslatorwillbeunabletoavoidfindinghimselfin
Lotman’sfourthpositionwithoutdetailedetymologicalresearch.SowhenGloucester,inKingLear,ActIIIsc.vii,bound,
tormentedandabouttohavehiseyesgougedout,attacksReganwiththephrase‘Naughtylady’,itoughttobeclearthatthere
hasbeenconsiderableshiftintheweightoftheadjective,nowusedtoadmonishchildrenortodescribesomeslightlycomic
(oftensexual)peccadillo.

Muchtimeandinkhasbeenwastedattemptingtodifferentiatebetweentranslations,versions,adaptationsandthe
establishmentofahierarchyof‘correctness’betweenthesecategories.Yetthedifferentiationbetweenthem derivesfrom a
conceptofthereaderasthepassivereceiverofthetextinwhichitsTruthisenshrined.Inotherwords,ifthetextisperceived
asanobjectthatshouldonlyproduceasingleinvariantreading,any‘deviation’onthepartofthereadertranslatorwillbe
judgedasatransgression.

Suchajudgementmightbemaderegardingscientificdocuments,forexample,wherefactsaresetoutandpresentedin
unqualifiedlyobjectivetermsforthereaderofSLandTLtextalike,butwithliterarytextsthepositionisdifferent.Oneofthe
greatestadvancesintwentieth-centuryliterarystudyhasbeenthereevaluationofthereader.SoBarthesseestheplaceofthe
literaryworkasthatofmakingthereadernotsotranslationstudiesmuchaconsumerasaproducerofthetext,whileJulia
Kristevaseesthereaderasrealizingtheexpansionofthework’sprocessofsemiosis.

Thereader,then,translatesordecodesthetextaccordingtoadifferentsetofsystemsandtheideaoftheone‘correct’
readingisdissolved.Atthesametime,Kristeva’snotionofintertextuality,thatseesalltextslinkedtoallothertextsbecauseno
textcaneverbecompletelyfreeofthosetextsthatprecedeandsurroundit,isalsoprofoundlysignificantforthestudentof
translation.AsPazsuggestsalltextsaretranslationsoftranslationsoftranslationsandthelinescannotbedrawntoseparate
Readerfrom Translator.Quiteclearly,theideaofthereaderastranslatorandtheenormousfreedom thisvisionbestowsmust
behandledresponsibly.

ThereadertranslatorwhodoesnotacknowledgethedialecticalmaterialistbasisofBrecht’splaysorwhomissestheirony
inShakespeare’ssonnetsorwhoignoresthewayinwhichthedoctrineofthetransubstantiationisusedasamaskingdevice
fortheproductionofVittorini’santi-fasciststatementinConversazioniinSiciliaisupsettingthebalanceofpowerbytreating
theoriginalashisownproperty.Andalltheseelementscanbemissedifthereadingdoesnottakeintofullaccounttheoverall
structuringoftheworkanditsrelationtothetimeandplaceofitsproduction.MariaCortisumsuptheroleofthereaderin



termsthatcouldequallybeseenasadvicetothetranslator:Everyeraproducesitsowntypeofsignedness,whichismadeto
manifestinsocialandliterarymodels.Assoonasthesemodelsareconsumedandrealityseemstovanish,newsignsbecome
neededtorecapturereality,andthisallowsustoassignaninformation-valuetothedynamicstructuresofliterature.Soseen,
literatureisboththeconditionandtheplaceofartisticcommunicationbetweensendersandaddressees,orpublic.The
messagestravelalongitspaths,intime,slowlyorrapidly;someofthemessagesventureintoencountersthatundoanentire
lineofcommunication;butaftergreateffortanewlinewillbeborn.Thislastfactisthemostsignificant;itrequires
apprenticeshipanddedicationonthepartofthosewhowouldunderstandit,becausethehypersignfunctionofgreatSPECIFIC

Literaryworkstransformsthegrammarofourviewoftheworld.Thetranslator,then,firstreads/translatesintheSLand
then,throughafurtherprocessofdecoding,translatesthetextintotheTLlanguage.Inthisheisnotdoinglessthanthereader
oftheSLtextalone,heisactuallydoingmore,fortheSLtextisbeingapproachedthroughmorethanonesetofsystems.Itis
thereforequitefoolishtoarguethatthetaskofthetranslatoristotranslatebutnottointerpret,asifthetwowereseparate
exercises.Theinterlingualtranslationisboundtoreflectthetranslator’sowncreativeinterpretationoftheSLtext.

Moreover,thedegreetowhichthetranslatorreproducestheform,metre,rhythm,tone,register,etc.oftheSLtext,willbeas
muchdeterminedbytheTLsystem asbytheSLsystem andwillalsodependonthefunctionofthetranslation.If,asinthe
caseoftheLoebClassicsLibrary,thetranslationisintendedasalinebylinecribonthefacingpagetotheSLtext,thenthis
factorwillbeamajorcriterion.If,ontheotherhand,theSLtextisbeingreproducedforreaderswithnoknowledgeeitherofthe
languageorthesocioliteraryconventionsoftheSLsystem,thenthetranslationwillbeconstructedintermsotherthanthose
employedinthebilingualversion.IthasalreadybeenpointedoutinSectionthatcriteriagoverningmodesoftranslationhave
variedconsiderablythroughouttheagesandthereiscertainlynosingleproscriptivemodelfortranslatorstofollow.

(ii)TRANSLATINGPOETRY
Withinthefieldofliterarytranslation,moretimehasbeendevotedtoinvestigatingtheproblemsoftranslatingpoetrythan

anyotherliterarymode.Manyofthestudiespurportingtoinvestigatetheseproblemsareeitherevaluationsofdifferent
translationsofasingleworkorpersonalstatementsbyindividualtranslatorsonhowtheyhavesetaboutsolvingproblems.8
Rarelydostudiesofpoetryandtranslationtrytodiscussmethodologicalproblemsfrom anonempiricalposition,andyetitis
preciselythattypeofstudythatismostvaluableandmostneeded.

InhisbookonthevariousmethodsemployedbyEnglishtranslatorsofCatullus’Poem 64,9AndréLefeverecatalogues
sevendifferentstrategies:
(1)Phonemictranslation,whichattemptstoreproducetheSLsoundintheTLwhileatthesametimeproducinganacceptable
paraphraseofthesense.Lefeverecomestotheconclusionthatalthoughthisworksmoderatelywellinthetranslationof
onomatopoeia,theoverallresultisclumsyandoftendevoidofsensealtogether.

(2)Literaltranslation,wheretheemphasisonword-for-wordtranslationdistortsthesenseandthesyntaxoftheoriginal.

(3)Metricaltranslation,wherethedominantcriterionisthereproductionoftheSLmetre.Lefevereconcludesthat,likeliteral
translation,thismethodconcentratesononeaspectoftheSLtextattheexpenseofthetextasawhole.

(4)Poetryintoprose.HereLefevereconcludesthatdistortionofthesense,communicativevalueandsyntaxoftheSLtext
resultsfrom thismethod,althoughnottothesameextentaswiththeliteralormetricaltypesoftranslation.

(5)Rhymedtranslation,wherethetranslator‘entersintoadoublebondage’ofmetreandrhyme.Lefevere’sconclusionshere
areparticularlyharsh,sincehefeelsthattheendproductismerelya‘caricature’ofCatullus.

(6)Blankversetranslation.Againtherestrictionsimposedonthetranslatorbythechoiceofstructureareemphasized,
althoughthegreateraccuracyandhigherdegreeofliteralnessobtainedarealsonoted.

(7)Interpretation.Underthisheading,LefeverediscusseswhathecallsversionswherethesubstanceoftheSLtextisretained
buttheform ischanged,andimitationswherethetranslatorproducesapoem ofhisownwhichhas‘onlytitleandpointof
departure,ifthose,incommonwiththesourcetext’.Whatemergesfrom Lefevere’sstudyisarevindicationofthepointsmade
byAnneCluysenaar,forthedeficienciesofthemethodsheexaminesareduetoanoveremphasisofoneormoreelementsof
thepoem attheexpenseofthewhole.Inotherwords,inestablishingasetofmethodologicalcriteriatofollow,thetranslator
hasfocusedonsomeelementsattheexpenseofothersandfrom thisfailuretoconsiderthepoem asanorganicstructure
comesatranslationthatisdemonstrablyunbalanced.However,Lefevere’suseoftheterm versionisrathermisleading,forit
wouldseem toimplyadistinctionbetweenthisandtranslation,takingasthebasisfortheargumentasplitbetweenform and
substance.Yet,asPopovicpointsout,10‘thetranslatorhastherighttodifferorganically,tobeindependent’,providedthat
independenceispursuedforthesakeoftheoriginalinordertoreproduceitasalivingwork.

Inhisarticle,‘ThePoetasTranslator’,discussingPound’sHomagetoSextusPropertius,J.P.SullivanrecallsaskingPound
whyhehadusedthephrase‘Oetiangods’insteadof‘OetianGod’(i.e.Hercules)inSectionIofthepoem.Poundhadreplied
simplythatitwould‘bitchthemovementoftheverse’.Andearlier,inthesamearticle,SullivanquotesPounddefendinghimself
againstthesavageattacksonhisworkinthefollowingterms:No,IhavenotdoneatranslationofPropertius.Thatfoolin
ChicagotooktheHomageforatranslationdespitethementionofWordsworthandtheparodiedlinefrom Yeats.(Asif,hadone
wantedtopretendtomoreLatinthanoneknew,ForPound,thedistinctionbetweenhistranslationsandhisHomagewasclear,
butforthosecriticsschooledinnineteenth-centurynotionsoftheexcellenceofliteralness,thedistinctionwasirrelevant.
Poundhadverypreciseideasabouttheresponsibilityofthetranslator,buthisframeofreferencewouldhavebeenfarcloserto
Popovic’sthantoProfessorW.G.Hale’s.PounddefinedhisHomageassomethingotherthanatranslation;hispurposein
writingthepoem,heclaimed,wastobringadeadmantolife.Itwas,inshort,akindofliteraryresurrection.Thegreatest
problem whentranslatingatextfrom aperiodremoteintimeisnotonlythatthepoetandhiscontemporariesaredead,butthe
significanceofthepoem initscontextisdeadtoo.Sometimes,aswiththepastoral,forexample,thegenreisdeadandno
amountof88fidelitytotheoriginalform,shapeortonewillhelptherebirthofanewlineofcommunication,touseMariaCorti’s
terms,unlesstheTLsystem istakenintoaccountequally.Withtheclassics,thisfirstmeansovercomingtheproblem of
translatingalongaverticalaxis,wheretheSLtextisseenasbeingofahigherstatusthantheTLtext.Unlessthetranslationis



intendedasacrib,italsomeansacceptingPopovič’stheoryoftheinevitabilityofshiftsofexpressioninthetranslationprocess.

(iii)TRANSLATINGPROSE

Althoughthereisalargebodyofworkdebatingtheissuesthatsurroundthetranslationofpoetry,farlesstimehasbeen
spentstudyingthespecificproblemsoftranslatingliteraryprose.Oneexplanationforthiscouldbethehigherstatusthat
poetryholds,butitismoreprobablyduetothewidespreaderroneousnotionthatanovelissomehowasimplerstructurethan
apoem andisconsequentlyeasiertotranslate.Moreover,whilstwehaveanumberofdetailedstatementsbypoet-translators
regardingtheirmethodology.

TheEnglishtranslator’scompressionofMann’ssentencestructuresreducesthenumberoflevelsonwhichthereadercan
approachthetext,forclearlythetranslator’sprimeconcernhasbeentocreateasenseofrapidmovement.Sothesecond
sentencehasbeenintegratedwiththefirsttoform asingleunitandthefourthsentencehasbeenshortenedbydeliberate
omissions(e.g.zuSchiff—byboat).Thestylizedtermsdescribingplaceshavebeenreplacedbystraightforward,geographical
namesandthestatelylanguageofMann’stexthasbeenreplacedwithaseriesofclichésinaconversationalaccountofan
overlylongjourney.

Therearealsoothervariations.TheintroductionoftheprotagonistinMann’sfirstsentenceinsuchdeliberately
decharacterizedtermsisyetanotherkeytothereader,butbytranslatingeinfacher(ordinary)asunassuming,theEnglish
translatorintroducesapowerfulelementofcharacterizationandaltersthereader’sperspective.Anditisdifficultnotto
concludethattheEnglishtranslatorhasinadequatelygraspedthesignificanceofthenovelwhenthereisevenacaseof
mistranslation,Schlünde(abysses)renderedasmarshes.InthecaseoftheEnglishtranslationofthetextsabove,the
sentencesappeartohavebeentranslatedatfacevalue,ratherthanascomponentunitsinacomplexoverallstructure.

UsingPopovic’sterminology,theEnglishversionsshowseveraltypesofnegativeshiftinvolving:

(1)Mistranslationofinformation;
(2)‘Subinterpretation’oftheoriginaltext;
(3)Superficialinterpretationofconnectionsbetweenintentionalcorrelatives.HavingbegunbystatingthatIintendedtoavoid
valuejudgementsofindividualtranslations,itmightnowseem thatdeviatedfrom myoriginalplan.Moreover,itmightseem
unfairtolaysomuchemphasisoncasesofnegativeshiftthatemergefrom thefirstfewsentencesofavastwork.

ButthepointthatneedstobemadeisthatalthoughanalysisofnarrativehashadenormousinfluencesinceShlovsky’searly
theoryofprose,thereareobviouslymanyreaderswhostilladheretotheprinciplethatanovelconsistsprimarilyof
paraphrasablematerialcontentthatcanbetranslatedstraightforwardly.Andwhereasthereseemstobeacommonconsensus
thataproseparaphraseofapoem isjudgedtobeinadequate,thereisnosuchconsensusregardingtheprosetext.

AgainandagaintranslatorsofnovelstakepainstocreatereadableTLtexts,avoidingthestiltedeffectthatcanfollowfrom
adheringtoocloselytoSLsyntacticalstructures,butfailtoconsiderthewayinwhichindividualsentencesform partofthetotal
structure.Andinpointingoutthisfailure,whichisfirstandforemostadeficiencyinreading,IbelievethatIam notsomuch
passingjudgementontheworkofindividualsaspointingtowardsawholeareaoftranslationthatneedstobelookedatmore
closely.

HilaireBelloclaiddownsixgeneralrulesforthetranslatorofprosetexts:

(1)Thetranslatorshouldnot‘plodon’,wordbywordorsentencebysentence,butshould‘always“blockout”hiswork’.By
‘blockout’,Bellocmeansthatthetranslatorshouldconsidertheworkasanintegralunitandtranslateinsections,asking
himself‘beforeeachwhatthewholesenseishehastorender’.

(2)Thetranslatorshouldrenderidiom byidiom ‘andidiomsoftheirnaturedemandtranslationintoanotherform from thatof
theoriginal.BelloccitesthecaseoftheGreekexclamation‘BytheDog!’,which,ifrenderedliterally,becomesmerelycomicin
English,andsuggeststhatthephrase‘ByGod!’isamuchclosertranslation.Likewise,hepointsoutthattheFrenchhistoric
presentmustbetranslatedintotheEnglishnarrativetense,whichispast,andtheFrenchsystem ofdefiningapropositionby
puttingitintotheform ofarhetoricalquestioncannotbetransposedintoEnglishwherethesamesystem doesnotapply.

(3)Thetranslatormustrender‘intentionbyintention’,bearinginmindthat‘theintentionofaphraseinonelanguagemaybe
lessemphaticthantheform ofthephrase,oritmaybemoreemphatic’.By‘intention’,Bellocseemstobetalkingaboutthe
weightagivenexpressionmayhaveinaparticularcontextintheSLthatwouldbedisproportionateiftranslatedliterallyintothe
TL.HequotesseveralexampleswheretheweightingofthephraseintheSLisclearlymuchstrongerormuchweakerthanthe
literalTLtranslation,andpointsoutthatinthetranslationof‘intention’,itisoftennecessarytoaddwordsnotintheoriginal‘to
conform totheidiom ofone’sowntongue’.

(4)Bellocwarnsagainstlesfauxamis,thosewordsorstructuresthatmayappeartocorrespondinbothSLandTLbutactually
donot,e.g.demander—toasktranslatedwronglyastodemand.

(5)Thetranslatorisadvisedto‘transmuteboldly’andBellocsuggeststhattheessenceoftranslatingis‘theresurrectionofan
alienthinginanativebody’.

(6)Thetranslatorshouldneverembellish.Belloc’ssixrulescoverbothpointsoftechniqueandpointsofprinciple.Hisorderof
prioritiesisalittlecurious,butneverthelesshedoesstresstheneedforthetranslatortoconsidertheprosetextasastructured



wholewhilstbearinginmindthestylisticandsyntacticalexigenciesoftheTL.Heacceptsthatthereisamoralresponsibilityto
theoriginal,butfeelsthatthetranslatorhastherighttosignificantlyalterthetextinthetranslationprocessinordertoprovide
theTLreaderwithatextthatconformstoTLstylisticandidiomaticnorms.

Belloc’sfirstpoint,inwhichhediscussestheneedforthetranslatorto‘blockout’hiswork,raiseswhatisperhapsthe
centralproblem fortheprosetranslator:thedifficultyofdeterminingtranslationunits.Itmustbeclearattheoutsetthatthe
text,understoodtobeinadialecticalrelationshipwithothertextsandlocatedwithinaspecifichistoricalcontext,istheprime
unit.Butwhereasthepoettranslatorcanmoreeasilybreaktheprimetextdownintotranslatableunits,e.g.lines,verses,
stanzas,theprosetranslatorhasamorecomplextask.Certainly,manynovelsarebrokendownintochaptersorsections,but
asBartheshasshownwithhismethodologyoffivereadingcodes(seeS/Z,discussedbyT.Hawkes,Structuralism and
Semiotics,London,1977)thestructuringofaprosetextisbynomeansaslinearasthechapterdivisionsmightindicate.Yetif
thetranslatortakeseachsentenceorparagraphasaminimum unitandtranslatesitwithoutrelatingittotheoverallwork,he
runstheriskofendingupwithaTLtextlikethosequotedabove,wheretheparaphrasablecontentofthepassageshasbeen
translatedatthecostofeverythingelse.
(iv)TRANSLATINGDRAMATICTEXTS

Thebulkofgenre-focusedtranslationstudyinvolvesthespecificproblem oftranslatingpoetry,itisalsoquiteclearthat
theatreisoneofthemostneglectedareas.Thereisverylittlematerialonthespecialproblemsoftranslatingdramatictexts,
andthestatementsofindividualtheatretranslatorsoftenimplythatthemethodologyusedinthetranslationprocessisthe
sameasthatusedtoapproachprosetexts.Yeteventhemostsuperficialconsiderationofthequestionmustshowthatthe
dramatictextcannotbetranslatedinthesamewayastheprosetext.Tobeginwith,atheatretextisreaddifferently.

Itisreadassomethingincomplete,ratherthanasafullyroundedunit,sinceitisonlyinperformancethatthefullpotential
ofthetextisrealized.Andthispresentsthetranslatorwithacentralproblem:whethertotranslatethetextasapurelyliterary
text,ortotrytotranslateitinitsfunctionasoneelementinanother,morecomplexsystem.Asworkintheatresemioticshas
shown,thelinguisticsystem isonlyoneoptionalcomponentinasetofinterrelatedsystemsthatcomprisethespectacle.Anne
Ubersfeld,forexample,pointsouthowitisimpossibletoseparatetextfrom performance,sincetheatreconsistsofthe
dialecticalrelationshipbetweenboth,andshealsoshowshowanartificiallycreateddistinctionbetweenthetwohasledtothe
literarytextacquiringahigherstatus.Oneresultofthesupremacyoftheliterarytext,shefeels,hasbeentheperceptionof
performanceasmerelya‘translation’:Thetaskofthedirector,therefore,isto‘translateintoanotherlanguage’atexttowhich
hehasaprimedutytoremain‘faithful’.Thispositionisbasedontheconceptofsemanticequivalencebetweenthewrittentext
anditsperformance;onlythe‘modeofexpression’intheHjelmsleviansenseoftheterm willbealtered,theform andcontentof
theexpressionwillremainidenticalwhentransferredfrom asystem oftest-signstoasystem ofperformance-signs.

Thesituationoftenprovidesthedialoguewithitssubjectmatter.Moreover,whateverthesubjectmattermaybe,the
situationvariouslyinterferesinthedialogue,affectsthewayitunfolds,bringsaboutshiftsorreversals,andsometimes
interruptsitaltogether.Initsturn,thedialogueprogressivelyilluminatesthesituationandoftenmodifiesoreventransformsit.
Theactualsenseoftheindividualunitsofmeaningdependsasmuchontheextralinguisticsituationasonthelinguistic
context.Andthedialoguewillbecharacterizedbyrhythm,intonationpatterns,pitchandloudness,allelementsthatmaynotbe
immediatelyapparentfrom astraightforwardreadingofthewrittentextinisolation.RobertCorrigan,inararearticleon
translatingforactors,arguesthatatalltimesthetranslatormusthearthevoicethatspeaksandtakeintoaccountthe‘gesture’
ofthelanguage,thecadencerhythm andpausesthatoccurwhenthewrittentextisspoken.Inthisrespect,heisclosetoPeter
Bogatyrev’sconceptoftheatrediscourse.

Bogatyrev,discussingthefunctionofthelinguisticsystem intheatreinrelationtothetotalexperiencedeclaresthat:
Linguisticexpressionintheatreisastructureofsignsconstitutednotonlyasdiscoursesigns,butalsoasothersignsFor
example,theatrediscourse,thatmustbethesignofacharacter’ssocialsituationisaccompaniedbytheactor’sgestures,
finishedoffbyhiscostumes,thescenery,etc.whichareallequallysignsofasocialsituation.Butifthetheatretranslatoris
facedwiththeaddedcriterionofplayabilityasaprerequisite,heisclearlybeingaskedtodosomethingdifferentfrom the
translatorofanothertypeoftext.Moreover,thenotionofanextradimensiontothewrittentextthatthetranslatormust
somehowbeabletograsp,stillimpliesadistinctionbetweentheideaofthetextandtheperformance,betweenthewrittenand
thephysical.Itwouldseem morelogical,therefore,toproceedontheassumptionthatatheatretext,writtenwithaviewtoits
performance,containsdistinguishablestructuralfeaturesthatmakeitperformable,beyondthestagedirectionsthemselves.
Consequentlythetaskofthetranslatormustbetodeterminewhatthosestructuresareandtotranslatethem intotheTL,even
thoughthismayleadtomajorshiftsonthelinguisticandstylisticplanes.Theproblem ofperformabilityintranslationisfurther
complicatedbychangingconceptsofperformance.

Consequently,acontemporaryproductionofaShakespeareantextwillbedevisedthroughthevarieddevelopmentsinacting
style,playingspace,theroleoftheaudienceandthealteredconceptsoftragedyandcomedythathavetakenplacesince
Shakespeare’stime.Moreover,actingstylesandconceptsoftheatrealsodifferconsiderablyindifferentnationalcontexts,and
thisintroducesyetanotherelementforthetranslatortotakeintoaccount.Asanexampleofsomeofthecomplexitiesinvolved
indeterminingthecriteriaforthetranslationofatheatretext,letusconsidertheveryvexedquestionofRacine,theFrench
classicaldramatist.AglancethroughtheEnglishtranslationsimmediatelyrevealsonesignificantpoint—textsmayhavebeen
translatedsingly(e.g.JohnMasefield’sversionsofEstherandBerenice)oraspartofavolumeofcompleteworks(e.g.
R.B.Boswell,thefirsttranslatoroftheRacinianoeuvre).Thisdistinctionshowsstraightawaythatwhilstsometextsmayhave
beentranslatedwithperformanceinmind,othershavebeentranslatedwithoutsuchaprecisenotion.

IntheEpistle,Crownegoestosomelengthstoexcusethetranslation(claimingittobetheworkofa‘YoungGentleman’)
andtoexplainwhytheproductionhadnotbeenasuccess.Crowneattributesthefailureoftheplaynottothetranslation,
althoughheadmitsthattheEnglishversionhadnotbestowed‘Verseuponit’,buttotheexpectationsoftheaudience,
accustomedtoagiventheatretradition,whorefusedtorespondtothe‘thinRegalios’oftheFrenchtheatretradition.Yetless



thanfortyyearslater,AmbrosePhillips’versionofAndromache,entitledTheDistres’tMother,wassuchasuccessthatit
remainedinrepertoirerightthroughtheeighteenthcentury,withtheleadingroleafavouriteofmostofthegreatEnglish
actressesoftheperiod.WhathadPhilipsdonetomakesuchatriumphofaplayjudgedearliertobeunsuitedtoEnglishtaste?
First,Phillipsmadesubstantialalterationstotheplay,shorteningthetextinplaces,addingspeechesand,attheendsofActsIV
andVaddingwholescenes,includingafinalsceneinwhichtheDistres’tMotherpreparesforahappyending.Thisviewof
Racine’stragedyhasledanumberofcriticstoattackPhilips’translationasdeviant,butinhisPrefacePhilipsexplainsvery
clearlywhyhefelttheneedtoadaptRacine:IfIhavebeenabletokeepuptotheBeautiesofMonsieurRacineinmyAttempt,
andtodohim noPrejudiceintheLibertiesIhavetakenfrequentlytovaryfrom sogreataPoet,Ishallhavenoreasontobe
dissatisfiedwiththeLabourithascostmetobringthecompletesofhisworksupontheEnglishstage.Philips’principalcriteria
fortranslationappeartohavebeen:
(1)Playability;
(2)Therelationshipoftheplaytotheestablishedconventionsofthetheatreofhisday(atheatrewhichrestructured
Shakespeareintheinterestsofcanonsandofdecorum andgoodtaste);
(3)Clarityoftheinterrelationshipbetweenthecharacters.Acceptingthatthecarefulbalanceofcharacters,scenesand

speechessobasictotheoriginalwouldhavenosignificanceinEnglish—or,ifitdid,wouldseem heavyandcontrived—Phillips
chosetorestructuretheplayforanEnglishaudience.

InActIsc.i,forexample,thebasisofPhillips’techniquecanbeseen.InRacine,thisfirstscenefurnishestheaudiencewith
thebasicinformationtheywillneedtofollowtheplot(e.g.Oreste’sloveforHermione,duetomarryPyrrhus,andPyrrhus’love
fortheTrojanwidow,Andromache).AtthesametimethesceneintroducesthefatalpassionofOrestewithwhichtheplaywill
finallyterminate.Pylade’sroleistoactasafoiltothatpassion,toprovidethecalmingtonesofreason.Thebalanceofthe
scenehingesontherelationshipbetweenthesetwodifferenttypesofmen.

Phillip’stranslationpreservesboththefunctionofthefirstsceneinintroducingtheplotlinesandthebalanceofthe
relationshipbetweenthetwofriends,buthehasachievedthiscomparabilitynotbyfollowingthesurfacestructureoftheSL
text,butbyrecreatingthedeepstructureofthesceneintheatreterms.So,forexample,Oreste’slongmonologueisbrokenup,
sincemonologuesofsuchlengthwerenotpartofEnglishstageconvention;Pyladeisgivenmorelinesanddevelopedmore
fullyasafriendratherthanasafoil,sincethedeviceoftheconfidantewasnotsoacceptableontheEnglishstage.Touse
JamesHolmes’terminology,Phillipshasestablishedahierarchyofcorrespondencesinwhichthewrittentextisseenasan
adaptableelementintheproductionoflivetheatre)


