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The aim of my paper is to lay bare the complications and
complexities in translating a literary text. A literal text is, no doubt,
straight and unambiguous. Thus, its translation is not so tricky and
problematic. But the literary text is another matter. Its literariness and
wonder of words are real difficulties for a thorough and faithful
translation. :

I would like to start my paper by raising two major questions: If
there is no faithful translation, can we, then, accept without any wonder,
approximations? Is approximation the text that we are willing to
translate, or only a stimulus that triggers some internal personal
responses?

The act of reading is an act of awakening ambiguities as well as
complexities that stay dormant in the text. Such ambiguities and
complexities make you look for a ‘relevant’ and ‘adequate’ way to
penetrate the text. But the more you get into the text, the more you
transform it. And the more you transform it, the more you become the
other, or you make the other your ‘I’. In other words, you possess the
other, and, subsequently, you possess his world.

But possessing the world of the othier is, in facl, dispussessing it
from him. His world becomes yours.
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Translating is looking in the eyes of the other, through the eyes of
yours. It i1s to transgress the sanctity of the text and step forth the
threshold of another world. In other words, it is to abolish the barrier
existing between ‘I’ and ‘Other’, and dislodge the latter from his own
construction—his own niche.

The reader interprets by himself and for himself. The ambiguity of
the text and its complexity make him rather an interpreter than a real
translator. Such difficulty is caused by the text’s resistance. The
translator uses, relentlessly, all his efforts to be closer to what the text
means, but he fails. Thus, he uses his own introspection, and further,
more freedom to act through intuition and motives that are rather
subjective. He uses correspondences between his imagination and the
imagination the text triggers. Such jforce des choses makes the
translator adopt a perceptual vision which influences the mind and gives
a personal colour to the constructed world of the text. Such world
becomes the world of the reader-translator. Harvena Richter points out:

Perceptual vision is influenced in
similar manner by the mind itself with its
own obstructive process of combining
unrelated precepts into a unity which we
consider the  object-process  that
corresponds to what we loosely term
‘imagination’.  Memory and thought
likewise influence perceptual vision, since
we tend o pro_]ect our pre-—concepts about, -
and memories of an ob_]ect -

Being i3 always ongoing. Thus, mmgmatmn is always in perpetual
movement. The ‘I’-world preconceived in my. first reading is not the
same in the second reading. Such never static imagination makes the
Job ol the tanslator difficult. Thewe is a greal difficully o Landle tie
world of the text. “Man as a measure of all things.” points out Isaac
Golberg, “measured himself against creation. That is, whatever he
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beheld he interpreted to himself in terms of himself. Life in language
as thought, became an extension of the body.”

To translate is to ‘deviate’ from the world of the author as well as
the spirit of the text, since the translator blows, within the body of the
text, his own spirit. In his book_Matter and Memory , Henri Bergson
asserts that: “between the affection felt and the image perceived there
is this difference, that the affection is within our body, the image
outside our body.”

What hides behind any translation of a literary text is primarily the
self, then comes the nature of impact of the text on the self. The self
that reads, therefore, transforms, reconstructs and adapts the text to its
own world. Bergson adds: - -

| It is the whole soul, in fact, which
gives rise to the free decision: and the
act will be so much the freer the more
the dynamic series with which it is
connected tends to be the fundamental
self.!

The self introspects before reproducing any response to the text.:
“There is knowledge which depends upon introspection.””, underlines
Bertrand Russell in his book An Inquiry into Meaning and Truth.
The world the self constructs from the text-stimulus is a world based
on psychic material and motives. Adele King, commenting on
language and style, points out: '

| Rather it [language] is a
construction from the materials of the
psyche-materials which will - reflect
both the pressure of the symbolic
(society and culture order) and:the -
pressure of the semiotic (desire, the
real -of the imaginary). Writing is ‘an
activity of transgression, breaking into
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the fixed position of language, opening
out a moving tissue of meaning.’

The self fragments the form of the text-world, and realizes its own
through the ‘debris’ of such world.

In literature the question of the self appears at least in four possible
types, according to Paul De Man. There is the self that judges; the self
that reads; the self that writes, and finally the self that reads itself.’

Seemingly, What is drawing attention in these types is their
complexity. They are four in one. In other words, the reader judges,
reads, writes and reads himself. Moreover, reading is abolishing the
barrier that exists between the ‘I’ and the ‘Other’. Reading comes to
be, thus, an avenue or a way the ‘I’ gets into the Other’s territories.

The Other becomes, then, a mirror where the ‘I’ is projected, not
reflected. In other words, the reader resembles a child who “comes to
realize its image in the looking glass; but as it looks in the glass it sees
its image as an Other.”®

Reading is an ‘I’-strategy which allows the self to define itself
through the Other. “This sense of always looking at one’s self through
the eyes of others, of measuring one’s soul by this type of the world
that looks on in amused contempt and pity.”, is, I see, the only
purpose of the reader. Such fact classifies translation in the second
degree. “The preconception of the self,” points out Todorov, “is
constituted by -the preconception of the other.”®or in the terms of
Jean-Paul Sartre, the “Other reveals to me what 1 was.”'" Or in Julia
Kristeva’s words, “De vouloir recevoir les mots de I’autre, de les
assimiler, reproduire, je deviens comme lui: un sujet de
I’énonciation. »'>

The self quests in the field of the paradoxical, the hidden and the
unknown parts of the text.. Such act makes it more in search of itself in
such text rather than understanding the other’s world. Tzevetan
Rakhtin attests that-
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To be means to be for the other, and
through him, for oneself. Man has no
internal sovereign territory; he is all
and always on the boundary; looking
within himself he looks in the = '
~ eyes of the other or through the
other; 1 cannot become myself without
the other; I must find myself in the
other, finding the other in me (in"
mutual reflection and perception).”

Responding to the other, through the text,'is becoming the other. In
other words, you perceive the other as your self. A Self-other which,
according to Todorov, “entails an acceptance of responsibility for him
or her as well as for one’s own other-centred self.”"*

But the more the ‘I’ tries to discover and know the real, it fails. The
real is always beyond language. Thus, any decisive judgement on the
world of the other comes always from the world the reader wants.
Mary Klages formulates Jean Lacan’s point of view about such matter
as follows:

The other is a structural position
in the symbolic order. It is the place
that everyone i1s trying to get to merge
with, in order to get rid of the
separation before ‘Self’ and ‘Other’."”

To round off, I would say that no self is an island. It is always
identified through the other and fabricates relations, whether
consciously and unconsciously, that are more mobile and ever-
changing.

Can we, thus, hail and say, I have translated a literary text
faithfully?

I dare say no, because:
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I-Reading and re-reading are acts of remaking, or repositioning
oneself into the world of the text, which is not ours, but nonetheless,
we possess it.

2-The principal aim of the reader is to discover the clues of/in the
text. But is he able to decipher them? “It is the very alien-ness of the
texts that makes interpretation possible.”', admits Frank Kermode.

3-Words live in the mind, not in dictionaries. It means the
individual produces, or reproduces, them and dresses them up with
ideas and motives he wants. In other words, the self hides itself in the
structure that shapes the construction of the text. “[ Style] is rooted in
content; it is the specific form of a specific content,”"points out
George Luckacs.

To finish with, I would end my paper quoting Gabriel Merle:

Si personnel que ce soit un
style, il a ses racines. Si personnelle
que soit I’architectonique verbale qu’il
dessine, elle est autre chose qu’une
forme sur la page blanche. Il n’est pas
facile de gommer I’homme et son
milieu.'®
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