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Chapterr 1 

POSITIONSS AND PROPOSITIONS 

Takee these two short poems: 

/ / 
Liee down in the garden, my love, 
thee empty places in the tall grass, that's 
whatt I've always wanted, to be an empty 
placee to stay, for someone. 

// / 
Goo now into the garden, dear, and lie 
inn an empty spot where the grass grows tall. 
That'ss what I've always wanted to be, 
ann empty spot for someone, to stay. 

Althoughh each of them may be inscribed into a discourse of their 
own,, the similarities between them are so multitudinous and striking 
thatt the temptation to consider them as a single text is hard to resist. 
Bothh ways of approaching the texts may render fruitful comparative 
perspectivess that may serve as point of departure for an analysis on 
anyy substantial level. 

Consideringg them as the reports of one single discourse surely 
meanss considering them as two textual variants. But what kind of 
variantss are they? Is the one a variant of the other, and if so, which 
onee may be said to occupy the original position, or are both to be 
consideredd versions of one single invariant core? One doesn't have to 
goo to great lengths to be able to construct such an invariant core that 
cann come to inhabit the empty space between the two texts and serve 
ass a tertium comparationis to measure the differences against. 

Fromm the point of view of lexis it is possible to construct a skele-
tonn applicable to both texts (if one takes for granted some minor 
changess here and there in the order of the words): 'lie' - 'garden' -
'empty'' - 'grass' - 'tall' - 'always' - 'wanted' - 'be' - 'empty' -
'someone'' - 'stay'. Only a few lexical items are missing, and if one is 
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willin gg to allow synonyms and hyponyms to the list, one can add: 'lo-
vee 7'dear' (\object of one's affectionY) and 'places'/'spot', 
'place'/'spot'' (\location\). 

Inn terms of prosody, the differences seem to be more striking than 
thee similarities: both poems are non-rhyming fourliners in the lyrical 
mode,, but that's about all on this level. // is quite regular in length of 
line,, two lines of ten syllables, followed by two lines of nine sylla-
bles,, and is vaguely iambic, whereas I is almost totally irregular: the 
liness consist of eight, ten, eleven and six syllables respectively, and it 
iss not even remotely metrical. II seems to be more organized, its 
rhythmm follows its syntax, whereas the rhythm in I goes against the 
syntax,, due partly to the enjambments within syntactic units in lines 
twoo and three. Syntactically // is more 'well-formed' anyway, it con-
sistss of two complex sentences, one imperative, the other declarative, 
whereass I consists of one sentence, with several asyndetically co-
ordinatedd clauses, among which an imperative and a declarative. 

Thee invariance on the lexical level is so 'complete', that it strongly 
impliess the possibility of establishing an invariant semantic or prag-
maticc skeleton as well. It is as if both texts more or less describe the 
samee situation: a first person persona uttering a request to his or her 
lovedd one to lie down in a garden, and declaring, by means of a meta-
phor,, a certain desire about the state of his or her identity. But the 
wayy in which both texts elaborate on this theme, is fundamentally 
different.. In //, for instance, the request is more coherent, but also 
moree complex: to go (presumably from a point inside a house) to a 
gardenn to lie in a specific place, 'an empty spot where the grass grows 
tall'.. In I the request only concerns the element of lying down in a 
gardenn and right after it is uttered the speaker's mind wanders off; the 
linkk with 'the empty places in the tall grass' (note the difference in 
number)) is associative, more than anything else. As a consequence, in 
ƒƒ it is not clear whether the empty place is already there, open for the 
lovedd one to lie in, or whether it will be left there by him or her, after 
s/hee has gone. Furthermore, the relationship between the persona and 
thee loved one doesn't seem to be the same in both poems. In // the 
registerr is more formal (there is a large degree of organization and 
cohesionn in the utterance), as a consequence the tone is less intimate, 
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FromFrom World to World 

whichwhich may be taken as a sign of distance between the lovers. One 
mightt wonder, then, whether II is adequate to the situation. 

Butt is it fair to make this judgement on the grounds of this com-
parison;; is it fair to use the construct of a single situation as a yard-
stick?? The situation of a literary discourse is not given, but must be 
reconstructedd from the textual material, and from that point of view, 
thee differences between the poems necessarily indicate that there 
mustt be two different situations. One would be justified in saying, I 
believe,, that, because the first and last words in II are antonymous, its 
semanticc universe is located between the polarities of 'going' and 
'staying',, or, on a more abstract level, of stasis and motion. One 
mightt ponder on this for a while, during a short inferential walk, and 
linkk stasis and motion with different ways of experiencing love rela-
tionshipss and different ways of being an empty spot for someone, a 
placee open for someone to fil l it, and have a go with it, or a place 
wantingg to be filled, lest it not remain empty. But would this tell us 
anythingg about the meaning of ƒ as a complex sign? We might ask 
ourselvess whether the same inferential walk could be made through I, 
butt if we can't, so what? And if we can, did we need II to find that 
out? ? 

Noo single inherent item in either text necessarily forces one to 
comparee it with the other. And what's more, there is nothing in either 
textt that would need the other to be fully understood, or enjoyed, or 
usedd or whatever. The one may add a certain surplus to the other, but 
thatt would only be because it adds an extra dimension to the context 
off  the other, it doesn't necessarily make it another text. 

Everyy interpretative route I have taken until now has been limited 
too a very restricted space: in seeking answers to interpretative ques-
tionss there was hardly any need for me to go outside the texts them-
selves,, or even beyond the most obvious code-levels. But that is only 
onee way of dealing with these texts, and in order to be able to do that 
II  had to rob them of their own name and the name of their maker. 
Let'ss give them back, and see what happens. 

ƒƒ doesn't have a real name, it only has a number. It is poem XI in a 
cyclee of twenty-five poems called 'An Empty Place to Stay, 
Places/Passages',, and was published in 1977 in a book entitled An 
EmptyEmpty Place to Stay & other selected poems, authored by a poet 
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calledd Rutger Kopland. II does have a name, it is called 'An Empty 
Spott to Stay', published as part of the section 'from An Empty Spot 
too Stay (1975)' in a 1991 collection entitled A World Beyond Myself 
byy a poet called Rutger Kopland. 

Ann intriguing story is developing here, about texts seemingly alike 
andd yet different, attributed to the same author, but each with diver-
gentt histories. By giving the poems a name, and a genealogy, I have 
providedd other possible contexts, which may guide us to other inter-
pretativee routes (and beyond). Both poems are part of larger units and 
cann be related to other parts in those units, albeit in a profoundly dif-
ferentt way. Because it is a number in a series, part of a cycle, I (or 
perhapss I- should call it by its proper number, XI) seems to have less 
off  an identity of its own, whereas // is perfectly able to live under its 
ownn name. On the other hand, the relative dependence of XI on the 
co-textt of the cycle makes its relationship with the other parts of that 
cyclee much closer. The phrase 'empty place to stay', for instance, 
mayy be connected referentially with other passages from the cycle, 
like e 

(...)) A place then, 
inn a chilly but idyllic valley, with a view 
off  mist: with my body I want to be an old 
house,, with a fire, drink, heavy shutters. (XIII ) 

Theree is no place to stay (...) 
(...)) A place is a view 

off  the past, of what's to come, of the distance. (VI) 

Grasss and eternal moss grow on her roofs, 
peoplee must come and live here soon. 

Slowlyy the banisters are broken down by ivy, 
rosess are eating away the window-frames, 
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andd on the walls already 'cunt1 and 'I 
wass here'. When you're visited 

onlyy by strangers, and when, when it rains, 
itt rains in every room. (XVIII ) 

Ass it turns out, almost every single lexical item in XI forms part of a 
repetitivee string woven into the cycle. The co-text of 'An Empty Spot 
too Stay' is organized differently: the part called 'from An Empty Spot 
too Stay' is not presented as a cycle, but as a section consisting of six 
separatee poems. None of the passages quoted above has any close 
correspondencee in A World beyond Myself, that may be said to belong 
too the co-text of 'An Empty Spot to Stay'. 

Anotherr dimension can still be added to the genealogy of these 
poems.. One might have guessed (or even inferred from the title of this 
book)) and truth will out anyway: these texts are translations. Transla-
tionn ƒ is by Ria Leigh-Loohuizen (Kopland/Leigh-Loohuizen 1977: 
57),, the translator of His James Brockway (Kopland/Brockway 1991: 
40)'.. The 'original message on which these two target messages are 
mapped'' (cf. Toury 1980: 17) is the fourteenth poem in a cycle of 
twenty-sevenn poems (or twenty-eight, depending on the edition), first 
publishedd in 1975 under the title Een lege plek om te blijven, and runs 
ass follows: 

XIV V 
Gaa nu maar liggen liefste in de tuin, 
dee lege plekken in het hoge gras, ik heb 
altijdd gewild dat ik dat was, een lege 
plekk voor iemand, om te blijven. (Kopland 1980: 18) 

Ass it turns out, I and II may be connected to each other by means of 
yett another text that may be used as an invitation to compare. But 
betweenn each of our two original poems and the original poem an-

11 Another nice chiasm: Leigh-Loohuizen is a native speaker of Dutch, who 
livedd in the USA for a long period of time, whereas Brockway is a native 
speakerr of English living in The Netherlands. 

15 5 



ChapterChapter 1: Positions and Propositions 

otherr tertium may be constructed, and each of these tertia will render 
itss own inventory of differences, this time pertinent to the relation-
shipss of the texts as translations. 

Whatt I said about the relationship between translations I and //, 
doess that also hold for the relationships between the source text and 
eachh of the target texts? Do we now have three situations? Is there 
anythingg in the target texts that would need the source text to be fully 
understood?? Again, I would say, it might, but is not necessarily the 
case.. The fact that I and II are translations does add an extra dimen-
sionn to their contexts, but they remain the same texts. 

Thee double status of the translation 
AA translation, then, so one might begin a sweeping statement, is a 
strangee phenomenon, because it is always two things at the same 
time:: on the one hand the status of a translation is that of an inde-
pendentt text: once produced, a translation, in its own cultural envi-
ronment,, functions in a way similar to that of any other text in that 
environment;; on the other hand its status is that of a derivative text: a 
translationn is a representation, or a reconstruction, or a reproduction, 
off  another text. 

Thiss double, hybrid status has long been acknowledged as one of 
thee characteristic features of a translation. Levy was one of the first to 
notee the implications of this ambivalence: 

Dass übersetzte Werk ist ein gemischtes, hybrides Gebilde. Die 
Übersetzungg ist kein einheitliches Werk, sondern die Verschmelzung, 
dass Konglomerat zweier Strukruren: auf der einen Seite steht der 
Bedeutungsgehaltt und die formale Kontur des Originals, auf der 
anderenn Seite das ganze System der an die Sprache gebundenen Züge, 
diee der Übersetzer dem Werk beigegeben hat (1969: 72). 

Inn Holmes' view translation serves a 'double purpose', and a 
'metapoem'' can be considered 
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aa nexus of a complex bundle of relationships converging from two di-
rections:: from the original poem, in its language, and linked in a very 
specificc way to the poetic tradition of that language; and from the po-
eticc tradition of the target language, with its more or less stringent ex-
pectations'' (1969a [1988]: 24-25). 

Thiss point has been taken up particularly in the tradition of descripti-
vee translation studies. Toury considers both aspects of the double 
statuss (in his words being a 'worthwhile literary work [text] in TL' 
andd 'being a translation') as two major elements of which the 
'"value""  behind the norms of literary translation' consists (cf. Toury 
1980:52-53;; 1995:56). 

Withinn the framework of the historical-hermeneutic approach to 
translationn studies, the 'hybrid nature of literary translation' is de-
finedd in more axiological terms, but is considered no less fundamen-
tal: : 

likee an interpretation, it [literary translation] is subservient to the 
translatedd work; but, unlike an interpretation, it is a reformulation of 
thee entire translated work, taking its place in the target literature 
(Frankk & team 1986: 336). 

Inn a more rigid way than is normally the case, I will take the notion of 
thee double status as a point of departure for my reflections on the 
studyy of translated literature, and try to avoid interference between a 
prospectivee and a retrospective view on translation, between looking 
att translation from a point of view before and after the product has 
comee into being. In this book I will not try to formulate a theory of 
thee translation process, or a universal translation theory attempting to 
establishh a link with the practice of the 'real-life phenomenon' of 
translation.. I will only be concerned with the link between the theory 
andd practice of translation description, with the way one may set out 
too study existing translations with a specific purpose in mind, in my 
casee the way in which one can describe a target text in its status as an 
interpretationn of a corresponding source text. 
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Itt is my conviction that a translation is a representation of another 
textt and at the same time a text in its own right. Translation is not 
primarilyy a representation, and secondarily also a text of its own. Nor 
iss it in the first place a text of its own and in the second place also a 
representation.. From the point of view of the process of translation 
onee might distinguish between stages such as 'decomposition' and 
'recomposition'' (cf. Toury 1986: 1114-15), or between 'derivation 
rules'' and 'projection rules' (Holmes 1976 [1988]: 84), but in the 
translationn product both elements of the double status have coalesced. 
Andd to my mind this is the very reason why the study of translation is 
problematical:: one can't deal with both perspectives at the same time, 
onee has to choose whether the initial focus is on the status of a trans-
lationn as an independent text or on the status as a derivative text. 

Almostt every aspect of translation seems to have an element of 
duplicityy in it, not in the least the study of its products. Traditionally, 
thee communication scheme applied to translation runs from a single 
(sourcee text) sender to a single (target text) addressee, with only the 
mediatingg entity of the translator assigned a double role. From the 
pointt of view of the process of producing a target text, that is, from a 
pointt of view in which the empirical translator is the origo, this single 
duplicationn may be completely justified. But this prospective view-
pointt is inadequate when applied to the essentially retrospective 
situationn of translation description, in which the translation describer2 

iss the origo. 
Althoughh the dichotomy prospectivity-retrospectivity has a long 

historyy in discourse on translation, its usefulness seems not to have 
beenn widely acknowledged. Still the dichotomy has found its use on 
thee object level as well as on the meta level of translation studies. On 
thee object level the terms may be used to denote two different global 
translationn strategies, or 'Übersetzungsperspektive' (Wilss 1977: 
103),, one oriented dominantly towards the source text 
(retrospectivity)) and the other towards the target language 
(prospectivity).. Nowadays the two polar alternatives in Toury's con-

22 Whether one sees the describer as a subject or as an institutionalized exten-
sionn of a specific theoretical framework is presently not relevant. 
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ceptt of the initial norm3, adequacy and acceptability, have become 
moree prevalent in denoting these global strategies. On the meta level 
aa distinction is made between prospective translation studies, which is 
concernedd with research into the process, and retrospective translation 
studies,, which is exclusively dedicated to the research of translation 
productss (cf. Wilss 1977: 67). A similar distinction, in terms of the 
viewpointt on the act of translation ('before' or 'after'), is made by 
Touryy (1995: 81; cf. also Bakker et. al. 1997)4. 

Too my mind, the distinction on the meta level is absolutely crucial, 
inn the sense that one and the same term can be linked to entirely dif-
ferentt concepts, depending on whether one's theoretical framework is 
retrospectivee or prospective. A term like 'strategy', for instance, 
whichh is conventionally used prospectively, takes on an entirely dif-
ferentt meaning in its use as a retrospective concept. There is a world 
off  difference between a realist's prospective definition 
('Übersetzungsstrategienn (...) als potentiell bewuBte Plane eines 
Übersetzerss zur Lösung konkreter Übersetzungsprobleme im Rahmen 
einerr konkreten Übersetzungsaufgabe' [Krings 1986: 175]) and the 
semioticc notion of textual strategy as used in this book (cf. the next 
chapter).. Since this book is concerned with the study of actual, exist-
ingg translations, its viewpoint necessarily is retrospective. 

Thee duplicity of communicative roles in translation 
Thee duplication, then, of communicative roles which takes place in 
translationn is itself once again duplicated, or at least fundamentally 
complicated,, in the descriptive study of translation. It is interesting to 
seee how every 'slot' but one in Jakobson's scheme of 'constitutive 
factorss in (...) any act of verbal communication' (Jakobson 1960: 353) 
becomess doubly occupied, once applied to translation. It is easy to see 

Wilsss actually distinguishes between 'ausgangssprachlich' (rather than 
sourcee text oriented) and 'zielsprachlich gerichtete Übersetzungsperspektive'; 
thee comparison with the concept of initial norm is still justified because Wilss 
hass a 'Grundsatzentscheidung' in mind. 
44 In an earlier publication, Toury also uses the dichotomy in connection with 
thee methodology of source text-target text comparison to denote criteria of 
relevancee in choosing a unit of comparison (1990: 6-7). 
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thatt two senders are involved, the target text sender (TTS) and the 
sourcee text sender (STS), that there are two messages, target text and 
sourcee text, and two addressees, target text addressee (TTA) and 
sourcee text addressee (STA). As far as the element of 'code' is con-
cerned,, things are a littl e more complicated, but for the time being it 
iss justified to say that at least two code systems are involved: two 
primaryy modelling systems and two, or more, secondary modelling 
systems,, which may (partially) overlap. Context, being the most 
problematicall  and controversial aspect in Jakobson's scheme, is also 
thee most complicated aspect as far as translation is concerned. I agree 
withh those critics of Jakobson who say that every entity in the scheme 
representss an aspect of the communicative context, and in that sense 
thee duplication of context is inherent in the other duplications. Since 
thee focus of this book is on poetic discourse in translation, and its 
theoreticall  claims do not go beyond the domain of translated litera-
ture,, we need not be concerned with possible duplications concerning 
'medium':: for our purpose we may take the medium of writing as a 
givenn and fixed entity. 

Thiss does not tell us yet in what way these duplications resulting 
fromm the double, hybrid status of translation complicate the study of 
translation.. In order to be able to find this out we have to link the 
'factors'' in Jakobson's scheme to specific roles involved in the study 
off  translation, and to add specific points of view to these roles. When 
youu look at the translator in terms of the position he occupies, you can 
seee that he either occupies more than one position, or (partly) shares a 
positionn with others: the translator may be said to occupy more than 
onee position, in that he takes up the positions of sender as well as 
addressee,, and more importantly, as we have seen, does so at the 
samee time. The original author may be said to occupy both the posi-
tionss of source text sender and target text sender. From the point of 
vieww of the target discourse, the position of sender is doubly occu-
pied:: by the original author as well as by the translator. From the 
pointt of view of an instance of comparative description, the position 
off  source text addressee is occupied by the describer as well as by the 
translator.. A further complication is that the describer also takes up 
twoo positions at the same time: she is also target text addressee. If one 
wishess to include the empirical reader of the target text into this 
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STA A 
STS S 
STA A 
translator r 
author r 
describer r 

TTS S 
TTS S 
TTA A 
describer r 
translator r 
recipient. . 

schemee as well, one has to add one more duplication: the describer 
hass to share her position of target text addressee with, what I wil l call 
forr want of a better word, the recipient. Schematically this may be 
representedd as follows: 

translator: : 
author: : 
describer: : 
STA: : 
TTS: : 
TTA: : 

Thesee duplications of roles5 and of positions are factors fundamen-
tallyy complicating the process of translation description, and the 
problemss they pose are to be taken into account on the level of meth-
odology.. For the time being the nature of the problems may be illus-
tratedd by the double occupation of the position of source text ad-
dresseee by the translator and the describer. 

Inn any 'ordinary' interpretation (and, as we will we see later on, 
thiss book will be mainly concerned with the relationship between 
translationn and interpretation), performed within the framework of 
literaryy studies, the interpreter, even if she assumes the role of model 
reader,, in taking 'up the position of addressee, makes herself part of 
thee communicative situation. But in studies on translation that focus 
onn the translation product as a representation of an interpretation, the 
principlee of duplicity rules out the possibility of singular occupation. 
Thee object of study may be said to constitute (partly) the representa-
tionn of an independent, 'closed' instance of discourse. In the instance 
off  discourse triggered off by the target text, the translation describer 
iss in the same position as the literary scholar as 'ordinary' interpreter. 

55 At this point the vagueness of the term is quite convenient. It is supposed to 
includee both what might be called (after Eco) the 'model' and the 'empirical' 
sidee of the occupants of sender and addressee positions. This distinction will 
bee clarified in Chapter 2. My use of Jakobson's scheme here does not pre-
supposee a specific conception of the translation process; it merely serves as 
illustration. . 
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Butt because the position of source text addressee is doubly occupied, 
onee might argue that during translation description, that is to say, 
certainn stages of target text-source text comparison, two instances of 
discoursee are intermingled. Since one of them, the discourse in which 
thee translator is involved, constitutes the object of study, the possibil-
ityy of interference has to be reckoned with. In different literary inter-
pretations,, despite possible differences in theoretical frameworks, 
everyy subject (interpreter) stands in a similar relationship to her ob-
ject.. During translation description, however, the translator as inter-
preterr is included in the object, and inasmuch as the describer prac-
ticess literary (critical) interpretation as well, he is, to a certain extent, 
inn 'competition' with the translator6. This problem of interference is 
mainlyy felt on the level of methodology. At that level it is decisive in 
determiningg the basic viewpoint underlying comparative research. 
Althoughh the object of research is the discourse which involves the 
translatorr in her role as addressee, one has to get access to it by means 
off  the target text, central in the discourse which involves the transla-
torr as a sender. Consequently, the way to avoid institutionalizing this 
interferencee is to take the target discourse as point of departure of 
targett text-source text comparison. In that sense, the minimization of 
interferencee is a valuable argument in favour of a target text-oriented 
comparativee method (Cf. also Chapter 6). 

Focii of research 
Apartt from serving as illustration for the problems deriving from the 
doublee status of the translation, the factors in Jakobson's scheme may 
alsoo be used as a stepping stone for a global description of possible 
focii  of translational research; a description which wil l enable me to 

66 One might argue that precisely at this point the borderline between transla-
tionn description and translation criticism is crossed, but on the other hand it is 
hardd to see how any meaningful target text-source text comparison is possi-
blee without somehow taking into account the question of interpretation. In 
thatt sense descriptive translation studies as such defies any strict division 
betweenn object level and meta level (Cf. Bakker & Naaijkens 1991, as well 
ass Bakker 1995a), or, on the level of epistemology, between subject and 
object. . 
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relatee my position to other relevant approaches in the field. In what 
followss I will limit myself to what is commonly known as product-
orientedd descriptive studies. Evidently, this branch does not exhaust 
thee entire scope of translation studies as a discipline, although I be-
lievee it is very much in the centre of it. Since actual, existing transla-
tionss always constitute the point of departure7 in a product-oriented 
study,, the various relevant foci will be dealt with here according to 
thee possible relationships between the target message and other 
'constitutivee factors' which may function as its context. 

AA focus which has become very dominant in the past fifteen years 
iss that on the target message-source message (M2-M,) relationship 
withh respect to the position of the translator as target text sender: the 
studyy of how norms govern the production of translation. Central in 
thiss approach is the position of the target message and target sender in 
thee context of the target system. A typical study performed within this 
frameworkk is Toury's 'Norms of Literary Translation into Hebrew, 
1930-1945'' (Toury 1980: 122-139), with a well-specified corpus, a 
specificc target language, and a restricted historical period. 

Anotherr possible focus is on the M2-M, relationship with respect to 
thee position of the source text sender within the target literature: the 
studyy of translational reception, of the way in which a certain oeuvre 
(orr part of it) of an author has been imported into a target culture. The 
scopee of such studies may differ enormously, they range from the 
authorr as centre of attention, 'Shakespeare in the Netherlands' e.g. 
(Leekk 1988), to a specific work, James Joyces Ulysses in vier deut-
schenschen Übersetzungen (Versteegen 1988), or to a certain aspect of a 

Whenn one takes into consideration that this only concerns the translation in 
itss materiality, it follows that the translation itself (the text) is not necessarily 
thee object of study. In that sense product-orientation is a prerequisite for 
process-- as well as function-oriented studies. It is of course possible to study 
translationall  processes and functions without directly taking the (culturally 
functioning)) product into consideration, but then the question arises whether 
suchh studies belong to the domain of translation studies, or to ([sub]branches 
of)) psychology or sociology (or psychologically or sociologically oriented 
branchess of linguistics, semiotics or literary studies). Much of the debate 
aboutt translation studies being an autonomous, or semi-autonomous disci-
plinee or an interdiscipline centres around this problem. 
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singlee text, for instance the motif of landscape in Dickens' Great Ex-
pectationspectations in German translations (Czennia 1992). Very often a his-
toricall  dimension is added to this kind of study. 

Thee study of translational reception should be distinguished from 
thee study of the reception of translation. The former is often based on 
aa more phenomenological conception of reception, and falls within 
thee domain covered by a theory of aesthetic response 
('Wirkungsaesthetik';; cf. Iser 1978: x), whereas the latter is far more 
empiricallyy oriented. In terms of our scheme, such studies are con-
cernedd with the target message-target text addressee relationship, with 
thee reception of the translation by the target readership. A good ex-
amplee of.this kind of study is Stegeman 1991, which involves a com-
parison,, employing statistical methods, between source reader re-
sponsess to Multatuli's Max Havelaar and target reader responses to 
severall  of its German translations. This field of study has not been 
welll  explored yet, but Stegeman's book shows that it evokes a wealth 
off  methodological problems (cf. Koster 1993). 

Yett another focus is that on the M2-M! relationship with respect to 
thee position of the translator as source text addressee within the target 
literature:: the study of translational interpretation8 (which, by the 
way,, is very closely related to the study of translational reception). 
Thiss field of study will be the main topic of this book. 

Onee might relate all these foci to different ways of placing trans-
lationn in a specific context. This does not necessarily involve the 
studyy of M2-Mi relationships9, of the translation as a reconstruction of 
anotherr text, it is also possible to depart from the translation in itself, 
inn its status as a text functioning in its own right. But, which aspect of 
thee double status one takes as one's point of departure, one cannot but 
relatee a translation to the different (target) code systems it may be 
saidd to belong to: linguistic, literary, cultural and social ones. 

Inn one way or another, all these foci, all these contexts may be 
broughtt to bear upon the explanation of why a translation has turned 

88 After Naaijkens (1989: 22): 'Not the view as it develops itself during the 
processs of translation, but the specific view on the source text as it emerges 
fromm the translation product'. 
99 One might even argue that M, is just one possible (aspect of) context of M2. 
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outt the way it has. Inevitably, they cannot all be taken into considera-
tionn at the same time, because they presuppose different theoretical 
frameworkss and methodological viewpoints. Any given systematic 
casee study (and now we are contrasting the theory of translation re-
searchh with the practice of translation research) always takes place 
withinn a specific framework, with its own specific heuristic limits and 
possibilities.. A lot of questions can be asked concerning translations. 
Evenn if we take our two initial poems and their original and ask our-
selvess only to what or whom we may ascribe the differences between 
them,, there is a multitude of possible answers, and the range of con-
textss in which these texts can be studied seems to be infinite. How do 
'spot'' and 'place' relate to 'plaats'? What is the (stylistic or semantic) 
differencee between 'that's what I've always wanted, to be an empty 
place'' and 'that's what I've always wanted to be, an empty spot' and 
betweenn 'an empty place to stay, for someone' and 'an empty spot for 
someone,, to stay'? Or we may ask ourselves why one translator de-
cidedd to translate (almost) the entire cycle, whereas the other selected 
sixx poems. And we may ask why those specific translators translated 
thiss specific text. The differences may be attributed to, for instance, 
language,, if we would wish to see the texts as messages from specific 
linguisticc code systems. Or to the specific view on the author - there 
mayy be a world of difference between the two texts, but they are attri-
butedd to one and the same author. And, evidently, to the translators 
themselvess as well, if one wishes to consider the texts as products of 
thee translator rather than the author. Anything is possible, and rele-
vancee is determined by the purpose of the comparison. In that sense, 
thee perspective of A2, the context the describer imposes on translation, 
iss decisive for the output of translational research. Since neither of 
thesee contexts may claim priority in the study of translation10, per-
spectivee is a matter of choice. 

Translationn and difference 
Beforee going into the specific purpose of this book, it is necessary to 
lookk a littl e closer at the topic of difference in translation, because it 

100 Unless, of course, one wishes to depart from a metaphysics of translation, 
wheree the power of argument is overruled by the power of exclusive insight. 
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iss an essential concept. In general, my starting point is that difference 
iss constitutive for translation. One has to distinguish, however, be-
tweenn the differences between the texts (messages) and the difference 
inn structure between the source and target linguistic, literary and cul-
turall  (code) systems involved in translation. These systemic differ-
ences,, which pertain to the level of competence, are part of the open-
ingg conditions for translation, whereas the differences between the 
textss (which, to acknowledge the difference between the two levels, 
fromm now on will be called 'shifts') are the result of the translational 
behaviourr opted for in order to deal with the systemic differences. In 
aa very general way, translation can be described as involving a trans-
ferr of elements across semiotic borders'1. The relation between the 
twoo systems which are confronted in translating is asymmetric, that 
is,, there is not necessarily a one-to-one relationship between related 
items;; and the value of any item is determined by its position within 
inn its own system, rather than by its relation to items in the other sys-
tem.. The way the transfer is carried out, therefore cannot be deter-
minedd a priori, there always is an element of choice: the translation 
operationn performed on an initial semiotic entity can lead to different 
resultantt entities. 

Lower-levell  single semiotic entities may correspond statically on a 
one-to-onee basis (although maximum fit seems an exceptional case), 
butt with respect to messages, as multi-layered semiotic entities, such 
correspondencee is irrelevant. On the level of the system, equivalence 
(orr the possibility of some type or degree of equivalence) may exist a 
priorii  of translation, but on the level of complex messages it never 
does,, because on that level translation produces equivalence. This 
mechanismm is one of the basic principles, if not the most basic princi-
ple,, underlying modem translation description. Its basicness is re-
flectedd in the notion of the equivalence postulate (Toury 1980: 115; 
1995:: 61). It is posited that in any descriptive exercise one does not 
sett out to ask the question whether a specific translation is equivalent 
too its original, but that one takes a specific translation to be equivalent 

111 Toury points out that translation should not be reduced to the transfer itself, 
sincee that would entail a reduction of translation to its reconstructive aspect 
onlyy (Toury 1980: 12). 
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andd goes on to seek an answer to the question what kind of equival-
encee relationship is pertinent between the two texts. Equivalence, 
then,, is primarily considered a descriptive term, rather than a theoreti-
call  term (cf. Toury 1980: 39-40). This concept is most suited to func-
tionn as a demarcation criterion for any target-oriented descriptive 
effortt within Translation Studies. 

Thee study of the differences between systems, traditions, and 
codess has its place within a variety of comparative disciplines, which 
mayy be linguistically as well as culturally oriented, but these disci-
pliness are relevant to the study of translation only to the extent that 
theyy allow for the determination of potential translation relationships 
betweenn source and target semiotic systems. Consequently, as against 
thee static contrastive description of languages and cultures, which 
takess place within the framework of these disciplines, the description 
andd explanation of shifts in translation as performance is concerned 
withh the dynamics of culture. 

Becausee difference is constitutive for translations, shifts can be 
consideredd a 'categorial quality' of the 'class of translation' (cf. Van 
denn Broeck 1984-5: 117). The concept of shift, however, is by no 
meanss absolute. Shifts are always changes with respect to an invariant 
core,, to something that does not change. Dissimilarities are to be re-
latedd to similarities, there is always an 'invariant under transforma-
tion'' (Toury 1980: 12; cf. also Toury 1986) involved. In the case of 
messages,, of multi-layered semiotic entities, the occurrence of a shift 
onn one level may be caused by the decision to retain a feature on an-
otherr (sub- or superordinate) level; and the shift in its turn may have 
effectss on the level of the message as a whole. 

Thee concepts of 'invariant' and 'shift' are interdependent, in the 
sensee that what one considers a shift depends on what one takes as 
invariant.. Any rranslational relationship, in that sense, has to be re-
gardedd as a network of interrelated correspondences and shifts. This 
meanss that not every shift potentially detectable in the target message 
(orr to be more precise, detectable between target and source mes-
sages)) has to be dealt with in every instance of description, irrespec-
tivee of its underlying point of view. Within descriptive studies of 
translationn the invariant finds its use as a methodological construct, 
andd as such is always linked to the theoretical purpose underlying the 
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methodology12.. The conceptual framework of any approach may be 
evaluatedd in terms of what it takes the shifts to be indicative of: a 
translator'ss poetics, translation norms, power relations, translation 
strategies,, or a translational interpretation. 

Again,, as with the possible foci mentioned earlier, the question as 
too the commensurability of frameworks arises. Different vocabularies 
withinn one discipline are comparable to the extent that they are ap-
pliedd to the 'same' object, but to a large extent vocabularies also cre-
atee their object13. To overcome this paradox, it helps when we divorce 
thee levels of methodology and theory. One might say that the result of 
aa descriptive study, explanation or evaluation (whether or not in terms 
off  what one takes a shift to be indicative of), cannot jump out of the 
frameworkk serving as its very basis. A variety of frameworks results 
inn a variety of explanations. One may take the same corpus, and study 
itt with the purpose of constructing translational interpretation, or the 
translationall  norms, or the ideological conceptions underlying it, and 
onee wil l come up with different results, one will construct different 
'textuall  translators'14, different conglomerates of correspondences and 
shifts.. The justification of these explanations amounts to the justifi-
cationn of frameworks, and not to the justification of method. Asking 
whetherr a method is justified is simply asking whether it is in accor-
dancee with the aims determined by its framework. The translational 
interpretation,, for instance, may be made visible, as will be done in 
thiss book, by way of the concept of 'text world'. The applicability of 
thee concept may be justified by the maxim that wherever there is a 
textt a text world can be constructed. Each text, then, may be analysed 

122 The fourth, fifth and sixth chapters of this book will be entirely devoted to 
thee central role of the concept of shift within the methodology of product-
orientedd descriptive translation studies. 
133 The term 'vocabulary' fits in with my earlier account on perspective and 
pointt of view; cf. on this point Davidson 1984: 'The dominant metaphor of 
conceptuall  relativism, that of differing points of view, seems to betray an 
underlyingg paradox. Different points of view make sense, but only if there is 
aa common co-ordinate system on which to plot them; yet the existence of a 
commonn system belies the claim of dramatic incomparability' (184). 
1411 will deal with this term in more detail in Chapter 2. 
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inn terms of the way in which particular expressions may be attributed 
too text world elements (subjects, objects, time, location) and to the 
processes,, actions, states and events relating them to each other. The 
networkk of correpondences and shifts that may be constructed during 
aa comparative description of target and source text may also be ex-
pressedd in these terms; the procedure then becomes an instrument for 
relatingg the linguistic and textual shifts to differences in the possibili-
tiess of constructing a text world from the texts. 

Thee question of the justification of frameworks, however, is sim-
plyy undecidable. Questions about the justification of methods are 
quitee distinct from questions about the justification of conceptual 
frameworks.. Whereas asking whether a method is justified, is asking 
whetherr it is in accordance with the aims determined by its frame-
work,, the question whether a framework is justified has to be an-
sweredd in terms of the way in which it deals with what it takes to be 
itss object. The first question is primarily methodological, the second 
onee mainly a matter of ideology15. 

Onee may justify the research into translational norms by positing 
thatt translation is a form of social and cultural behaviour that is regu-
latedd by norms and conventions. One may justify the research into a 
translator'ss conception of the source text as it emerges from the target 
text,, the translational interpretation, by positing that translation is a 
manifestationn of an interpretation. Neither of these justifications ex-
cludescludes the other one. The choice for either angle is to a large extent 
arbitraryy and can't be justified by an appeal to the object of study. 
Preferencee of one to the other is mainly a matter of value judgement, 
off  what one considers more interesting or relevant. Discussion about 
thee value or usefulness of various approaches in itself is of course 
interestingg and worthwhile. But when it comes to getting work done, 
whenn it comes to actually describing translational relationships, one 
simplyy has to choose. 

Methods,, then, need not be evaluated ideologically; once a 
'commonn co-ordinate system1 has been found, they can be compared 

155 'For now one is debating what purposes are worth bothering to fulfill , 
whichh are more worthwhile than others, rather than which purposes the na-
turee of humanity or of reality obliges us to have' (Rorty 1991: 110). 
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too each other with respect to how they go about doing what they are 
designedd to do. On the level of separate concepts, one need not bother 
aboutt the 'translatability' of vocabularies, but on the most global le-
vell  it is possible to compare conceptual frameworks. It is possible, I 
believe,, to relate the concepts of poetics, norm, strategy and interpre-
tationn to each other, but only in a global way. For instance, the di-
chotomyy retention - recreation (cf. Holmes 1972a [1988]) may be 
comparedd to the dichotomy adequacy - acceptability (Toury 1980: 54-
55).. This is not to say that they can be equalled to each other without 
anyy further qualification, but undoubtedly they can be 'translated' 
intoo each other. As far as this point is concerned it is decisive that 
bothh dichotomies can be seen as reflecting a 'basic choice' made by 
thee translator of the corpus under investigation - not an absolute ei-
ther/orr choice, but a choice that can be described in terms of domi-
nancee of one pole over the other. In this respect it is not a problem 
thatt Holmes wishes to express the choice in terms of a strategy, whe-
reass Toury uses the term 'initial norm'. Nor is it a problem that Toury 
arrivess at his ultimate descriptive statement (which constitutes the 
transitionn to the explanatory stage of his enterprise) after the analysis 
off  operational norms, whereas in Holmes' methodological consider-
ations166 the statements about dominance of retention or recreation are 
arrivedd at after an analysis of translation solutions with respect to 
theirr being historicizations or modernizations, or exoticizations or 
naturalizationss on the linguistic, intertextual or socio-cultural axes. 
Despitee this difference in vocabulary in the initial stages of the des-
criptivee effort, the (global) dichotomies are roughly equivalent. Un-
surprisingly,, this equivalence, the 'common co-ordinate system', can 
bee traced back to the way the dichotomies are related to the double 
statuss of the translation: Holmes relates his dichotomy to the 'dual 
goal'' of translation: 'producing a text which is a translation of the 
originall  [text] and is at the same time a [text] in its own right' 
(Holmess 1972a [1988]; 50); Toury relates his one to the '"value" 
behindd the norms of literary translation̂ which] may be described as 

]b]b Holmes never actually presented a full-fledged descriptive method, but the 
immensee conceptual consistency of his essays allows for the construction of a 
systematicc 'method' from his writings. 
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consistingg of two major elements [...]: (1) being a worthwhile literary 
workk (text) in TL [...], (2) being a translation' (Toury 1980: 53). 

Inn this book I will deal with the concept of shifts in the assumption 
thatt they are indicative of the translational interpretation, that is to say 
shiftss will be looked upon as an instrument for constructing 'the spe-
cificc view on the source text as it emerges from the translation prod-
uct'.. This means that individual shifts will be of more import than 
constitutivee shifts (shifts due to the systemic differences), and sub-
stantiall  shifts of more import than formal ones (these categories wil l 
bee dealt with in extenso in Chapter 5). 

Thee study of poetic discourse in translation 
What,, then, will be the purpose of this book? This book will be about 
thee study of literary translation, or to be more precise, about the study 
off  poetic discourse in translation. From a retrospective point of view 
thesee are two important restrictions. Anything one might say in gen-
erall  about translation will hold for literary translation, but not every-
thingg one might say about literary translation will hold for translation 
inn general. The same principle may be applied to the relationship 
betweenn the translation of literature in general and the translation of 
poeticc discourse. From the point of view of the process it is perhaps 
nott always necessary to explicitly distinguish between different text 
typess or genres, and often the difference is altogether neglected. From 
aa retrospective, methodological point of view, however, one inevita-
blyy has to account for text type and genre in the descriptive apparatus. 
Ass said before, the theoretical claims of this book do not stretch be-
yondd the domain of literary translation17; as a consequence, whenever 
II  use the word 'translation' without qualification it is supposed to 
applyy to translated literature only, and only within a methodological 
contextt wil l I make distinctions according to genre. 

177 This is not as rigid a statement as it may seem. One always has to bear in 
mindd that such labels may be put to flexible use. In this case one might in-
cludee for instance certain books from the Bible, like The Song of Songs or the 
Psalms,Psalms, or other sacred texts, and possibly even certain advertisement texts. I 
wil ll  not explore this avenue myself, but I think it would be worth a try. 
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Thee specific focus of this book wil l be mainly on the first aspect of 
thee double status: on the translation as a reconstruction, a representa-
tionn of another text. More specifically it wil l be concerned with the 
translationn in its capacity as an interpretation of another text. Conse-
quently,, it wil l mainly concentrate on those aspects of translation 
whichh relate to the transfer and production of meaning (in its broadest 
possiblee sense). Since translation is to be considered an event taking 
placee in culture, the relevant concept of meaning is pragmatic, rather 
thann semantic. The framework developed in this study, therefore, is 
situatedd on the interface between semiotics and hermeneutics. 

Translationn is an event, that is, it occurs not on language in isola-
tion,, but on language in a context of use - an event in which subjects 
aree related to context by way of a message. This view runs parallel 
withh Toury's maxim that translation research has to focus on perfor-
mance,, not on competence. Translation is a (cross- or inter)cultural 
event:: it always entails a confrontation between cultures, in the sense 
thatt it may be said to reflect the position taken within a target culture 
towardss a source culture, and by extension to other cultures in gen-
eral.. The relevant focus of study in this respect is the target culture, 
thee culture in which the confrontation takes place - again a parallel 
withh the Touryan framework. 

Thesee parallels may serve to indicate my kinship to the target-
orientedd approach to translation studies, which is commonly associ-
atedd with the study of norms. With this book, I claim to be part of the 
target-orientedd paradigm, but not unproblematically so18. Another 
maximm of this paradigm holds that translation is a teleological activ-
ity,, but I wil l deal mainly with the relation between the telos of the 

188 The label itself may have become problematical, since by now it has lost 
muchh of its original polemic connotation. Hermans (1989: 194) uses the 
moree suitable term 'context-oriented' as a general heading for target-oriented 
andd transfer-oriented approaches. As sub-branches one might then distin-
guishh between a systemic-functional approach (for target-orientation) and 
histoncal-hermeneuticc (for transfer-orientation). My own approach may then 
bee labelled structural-hermeneutic. The label 'context-oriented' may also be 
consideredd to include historically oriented poststructuralist approaches to 
translationn studies. 
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translationn and its archi. To my mind interpretation is as fundamental 
too literary translation as is the basic choice between adequacy and 
acceptabilityy accounted for within the concept of the initial norm, and 
II  believe that within the target-oriented approach the problem of the 
transferr and production of meaning does not get the attention it de-
serves19.. An important aim of this book is to find a place for the con-
ceptt of interpretation within this approach. This plea for more atten-
tionn for interpretation as a cultural phenomenon will go hand in hand 
withh an attempt to theoretically justify the position of the concept 
withinn this paradigm. On the other hand it will be interesting, from an 
interpretation-theoreticall  point of view, to look at the specific position 
off  translation within the spectrum of different forms of interpretation. 

Thee ultimate aim of this book is to arrive at a coherent proposal 
forr an armamentarium, a set of instruments, for the description of 
poeticc discourse in translation, that is: to try to develop a comparative 
procedure,, and to try to define and make operable a set of concepts 
thatt may be instrumental in describing the results of that comparison. 
II  do not use the word method, although its use is justified, that is, to 
thee extent that the procedure is formalized. But, in my proposal, the 
proceduree will only be formalized to a certain extent. Following the 
spiritt of the metaphor underlying Holmes' mapping theory, I might 
sayy that my armamentarium is to provide the means enabling the de-
scriberr to mark out his itinerary through the text pairs. When the route 
cann be followed step by step it need not be an objection that one may 
encounterr untrodden paths or breathtaking panoramas, shied away 
fromm for sheer vertigo. Minimum condition for intersubjectivity is 
thatt one should agree on having entered a translational landscape 
(which,, admittedly, sometimes may prove to be a problem in itself) 
andd that one must be able to justify the route one has taken - not that 
everyonee necessarily has to take the same route. Uniformity in the 
markingg means ensures the possibility of comparing alternative 
routes. . 

Itt will be a long way before we arrive at the proposal. First, we 
havee to work our way through the theoretical justification of the rela-
tionshipp between translation and interpretation as well as of the ways 

199 A notable exception is Delabastita 1993. 
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inn which the presence of interpretation within translation may be 
madee visible and explicit (Chapters 2 and 3). In the next stage the 
centree of attention will be the methodology of translation description, 
moree specifically the position of the concept of 'shift' within some of 
thee contemporary theoretical frameworks within the field of descrip-
tivee translation studies (Chapter 4). In Chapter 5 I will deal with the 
severall  typological distinctions that can be made with respect to the 
conceptt of shift. Chapter 6 will be concerned with some of the spe-
cificc methodological probems of and requirements for the descriptive 
studyy of translations and originals. Chapter 7 will contain the actual 
proposall  and Chapter 8 will consist of a self-contained case study. In 
thee final evaluative chapter I hope to be able to show that the arma-
mentariummentarium is there neither to cure nor to conquer the translated dis-
coursee to which it is applied, that dissection does not necessarily lead 
too dismemberment, but that it may be employed to lay bare certain 
hopefullyy interesting aspects of translation - nothing less, nothing 
more. . 
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