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Abstract

Lo draspsluting Cruebécyis fminist texts, which make extensive use of linguistic wondplay in
lhuir coneern Lo explore lapgwage a8 2 5igi. of dilference, Canadian feminist translators suci

T e B T A A - 4

ks Ddl UtLl H| UU'..-IH['..I l.-ltIIHl l.lltll Mil.l.l!)til-l]llgI IUI lll'i.- ‘\lb““icl i-‘l LIS Y Gl TdlFEe: W Lud ive II-I-'-.' 14
transktion praclive. allowing the feminist translatos 10 Wse innovative lranslation strategies,
waidlies “her gaitical diference, her delight in inleminable rereading and re-writing and |to

Mewepd [ 1he signs of her manipulation of (he ext" {{ndard in Homel and Simon 1988 57}

The present research examines the basiz upen which feminist ranskation resis: that o feminist
et oy o deliberate miss-wamsiation and cstogson of the soutee fexd and therelore,
unlike eonventional transiation, constitutes diflference and not derivalion, My hypothesis is
that the meta-texioal clains by the fermimist iranslators are not substantialed by the textual

coniparative analysis of e texts and theic ransivhions aecurdong to o browd desenphivg - and
gyatoitlc Iramowork, The empicical material or 1he analysls Consists or e sounes 12X and
translations of four Quehécois feminist prose texts wrillen by Nicole Brossard, two teanslated
by Rarbar Godard and two wranslated by Patncpa Claxton, Aspecls of lext linguistics arc

drgwn upen (¢ account for the panicular type of text conpeciivity evident in feminigif

Wik =] (e b |l i Tl natanamias mooAd 4 tenna o ceadesacl

decansiructive texts and fthoir translations. The LELCELNIES WACU L avs Wic Nigy WisiRs uf
signifiers in the source and targel texis are based on Flogk's {1991) model for cohesive
relations in 1ext. Thercalter, (he ereativity of the ranslation strajegics used is deteemined.

[y
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i.ng im un 'ema af fermnisni, 1na

Luise von I lotow's terms (1997 14), has had an appreiable cifeet on translation pracrice,

. e Fac 1
Srd pOWerIuiLy i

=

‘I ranslators in gencral have become mere gender aware, posing questions about the politics

of identity, lanpuage and culiure, 3nd about the ethicy of intervention and ccosorship n

translation. Women have also begun translating conternporary and historical wormen's wriling

into their own cultures, thereby creating now intellectual and cultural spaces. La the 1980 the

1.1  lLlentifying the resesrch iroblem: It & ferninisi transfation n trunsiation or a fext?

Feminist translators are 50 called not only because they translate feminist warks but also

because they wish to [ncorpacatc the Fropch fomimist theory of the tcat as crilicab
rransformation inte their English translations, CHten approaching their work in collaboration

with their yuthors and professing to utilise innovative translation strategies to destabilise the

notion of pendercd positions within texts, they claim W praduce "an exiremely discontinuous

texwaality in which the author inventively jeins in the production of meaning, undermining

i only subordinate branslator to aothpr, bol also

a a3 r
I VLTI B b =P e e e - e =AAE v = =rE

metuphorise authorship as male and translation as [emale. (Veouti 1992; 12) According to

Harbara Godard, for instance:

The jetnimist trapsiator, affirming her cntieal differcnce, her delight in
interminable rercading aod re-writing, Aaunts the signs of her manipulation of
the text. Womanhandling the text in translation would invalve the replacament
of the modest, self-cMacing wanslalgr, Taking her place would be an active
participant in the creation of meaning who advances a conditional analysis,
llers is a conlinuing provisionalily, aware of process, giving seli-rellexive
attcntion Lo practices. The femimst ttanslator immodesily flaynts her signance
in jpakics, i footnotes - even in o preface. (Oodard 1n Bassnetl & Lefevere
1950 94)

wach clearly impacts on various aspects of caonventional translation discourse such




as Lhe absolute sovereipnty of the original; the necessity for Faithfulness to the original; the

to remain invisible in the mans\ation process. It s precisely berawse of their explicit rejecting

af traditional views an fidelity and their emphasis on the individualistic and craative nature
of transialion that feminist transiators’ work s seen as a threal w traditional rransiation
discourse. Equally, if is for precisely thesc reasons that feminist translalors may muke g

eomtribution 1@ conlempoerary translation Studies, should theic clyims be substantiated

solve translation problems associated with fominist texis {which could also apply to the

broader categoty of pastmoden texts). These insights may prove valyable in solving problems

The rationale and relevance of any rescurch in a particular domain is pul into sharper relief

if viewed in conlext In the next section, therefore, the rescarch prablem is contextualised

within a broader translation-theoretical framework.

1.2  The research problem in pontexi: Iranslativnfiransformation as "difference’

that Lranslanions arc not the same as their originats and can never be the same. This is cleacty

reflected in their theorics, which, despite different approaches, have ull depended on some

{1993: 144) puts it "To dale, all tranzlation theorics bave made rigid distinetions between

peiginal lexts and theit wanslations, distinctions which determing subsequent ctaims abouat the
nature of teanslation.” But the advent of deconsiruction has changed all this, resulting in a

radical redrawing of the questions upen which translation theory is founded.

Decomstracting a diseourse implies demonstrating how it undermines the philosophy it asserts,

ot the hicrarchical oppesitions on which it rclies, by ideniifying in the text the rhetorical

operations that produce the supposed ground of argurment, the key premise (Culler 1983: 86).

While not pffering 2 specific Tansiation theory' of its own, Jeronstruciion is @ uscfil tool ool

| R TS § TR [ e - am arh
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conceptual framework by which the very ficld itzell is defined. Dcponstructionists such as

I | B —

Tacrjues Demda use transiaton io challenge the limiis of language, witing and reading a5 wedi

as suggesting that it is 1n the process of (ransianing texes wicre uie Comes @5 olase ag is possile

i that elysive potion or experience of sdifférance {mearung both ‘difference’ and “deferral’)
which underpins their antire philosophic enterprise. The act of “le-constructing' or interpreting
a text is not seen as recovering some decper ‘given' objective meaning which eantrols anl

unifies the text's structure, but 45 exposing what 18 uswally suppressed, namely the infinite

to further depopstruction, In other words, what Derrida suggests is not to lock at the ongiual

message, or its codification, but the multiple forms and interconnections through which it must

~ pass. Derfida chaltenges the reader and the translator tothink-and rethink every moment a

each naming gesture, Derrida sugpests a fooinote, & note in the margin, or & preface, in eider
o retrieve 1hose subtle differing supplementary meanings and tangential notions lost in the

process of transcription. Thus, both writing and trunslation are seen as "the endless

displacement of meanmyg which both govems fanguape amd places i fay cver bevond che reack

of 7 stable, self-authenticating knowledge.” (Nutris 1981, 29)

This ol course neans that, instead of being seen as feproductions of wn exact meaning,

iranslationg are scen bs texts in their own right which are always in the process of modilying,

sha arginal The translation process itself can be conceived of as an

AT il L =

action in which Lhe movemens along the surface of language is made visible, and the limits of

lunpuage 4nd intertesiuality explored. Thus the term ‘hiffcrence’ in franslation, tradihicnally &

amme L mar Iy aer

nepative lerm signifying distortion or deviation, is seen in & new figfii un
dutnn5|mgli“n, cﬂUﬂil’.E [fﬂl’lﬁl.ﬂ.tiuﬂ lthﬂlf o hE-' renssessetl:

Within the linits of its possibility or its apporent possibility, translation
practises the difference between signified and significr, But, 1 this ditterence iy
hever pure, translation is even less sv, and a notion of Wanslormation mwust be
substituted for the netion of translagon: 2 rexulaled transformation of one
Jengugge by anpther, of vne text by another. We shall not have and never have
hafw deal with some ‘transfer’ of pure signifieds 1hat the sigRifying instrument -

hicie® - would Jeave virgin and intact (Derrida m Grahum 19E5: 1503

1o recent years, [eminist whniters {ﬂJ‘llf Fﬂﬁ[mfﬂd} Duehéoois “qj?ef-'ﬁ:' havy H?Ff'f?f?fiﬂf&d

rd




Dertida's concept of transformation and transiation has become "a metaphor used by women
writers to deseribe their experience; like transluted texts they can be betrayed, transformed,

invented and created” {Harwoed in Homel and Simon 1988: 49). This 15 evident in these

writers' awareness and exploitation of intertextuslity, in their concern o deconstruct the
dominant discourse, and in particular in their use of wordplay 1o explore language as a sigh of
difference. The radical feminist texts of Nicole Brossand arve an excellent example of this trend.

%he herself characterises her most recent writing as:

Tl BCPifnre e deFive (@ wiill

somewhere at the border between what's real and what's fictive, between what
seems possible to say, to write, bul which proves to be, al the moment f
writing, unthinkable, and that which seems vbvicus but appears, a1 the last

—mmmwﬂe—%%ﬂk@ﬁﬂldmmm
; . : LY

My interest in Brossard and in the translations of her work by feminist translators is explained

|
RiNw ikl RIIWPF "R SSaad

they wurk words in different ways, in subversive ways, disrupting the fineanty

afcunventional discourse, deconstructing gramsmar, sabotaging the symbolism

by tha fact that i can be gaid about feminist translators as much ws their authors that:

of palriarchy, stripping words to Lheir bare meanings and breakimg open

Janguage 1o let it say what is unsaid snd unsayable m the language of patrarchy.

Through these linguistic transgressions, they expand culiural space to liberate
territory for women's expression. (Scutt 1935 preface to fair)

__ . n___ - _°*

Tn other words, ferminist translators are so palied not unly because they transiate fominist waorks,
but also bevause they wish to imitatc the original authors' innovative wriling processes oy farf

of the franstation process Where Quebscois feminist writers such as Nieole Brossard use

ﬂwm&aﬁ%ﬁm&mmtmggle, forpinist translators aim Lo ose translation as a

metanhar for strugele. [n doing 30, as previously mentioned, not anly do they claim to utilise

innovative translation strategies, but they also claim 1o have exploded centain conventional

views on translation. Barbura Godard, the must prolific of the feminist transtitors, was the first

{0 point out the implications of 1his new poetics for transtation theery. Tn her view, the coneept

ol trunslation as trapsfurmation broadens the whele concept of translation, allowing the

_ ey - T e ey
teminist translator to affimm “her critical ditierence, ne

the signs of her manipulation of the text." {Godard in Homel and

r

re-writing and [1o flaunt)

Sitem 1968 57)




Rut are these claims really pustified? The English Lranslations of texts by Nicole Brossard have
generally been read "with silem awe at Brossard's intellectnal achievements and the virtual

finguwistic manipulation of the translator, in an atmosphers that cvinetd uncritical admiratian of

this challenging literary material " {Von Flotow [997: 80) Lawrence Venuti, for one, expresses

his wdtmirgtion of both Brossard's writing and Godard's iranslations

Both the Quebec writer Nicole Brossard and her rranslator Barbacs Gagdard
dity to combat the hierarchical construction of gender idemtities in partizrehal

1deulngy by develuplng 3 kmd c:f' wntmq that is wc-lkmg :'_111} the :n-hetwgen

trnnsturmauﬂn of lhe samec ko th& uther :md inlo the in-Tetween. {‘l,fenuu
1902 12}

However, there has been some critivism of Canadian feminist (ranslations. charges of
"theoretica! incoberviee™ and "opponumsm” by Roseinary Amojo {1904), and of "eiiiism”™ and
"cultrral imappropriateness” by Canadian Robyn Ciltam (1993). Simipn {1996 28) comments

ofl ATojo's criticism a5 follows:
[t i3 net surprising that the idews and practices of feminist translators have met

with some pppostion. It is perhaps surprising, however, that one of the most
cogent gritiques of feminizl translation bas come from the: paint of view of

rﬂdu:al decunnmutmmsm

Arrojo’s first ¢rilicism, Lhat of opportunism o the part of feminist ranslators, as Simon (1996:
28) explains, rests on the fact that ferminist translaters coiticise maly translation theorists fur

Tratem Mrmeelen o 1 et e anm® pedele F A rrates ll'| QII'IH'\H Il'll'!F. 'Ti'l. wvuhila af tha oo diewe
(AL} FILIGL N HP “-'-'I.ll Lo TUC LR LS L sp FRRRRFR AFF RAL ORISR SRR

praising intorventionist technigues by fentnist ranslators 4 being something pusitive and

desirable. But her main point of ciiticism is that feminst trenstators” claims of subversive fidelity
ae not thepretically cuhereni with ibeir appropriation of cerfain posistruciuraiist angd
deconstruetivist jdeas. She cxplains that eccording te Dernda, ™o meaning can ever be
‘repraduce’ or 'recovered, bul 15 glways already ¢reated, or recreated, anew" (Amajo 1994
158}, and thus it is thepretically Incoherent and mapproprate for feminist writery! transtators

1 claim to recreale meaning, anew. Recent deconstructive theory has "wet, by any means,

endowed' the female ransiator with e mghe and cyen the duty to s’ the saurce text"

have come to define feminist work in translation wre & mere mirage, there can be no agency.”




tVon Flotow 1997 83) This otthodox Derridean approach thus cancels oul women's oplimistic

al_ .. b..

R i b T+ %7V criticices
ﬂ."rﬁlepllO [Ilﬂ[ I.H.C}' can act UP’DI L=AL 1 Sa WRR

L R LR R Lt ]

Armojo's point of view as follaws:

This is a position that is diametrically opposed Lo ideas aboul language 45 2

Liobe e prdnl chonos 0 alens joeares the foct that femimsls have
FOIICHIE UL Wi LTIy, PR RS ImEess=ssS :

consistenlly selected thooties or bits of theory they 0t find wscful to apply to their
particular projects.

For Amoje, this tactical application of theory is incoherent; for others such as Von Flotow it

is strategic.

Crillam's {1993) criticism of elitism' rests un the conlention thal Brossard's deconstroetive

wordplays, obscure for the French reader, are incomprehensible for the reader of certain
English translations, particularly those translations that attermpt to extend alrcady complex

wordplays into the English text by privileging gound associations over meaning and somctimes

Throught d»:]iherate mistranslation. Gillam (1995: 12) suggests that thesc wranalations can only

et Y

spurce and targel toxXis. S 1t the English translations of Brossard's work arc

cullurally inappropriate, thal Brossard's doeonstruelive language games mean something

different in a text in Quebec than they do in Enghsh-sp:uking Canada, Sifce the Québecois’

foius on language has little in common with forms of political activism
(hat feminisis are "at & Jnss to translate cither [Brossard's] texts or her

s Dl ol i
L

-
-
-

culiure, she muaiptains

Dleas jota their own coliure” (Gillam 1995 12)

Thoze criticisms are cenainly thought-provoking. But, in my view, nonc of lhese cotics really

yuestions the basis upan which ferminist iranslation rests: the centention thal a fominist

I laki o deliberate miss-ira slation and extension of the source ext, that feminist
ranslation 5

iranslation. unlike conventional irmnslation, constitutes dilferstice and not denvation. In

general, critics examine the notion of feminist (ranslation in terms of the meta-textual

commentary of feminist translators and acadernics and not according (o the acwal zanslations

themselves. Whete reference is made tu the translations, only isolawed exarples of feminist

! The charge of &lltism is supported 10 seme degree by Von Floww [|9%|a: 2 and 199T: 79).
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translators' prowess in deliberately misttanslating and overstating the original ate meationed.
The implications of such a stance for transiation theory are diseussed without attempting (o

examine and compare feminist translations with their originals on a less piccemeal basis,

Cultural and theoretical (injappropriateness aside, my conlention is thal there is a gap between

mela-lextual claims by certain feminist translalors and the scleal facts of the (ranslations

themselves.

between certain feminist toxts and their feminist teanslations in order to determine whather

feminist translation theory is substantiated by feminist tcans/ation practice. A further 2im of
this thesis is to investigate (0 what extent feminist translation theory is a reaction against the
discourse underpinning received translation theory and what the implications might he for

translation studies in general, My research guestion can be formulaled as follows;

rextual evidence of their fominist trimylations?

elaled fuestions will also be discosged, soc ; i ranslaion

a Py T

icchnigues thai feminisi iranslators claim o U

oalt Ara thmaa Inn 1. o Twraoo LE
Are Sl UWiLabr l.'h'u-llljl.l.ll.l.i.-a Fl.hl:‘.'l.l.l. mn

wanstations? Or only in meta-lexis? Are the translation strategies vsed really innovative? What

are the linguistic and contextual constrainis operatinnal in the course of the transiation process

_for these 1ypes of lexts?

My hypothesis is that it is the linguistic consirints of the source lexts investigated (e.p.
prabiemns in transferring French wordp
systemic norma and conventions which explain translational cheiccs. This hypathesis is
therefore in direct contrast to the opinions exprosved in the various mela-lexis, which

emphasise the influence of systemic factors. My view is thal thete is in fact a discrepancy

hetweon the meta-textual claims by the fominist translators and the textual evidence of the

inskations themsclves. In other words, despite statements to the contrary, the feminist

Iranslaticny examined remain conventional transhations, This discrepancy is anly revealed by

7




a comparative analysis of the texts and their translations according to a broad descriptive and
systemic framework. My intention is not to evaluate the quality of the translations but to assess

the theoretical implications of the translational choices made. In other words, I will investigate

. . . . . .
At utd
\JIJ -

I have drawn my corpus from Nicole Brossard's prose works and their feminist translations,
partly because Nicole Brossard is the best-known Québécois feminist writer, and also because
her work has been translated by several different feminist translators, some of whom have-
written extensively about their translations. I have chosen to analyse the translations of two
different translators of Brossard's work, Barbara Godard and Patricia Claxton. Whereas

Godard is the most outspoken and prolific of the feminist translators of Brossard, the first to

point out the theoretical implications of feminist translation for translation theory, Claxton's

attitude to translation as expressed in prefaces would seem to be more conventional. The

texts and translations of four feminist prose texts written by Nicole Brossard between 1973

and 1982, and translated between 1976 and 1989:

Sold-out: étreinte/ illustration (1973, 1980), translated by Patricia Claxton as: Turn of a Pang

(1976);
French Kiss: étreinte-exploration (1974, 1980), translated by Patricia Claxton as French Kiss

Or: A Pang's Progress (1986),
L'Amér ou le chapitre effrité (1977, 1988), translated by Barbara Godard as: These our

. VA NaYeIoAY
mothers or: the disintegratin er(1983);
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1.4 Rationale
Gentzler (1993:146) points out that deconstruction is not an approach normally associated with

translation theory in Anglo-American circles, but also makes the following comment:

I suggest that the shift to a more philosophic stance from which the entire
problematic of translation can be better viewed may not only be beneficial for

translation theory, but that after such a confrontation, the discourse which has
limited the development of translation theory will invariably undergo a




wansformation, ailawing new insights and fresh interdisciplinary approaches,
breaking, i€ you witl, i hagjam of stagnated terms aod aotions. (Genteler 1993:

L45)

The analysis of feminist texts is intercsting breause it provides a vehicle for the Toncrele

examination of the work of a group of transiators who ciaim fo have broken the “logjam of
staghated teyms and potiong™ in their application of deconstructive and feminist principles.

found in the ferninist texts they translate, to their rans|ptions. In their mela-wexts leminist
apnine (ranslation theory itself as diseporse

a¢ well as their intenlion WO use wanslatien to contest the self-cvident legitimacy of @ discourse

apd 5 producers. Barbara Godard has been particularly yocal in this regard and (s quated as

aying:

- w1 Bl Fae | nbier af Bretch forminist texis ] in the framewock
10 rajse 1He iggue O In6 jLEHsEaon 41 el SSITha i) N oWy

of language, gender and igeology iz to ask abow the Jhcories of disvpurse
advanced 1n hese 1exis and e dheories of ransiation which have produweed the
English versian. {Godard in Bassnatt & Lelevere 1990 %1)

This siudy (herefore provides & usciul framewut® for the practival deseripiion and crlicism
of feminist translaticns and a vehicle For a systemic examjnation of translation theory itsclf,

—Fm#r%eaﬁweﬁ&&nsfmfmaﬂumi&ﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂ it dlsg oifers an DhocrteRily 1o oo beyand the

iranslation nroduct and examine the meta-text {28 WitiﬂE of the T_fﬂ.nﬂ].ﬂtiﬂl:'l}l- In this thesis
imnslation product amd e

 analyse not grly Source 1eXts, their ranslalions and intertextual references made in bolh types

1onitm arlok ae madodiond url:ﬁ1ﬁ! wrriltan abonre the
B3 PR woeer Fian - R Y (=)

af TeAY, bt glso prefaces and DRy MEIE-AERIE BN todican el tan
translations and about fentinist (ranslation in general, [ also examine Lranslation as métaphar

and try to sketch oun some of Lhe ways in which transiation has beeq and still (s used for

purposes other than the one iraditionally taken lo b central, namely the trnsmission of what

is in the original lext (however that is defined), in order 10 build up A piclure of what

copstitates Femniniat tranclation discgurse in Canada.

as an act of discourse, and therefore pecessanily requiring a

discursive pegspective, is one which is often overlooked, tul which is useful in that

highlights the facl that theories of ransiatios (anth not only transkation practice) are attached

tr and degendeat on g genersl iheoty O
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iranskation (hcory with translation proper as a pructice, both of which are seen as being subject
to differing ¢ircumstances of production and receplion. By refusing io ]

translation special and privileged staius with respect to the praclice of translation or vice versa,

[ believe our understanding of translation can be enriched.

1.5  Method of research: discourse as a domgin of study

Discourse provides a privileged enicy into the poststructuealist mode of analysis preciscly

Because it studies the orgarisad and

describe the surface linkages between

and constituting functions of language. |
power, knowledge, inslitutions, intellecruals, the control of populations, and the madern state

4 these intersect in the functions of systems of thought. fBové 1992 7}

It is my contenlion that discourse of any Kind - Lexl a5 a suprascntential unit of meaning, an
ptactic and logical structwring of a sentence - iz asite of struggle. [tisa
= in which soeigl meanings arc produccd and

extension of the sy

allonead Thic ia clearly (he case with feminist discourse, since the expasure of the colbusion
el LELE O EeF S g mm =R

i LEpAAd. B il arias

between idealogy and cullural praciices is an avowed feminist aim. Similarly, it is difficubt to

think of translational activity as unmediated by the-dialectics-and tonsions ofthe cullures

involved, Chellapan {1995: 91) agrees with Kathy Merei that
there s more to the translation process than the hernmenentic encoding a_nd
decoding Steiner speaks of, we must consider as well the factors which

influence the production of meaning in the source lext and target text; we must
 consider the function of both source and larget [exts. That is, the translator
tems - the particulat sysem of thetext, the

must consider three referential sys

system of the culturs out of which the text has sprung, and the cullural system

in which Lhe metatext will be created.

This approach to runslation falls squarely within the acknowledged methadology of

deseriptive translation studies. Using descriptive translalion studies {DTS) te inform the

tad ferninist Lexts ENSUIES that

: iding puidetines for the next translalion to be made and passing
.mgwad of provicing & r ol existing ones, (...} the translated text [is taken] as

J 10 determine the vanous factors that may accouni

i teernpt is made
itisand {ana Pt ‘2 maeition implies that the researcher has to work

- 2o Pl
- rtil:ulﬂ.r ﬂ-ﬂtum- LHIio pridariaassss 1EN : : ' :
et ons of what actually constlules translation” or where

without preconceived nli

o
Al
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exactly the dividing line between translation and non-translation is to be drawn,
for such notions would inevitably reveal themselves to be normative and

| i PrONSEPPEY

restrictive. (Hermans 1

DTS is a 'target-oriented' approach which refuses to grant a self-evident superiority or

centrality to the ‘original' or to the inferred intentions of an individual author-translator-subject.

Instead, attention is focused on the completed translations and the relationship between

__ translational solutions and the conventions of the receiving system. As Toury (1995: 13) points

out:

It is not translations alone (as products, that is) whose position in the hosting
culture varies. Translating itself, as a type of text-generating activity, may well
vary in its position too, in terms of e.g. centrality vs peripherality, prevalence
vs rarity, or high vs low prestige. This variability and its possible ramifications,
e.g. in terms of texts ini i 5 i iviti

performed in different cultural groups, is again ?r}timately connected with the
strategies adopted by translators, and hence with the make-up of translated

texts and their relationships to their sources.

The rise of descriptive translation studies, under the influence of polysystem theory?, has meant

that traditional evaluative comparisons betwe
f various kinds are encouraged because they facilitate comparisons

VERL IV anana’

en one source text and its translation are no longer

£ .

a focus; corpus projects ©
of series of texts or translation problems, for example several translations of one source,

different stages in the translation of a text, entire prod

pora of TL originals. It is an approach that

studies, but also stresses the importance of macro-level,

AL e wxye

allows room for micro-level textual

sociological expansions of the field. In this way one hopes to gain insight into many factors that

___characterise and determine the translation product.

ti findividual translators, schools
uctions o1 ir 5

In a broad systemic framework the method of comparison between source text(s) and target

——text(s) has to take into-aecount 2 complex network of relations between the source text(s) and
text(s) and the political, social, cultural, litera
In this regard, the diagrammatic representation of the

conventions of the target system. il U
networks of relations in comparative analysis supplied by Kruger and Wallmach (1997: 123)

ual norms and conventions of the source system,

Il as the target ry and textual norms and
as well as the targ

? The term 'polysystem’ was coined by the Isracli cultural theorist Itamar Even-Zohar in the 1970s.
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has been refined as follows for the present thesis:

V4 : \V/// A/

NLLLLE L s

‘Godard's TTs.. Claxtou's '

Political, social, cultural and literary norms and conventions

of source/ target systems

tual norms and conventions of source/ target systems

]

Figure 1: Networks of relations in comparative analysis

Where my thesis takes descriptive translation studies a step further is in advocating that

translation and feminism themselves should be exami
be studied not only in terms of the texts themselves, but

ned in terms of discourse. In other words,

feminist texts and translations should

g t~ the systems underpinning the production of those texts, the 'real’ (written but
non-literary) discourse of feminists, their attitudes to society, etc. as well as discourse about

12




translation, the so-called 'theories' of translation’. In this study, therefore, an attempt has been

made to examine both feminist discourse and translation discourse as they pertain to feminist

translation.

Since 'cultures’ and "literatureg’ are only specific types of discursive practices, there is no reason

to restrict the concept of translation to the transfer of texts and textual elements between

languages (cultures, literatures). So translation can be redefined as the migration and

transformation of discursive elements between different discourses. E

can be described as occupying a position in a larger system, and forming a system in itself (see
Lambert and Robyns 1992 and Even-Zohar 1981). Most importantly, this means that

translation cannot be seen separately from non-translation. Both the exclusion of alien elements

and their acceptance in their original form, both the 'faithful’ translation and the complete

transformation of a text or textual element have to be seen as translation strategies. Translation
anvthing between literal repetition (which, in practice, does not exist) and

¢+ ha cann as mn
UT DUVII ad Gilyutimiim wvwvs vvvv

must
intertextuality in the largest sense. (Robyns 1994: 3)
The elaboration of a framework with a broad d

to the analysis of feminist texts and their translations. In texts such as those written by Nicole

Brossard, textual meaning as we know it is deconstructed, and the only 'meaning’ residing in

a text is reflected by wordplay, by lexical connections. The same applies to
signifiers via translation as well as to

_A. it donancl bt
Lu dllblduUllb

EP

of these texts, which aim to create a 'different’ chain of

. o i aning, for the 'signified', a
translate for form, for the ‘signifier’, instead of translating for meaning, 8 88

is usual in translation._It is clearly impossible to carry out a conventional comparative analysis
. 7/ 1

of the meaning transfer between source and target texts which are conceived of in this way. I

therefore draw upon aspects of text linguistics to account for the particular type of text

ectivity evident in mﬁdeeenﬁfuctw&temﬁﬁdlhm translations and upon contrastive
connectivity eviden

reativity of the feminist translation strategies utilised.

- nnnlil

lmguxsucs in order & 1a1YyS!

Thus I adopt an interdisciplinary approach i

.+ nclation should be examined as discourse has been made by Clem Robyns

The suggestion that transiation =
(1994: 2).
13



point between feminism and translation, aiming to promote reflection on the interaction
between dominant and peripheral discursive systems in these fieids as well as to devise a way

of examining texts and translations which fall within this paradigm.

1.6  Organisation of the study
In this chapter, the research problem which forms the focus of the enquiry in this thesis is

examined and contextualised within a broader theoretical and empirical framework, and the
objectives, hypotheses and research approach identified. The remainder of the thesis is

ctured in the followine wa
wing wa

~g

of this concept is clearly required. Chapter 2 thereiore p
literature relating to the notion of discourse and the various types of discourse analysis, before

providing some background on the particular theories informing the analysis of discourse and

the theories informing the analysis of text in this thesis.

In Chapter 3, translation studies is analysed in the context of discourse, in terms of dominant

—and-peripheral discourses-on-translation, and with a focus on the origin of metaphors of

resistance and difference in the cultural studies paradigm. In Chapter 4, I examine the notion

of language as an inscription of 'difference’ in Canadian discourse and how the metaphor of

‘difference’ informs both English-Canadian and
and function of the concept of translation as 'difference’ in the various subdiscourses of the

Canadian discursive system, as well as the rhetorical devices used to characterise it. I go on to

C s - es 1w [SNRT IR S, I 1y

discuss feminist discourse in Canada, which 1s 1deologically pOSILOHEE L

s. and how this affects Canadian feminist writing in general,
b4

P S 4l T
LWCCII UIC I'iCl

Anglo-American feminist school

and Nicole Brossard in particular. [ also examine the
eta-texts as well as metatextual commentary on feminist translation strategies.

theoretical concerns of feminist translators

as expressed in m

Chapter 5 constitutes the analytical framework used in the study. A discussion of the linguistic,

i lat I rive an i tional in the course of the translation
ranslational, norma

P et daheration of 2 methodology for the comparison of feminist texts
process is followed by the ciaboration © o
1991) model for the study of patterns of lexis in text is

and translations. Firstly, Hoey's (
14




discussed and adapted for use in tracing the differences and similarities between the networks
of signifiers in feminist texts and their translations. Secondly, the categories used by Delabastita

(1993) and Vinay and Darbelnet ([1958], 1995) for the examination of translation strategies

iscu and re i ini i gies utilised in the

In Chapter 6, extracts from the four texts and the four translations are examined according to
the analytical framework elaborated in the previous chapter and the findings discussed. Chapter
7 constitutes the conclusion to the study and attempts to provide a synthesis of the contribution

of the study in terms of the research issues on which the study focused and the findings of the

_text analyses undertaken. This is followed by a discussion of the implications of these findings

for translation theory and for feminist translation.

This study follows the tenets of DTS and polysystem theory, except as regards my attitude

towards the observability of science and the possibility of closure, where it is more in accord
with feminism and deconstruction. Descriptive translation theorists i
analyse translations objectively and then to draw specific, though non-judgemental, conclusions

about their analysis. For instance, Toury, in proposing DTS as a viable alternative to

prescriptive translation theories, makes the following remark:

What constitutes the subject matter of a proper discipline of Translation Studies
is (observable or reconstructable) facts of real life rather than mereiy specuiative
entities resulting from preconceived hypotheses and theoretical models. (Toury

1004- 1
I77%. 1)

In contrast, both deconstructionists and feminists resist the idea that the world consists of

independently existing objects whose concrete features can be perceived clearly and whose

nature can be classified accordingly. Not only is each perceiver's view seen as containing an
s also impossible to 'pin down' texts themselves, since they continually

inherent bias, but it i
, endless displacement of meaning .

Thus, the structure of this thesis may suggest that there are various central ideas pertaining to

ving read the thesis, the reader will know all

.. o
feminist translation in Canaaa ati
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there is to know about feminist translation and translation discourse. On the contrary; this is

just the moment of entry into a t

contradictory, argumentative realm of discussion. In
discussing specific feminist works and their translations in terms of a linguistic analysis, I have

taken the chance of inviting closure and of presenting a false sense of control ov ial,
. )

linguistic analysis so as to pinpoint the translation strategies used. Ultimately, what counts is

the positioning of feminist translation within a specific discourse system which operates with
its own set of rules in a dynamic relationship with other discourses. There is no closure, no

absolute control. There is always more than one possible reading of a text.

16



Chapter 2

Discourse: theoretical framework

To suppose that the study of the discursive forms in which ideology is expressed could be
detached from the social-historical conditions of discursive production would be to lose sight
of the relations of domination in virtue of which discourse is ideological. (Thompson 1984:

134)

2.1 Introduction

A increasingly popular and important area of study - both on

its own and for what it can tell us about language, society, culture and thought - it remains a
field which is somewhat amorphous. This chapter does not ai i i

the approaches to discourse ana1y51s t only those relevan
and the corpus of texts under examination in particular. The concept of discourse and the
various frameworks, concepts and methods which could be used for the analysis of discourse
within translation studies is discussed, followed by an examination of the theoretical text-

linguistic framework for the comparative analysis of texts in this study.

W&WMWIVN

e Dictionary of Stylistics (Wales 1990: 129), the word discourse "generally

seems to be used for all those senses of language which, in the words of Bakhtin, emphasise

its 'concrete living totality' (1981); the term 'language’ itself

" Here it is important to note that a distinction has often been made between

being orienta
OCing oriein itated

linguistic system.
discourse and text, linguists often using 'discourse' only for spoken forms of language in real

communicative situations, and 'text' for written forms of language. In this study, however, the

term discourse is used not as sociolinguists use it, taking discourse to mean, roughly, any

extended piece of language, but as an overarching concept which refers to the use of language
(whether spoken or written) as social action, whereas text refers to the structure of written

> _ Discourse is not text, but any discourse contains a number of specific

language on

For an overview of discourse analysis, see Schiffrin (1997), Cook (1990) and McCarthy
(1991).
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exicogrammatical
features may be selected in texts. As Kress (in Geslin 1996: 54) puts it, discourse is "a
category that belongs to and derives from the social domain [whereas] text is a category that

belongs to and derives from the linguistic domain...Any one text may be the expression or

realisation of a number of sometimes competing and contradictory discourses."

theorists, discourse analysts, deconstructionists, sociologists, psychologists and stylisticians.”

Discourse analysis is a field which is widely recognised as one of the least defined areas in
linguistics - one reason for this being that our understanding of discourse is based on

scholarship from a number of widely differing academic disciplines. Included are not just

disciplines in which models for understanding and analysing discourse first developed
(linguistics, anthropology, sociology, philosophy), but also disciplines that have applied these
models to problems within specific domains (e.g. communication, social psychology and

artificial intelligence) (Schiffrin 1997: 5).

According to Thompson (1984: 98-9), discourse analysis covers three basic areas: firstly, the

study of naturally occurring instances of expression; secondly, the examination of linguistic

units that exceed the limits of a single sentence; and thirdly, the interest in the relations

between linguistic and non-linguistic hus, discourse analysis is concerned with the

study of the relationship between language and the contexts in which it is used.

At a time when linguistics was largely concerned with the analysis of single sentences? outside

a communicative context, it was Zellig Harris, himself a sentence linguist, who in 1952 coined

the term 'discourse analysis' and initiated a search for language rules which would explain how

2 Until about ghg. 1960s, mainstream linguistics in the Western world focused on the formal
structural component of language and the characterisation of well-formed versus deviant

sentences. Connected sequences of lmgulstnc units such as occur in written dlscourse and

scnentlt' c mvestlgatlon By viewing language as structure and by carefully c1rcumscrlbmg the
data base, formal linguistics abstracted language away from its socio-communicative matrix

VAo, At St 4
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