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Introduction

Piers Rawling and Philip Wilson

This Handbook examines the relationships between translation studies and philosophy.
Philosophy is one of the oldest intellectual practices known to humanity. Translation studies,
by contrast, is a young discipline — a 1972 paper by James Holmes ([1972] 2004) is often
viewed as its starting point — although translation as a practice predates even philosophy. The
two disciplines are contingently linked because, as Jonathan Rée notes: ‘no bookshelves are
more heavily stocked with foreign books and translations than those of the philosopher’
(2001: 231). However, Rée argues that the connection goes deeper: ‘European philosophy has
always been written with several languages in mind; and it has to be read, and translated, with
multilingual eyes as well” (2001: 235). For Lawrence Venuti, translation is philosophy’s ‘dark
secret’ (1998: 115). The present volume shows how contemporary scholars are responding to
the growing realisation that those working in translation studies and those working in phil-
osophy have much to say to each other (see the study by Andrew Benjamin ([1989] 2015)).
It will therefore help to establish dialogue between the fields as a norm, as well as being an
important work of reference.

Willis Barnstone (writing in 1993) speaks of the ‘mutual self-isolation of linguistic and
philosophical studies on translation and the theory and practice of literary translators’ (1993:
223), while Rosemary Arrojo (writing in 2010) argues that in the history of Western phil-
osophy ‘hardly any attention has been paid either to the practice of translation or to the
philosophical questions it raises’ (2010: 247). Arrojo, however, concludes that the situation is
changing, a change evidenced by her own work. We note a growing number of conferences
that bring together scholars in the two fields, as well as an increasing number of relevant
publications, such as the essays in the volume edited by Lisa Foran (2012), which “all point to
the same claim: that translation is inherently philosophical and that philosophy not only
demands, but also itself engages in, a type of translation’ (Foran 2012: 11). Barbara Cassin’s
Dictionary of Untranslatables (2014) is a further instance of how translation and philosophy
can be placed in the same field of enquiry. In a review of what he calls this ‘extraordinary
book’, itself a translation from the French of 2004, Tim Crane argues that translation is
‘almost never a straightforward conversion’, which is what makes it a ‘fertile subject for
philosophy’ (2015). The impact of Cassin’s work is likely to take some time to be assimilated
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and sets the standard for a certain sort of enquiry, even though critical voices have been raised.
Crane notes among other things the assumption in the Dictionary that French is the natural
language of philosophy (ibid.), while Venuti (2016) argues that it operates with an underlying
instrumental model of translation that makes many of its assumptions about untranslatability
questionable, given that other models of translation are available. (See Akashi, Jozwikowska,
Large and Rose (forthcoming) for an overview of the emerging debate on untranslatability.)

Two important qualifications about the Handbook must now be made, two problems that
are signalled as a call for action, for new overviews, which is something that is to be expected,
because handbooks do not only map a field but also show where new explorations must be
carried out.

First, the canonical philosophers discussed in Chapters 1-9 are all male. Such imbalance is
symptomatic of a wider problem in philosophy, as Katrina Hutchison and Fiona Jenkins have
shown (2013). Chapters 16 and 20 in the Handbook address this issue in the context of
translation studies and philosophy. How can an unjust situation be improved?

Second, the Handbook is oriented to Western philosophy. In Part I, again, the male phi-
losophers addressed have written in English, French and German only. Where are philoso-
phers from non-Western traditions? Similarly, many of the debates described in Parts I[I-IV
use Western discourse. However, even the very use of the term “Western’ is suspect. As
Sebnem Susam-Saraeva points out, it renders the West more homogenous than it is and
implies that not being Western is the ‘only common denominator behind otherwise vastly
different languages and cultures’ (2002: 193). Such issues are further explored in Chapter 11,
which addresses ‘Eurocentrism’, and in Chapter 12, where Western views are contrasted with
a South Asian translation tradition.

A view from translation studies

Translation studies is what Mona Baker calls an ‘interdiscipline’ (2008), which of necessity
looks outside for support. Jean Boase-Beier’s work on creativity in translation, for example,
draws on relevance theory (2006). If we accept Venuti’s definition of translation studies as ‘the
formulation of concepts designed to illuminate and to improve the practice of translation’ (2012:
13), then philosophy is an obvious area to which to turn for support, because it is a rigorous
intellectual enquiry into the nature of reality. Thus translation studies anthologies typically
include work by philosophers (Venuti reproduces statements by Walter Benjamin, Jacques
Derrida, Friedrich Nietzsche, Friedrich Schleiermacher and George Steiner in an influential
reader (2012)). Philosophy has given rise to a number of sub-disciplines, such as the philos-
ophies of history, law and science, and there is no reason why it should not give rise to the
philosophy of translation (see Large 2014: 182). The term ‘philosophy of translation’ can be
understood in two ways: first, as an analytic activity in which philosophical tools are used to
discuss translation issues — the ideas of moral philosophers can illuminate the debates of
translation ethics, for example (see Chapter 15) — and, second, as a substantive activity that aims
to formulate an overview (see Chapter 29). Not only translation scholars but also practising
translators can use philosophy to examine and even to drive the way that they translate.

Such enquiry by translation scholars and by translators will enable boundaries to be
redrawn between disciplines (see Boase-Beier, Fawcett and Wilson 2014: 8). Boundaries are
never stable. Maria Tymoczko has used the work of Wittgenstein on family resemblance in
order to view translation itself as a cluster concept with no fixed definition, for example
(2007: 83-90). Figures such as Benjamin and Derrida draw attention from both university
departments of philosophy and university departments of literature, while the work of many
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non-philosophers shows philosophical aspects — the sociologist Pierre Bourdieu is a case in
point. One effect of this Handbook will be to destabilise boundaries further.

A view from philosophy

Ludwig Wittgenstein, in a letter to C.K. Ogden about Ogden’s rendering of the 1921 Tractatus
Logico-Philosophicus, remarked of translation in general: ‘It is a difficult business!” (1973:
19). Wittgenstein’s realisation is typical of what makes a philosopher reflect on translation: it
is a phenomenon in need of explanation.

Most of the canonical thinkers who have written on translation come from the continental
tradition (which privileges existential enquiry). In this volume, there are chapters in Part I on
Friedrich Schleiermacher, Friedrich Nietzsche, Walter Benjamin, Martin Heidegger, Hans-
Georg Gadamer, Paul Ricoeur and Jacques Derrida. But there have also been important
contributions from the Anglo-American, or analytic, tradition (which privileges conceptual
clarification), notably from Willard Van Orman Quine and Donald Davidson, who are
addressed in Chapters 7 and 8 respectively. (Wittgenstein, the subject of Chapter 4, escapes
the continental/analytic distinction.) One lesson of this Handbook is that valuable insights
about translation can be gained from both traditions. We can move on from what Anthony
Pym describes as ‘not just a lack of dialogue but serious misunderstandings’ (2007: 42) to
more fruitful collaboration.

Investigating translation can not only tell us things that are of interest about what happens
when we replace a word or a sentence in language A by a word or a sentence in language B,
but can help us to theorise how people think. If T hold that meaning lies behind something, for
example, then this may not only make me translate in a certain way but also show that I see
essences underlying the use of language, which may carry over into how I view the things
around me. If, on the other hand, I see meaning as publicly available — as determined by, and
manifest in, the use of language — then I will translate differently and may have a different
view of reality. Heidegger (see Chapter 3) goes as far as to assert (1996: 63):

Tell me what you think of translation, and I will tell you who you are.

The stakes cannot get any higher.

An overview of the Handbook

Pym asserts that there are three ways in which philosophy and translation are linked (2007: 4):

1. Philosophers of various kinds have used translation as a case study or metaphor for
issues of more general application.

2.  Translation theorists and practitioners have referred to philosophical discourses for
support and authority for their ideas.

3. Philosophers, scholars and translators have commented on the translation of philo-
sophical discourses.

The Handbook has been divided into four parts. Parts I-1II follow Pym’s categorisation. Part |
investigates how certain canonical philosophers have addressed translation, both as metaphor
(as Pym describes) but also in its own right. In Part I, some key themes in translation studies
are given philosophical clarification. Part III offers two overviews of translating philosophy,
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followed by four case studies. Finally, Part IV suggests five emerging research trends. The
volume thus gives an overview of the state of research into translation studies and philosophy
and also indicates ways in which students and researchers can continue to bring the two
disciplines together. Each chapter indicates which other chapters in the Handbook can provide
further illumination and includes a list of commented further reading.

Part I: Philosophers on translation

The first nine chapters, ordered chronologically, take the form of academic studies of the
writings of the philosopher in question with respect to translation. The final chapter examines
some contemporary trends in how the two fields of philosophy and translation studies speak
to each other.

Theo Hermans discusses the views on translation of the German philosopher and theologian
Friedrich Schleiermacher (1768—1834), whose famous 1813 lecture ‘On the Different Methods
of Translating’ applies the principles of hermeneutics to interlingual translation. Hermans
argues that Schleiermacher’s views on translation are an integral part of his thinking on com-
munication, language and understanding, and examines these views in their immediate context,
in relation to Schleiermacher’s other work and in relation to the translation of Plato that marks
the beginning of Schleiermacher’s hermeneutic thought. Schleiermacher’s lecture, which is
frequently anthologised by translation scholars and read by translation students, has at its core
not the choice between the translator either bringing the author to the reader or taking the reader
to the author, as is often stated, but the formidable difficulty faced by the hermeneutic translator
who, having glimpsed the otherness of the foreign writer, has only the translating language to
articulate the understanding gained. Translation cannot overcome difference, but as a project
it can take us closer to the metaphysical ideal of absolute shared knowledge.

Even though Friedrich Nietzsche (1844—1900) left only fragments about translation, the
impact of his thought on the development of some of the most important and productive
trends that have emerged within the discipline of translation studies in the last few decades has
been enormous, although, unfortunately, hardly acknowledged. Rosemary Arrojo shows
how some of the main topics currently explored in translation studies — such as the recognition
of the translator’s inescapable visibility and agency, the transformational character of trans-
lation, the role of translation in processes of colonisation and evangelisation and the
relationship between translation and gender issues — are deeply indebted to the work of
Nietzsche, particularly as conveyed by his interpreters. If we consider, for example, that
mainstream conceptions of the ‘original” and its idealised relationship with translation are still
very much reminiscent of Plato’s theory of Forms and its devaluation of representations, it
becomes evident how fundamental Nietzsche’s conceptions of language, interpretation and
the will to power have been for the ways in which we now think of the task of translators
and the ethics that should guide their work.

Martin Heidegger (1889-1976) is an example of a canonical philosopher who addressed
translation in detail. Tom Greaves describes how early discussions tended to focus on the
difficulty, even the purported impossibility, of translating Heidegger’s philosophical idiom
and shows that recent discussion has focused increasingly on Heidegger’s own translation
practice — that is, the integral part that translation played in his understanding of philosophy
and thought itself, together with the thematic discussions of translation in his writings.
Greaves discusses three aspects of Heidegger and translation, the first of which is the radical
rethinking of hermeneutics that the young Heidegger developed as the central feature of his
development of phenomenology into a hermeneutic ontology. The second is the role that
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‘fundamental words’ play in Heidegger’s thinking and translation; Greaves explores possible
justifications and potential limitations of this focus on fundamental words in Heidegger’s
developing thinking about language. Third, Greaves provides a brief overview of the history
of English-language discussions of Heidegger’s views on translation and how they have
developed as more of his work has been published and understanding of his philosophy has
changed.

Ludwig Wittgenstein (1889—1951) is widely regarded as one of the most important phi-
losophers of language. He did not write extensively on translation, but Silvia Panizza shows
how his insights and methods, which take pragmatic aspects of language to be of paramount
importance, can be applied to both theory and practice. Four key concepts from Wittgenstein’s
1953 Philosophical Investigations are discussed: language-games, forms of life, aspect-
seeing and the surveyable representation. Language-games, for example, are the different
contexts in which we use language, with particular aims and rules which give words their
specific meaning. Instead of postulating a corresponding entity for each word, which the
translator needs to find, a Wittgensteinian approach to translation suggests that we first need
to understand which language-games texts are playing and within what kinds of forms of life
they fit. The task of translation is to recreate similar contexts and effects rather than iden-
tifying an absolute referent. The chapter concludes with suggestions about how to evaluate
different translations by appealing to Wittgenstein’s conception of language.

“The Task of the Translator’, by Walter Benjamin (1892—1940), is another text that is
frequently anthologised and on many university reading lists. Jean Boase-Beier argues that
though it does contain Benjamin’s most complete statement of his views on translation, it is
hard to understand in isolation. While certain pronouncements — that texts possess a quality of
‘translatability’, for example — are well known and relatively straightforward, others can
appear merely idiosyncratic. The danger of taking from the essay only those ideas that are
easy to understand is that the essay’s extraordinary density is lost, and it can seem to be saying
little of importance. If, however, we see this essay as a statement made at a particular point in
Benjamin’s intellectual development and read it in relation to his other works, especially those
on language, philosophy and history, we not only see that there is no redundancy in the essay
but also find it illuminated by his thoughts on those other topics. Boase-Beier’s con-
textualisation of Benjamin enables us better to assess the relevance of his thought for both
translation theory and practice.

Lisa Foran discusses the work of Hans-Georg Gadamer (1900-2002) and of Paul Ricoeur
(1913-2005). For both thinkers, understanding is a condition of human existence, and they
describe it as a form of translation involving a transformative relation between people, which
produces meaning and which is never finished. Foran considers Gadamer’s philosophical
heritage, paying particular attention to the influence of Heidegger and the latter’s accounts of
thrownness and situated understanding, going on to describe how for Gadamer these and
other concepts impact both on the aim of translation and how a practising translator can
proceed. She then turns to Ricoeur and his shared phenomenological heritage with Gadamer.
For Ricoeur, translation is a much broader concept that concerns not only an operation
between languages but also offers itself as a paradigm for intersubjective relations.
Translation necessarily gives rise to a number of ethical and political questions which are
difficult to address. While both thinkers share a number of positions and concepts, the
chapter’s central claim is that Ricoeur’s expanded account of translation is more attuned to
those difficulties than Gadamer’s.

Paul A. Roth considers the work of Willard Van Orman Quine (1908-2000), one of the
twentieth century’s most important philosophers in the Anglo-American tradition. On Roth’s
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account, Quine shows earlier subscribers to this tradition to be committed to a problematic
notion of meaning — problematic because it presupposes a notion of propositional content that
is independent of contingent linguistic form. On this ‘traditional’ view, the translation of an
utterance succeeds when it re-expresses (or ‘recaptures’) the pre-existing meaning of that
utterance. Roth examines Quine’s reasons for rejecting this view, with a focus on Quine’s
thesis of the ‘indeterminacy of translation’ and the philosophical assumptions that Quine sees
this as calling into question. In the process, Roth closely examines just how Quine’s thought
experiment of radical translation — the case where one confronts a language previously
unknown or untranslated — engenders compelling arguments for the indeterminacy of
translation. Roth concludes with a comparison of Quine to Donald Davidson and sees both as
rejecting the ‘recapture’ view of translation, with its assumption that a fixed and determinate
meaning exists prior to translation, in favour of the view, forced upon us by the indeterminacy
of translation, that meaning, in important respects, results from translation and cannot be
independent of it.

Donald Davidson (1917-2003) made important contributions in several major areas of
philosophy and is notable for his systematic approach. Piers Rawling begins by placing
Davidson in the context of Quine and Wittgenstein and sees them all as united in rejecting the
‘conventional’ account of language. In addition, a key principle emerges: the manifestation
principle. This states that there can be nothing more to the meaning of a speaker’s words than
can be gleaned from observation, where this observation is necessarily guided by certain
maxims of interpretation, collectively known as the ‘principle of charity’. But the principle of
charity does not force unique interpretations. Indeed, interpretation, on Davidson’s view, is
inevitably indeterminate: there are myriad interpretations of a given speaker that all account
for the data equally well, and no one of them is uniquely ‘correct’. Other topics covered
include ‘radical interpretation’, Davidson’s application of Tarski’s definition of truth, his
argument to the effect that thought requires ‘triangulation’, his denial that there is any such
thing as a ‘conceptual scheme’, his ‘anomalous monism’, holism about meaning and thought,
and his claim that there is no thought without talk.

Deborah Goldgaber considers the work of Jacques Derrida (1930-2004), who is fre-
quently studied by those outside philosophy departments, as noted above, and whose work
powerfully critiques a certain philosophical view of language — logocentrism — and the ideal
of translation it implies. According to this ideal, the function of language is to express
meaning, while translation should find equivalents. Derrida’s critique consists in showing that
meaning is necessarily language-like; therefore it cannot anchor language, nor assure the
possibility of successful linguistic equivalence between languages. According to Derrida,
logocentric accounts of language assume what they ought to contest: the absolute difference
between signifier and the signified. In fact, the signified element is not ‘outside’ the text,
depending on language users to give and restore extra-textual meaning — it is inscribed on the
‘inside’. Deconstructively speaking, translation is not a derivative linguistic practice with
respect to establishing meaning but essential and primary. Texts are defined by their capacity
to ‘translate’ heterogeneous texts. Derrida thus helps us to see the productive role of trans-
lation and the power of translational practices to enrich and shape language.

In the final chapter of Part I, Roland Végso6 examines what first might appear to be a central
contradiction: while contemporary philosophy has turned against the heritage of the so-called
‘linguistic turn’ of the twentieth century and thus questions the absolute centrality of
language, the category of translation has nevertheless remained a central concern for it as an
ontological problem. He goes on to examine work by Alain Badiou, Michel Callon, Bruno
Latour, Levi Bryant and Barbara Cassin, and he argues that today translation occupies in
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philosophical discourse the position of a limit in relation to ontology. In the case of Badiou,
for example, ontology limits the function of translation, since mathematics as ontology tends
towards the elimination of translation; for Cassin, translation limits the scope of classic
ontology, as it is responsible for introducing a new kind of multiplicity to ontology; for Latour
and Bryant, ontology is translation, and thus translation ceases to be an essentially linguistic
problem, as it is tied to the more general problem of relationality.

Part II: Translation studies and philosophy

Philosophy can offer support to theorising about translation, and theorising about translation
can contribute to philosophy. The approach in Part II is topic-based, addressing some of the
major themes that have arisen in translation studies and offering a philosophical perspective.

Maria Tymoczko addresses the relationship between translation theory and philosophy, in
a chapter that offers an overview of what is at stake in the whole project of this Handbook, by
tracing the relationship between translation theory and the developments in Anglo-American
philosophy which contributed to the shaping of the discipline of translation studies as it
emerged in the twentieth century, issuing in the current state of the field. In certain respects, it
can be argued that the two disciplines co-evolved, with philosophers of language frequently
invoking translation in their arguments on the one hand and translation studies scholars and
theorists using insights from philosophical arguments on the other. Because both disciplines
focus on language (the defining trait of human cognition) in its pragmatic cultural contexts,
there is significant convergence in the arguments of both fields. Topics explored include Quine’s
theory of the indeterminacy of translation/language (see also Chapter 7), Wittgenstein’s work
on meaning (see also Chapter 4), speech act theory and Rawls’s theory of justice. Tymoczko
also discusses aspects of translation theory that would enhance contemporary philosophical
discourses and methods. Overall, the chapter forms a compelling argument for translation
scholars to engage with philosophy and for philosophers to become familiar with work done
in translation studies.

In his chapter on context and pragmatics, Shyam Ranganathan argues that the semantics
or meaning of a text or utterance is its context-transcendent importance. Philosophers such as
J.L. Austin and Paul Grice show us that pragmatics, in contrast, has to do with what we can
accomplish within a context. Adopting the principle that it is the pragmatics of a text that is to
be preserved in translation leads to indeterminacy: translations that contradict each other. Yet
ignoring pragmatics while producing translations that aim at preserving linguistic meaning
only results in translations that are failures. In contrast to a language-focused approach to
meaning and translatable content characteristic of the Western tradition, Ranganathan closes
by observing a promising line of thought in translation theory that identifies translation with
genres. Drawing from the South Asian philosophy of Yoga, Ranganathan identifies a genre
with a disciplinary practice. This allows for the identification of a nonlinguistic textual-
meaning: the genre-relative pragmatics of a text. Translations that preserve textual meaning
will not only have the same meaning as each other but will be pragmatically felicitous.

Sergey Tyulenev examines culture, one of the most problematic and yet central notions in
the humanities in general and in translation studies. Why is culture so important? Why,
despite all the problems of defining and describing it, can it be considered a success story in
the crossdisciplinary terminological apparatus of the social sciences? Tyulenev draws on
classical publications in anthropology and sociology and addresses questions of definition,
including how to demarcate cultural and social aspects of translation and culturally and
sociologically informed approaches in translation research. The history of the term and concept
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is presented by analysing skopos and polysystem theories. Translation is shown as both an
intracultural mechanism and an indispensable factor in intercultural communication: it helps
societies mediate between individuals and culture; it is a powerful mechanism of cultural
evolution and a way for different societies to communicate and learn from each other. The
chapter offers a discussion of methods of research into the relationship of culture and
translation and recommendations for the practice of such research.

Alice Leal considers equivalence among languages as investigated by various philoso-
phers, discussing approaches from the philosophy of language and asking whether we can
draw insight from these reflections to enrich translation studies. Many key Western thinkers
on language have not directly addressed the subject of equivalence, but it is still possible to
discuss the implications of their work. Leal, following George Steiner, considers two main
trends — the universalist and the relativist matrices — in a historical survey from Aristotle to
Ricoeur. The traditional notion of equivalence in translation studies is deeply rooted in the
universalist matrix, looking back to the Aristotelian notion of sign. Leal asks how far the
matrix can be traced in subsequent philosophical movements and also examines the relativist
matrix, ending by interrogating various philosophical attitudes to meaning and suggesting a
working definition of equivalence within translation. The chapter shows how new light can be
shed upon the questions that cluster around an ancient problem when philosophy is applied
to translation.

Translation inevitably raises ethical questions, both in practice and theory. Joanna Drugan
argues that from the earliest days of translation studies, scholars emphasised ethical aspects of
linguistic equivalence or fidelity. Later, one of the pivotal ‘turns’ in the development of the
discipline centred on calls for a ‘return to ethics’. Researchers’ focus simultaneously widened
to embrace a broader range of issues and challenges and narrowed in on specific cultures,
language pairs or domains in relation to ethics. These theoretical developments were
accompanied by increasing deontic attention to ethics in relation to the practice of translation,
particularly with the growth of professional associations and transformations in the techno-
logical and geopolitical context. In this, ethics remains relatively unusual in translation
studies and in philosophy, since research has embraced both theoretical and practical camps,
with each one studied, questioned and arguably enriched by the other. Drugan first traces
significant developments in relation to ethics in translation studies chronologically, then
considers some important ethical themes and questions for translation theory and practice in
more detail.

Given how profoundly interconnected gender is to both identity and power, it inevitably
informs and is informed by acts of translation, whether textual or cultural. Valerie Henitiuk
describes the case of a young Inuit woman in the early 1950s, asked by a newly arrived
missionary to provide a word list to help him learn her language. Mitiarjuk instead takes up
the valuable tool of writing that she has only just acquired and begins writing stories.
Feminists have addressed what it means to be a woman translator, particularly in cases where
the source author is male and his text explicitly or even implicitly misogynous, and have
highlighted the often parlous fate of women writers in translation. Further, they have helpfully
criticised translation studies along with other disciplines for gendered language and con-
structions, uncovering engrained biases and proposing new paradigms and approaches. The
journey of Sanaagq, originally composed in Inuktitut, through translations into French and
then indirectly into English (both of which were produced by male anthropologists), functions
in this chapter to help tease out the complex intersection of feminism and translation.

Kirsten Malmkjeer discusses the sub-disciplines of linguistics and how they relate to
aspects of translation in the context of philosophy. Phonetics, phonology, morphology and
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descriptive and theoretical grammar are linked to the uses of language in society and to the
mental representation of language, as well as semantics, pragmatics, genre, text and discourse
analysis and historical linguistics. Semantics is arguably closest to philosophy, which shares
its interest in meaning. Of more interest in linguistics than in philosophical semantics has been
the related sub-discipline of pragmatics, which deals with the study of language in use.
Malmkjeer introduces speech act theory in the context of the challenges posed for translators
and interpreters, along with sociolinguistics and psycholinguistics. One relationship between
socio- and psycholinguistics and philosophy lies in the notion of personality: speakers of one
language may find speakers of another overly direct or impolite; and impositions on a people
of a language can cause affront, alienation and anomie. The concerns of genre, text and
discourse and conversational analysis are introduced, and the chapter ends with a discussion
of the relevance-theory controversy.

Any attempt to address translation philosophically must at some point come to terms with
what is meant by meaning, a notion that has been central to philosophy since Classical Greece
and that is unavoidable in any discussion of how we can replace a word or a text in one
language with a word or a text in another language. Rachel Weissbrod maps the different and
often clashing approaches to the relationship between translation and meaning and introduces
some of their main representatives. Her chapter surveys and critiques five approaches: first,
translation is capable of transferring meaning — in fact, following Roman Jakobson, this is
what translation is about; second, translation cannot transfer meaning but consists of textual
equivalence, as asserted by lan John Catford; third, meaning is not what translators are
supposed to transfer, an idea associated with Benjamin; fourth, translators are authorised to
create meaning rather than transferring it, as advocated — based on Derrida and other post-
structuralist thinkers — by some feminist translators; fifth, translation studies is not about
meaning. The concept of meaning can thus be a way to map translation studies, while
highlighting its tight connections with philosophy.

Part llI: The translation of philosophy

Rée asserts that ‘of all the kinds of translation, none is trickier than the translation of phil-
osophy’, because philosophy is obscure, has a dialogical and literary nature and contains
terms that often develop a life of their own (2001: 226-30). Because of this trickiness, most
philosophy is translated by professional philosophers (Large 2014: 183). Chapter 19 sets the
scene with a general discussion of the translation of philosophical texts, followed, in Chapter
20, by an investigation into the issues that arise when translating feminist philosophers in a
male-dominated field. Part III ends with four case studies, each of which raises important
questions for both translation theorists and philosophers.

Duncan Large notes how in most cases the reception of foreign-language philosophy has
depended on translation. He traces a history of key translations since antiquity which have
changed the course of the development of philosophy, both within the West and between
Western philosophy and Chinese and Indian thought. It has been widely recognised that
philosophical texts pose a particular challenge to the translator, comparable to translating
scripture or poetry, and philosophy’s conceptual language has regularly been considered
‘untranslatable’, but equally regularly philosophical texts have been translated (and
retranslated). Five different purposes for philosophy translation are set out: cultural exchange,
textual interpretation, linguistic enrichment, founding or furthering an indigenous philo-
sophical tradition and the philosophical development of the individual translator. Although
many of the most significant philosophy translations in history have been carried out by
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gifted amateurs, nowadays the task is increasingly falling to professional academic philo-
sophers, of whom a steadily increasing number are women. The difficulties posed for the
translator by conceptual and figurative language are considered, as is the relative creativity of
some of the responses.

Carolyn Shread addresses the translation of feminist philosophers by presenting an
inclusive sample of these thinkers and explaining how translation elucidates their philo-
sophical views. Shread argues that, due to the historical oppression of women, feminist
philosophy is often marginalised within the discipline and seen as a relatively new
phenomenon. She notes that it was only in the 1970s that feminist voices in philosophy
achieved institutional recognition, despite the fact that feminist philosophy — that is, phil-
osophy informed by women’s knowledge and experiences — has been a universal presence
throughout history. In response to this longstanding exclusion, Shread argues, feminist phi-
losophers have challenged the mainstream power structure within philosophy by offering
perspectives, and proposing methodologies, that have fundamentally changed the discipline.
Translation aids this feminist challenge by providing an escape route, a way to reach receptive
audiences, and a method of canonisation. As Shread puts it, her chapter ‘not only attests to a
re-forming of philosophy, but also lies like a bomb within a handbook whose fourteen named
philosophers are all, exclusively, men’.

It was noted above how Hermans identifies Schleiermacher’s hermeneutic view of trans-
lation as originating in his translation of Plato. Ross Wilson gives a case study of a poet
translating Plato and describes the issues that arise for translation studies. Percy Bysshe
Shelley (1792-1822) famously wrote that translating poetry from one language to another
was like casting a violet into a crucible in order to discover the formal principles of colour and
odour. Wilson discusses how Shelley’s stated views on translation can be reconciled with his
own attempts at translating Plato, emphasising Shelley’s description of Plato as, indeed, a
poet, and thus the necessity of confronting Shelley’s negative estimation of the translation of
poetry in the case of his own translations. Wilson highlights how philosophy has literary
aspects, and how translation can respond to literariness, despite the frequent assertions
throughout time that poetry cannot be translated. Wilson’s investigation of this encounter
between a philosopher and a poet sheds light on both philosophy and translation. Of particular
interest are the close readings of Shelley’s translations that are undertaken.

Nicholas Walker examines the reception of German Idealist thought, principally of
Immanuel Kant (1724-1804) and Georg Friedrich Wilhelm Hegel (1770-1831), in the
English-speaking world in the second half of the nineteenth century and the first few decades
of the twentieth, and the role and character of the translations which facilitated this process.
Walker investigates how early translators conceived of their task and how they executed it,
which involved in the first place choosing which texts to translate. Modern translations have
often sought to demystify these authorships and free them from the weight of inherited
interpretations, claiming to provide closer textual fidelity and greater terminological precision
and consistency in relation to the freer and more tendentious approaches of earlier translators.
Walker compares and contrasts specific translation choices in order to appreciate the potential
losses as well as gains that may arise in some contemporary translation practice (such as the
relative neglect of the literary quality and rhetorical features of the source texts in a desire to
accommodate them to more standard forms of writing).

Oisin Keohane examines the consequences of translating Jacques Derrida into English
over the last fifty years, arguing that the stakes have been dramatically increased in recent
decades due to ‘Anglobalisation’, to use Keohane’s term. To highlight these stakes, trans-
lations of Derrida from 1967 to 2017 are divided into four separate historical periods, from
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the first to the latest, produced by the Derrida Seminars Translations Project (DSTP), with
each period individuated by means of its own specific set of translation strategies. Following
this, critical issues and topics in translations of Derrida are further explored by examining how
several translators of Derrida have rendered his phrase ‘fout autre est tout autre’, which he
used in numerous writings from the 1990s until his death in 2004. Gayatri Chakravorty
Spivak’s translation of Derrida is also a major focus, from the original 1976 translation of
Derrida’s Of Grammatology to the recent 2016 fortieth-anniversary retranslation. Finally,
Geoffrey Bennington’s critique of this retranslation and Spivak’s response at the launch of
the book in the UK are examined and critiqued.

In the final chapter of this section, Bettina Bergo offers a different way of approaching the
translation of philosophy. What happens when the work of a thinker is juxtaposed with its
translation? Examining the philosophy of Emmanuel Levinas (1906-95), Bergo discusses
two translational desiderata: faithfulness to the letter of the source text and to its style and tone
(which includes rhythm). And she does so in light of Levinas’s own account of the ‘ethical’
suffering at the root of communication, responsibility and self-sacrifice [la substitution].
Beyond the difficulties of translating culturally hybrid texts while respecting these desiderata,
Bergo demonstrates how the latter can enter into mutual tension and what this implies for the
translator. She also shows how an investigation into the issues that arise when translating
Levinas sets his later work between poetry, philosophy and what he called ‘spirituality’.
Above all, Levinas’s writing poses the problem of how best to translate rhythms, affects and,
ultimately, the silences that punctuate philosophical witnessing.

Part IV: Emerging trends

The contributors in Part IV map five possible directions for future enquiry. Prediction is a
risky business, of course. Other directions are not only possible but inevitable.

Translators and translation scholars have for some time been interested in developments in
cognitive science, both as a way of understanding translation and also of influencing practice.
Maria Serban shows how cognitive approaches to translation studies are driven by three
interrelated aims: to understand the structure and organisation of the capacities of cognitive
agents involved in processes of translation; to build better theories and models of translation;
and to develop more efficient methods and programmes for translator training. Her chapter
showcases some current research programmes that reflect the fruitfulness of the interdis-
ciplinary structure of translation studies. Instead of thinking about cognitive research on
translation as driven by a master cognitive theory, Serban argues that it is more descriptively
adequate and more fruitful to understand it as a family of projects based on multiple theories
that are relevant for studying different aspects of the translation process. This perspective
allows us to extract the erotetic structure of programmes organised around specific problems
or questions shaped by previous research, well-established cognitive hypotheses and the
current interests of the discipline of translation studies.

Dorothy Kenny discusses machine translation (MT), tracing its history from rocky
beginnings in the aftermath of the Second World War and pointing up the technological and
geopolitical factors that reinvigorated MT research on more than one occasion. Of particular
significance was the shift in the late twentieth century from rule-based systems to data-driven
systems, in which machines ‘learned’ probabilistic models of translation from an ever
growing supply of human translations available in digital form. Kenny shows how the
conceptualisation of meaning and translation changes with shifts in research paradigms: from
the symbolism of rule-based systems, through the statistical approach that sees translation as

11



Piers Rawling and Philip Wilson

a form of Bayesian optimisation and says little about meaning, to the connectionism of neural
MT. The chapter also considers some of the more troublesome aspects of contemporary MT,
including its complicated relationship with human translation. Despite occasional tensions,
Kenny argues that MT provides the ideal locus for translation studies to engage with some of
the most pressing questions of our time, questions linked to the resurgence of interest in
artificial intelligence and to the future of human labour.

Leena Laiho examines theoretical approaches to literary translation, which involves
exploring the very nature of the literary work of art. Her approach shows the heuristic value of
labelling something as literary and discerns the literary work as aesthetic object in current
theories of literary translation. Notions such as ‘author’, ‘translator’, ‘original’, ‘translation’,
‘reader’, ‘text’, ‘meaning’, ‘similarity’ and ‘difference’, all in general use when addressing
literary translation, are ultimately related to ‘literary work’. If literary translation is examined
within frameworks such as phenomenology, hermeneutics, deconstruction or the philosophy
of art, an explicit encounter with ‘work identity’ can be expected. However, when literary
translation is considered more as an object of cultural relations and exchange (as in the context
of the post-colonial approach), the aspect of work identity loses some relevance, and literary
translation, embedded in cultural and political systems, can be understood as an issue of
power relationships. Scholars from both translation and literary studies are considered in what
is in effect a chapter on aesthetics.

Philip Wilson discusses the ways that translation has interacted with writings from mys-
tical and esoteric traditions. Translation itself has been viewed as something supernatural, for
example, by commentators on the third-century BCE Septuagint rendering of the Jewish
scriptures, while writers on translation have also drawn on the vocabulary of mysticism and
esotericism. Benjamin’s 1923 essay ‘The Translator’s Task’, for example, uses concepts from
the Kabbalah, while tropes such as the Tower of Babel reoccur in translation literature. The
chapter asks whether philosophy can help us theorise the phenomena under discussion and
ends by discussing how translation theorists and philosophers can proceed. Are we dealing
with a mystery or a problem? The answer to that question will vary according to one’s
philosophical views, so that the chapter as a whole establishes another link between phil-
osophy and translation. It may be that the whole relationship has been a distraction from
serious scholarship. On the other hand, it may be that the mystical and the esoteric tell us
something very important about the mind and therefore about one of the mind’s products,
translation.

In the final chapter, Salah Basalamah argues for embedding a philosophy of translation
within translation studies. He notes that, historically, translation studies has not been guided
by the quest for a general theory but has, rather, evolved in a series of ‘turns’ — the linguistic,
the cultural and the sociological. In parallel with this evolution, ‘translation’ has increas-
ingly been used metaphorically in various disciplines (e.g. in molecular biology to portray
genetic decoding) as well as in everyday language. Basalamah argues that a philosophy of
translation should incorporate not only the various perspectives on translation as an object
of study but also these metaphorical uses. Indeed, translation can be seen as a philosophical
paradigm in itself, which can be studied and applied outside the bounds of language, culture
and metaphor. Hermeneutics serves as a starting point, but any philosophy of translation
needs to be conceptualised within translation studies, which may require a new epis-
temological sub-discipline. Once we have a suitably conceptualised philosophy within
translation studies, further issues can then be explored at the inter- and transdisciplinary
levels. Basalamah’s chapter illustrates the substantive possibilities for the interaction
between philosophy and translation.
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Concluding remarks

It has been a privilege and a pleasure to edit this Handbook, the first major reference work to
bring together these two fascinating fields. We are grateful to our contributors, who include
philosophers, translation theorists and translators. Our own overview of the many issues
involved has developed with the editing process, and we hope that readers find much here that
is informative and much that will stimulate further debate.
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Schleiermacher

Theo Hermans

The lecture ‘On the Different Methods of Translating’ (‘Uber die verschiedenen Methoden des
Ubersetzens’), which Friedrich Schleiermacher delivered at the Berlin Academy of Sciences in
June 1813, is widely regarded as the beginning of modern translation theory. It also represents
Schleiermacher’s most extensive statement on the subject of translation. To understand its core
ideas we need to know something of Schleiermacher’s views on language and languages, and
on the nature of communication and understanding. We need to be aware of his work as a
translator as well. This chapter therefore, after a brief introduction, sketches Schleiermacher’s
writings on ethics and dialectics, and then addresses his translation of Plato. These different
strands come together in his work on hermeneutics, which provides the key to the 1813 lecture.
The final paragraph adds a note drawn from Schleiermacher’s talks on psychology.
Contextualising the 1813 lecture in this way will show that the traditional, decontextualised
reading of it as presenting a choice between two opposing ways of translating (either the
translator brings the foreign author to the reader or he/she takes the reader to the foreign
author) is misguided. Even the apparent parallelism in the choice does not in fact exist. [Note:
in the following pages, citations not preceded by a name are of Schleiermacher’s work.]

Introduction

Today Friedrich Daniel Ernst Schleiermacher (1768—1834) is known principally as a liberal
theologian who spoke in favour of the emancipation of women and of Jews. He became a public
intellectual during the turbulent years of the Napoleonic wars and contributed substantially to
what we now know as German Romanticism. In recent years he has been increasingly
appreciated as a philosopher. Early in his career he read the Ancient Greek and Roman thinkers
as well as Leibniz and Spinoza; he was heir to some of Herder’s ideas, a contemporary of Kant
and Hegel and familiar with the work of lesser figures such as Fichte and Schelling.
Schleiermacher studied at the University of Halle in 1787-90 and worked for a while as a
private tutor and pastor. In the years around 1800, in the Berlin salon of the multilingual
Henriette Herz, he became involved with the leading Romantic writers and intellectuals of the
time, among them the brothers Friedrich and August Wilhelm Schlegel. He contributed to
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their short-lived but influential flagship journal Athenaeum and, at their instigation, published
his first books (On Religion, 1799, and the effusive Monologues, 1800). He also undertook,
initially with Friedrich Schlegel but then on his own, the translation into German of virtually
the complete works of Plato; the first five volumes appeared as Platons Werke between 1804
and 1809, with a final sixth volume in 1828. He taught briefly at the University of Halle, but
when in 1806 the town was overrun by Napoleon’s troops and the university closed, he
returned to Berlin, where he spent the rest of his life. While the French army occupied Prussia,
Schleiermacher used his pulpit to preach resistance (Raack 1959; Vial 2005). In 1809 he
played a role, alongside Wilhelm von Humboldt, in founding the University of Berlin. He
served as its professor of theology and occasional dean for the next twenty-five years. He also
became an active member of the Berlin Academy of Sciences, delivering some fifty lectures
and speeches there between 1811 and 1834. The 1813 lecture ‘On the Different Methods of
Translating” was just one of these (1858; Nowak 2002).

Schleiermacher wrote prolifically, but a large part of his output remained in manuscript
until after his death. His collected writings were first published between 1834 and 1864. The
authoritative critical edition of the complete work (Kritische Gesamtausgabe (KGA)), cur-
rently in progress, is scheduled to comprise sixty-five volumes.

Most of what Schleiermacher issued in print during his lifetime is concerned with theology,
although in terms of volume the Plato translation looms large. For his thinking about trans-
lation, his writings on ethics, dialectics, hermeneutics and psychology are all relevant. Yet he
himself did not publish anything at all, or very little, in these fields. He did however lecture on
them at the University of Halle and then in Berlin. What we have on these subjects, therefore,
are lecture notes, by himself or sometimes by students, as well as various outlines and drafts
from different periods in his life. He lectured on ethics at Halle in 1804—5 and in Berlin in
1808 (before the university was formally opened), 1812—13, 1816, 1824, 1827 and 1832
(1981: xiv). The lectures on dialectics took place in Berlin in 1811, 181415, 1818-19, 1822,
1828 and 1831 (2002a, 1: xxv—vi). He gave lectures on hermeneutics first at Halle in 1805 and
then in Berlin in 1809—-10, 181011, 1814 and 1819, and several more times in the 1820s and
early 30s (2012: xix—xxix). The lectures on psychology began in 1818 and were then held in
1822, 1830 and 1833—4 (1862: viii). The manuscripts that are unrelated to his lecturing are
often difficult to date, and some contain later additions and comments. He appears to have
drafted a book on hermeneutics around 1810 but lost the manuscript and started anew in 1819.
He was working on a book on dialectics when he died in 1834. The writings on ethics and
dialectics in particular are often forbiddingly abstract.

Ethics

Chronologically, Schleiermacher’s interest in ethics came first. He planned to translate
Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics as early as the late 1780s, when he was only around twenty
years of age. In the next decade he published reflections on freedom, on sociability and on
religious feeling, before composing a ‘Draft towards an Ethics’ (‘Brouillon zur Ethik’) in
1805-6, as his lecturing on the subject got underway.

His ideas, in this as in other domains, take shape around binary oppositions, such as real
versus ideal, individual versus community, or particularity versus what he refers to as the
shared ‘identity’ of human nature in all. The oppositions are not exclusive but mutually
dependent and in constant interaction (which he calls ‘oscillation’), so that one concept cannot
be thought without the other and neither is ever present in an absolute form. Consciousness of
one’s own self presupposes a contradistinction with those who are not part of this self. Human
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nature is the same in all but manifests itself differently in every individual. We are open to the
world around us but also project our own cognitive schemata onto it. Recognising the specific
thoughts that each of us entertains permits the positing of a level of ideal or pure reason.

Human beings, for all their individuality, have a natural tendency to communicate and thus
to form communities. Communication, for Schleiermacher, means that something that was
internal to one person — for instance, a thought — is exteriorised and subsequently interiorised
as the same thought by someone else. The means to achieve this is language: what is
expression for the speaker functions for the interlocutor as a sign. Successful transfer depends
on a shared schematism, a common way of thinking (1981: 65; 2002b: 49).

Communication enables sociability. It requires not only expression of one’s own personality
but also a receptive openness to others, a willingness to contemplate difference. The task is
paradoxical because, on one hand, it will never be possible to really grasp another person’s
individual nature, while, on the other, a common humanity must be assumed (Berner 1995:
189-90). Sociability and individuality, although opposed, go together. The essence of sociability
consists in respecting the other’s closed world while inviting it to open itself up and, simul-
taneously, making ourselves available to others keen to get to know us (‘das Wesen der
Geselligkeit, welches besteht in der Anerkennung fremden Eigenthums, um es sich aufschliefen
zu lassen, und in der AufschlieBung des eigenen, um es anerkennen zu lassen’; 1981: 265).

The uniqueness of each person’s individuality, however, remains inaccessible to others and
thus untranslatable; already the ‘Brouillon zur Ethik’ equates ‘Eigentiimlichkeit’ (‘individuality”)
with ‘Uniibertragbarkeit’ (‘non-transferability’) (1977: 361). The adjective ‘eigentiimlich’ and
its associated noun ‘Eigentiimlichkeit’ (‘individual, individuality’) will be key words in the 1813
lecture on translation. Nevertheless, since self-expression draws on language, and language is a
means of communication, self-expression already contains within it a desire to be understood.
In one sense, language also acts as a brake on idiosyncrasy. In a lecture on aesthetics
Schleiermacher notes that, as a shared property and a relatively fixed system, language is not well
equipped to express either strict singularity or fluidity (‘die Bestimmtheit des Einzelnen’; ‘das in
sich Wechselnde”); it takes a creative artist to force it to do that (1977: 403).

Forms of sociability are determined primarily by language. Following Herder,
Schleiermacher conceives of language as creating a bond, initially within the family, but then
extending to the clan and from there to the nation. Nations and languages, like persons, have
their own individuality (1981: 47; 2002b: 25). And since thinking and speaking are inter-
dependent, communities speaking different languages also think differently. These differ-
ences constitute what Schleiermacher calls the ‘irrationality’ of language and of languages.
The term, which is of prime importance and also appears in the 1813 lecture on translation
(2002: 70; 2012a: 46), denotes the non-isomorphism and incommensurability between
different ways of thinking and speaking (1830: 57). The ‘Brouillon zur Ethik’ already referred
to ideas in a work of art as being ‘irrational’ in that they resist understanding (‘daf3 die darin
enthaltene Idee irrational ist gegen das Verstehen’: 1977: 362), in a passage explaining the
impossibility of ever reaching full understanding of another’s discourse. In his outline of
dialectics of 1814—15 Schleiermacher speaks of the ‘irrationality’ of the individual person as
being counteracted by the use of language as such (1988: 109), because, as we just saw,
language is always shared with others and, as he puts it in a draft on ethics in 1812—13,
it imposes a degree of commonality on even the most individual thought (1981: 68-9;
1977: 410). Irrationality, then, is not absolute but increases the further languages and cultural
traditions are removed from each other.

If irrationality troubles the relatively leisurely type of communication at the heart of
sociability, it also haunts the more purposeful form of dialogue that drives dialectics.
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Dialectics

Dialectics is concerned with the search for knowledge that would be both absolute and certain.
The reasoning, in true German Idealist fashion, is that if individuals can gain a certain degree
and kind of knowledge about a portion of the world, then the idea of complete knowledge that
would be true to the whole world and shared by all can be posited. Knowledge as it resides in
individual languages, Schleiermacher says in an Academy lecture in 1830, stands to absolute
knowledge like refracted rays of light to light as such (2002: 675). Reason points the way
towards such knowledge. Reason is universal, and all humans possess a fraction of it, each in
their own way. While universal knowledge will remain an unattainable ideal, it acts as a
regulatory principle in that it must be aspired to. Indeed, in practice, ‘the whole history of our
knowledge is an approximation to it’ (2002a, 1: 149).

This approximation has to start from concrete reality and real people, and therefore from the
recognition of difference, with the aim of reaching consensus. Taking his cue from Plato,
Schleiermacher conceives of dialectics as dialogue, an exchange of ideas (2002a, 1: 81). The
ideas themselves as well as their exchange require language. For the individual, knowledge
that is more than vague intuition or a jumble of impressions can become cogent knowledge
only when it is articulated in language. Thinking is silent speaking, as Schleiermacher never
tires of repeating.

Knowledge becomes socially productive when it is shared with others. But communi-
cation, as we saw, is an uncertain undertaking. The search for perfect knowledge and con-
sensus should therefore begin where the risk is lowest — that is, within one language. This is
already difficult enough, due to the inaccessibility of the thoughts of individuals. The dif-
ficulties increase exponentially when knowledge is negotiated across languages, as in every
field of knowledge different languages embody an ineradicable difference (‘eine unaus-
tilgbare Differenz’) in ways of thinking (2002a, 1: 403). Schleiermacher refers to Cicero to
drive the point home. Compare, he says, the self-assurance with which Cicero writes phil-
osophy in his native Latin with the apprehension he betrays when he is translating from
Greek; in the latter case he is like any other Roman, ‘for whom the value of the translated
Greek remained foreign’ (‘ein Romer, dem der Werth des wiedergegebenen griechischen
fremd war’: 2002a, 1: 402).

Like ethics, then, dialectics comes up against the irrationality of languages, and Schleiermacher
supplies illustrations that are devastating for any concept of translation as the integral transfer
of meaning or ideas. ‘No knowledge in two languages can be regarded as completely the
same, not even [the concept of] thing and A=A’)’ (‘Kein Wissen in zwei Sprachen kann als
ganz dasselbe angesehen werden; auch Ding und A=A nicht’), he notes in the 1814—15 draft
on dialectics (2002a, 1: 98). He argues in the same passage that even mathematics, despite its
language-independent notation, is thought differently in different cultural traditions. In one of
his lectures on psychology he adds similar examples, from the top and the bottom end of the
linguistic spectrum. Different words for ‘and’, he explains with reference to German ‘und’,
Latin ‘et’ and Greek ko (kai), are not equivalent because they have different usages; and the
German word for God (‘Gott’) differs from its Latin or Greek counterparts in that it is rarely
used in the plural and then only to reflect foreign conceptions (1862: 173). The 1813 lecture
on translation remarks in the same vein that not even the words ‘God’ and ‘to be’ are the same
across languages (2002: 89; 2012a: 60).

The incompatibility between languages grows the more distant they are. In the 1832-3
manuscript of his dialectics Schleiermacher, clearly reflecting contemporary developments
in comparative Indo-European linguistics (one of its pioneers, Franz Bopp, had been his
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colleague in Berlin since 1821), observes that, despite linguistic affinities stretching from
Europe to India, the various local traditions are so different it is hard to find common
philosophical ground. If this is true within the Indo-European sphere, what about cultures
beyond it (2002a, 1: 405-6)?

Yet a universal language would not be the solution. Schleiermacher rejects the idea on several
grounds. Its construction would be a logical impossibility since agreement would have to be
reached in existing languages, making the universal tongue redundant. In any case, linguistic
differences are valuable in themselves because their sum total reflects the richness of the human
mind (2002a, 1: 404). Where a dead language like Latin has been employed as a transnational
vehicle, its use has remained restricted to a social elite and, lacking the vibrancy of a living
tongue, it would struggle to accommodate unfamiliar modes of thought (1862: 179).

In his 1811 lecture notes on dialectics Schleiermacher mentions another alternative to deal
with the irrationality of languages. It consists in focusing on broader discursive and con-
ceptual issues rather than on the non-synonymy of individual items: ‘I cannot appropriate an
alien singularity, I have to reconstruct it through the way the foreign concept is formed’ (‘Das
Einzelne fremde kann ich mir nicht aneignen; aber ich soll es in der fremden Begriffsbildung
nachconstruiren’: 2002a, 1: 59). It may not be immediately clear what this means, but his own
translation of Plato provides a clue.

Plato

When he tackled Plato around 1800, Schleiermacher was already an experienced translator.
Apart from the Nicomachean Ethics mentioned above, he had rendered Aristotle’s Politics into
German, but the translation remained in manuscript. Also in the 1790s he took to translating
from English: a travelogue by Mungo Park and sermons by Hugh Blair and Joseph Fawcett, the
latter comprising two volumes. But the translation of Plato was of a different order and occupied
him for several years (Lamm 2000, 2005). Covering the virtually complete works of Plato
(minus Laws and Timaeus), it became an epoch-making version, not only for the quality of the
rendering itself but also for the various introductions in which Schleiermacher offered com-
prehensive interpretations of the entire Platonic corpus (Schleiermacher 2000). These intro-
ductions were soon valued in their own right and appeared in English as early as 1836.

His preparation for the task was meticulous. He established a chronology for the separate
dialogues and sought to understand each dialogue in its relation with all the others, and the
work as a whole with reference to the individual dialogues. He also tried to grasp Plato’s
relation to the Greek language of the time, arguing that we need to know where Plato was
constrained by the language at his disposal and where, being an artist as well as a philosopher,
he was creatively shaping it in unusual ways. Plato, Schleiermacher argued, was crafting a
philosophical Greek discourse even though the language was not quite ready for it. At the
same time, as a Greek thinker, he thought in Greek.

Schleiermacher’s German translation sought to give the German reader an inkling of this
linguistic complexity and of the coherence of the entire oeuvre (Jantzen 1996). To achieve
this, he followed two distinct routes. The first was captured by one of his friends, who read the
translation in manuscript and praised it for ‘nestling up to the original, without overdoing it’
(‘Anschmiegung ans Original, mit Vermeidung des Punkthaften’: 2005: 166). Indeed, the
translation often makes German follow the word order or even particular word formations of
the Greek. These syntactic and morphological calques remind the reader, in German, that
Plato is not a German but a Greek writer, and that his way of thinking and expression differs
from standard German ways.
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But Schleiermacher took another route, too. In some dialogues Plato ironically plays with
the language, showing his mastery of it. In the Cratylus, for instance, a dialogue largely
devoted to discussions about language, he lets his alter ego, Socrates, invent all manner of
spoof etymologies for particular Greek words. In his introduction to this dialogue
Schleiermacher admitted that this presented a challenge: ‘This etymological part became the
translator’s cross, and it took him a long time to find a way out’ (‘Dieser etymologische Theil
ist nun das Kreuz des Uebersezers geworden, und es hat ihm lange zu schaffen gemacht, einen
Ausweg zu finden’: 1807: 20). He adopted a bold solution: the German translation fields a
German-speaking Socrates who therefore offers ‘German German’ linguistic derivations
(‘den einmal deutsch redenden Sokrates deutsches deutsch ableiten zu lassen’: 1807: 21). In
the case of proper names, however, this solution was not possible, and here the German
version had to insert the Greek words between brackets. The coexistence of both types of
solution within the same translation, Schleiermacher adds, should make the reader aware of
the problematical nature of the whole exercise.

The annotations following each of the translated dialogues dramatise these dilemmas. The
annotations to the spoof etymologies in Cratylus, for instance, frequently provide literal
renderings from the Greek and then go on to explain that the translator has construed some-
thing equally fanciful using exclusively German words and derivations (e.g. 1807: 460, 461,
466, 468, 472). In Phaedrus, the opening dialogue in Platons Werke, he operates along similar
lines, on one occasion basing another mocking etymology on a poem by August Wilhelm
Schlegel published in 1800, just a few years before Schleiermacher’s translation appeared in
print and at the furthest possible remove from the world of Ancient Greek (1804: 101, 374;
Hermans 2015: 87-8). The conspicuous anachronisms show, in German, Schleiermacher’s
understanding of Plato and of Plato’s relation to Greek, while also counteracting the Greek-
leaning flavour of Schleiermacher’s German in other parts of the translation.

Hermeneutics

Shortly before the first volume of his Plato translation appeared in print Schleiermacher
remarked in a letter to his publisher that not only was there much to be elucidated as regards
Plato, but Plato was the right author to demonstrate understanding as such (‘Es ist nicht nur am
Plato selbst gar Vieles aufzuklédren, sondern der Plato ist auch der rechte Schriftsteller um
iiberhaupt das Verstehen anschaulich zu machen’: 2005: 3). If understanding Plato was a
precondition for translating him, translating Plato afforded insight into the art of understanding.
In 1805, within a year of the publication of the first Plato volume, Schleiermacher began to
outline a general theory of hermeneutics (2003: I-1i). Hermeneutics, in turn, supplies the most
direct key to Schleiermacher’s pronouncements on translation, including the 1813 lecture.
Hermeneutics, ethics and dialectics are closely interlinked. As social beings, humans seek
communication and community; they desire to be understood even as they project their inali-
enable individuality. Dialectics sets absolute and certain knowledge as its aim but has to proceed
from concrete, individualised knowledge and to build dialogue on difference. Difference is also
where hermeneutics begins. Understanding must be actively sought so as to overcome mis-
understanding or uncertainty (1977: 92; 1998: 227-8; 2012: 127). The danger of misunder-
standing is smallest within close-knit units like families, it is more or less manageable within
one and the same language, and it is greatest across languages, because ‘every language
becomes the repository of a particular system of concepts and ways of combining’, as he puts it
in the ethics lectures of 1812—13 (2002b: 82; ‘in jeder Sprache ein eigenthiimliches System
von Begriffen und von Combinationsweisen niedergelegt ist’: 1981: 109). Negotiating these
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problems takes both discipline and imagination: hermeneutics is an art in that it is bound by
rules, but there are no rules governing the application of the rules (1811: 38).

Not every text presents a hermeneutic challenge. When language merely repeats what is
already known, or when it is transparent, as in ‘common discourse in business matters and in
habitual conversation in everyday life’ (1998: 7; 1977: 76), hermeneutic effort is not required.
The more language and thought are individual and original, however, the more hermeneutic
effort and study are needed. Even then complete understanding will not be attained: her-
meneutics remains an unending task, its outcomes forever conjectural (1977a: 41;2012: 219).
Full understanding, or what Schleiermacher in a lecture of 1829 calls ‘a heightened under-
standing’ (‘ein erhdhtes Verstdndnis’: 1977: 324), means understanding a discourse better
than the speaker understood it himself, because it brings to consciousness what remained
unconscious to the speaker and makes explicit the speaker’s relation to the language (2012:
39, 75, 114, 128; 1998: 228, 266).

Hermeneutic study is demanding because it has to take in the relevant context, genre and
period (1977a: 46; 1998: 231, 257). The level of difficulty increases the further we move away
from our immediate surroundings. Only our native language is available to us in its naturally
grown fullness; our access to utterances in foreign languages is inevitably fragmentary
because, not having grown up in the foreign world, we can never acquire more than partial
knowledge of their context (1977: 84). In a hermeneutics lecture of 1819 Schleiermacher
remarks that ‘man grows into his own language to such an extent that it is almost as hard to
step out of one’s language as it is to step out of one’s skin’ (‘Der Mensch ist so hineinge-
wachsen in seine Sprache, dal} es nicht viel leichter ist, aus seiner Sprache, als aus seiner Haut
herauszugehen’: 2012: 244).

The actual process of gaining understanding follows two paths simultaneously, which
Schleiermacher calls grammatical and technical interpretation (2012: 75, 121; 1977a: 42); in
later writings technical interpretation is also called psychological or divinatory. The dis-
tinction reflects, on one hand, the interdependence of language and thought and, on the other,
the dual notion of language as both a supra-personal system and a malleable instrument that
creative individuals can bend to their will.

The two approaches are complementary, but, methodologically, grammatical interpret-
ation comes first (2012: 101; 1977: 69-70; 1998: 232). Whereas grammatical interpretation
concerns the utterance as a specimen of language, technical interpretation eyes the
person who speaks and their thinking (2012: 75-6; 1977: 68; 1998: 229). In grammatical
interpretation ‘a speaker is regarded entirely as the organ of language’, more particularly of
the state of the language at the time the utterance was produced (1977: 85, 94; 1998: 230).
Each language sets a limit to what can be said or thought in it. Technical interpretation
proceeds as if one was trying to get to know the language from the speaker’s discourse
(1998: 230); it seeks insight into the speaker’s individuality, and the linguistic expression of
this individuality is what Schleiermacher calls style (2012: 102; 1998: 254-5; Pfau 1990). If
grammatical interpretation investigates the state of the language at a given moment in its
development and yields relatively certain knowledge, technical interpretation is both more
dynamic and more speculative: it requires imaginative leaps on the part of the exegete who
is now dealing with the innovations and transgressions of particular speakers imposing their
will on the language and, through their interventions, forcing change on it. The com-
plementarity between grammatical and technical interpretation appears also in what later
became known as the hermeneutic circle: ‘One must already know a man in order to
understand what he says, and yet one first becomes acquainted with him by what he says’
(1977a: 56; 2012: 25).
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What is probably the first printed statement of Schleiermacher’s hermeneutic principles
appeared in his Kurze Darstellung des theologischen Studiums (Brief Outline of the Study of
Theology) of 1811, a book concerned with the interpretation of canonical Christian works,
especially the New Testament. The edition of 1811 was followed by a second, enlarged
version in 1830.

The New Testament was written in Greek, even though most Christians in later ages read it
in translation. Jesus of Nazareth and his disciples, however, spoke Aramaic, and the Greek of
the New Testament still shows the Aramaic palimpsest underneath it. Schleiermacher’s
comments on these issues, in three short paragraphs, are telling:

§16. No discourse can be fully understood except in the original language. Not even the
most perfect translation overcomes the irrationality of language.

§17. Even translations can be fully understood only by someone who is conversant with
the original language.

§18. Although the original language of the canon is Greek, much of it is translated
directly from the Aramaic, and even more should be regarded as indirectly translated.
(1850: 139-40)

§16. Keine Rede kann vollstdndig verstanden werden als in der Ursprache. Auch die
vollkommenste Uebersezung hebt die Irrationalitit der Sprache nicht auf.

§17. Auch Uebersezungen versteht nur derjenige vollkommen, der zugleich mit der
Ursprache bekannt ist.

§18. Die Ursprache des Kanons ist zwar griechisch, vieles aber ist unmittelbar
Uebersezung aus dem Araméiischen, und noch mehreres ist mittelbar so anzusehen.
(1811: 37)

‘Irrationality’, as the mark of difference, may not be absolute, but it cannot be wholly era-
dicated within a language, much less across languages, where equivalence does not exist.
Translation cannot undo the irrationality of language. Strictly speaking, Schleiermacher notes
in his draft General Hermeneutics of 1809—10, there are no synonyms even within the same
language (2012: 94). Learning a foreign language, he notes in 1819, makes us ‘reduce’
foreign words to presumed mother-tongue equivalents, but this often ensnares us in errors
(2012: 137-8; 1977: 112). The exegete seeking to understand a translation is therefore
charged with interpreting the original as well as the translation and to appreciate the trans-
lation as an interpretation of the original.

The reference to New Testament Greek being a translation of sorts shows that Schleiermacher
is perfectly aware of hybrid language. The New Testament writers, he suggests, were relatively
simple people. Except for Paul, they were not quite capable of fully exploiting the resources of
Greek. Apart from spoken Aramaic, they also drew on the Hebrew of the Old Testament and
infused old Jewish terms with new Christian meanings. In addition, the Greek they wrote often
harked back to the Septuagint translation of the Old Testament (2012: 130; 1977: 158; 1998:
82). The exegete needs to weigh these dependencies and remain alive to what Schleiermacher
calls ‘the language-forming power of Christianity’ in the New Testament (1998: 86; 2012: 124,
205; 1977: 162), because the novel ideas of a new religion demanded innovative speech (1977:
382). Historical hindsight often dulls the freshness of what was once new but has become
assimilated; in a later addition to his hermeneutic manuscripts Schleiermacher mentions Plato as

24



Schleiermacher

just such a linguistic innovator, forging a written philosophical discourse out of everyday
conversations in a manner that is hard for us moderns to appreciate (1977: 103). In a lecture of
1832 he broadened this out to the general statement that intellectual developments trigger
linguistic change (‘wenn in einem Volke eine geistige Entwicklung vorgeht, so entsteht auch
eine Sprachentwicklung’: 1977: 90).

The combination of, on one hand, the ‘irrationality’ of language and, on the other, the
various factors which converge in singular ways in particular texts makes both hermeneutic
understanding and translation challenging. This does not mean they are impossible. No-one
can step outside their own skin, but in interpreting someone else’s thought one must set one’s
own thoughts aside in favour of the other person’s, as Schleiermacher stressed in his earliest
notes on hermeneutics (2012: 7; 1977a: 42); to do otherwise is to sacrifice the understanding
of otherness to the pursuit of one’s own ends (1977: 213). In his very first lecture to the
Academy, in 1811, he charged modern scholars of ancient thought with merely projecting
their own ideas on the thinking of the ancients (2002: 33—4). But, as he recognised in a
hermeneutics lecture of 1819, a special talent is needed to ‘think oneself into’ foreign
languages (‘Es ist ein Talent, sich in fremde Sprachen hineinzudenken’: 2012: 244). It is a
talent translators cannot do without.

‘On the Different Methods of Translating’

Schleiermacher delivered his lecture ‘On the Different Methods of Translating’ (‘Uber die
verschiedenen Methoden des Ubersetzens’) on two occasions at the Berlin Academy of
Sciences, first to its philological section on 24 June 1813, then to the Academy’s full session
on 3 July. The time was one of heightened national sentiment in the wake of Napoleon’s
ignominious retreat from Russia six months earlier, and indeed Schleiermacher’s journalism
in the spring and summer of 1813 was concerned almost exclusively with the political and
military situation (Meding 1992: 38—45). There is no evidence he attached much importance
to the lecture on translation or that it made any impact. He dashed it off in less than four days
(2002: xxxii). On the evening of its first presentation he spoke of it as ‘a rather trivial piece’
(“ein ziemlich triviales Zeug’: 2002: xxxiii). He does not appear to refer back to it in any of
his later writings. The text was printed in the Academy’s Transactions (which were not sent
out for review) in 1816 and then in Schleiermacher’s posthumous collected works, but it
remained forgotten until its reprint in Hans-Joachim Stérig’s anthology Das Problem des
Ubersetzens (The Problem of Translation) of 1963. The current high regard for it among
scholars of translation is due to the work of Antoine Berman (1992) and Lawrence Venuti
(2008: 83-98).

The lecture amounts to neither more nor less than the application of hermeneutics to trans-
lation. From a hermeneutic point of view, translation is nothing special: it simply means the
extension of hermeneutic principles from the intralingual to the interlingual. At the same time,
it is very special, due the irrationality of language being at its most acute here, and to the fact
that, in order to articulate their understanding of the foreign text, translators have at their
disposal only their own tongue as they address readers unfamiliar with the foreign tongue.

Schleiermacher opens his lecture by pointing out that the term ‘translation’, broadly con-
ceived, can cover both intralingual and interlingual renderings, but he restricts it to the latter
nevertheless. He also disposes of the oral interpreter (‘Dolmetscher’) in favour of the ‘translator
proper’ (2012a: 44; ‘der eigentliche Uebersezer’: 2002: 68), who is concerned with written
discourse. For the hermeneuticist, written discourse presents more of a challenge because, as
Plato said in the Phaedrus, written discourse can dispense with the presence of a speaker and
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does not permit the kind of conversational exchanges during which interlocutors can clear up
misunderstandings. Written discourse, Schleiermacher notes, is also the proper medium of the
arts and sciences — where science (‘Wissenschaft’) appears to mean primarily philosophy; later
in the lecture he cites Plato as a typical exponent of science (2012a: 60; 2002: 90).

Schleiermacher associates the world of commerce with oral interpreting because, he says,
there the spoken word is the common currency (2012a: 44; 2002: 68). But translating
journalism and travel literature is also more like oral interpreting than like translation proper
because in these genres the subject-matter is the sole concern, everyone is familiar with the
things being referred to, the phrases used are no more than counters determined by law or
convention and so speakers are readily understood (‘schlechthin verstidndlich’: 2002: 70).
Clearly, Schleiermacher is talking about texts which hold no hermeneutic challenge and so
have ‘zero’ or minimum value in hermeneutic terms. Translating these texts is a mechanical
exercise (2012a: 45; 2002: 70).

Translation proper, then, is concerned with hermeneutically challenging language and
thought. In these texts the author’s individual way of seeing and of making connections (‘des
Verfassers eigenthiimliche Art zu sehen und zu verbinden’: 2002: 69) prevails, and ‘the author’s
free individual combinatory faculties’ (2012a: 45; ‘das freie eigenthiimliche combinatorische
Vermogen des Verfassers’: 2002: 69) work on the language in such a way that substance and
expression become inseparable. Schleiermacher’s use of ‘eigenthiimlich’, a term familiar from
his other work, is key here: between them ‘eigenthiimlich’ and the corresponding noun
‘Eigenthiimlichkeit’ (he spells both with an ‘h’ in the middle) occur no fewer than eighteen
times in the lecture, an insistence obscured in the English translations (1977b; 2002c; 2012a),
which distribute the terms over different words (‘particular’, ‘individual’, ‘peculiar’, ‘special’
and corresponding nouns). The subject-matter in texts of this kind ‘comes into existence only
through being uttered and exists only in this utterance’ (2012a: 45; ‘erst durch die Rede
geworden und nur zugleich mit ihr da ist’: 2002: 69), and we encounter ‘thought that is one with
speech’ (2012a: 46; ‘der Gedanke [ . . .] der mit der Rede eins ist’: 2002: 71).

Transplanting these texts — the shift from a mechanical to an organic metaphor is deliberate,
and Schleiermacher consistently invokes organic metaphors when speaking of ‘proper’
translation (2002: 67, 70, 79, 80, 83, 92, 93) — poses formidable problems, for two reasons.
One is the irrationality of languages (2002: 70): the non-existence of cross-lingual equival-
ence. The other recalls the dual orientation towards language that is present in every utterance
worth hermeneutic attention. On one hand, all speakers are in the power of language, which
has ‘preordained’ (2012a: 46; ‘vorgezeichnet’: 2002: 71) what can be thought and said in it.
On the other, creative minds shape the ‘tractable’ (2012a: 46; ‘bildsam’: 2002: 70) material of
language to their own designs. This dual orientation of utterances reflects the distinction
between grammatical and technical interpretation in Schleiermacher’s hermeneutics. It is
subsequently elaborated in exactly these terms in the first key passage in the lecture:

Now if understanding works of this sort is already difficult even in the same language and
involves immersing oneself in both the spirit of the language and the writer’s characteristic
nature, how much yet nobler an art must it be when we are speaking of the products of a
foreign and distant tongue! To be sure, whoever has mastered this art of understanding by
studying the language with diligence, acquiring precise knowledge of the entire historical
life of a people and picturing keenly before him the individual works and their authors — Ze,
to be sure, and he alone is justified in desiring to bring to his countrymen and contempor-
aries just this same understanding of these masterworks of art and science.

(2012a: 47)
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Wenn nun das Verstehen auf diesem Gebiet selbst in der gleichen Sprache schon
schwierig ist, und ein genaues und tiefes Eindringen in den Geist der Sprache und in die
Eigenthiimlichkeiten des Schriftstellers in sich schliePt: wie vielmehr nicht wird es eine
hohe Kunst sein, wenn von den Erzeugnissen einer fremden und fernen Sprache die Rede
ist! Wer denn freilich diese Kunst des Verstehens sich angeeignet hat, durch die eifrigsten
Bemiihungen um die Sprache, und durch genaue Kenntni3 von dem ganzen
geschichtlichen Leben des Volks, und durch die lebendigste Vergegenwirtigung
einzelner Werke und ihrer Urheber, den freilich, aber auch nur den, kann es geliisten
von den Meisterwerken der Kunst und Wissenschaft das gleiche Verstindnif3 auch seinen
Volks- und Zeitgenossen zu erdffnen.

(2002: 72)

In this remarkable passage the hermeneutic project becomes the precondition for translating.
Understanding in one’s own language is already hard if the dual orientation of a discourse to
the language as such and to the peculiarities (‘Eigenthiimlichkeiten’) of the individual author
are to be taken into account. Understanding works in a distant tongue deserves even more to
be called a high art (‘eine hohe Kunst’). This is so because a foreign language will always be
available in fragmentary form only: the exegete has not grown up in and with that idiom and
can therefore only ever grasp it partially and imperfectly, as an outsider. Becoming proficient
in this most exacting division of the hermeneutic endeavour demands practice and dedication.
Schleiermacher is emphatic on this point, rather more so than Susan Bernofsky’s English
rendering suggests: this proficiency is acquired through studying the language not just ‘with
diligence’ but with the greatest diligence (‘die eifrigsten Bemithungen), and through detailed
historical study, and through — the repetition of ‘durch..., und durch..., und durch’ is
insistent — imaginative engagement with individual works and their authors. Only someone
thoroughly versed in the art and travail of hermeneutics can dream of translating. And
translating, in turn, consists in putting before the audience exactly that understanding of the
foreign work which the translator has been able to achieve: the prolonged labour of
“Verstehen’ (‘understanding’) results in an end product, ‘Verstindni’ (‘understanding’),
which now has to be articulated in the translator’s language. Schleiermacher devotes most of
the rest of the lecture to explicating what this means.

The task seems impossible, ‘an utterly foolish undertaking’ (2012a: 47). The translator has
to make the reader understand (‘verstehen’: 2002: 72) not only the spirit of the foreign
language (‘den Geist der Sprache’) in which the author felt at home (‘einheimisch’) and the
latter’s particular (‘eigenthiimlich’) way of thinking and feeling as it is articulated in that
language: he also needs to intimate to his readers the understanding (‘Verstdndnif3’) he
himself has reached, the effort (‘Miihe’) it took to get there, the pleasure (‘Genuf3’) it yielded
and the feeling of the foreign (‘das Gefiihl des fremden’) that continues to inhere in the insight
gained. The difficulty, specific to translation and consequent upon the hermeneutic engage-
ment with the original, consists in the fact that, to give voice to all this and provide the reader
with a vicarious experience similar to his own, the translator has only his own language.

It is at this point, and after he has cleared away two alternatives, paraphrase and imitation,
which he says both sidestep the challenge, that Schleiermacher posits the two well-known
options open to the translator: ‘Either the translator leaves the writer in peace as much as
possible and moves the reader towards him; or he leaves the reader in peace as much as possible
and moves the writer towards him’ (2012a: 49). The dichotomy, however, is not real. The
second option is mentioned only to be dismissed. The first option is not what it seems either,
as we shall see. Let us deal with the second option first.
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This method, bringing the author to the reader, would have the translator write what the
foreign author would have written had he not been foreign. But, Schleiermacher argues, if
the author had grown up in our tongue, he would have been a different person entertaining
different thoughts. This option assumes that the same thoughts can be thought in two
different languages and that consequently thinking and language can exist separately.
Schleiermacher rejects this belief as an untenable ‘fiction’ (2012a: 61; ‘Fiction’: 2002: 91)
and in so doing declares the very foundation of this method invalid. He contrasts it with his
own conviction, which affirms the principle of the identity of language and thought as
underpinning all understanding, all hermeneutics and therefore all translating (‘the inner,
essential identity between thought and expression — and this conviction forms the basis for
the entire art of understanding speech and thus of all translation as well’: 2012a: 56; ‘daf3
wesentlich und innerlich Gedanke und Ausdrukk ganz dasselbe sind, und auf dieser
Ueberzeugung beruht doch die ganze Kunst alles Verstehens der Rede, und also auch alles
Uebersezens’: 2002: 85). It follows that the aim of the method of bringing the author to the
reader is ‘null and void’ (2012a: 56; ‘nichtig und leer’: 2002: 85), its applicability stands at
‘well-nigh zero’ (2012a: 59; ‘fast gleich null’: 2002: 89), its practice mostly resembles
either paraphrase or imitation, and so it does not even qualify as proper translation at all
(‘dies wiirde streng genommen gar kein Uebersetzen sein’: 2002: 91). At best, renderings
made in this vein can prepare the ground: a nation not yet ready for proper translation may
use imitation and paraphrase to feed an appetite for the foreign (‘Lust am Fremden’) and
thus pave the way towards a more general understanding (‘ein allgemeineres Verstehen’:
2002: 76).

In fact, moving the reader to the author, the apparent opposite of the previous option, is
equally impossible but for a different reason. The translator can gain at best a partial, frag-
mentary understanding of the foreign author. With even the translator denied full access, there
can be no question of the reader being transported to the author. The point at which author and
reader meet can only be the translator:

The two separate parties must be united either at some point between the two — and that

will always be the position of the translator — or else the one must betake himself to the

other, and only one of these two possibilities lies within the realm of translation.
(2012a: 49)

Die beiden getrennten Partheien miissen entweder an einem mittleren Punkt
zusamentreffen, und das wird immer der des Uebersezers sein, oder die eine muf
sich ganz zur andern verfiigen, und hiervon féllt nur die eine Art in das Gebiet der
Uebersezung.

(2002: 75)

The alternative, which for Schleiermacher falls outside the realm of translation, would entail a
reader becoming totally at home in the foreign language, or that language enveloping the
reader to such an extent that he became a different person (2012a). It is therefore the translator
who moves, taking the reader with him, and both firmly stay within the confines of their own
tongue. The translator acts as the hermeneuticist does: he works to attain the best possible
understanding of the foreign text, which nevertheless remains foreign, and then has to find a
way to communicate to the reader unfamiliar with the foreign language exactly that under-
standing. In the process of seeking understanding the translator has moved some way towards
the author, closer to the edge of his own tongue, so to speak. It is to this position, one foreign
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to the readers of the translation, that the translator moves his readers. This is the second key
passage of the lecture:

the translator endeavours through his labour to supply for the reader the understanding of
the original language which the reader lacks. He seeks to communicate to the readers the
exact same image, the exact same impression which he himself gained through his
knowledge of the original language of the work as it is, and thus to move them to his own
position, one in fact foreign to them.
(2012a: 49; the italicised word represents my correction of Susan
Bernofsky’s translation, which, erroneously, has ‘foreign to him”)

ist der Uebersezer bemiiht, durch seine Arbeit dem Leser das Verstehen der Ursprache,
das ihm fehlt, zu ersezen. Das ndmliche Bild, den ndmlichen Eindrukk, welchen er
selbst durch die Kenntnif der Ursprache von dem Werke, wie es ist, gewonnen, sucht
er den Lesern mitzutheilen, und sie also an seine ihnen eigentlich fremde Stelle
hinzubewegen.

(2002: 74-5)

The hard-won familiarity with foreign works and authors sets translators apart from their
compatriots. But the impression of the foreign work to be conveyed remains that gained by
one who has diligently studied a foreign tongue while remaining aware of its foreignness.
True, there are those rare prodigies to whom no language feels foreign, but Schleiermacher
views them as exceptions for whom the value of translation is nil (2002: 77-8). At the other
end of the spectrum stands a plodding schoolboy understanding (‘schiilerhaftes Verstehen’:
2002: 76), which lacks a sense of the whole and its coherence — the kind of broader vision
Schleiermacher had articulated in his Plato translation ten years earlier. Proper translation
occupies the space between these extremes. It calls for an educated and dedicated translator
proficient in the foreign language but for whom the foreignness of the foreign always remains
(‘dem die fremde Sprache geldufig ist, aber doch immer fremde bleibt’: 2002: 78). The
challenge for the translator is to deploy the translating language in such a way that it conveys
to readers unfamiliar with the foreign language that particular sense of the foreign as it
inhabits this specific work by this individual writer and as the translator, having looked over
the fence, as it were, has apprehended it. Foreignness thus enters the translating language.
This leads to Schleiermacher’s observations on the translator creatively bending his language
to the foreign tongue.

The form which that bending takes recalls Schleiermacher’s Plato, which ‘nestled up’ to the
original but left room for creative variation. Schleiermacher certainly does not mean strictly
literal or metrical translation, which he dismisses as ‘one-sided’ (2012a: 52; 2002: 80). Rather,
the translator must be granted a degree of linguistic flexibility. His discourse will in any case
look less coherent than that of an original author who can build up a network of cognate
keywords echoing one another across successive or related works (2012a: 52; 2002: 79). The
remark echoes comments in the hermeneutic writings to the effect that we can gain only
fragmentary knowledge of foreign cultures. Still, if the translating language is to accommodate
the foreign ways of thinking embodied in the original, then the translator’s usage will have to
be innovative.

There is a wider, historical context as well. Schleiermacher projects the immature
schoolboy grasp of the foreign on a national and temporal scale. In times when the educated
part of a nation lacks a tradition of familiarity with foreign cultures, those who are ahead of

29



Theo Hermans

their compatriots in dealing with the foreign cannot display their own more advanced
understanding in their translations because they would not be understood (2012a: 50; 2002:
76). The comment recalls Schleiermacher’s own anxiety, in a letter of 7 January 1804, that the
German public might not have been ready for his Plato translation (2005: 186).

The conditions that enable proper translation to flourish, then, are twofold. It takes a language
supple enough to be bent as required (French, caught in its neo-classical vice, will not do: 2002:
82,92;2012a: 54, 62) and a community of readers willing to accept unfamiliar linguistic usage.
When these two conditions are met, a national translation culture can develop. The rhetorical
finale of the 1813 lecture envisages a German nation obeying an ‘inner necessity’ to transplant
foreign works, cultivating its national language ‘through extensive contact with the foreign’ and
serving as a repository of the global treasure trove of culture (2012a: 62; 2002: 92).
Schleiermacher concedes that this vision has yet to materialise, but ‘[a] good beginning has been
made’ (2012a: 62; 2002: 92). In a footnote to the printed version of the lecture he mentions
Johann Heinrich Voss’s four-volume translation of Homer (1793) and A.W. Schlegel’s nine-
volume Shakespeare (1797-1810) as shining examples of that beginning. No doubt he saw his
own Plato translation as deserving a place in this list as well.

Approximation

The historical projection in the concluding paragraphs of Schleiermacher’s 1813 lecture may
look like a mere nationalistically inflected rhetorical flourish. It is more than that. In his 1812—
13 manuscripts on ethics — contemporaneous with the lecture on translation — Schleiermacher
notes how cross-cultural ‘community’ may arise from border traffic and is epitomised by
language mixture (‘Sprachmengerei’: 2002b: 87; 1981: 115), something the cultural centre
will normally disavow and oppose. Nations being unequal, one will usually exert and the
other undergo influence. However, if national feeling in the receiving nation is sufficiently
strong, it will assert its individuality, and ‘this tendency to bring national particularity com-
paratively to consciousness gives rise to a community of translations’ (‘Aus dieser Tendenz
aber die Nationaleigenthiimlichkeit comparativ zum Bewuftsein zu bringen, entsteht die
Gemeinschaft der Uebersezungen’: 2002b: 87; 1981: 115). Because it engages with the
foreign as foreign and puts the receiving language to work to create room for it, translation
enables comparison, highlights cultural difference and serves as an index of national identity.

The somewhat later lectures on psychology add a twist to these ideas, complementing the
notion of translation as marking difference with that of convergence and of approaching an
ultimate goal. Discussing issues of linguistic diversity and cultural intertraffic, and using
terminology reminiscent of his work on dialectics, Schleiermacher observes that ‘as soon as
several languages are in contact with one another, they also grow closer’ (‘Sobald dagegen
mehrere Sprachen in Verkehr mit einander sind, so sind sie auch in einer bestindigen
Approximation begriffen’: 1862: 179). As each develops, the exchange of knowledge among
them intensifies and becomes easier, and the project of total and shared knowledge begins to
look a little less utopian. And this, he claims, is already happening. ‘The idea of knowledge
that would not be enclosed within the borders of one language but would be the same for
everyone, arises from the simple fact that this approximation is steadily being realised’ (‘Die
Idee von einem Wissen, welches nicht in den Grenzen einer bestimmten Sprache einge-
schlossen sondern ein gleiches fiir alle sein soll, beruht lediglich darauf, dap diese
Approximation immer mehr realisirt wird’: 1862: 180). But the road will be long, and just as
the 1813 lecture on translation ended with a reminder of how much still needed to be done, so
the lectures on psychology too stress the role of translation as marking at once the huge
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distance still to be travelled, the enormity of the task and the way in which it might never-
theless be accomplished:

If we remind ourselves how far we are still from this goal, and how little we have
achieved in resolving the modes of thinking of other peoples into our own, then we are
a long way from claiming that the representational capacity of any language has
evolved to the point where it could absorb other modes of thought. In translating from
one language into another the differences in the respective elements become
particularly clear, giving rise to the obvious task of balancing them out through a
special art of combination and thus to make the content similar, which can be done to a
certain degree. But this latter operation only then becomes truly approximative, when
one simultaneously thinks in the other language, so that one would have to set as
one’s task the totality of thought in one language in order to translate from one
language into another.

Bedenken wir nun, wie weit wir noch von diesem Ziel entfernt sind und wie wenig wir
darin geleistet haben, die Denkungsweise verschiedener Volker in die unsrige
aufzuldsen, so sind wird auch noch sehr weit entfernt zu behaupten, daf die
Darstellung in irgend einer Sprache so weit gediehen sei, da3 andre Denkweisen darin
aufgingen. Bei der Uebertragung einer Sprache in die andre treten nun die Differenzen in
den Elementen am meisten hervor, so dap die natiirliche Aufgabe entsteht, diese durch
eine besondere Art der Combination ausgleichen und so den Gehalt dhnlich zu machen,
was bis auf einen gewissen Grad sich l6sen 14B3t. Aber die lezte Operation wird dann erst
recht approximativ, wenn man in der andern Sprache zugleich denkt, so daf3 man also die
Totalitdt des Denkens in einer Sprache sich zur Aufgabe machen miif3te, um aus einer
Sprache in die andre zu iibersezen.

(1862: 180-1)

Translation brings difference to the fore because it cannot help proceeding from one word to
another and inevitably runs into non-synonymy, the irrationality of language. The solution is
to shift attention from the individual ‘elements’ to broader discursive and conceptual issues,
as Schleiermacher had indeed recommended in his 1811 notes on dialectics, quoted above:
‘I cannot appropriate an alien singularity, I have to reconstruct it through the way the foreign
concept is formed’ (‘Das Einzelne fremde kann ich mir nicht aneignen; aber ich soll es in der
fremden Begriffsbildung nachconstruiren’: 2002a, 1: 59). This is a hermeneutic task, which
only then truly contributes to the convergence of disparate knowledges when it aspires — a
forlorn aspiration — to think the totality of thought in the foreign tongue. While the task cannot
be accomplished, it can be done to a degree, and, as he states in an 1830 Academy lecture on
ethics, cross-border intellectual traffic resembles both the multilingualism of individuals and
‘the resulting if never more than approximative appropriation of what has been thought in
other languages’ (‘die daraus entstechende immer nur approximative Aneignung des in
fremden Sprachen gedachten’: 2002: 675).

In his dialectics Schleiermacher envisaged a metaphysical ideal of absolute and true
knowledge shared by all, and he sketched a dialogical path within and across languages
leading, in the fullness of time, to that ultimate consensus. Here translation takes the role of
that dialogue. Translation remains mired in difference, but it can be lifted to a higher plane.
The utopia that translation entertains is that of a final convergence of modes of thinking that
would abolish the irrationality of language. It is an almost Benjaminian vision.
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Related topics

Benjamin; equivalence; ethics; meaning; Shelley’s Plato.

Further reading

The Kritische Gesamtausgabe (KGA), currently in progress, is the authoritative edition of
Schleiermacher’s works in the original German. Each volume comes with a full critical apparatus, but it
will be years before all sixty-five volumes are available. The best English-language general overview is the
Cambridge Companion to Schleiermacher (Marifia 2005). It features a chapter on Schleiermacher as a
translator of Plato but makes no mention of the 1813 lecture on translation. Andreas Amndt (2013, in
German) and Christian Berner (1995, in French) offer comprehensive accounts of Schleiermacher’s
philosophical thought; a summary of Arndt’s book is available in English (Arndt 2015), while Berner
(2015) has a useful chapter, in German, on Schleiermacher’s philosophy and the 1813 lecture on trans-
lation, in Friedrich Schleiermacher and the Question of Translation, ed. Larisa Cercel and Adriana Serban.
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Rosemary Arrojo

Introduction

Even though Friedrich Nietzsche (1844—1900) has left us only a couple of fragments that
explicitly deal with translation, the impact of his thought on the development of some of the
most productive trends that have emerged within the discipline of translation studies in the last
few decades has been enormous, albeit hardly acknowledged. Even a cursory look at the main
notions that have shaped such trends — the recognition of the translator’s inescapable visibility
and agency, the transformational character of translation, the role of translation in processes of
colonization and evangelization, the relationship between translation and gender issues, just
to name a few — will show that they are deeply indebted to key concepts directly associated
with Nietzsche’s philosophy, particularly as it has been re-examined by twentieth-century
thinkers associated with poststructuralism. In fact, if we consider, for example, that main-
stream conceptions of the so-called ‘original’ and the idealized relationship they propose
between the original and its translations are still very much reminiscent of Plato’s theory of
forms and its devaluation of representations, it becomes evident why Nietzsche’s conceptions
of language, interpretation, and the will to power have been fundamental for the ways in
which we are now able to think of the task of translators and the ethics that should guide their
work. In order to address these issues I will start with a brief overview of the philosophical
basis grounding recurrent conceptions of text and translation that have dominated the
scholarship in the area for more than two millennia. After covering Nietzsche’s own com-
ments on translation, I will introduce the main theoretical questions that are relevant for an
evaluation of the philosopher’s seminal role in the shaping of contemporary translation
studies and will cover key statements that have been associated with his thought.

More than two millennia of scholarship on translation: a brief
historical overview

The long-standing, predominantly essentialist tradition

In his 1975 After Babel — Aspects of Language and Translation, arguably one of the first
comprehensive treatises ever written on the topic, George Steiner divides the ‘literature on the
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theory, practice, and history of translation’ into four periods (Steiner 1975: 236). The first period
starts with Cicero’s recommendation not to translate word for word proposed in “The Best Kind
of Orators’, written in 46 BC as an introduction to his translation of a speech by Demosthenes
(Cicero 2002), as well as Horace’s reiteration of this formula in the Ars Poetica, which appeared
about twenty years later (Horace 2002). This initial phase covers major statements about
translation in the Western tradition up to Friedrich Holderlin’s commentary on his translations
of Sophocles’s plays Oedipus and Antigone, published in 1804 (Holderlin 1988). It includes
Alexander Fraser Tytler’s 1791 Essay on the Principles of Translation (Tytler 1978) as well
as Friedrich Schleiermacher’s ‘On the Different Methods of Translating’, published in 1813
(Schleiermacher 2002). According to Steiner, the common thread that brings together almost
two-thousand years of scholarship on translation covered in this first period is the fact that the
reflections proposed stem directly from the actual practice of translation. Some of the notable
examples he mentions include Saint Jerome’s and Luther’s passionate defences of their Bible
translations, recorded respectively in the ‘Letter to Pammachius’, from 395 cg (Jerome 2002:
23-30), and in the ‘Circular Letter on Translation’, which appeared in 1530 (Luther 2002: 84-9),
as well as often quoted pronouncements by Joachim du Bellay, Michel de Montaigne, George
Chapman, John Dryden, and Alexander Pope.

After this long initial period, the main focus of the scholarship in the area moves towards
theory and hermeneutic inquiry, in which ‘the nature of translation is posed within the more
general framework of theories of language and mind’ (Steiner 1975: 237), a trend that finds in
Schleiermacher a precursor and in A. W. von Schlegel and W. von Humboldt central figures
who have given the topic of translation ‘a frankly philosophic aspect’ (ibid.). Nonetheless, the
tradition of commentary on the practice of translation obviously continued and, indeed, it is in
this second phase that we find ‘many of the most telling reports on the activity of the translator
and on relations between languages’ (ibid.). Among such reports, Steiner identifies statements
by Goethe, Schopenhauer, Matthew Arnold, Paul Valéry, Ezra Pound, I. A. Richards, Benedetto
Croce, Walter Benjamin, and Ortega y Gasset, statements that characterize the period as an age
of ‘philosophic-poetic theory and definition’ extending to Valery Larbaud’s An Homage to Saint
Jerome, originally published in French in 1946 (Larbaud 1984) (Steiner 1975: 237). The third
period, which is fully inscribed within modernity, is represented by the first papers on machine
translation that begin to be divulged in the late 1940s alongside a keen interest in the possible
implications for translation of statistics, information, and linguistics-inspired theories. Steiner
also relates this period to the organization of professional translators’ associations and the
proliferation of international journals devoted to the topic. Besides this trend, which, for Steiner,
is still unfolding as he is writing Affer Babel in the early 1970s, a fourth phase, which began
emerging in the 1960s, can be identified in conjunction with a renewed interest in hermeneutics
and the scholarship on translation developed in the wake of the ‘discovery’ of Walter
Benjamin’s piece on ‘The Task of the Translator’ (Benjamin 2000), first published in 1923,
as well as the influence of Martin Heidegger and Hans-Georg Gadamer (Steiner 1975: 238).

However, as Steiner aptly argues, in spite of this long, rich history, ‘the number of original,
significant ideas on the subject remains very meagre’ (ibid.: 239), a fact that contributes to his
conclusion, later on, that “all theories of translation — formal, pragmatic, chronological — are
only variants of a single, inescapable question. In what ways can or ought fidelity to be
achieved?’ (ibid.: 261). Hence, even though the issue has been debated for more than two
millennia, not much has been added, for example, to Saint Jerome’s recommendation that,
while a ‘word for word’ translation is adequate for the Scriptures, ‘sense for sense’ is the
approach to be adopted for all the other genres (ibid.: 262). For Steiner, the indisputable fact
that the spectrum of theoretical insights on such issues remains so limited, in spite of ‘the
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wealth of pragmatic notation’, can be attributed to the minor role played by translation in the
history and theory of literature, in which it has ‘figured marginally, if at all’, with the
exception of studies on ‘the transmission and interpretation of the Biblical canon’ (ibid.: 269).
Although Steiner’s point is well taken, we should also entertain the possibility of a highly
plausible association between the chronic paucity of ideas on the matter and the general
theoretical or ideological basis that has nurtured the great majority of narratives about
translation surveyed in his book, at least up until what he considers to be the fourth period in
the history of translation scholarship. To the extent that these narratives take for granted the
possibility of a clear-cut dichotomy between ‘letter’ and ‘spirit’ or ‘word’ and sense’, they
share a conception of meaning and, consequently, also of text as a stable, potentially frozen
entity that could remain mostly the same, preserved throughout time, and be transportable
between different languages, a conception that is still behind the familiar views and clichés
upheld both by translators and scholars alike. Therefore, it could be argued that it is precisely
because the scholarship on translation developed in the West for more than twenty centuries
has practically relied on the same conceptions of language and text that there has never been
much left to add to what Cicero or Jerome had written about the subject, a conclusion that
could also account, at least in part, for its marginality in the overall history of Western culture
and philosophy. After all, if the translator’s goal is generally viewed as the effort, often
unsatisfactory, of impersonally repeating an unchangeable text in a different language and
context, and if the result of such an effort is rarely viewed as having any major impact on the
target language and culture, apart from representing (or misrepresenting) an idealized,
untouchable original, translation can understandably be regarded as a minor, marginal
activity.

This widespread, essentialist conception of translation ‘is perfectly compatible with one of
the foundational assumptions of Western metaphysics and the Judeo-Christian tradition, i.e.,
the belief that form and content (or language and thought, signifier and signified, word and
meaning in similar oppositions) are not only separable but even independent from one
another’ (Arrojo 2010: 247). A classic illustration of the rationale that supports this kind of
reasoning can be found in Plato’s Cratylus, for example, in which Socrates argues that since
‘things do not equally belong to all at the same moment and always’, and are, thus, inde-
pendent of us, they must ‘have their own proper and permanent essence’ (Plato 1961: 424-5,
quoted in Arrojo 2010: 248). The belief in the possibility of these oppositions, as well as the
possibility of clearly separating subject from object, is first and foremost what inaugurates
the possibility of translatability, which is also the very possibility of philosophy. As Jacques
Derrida has summarized this argument, ‘the philosophical operation’ defines itself ‘as a
project of translation’: that is, ‘as the fixation of a certain concept and project of translation’
(Derrida 1985: 120). As he explains, ‘what matters’ for the philosopher, ‘when he is being a
philosopher’, is ‘truth or meaning, and since meaning is before or beyond language, it follows
that it is translatable. Meaning has the commanding role, and consequently one must be able
to fix its univocality or, in any case, to master its plurivocality’ (ibid.). As a consequence, ‘if
this plurivocality can be mastered, then translation, understood as the transport of a semantic
content into another signifying form, is possible’ (ibid.). Following this line of thought, it
can be argued that

there is no philosophy unless translation in this latter sense is possible. Therefore, the
thesis of philosophy is translatability in this common sense, that is, as the transfer of a
meaning or a truth from one language to another without any essential harm being done.

(ibid.)
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In other words, ‘the origin of philosophy is translation or the thesis of translatability, so that
wherever translation in this sense has failed, it is nothing less than philosophy that finds itself
defeated’ (ibid.).

In the essentialist tradition, which treats language as a mere instrument for the carrying or
the representation of meaning, translation is routinely considered as a basically mechanical
activity that should (and could) be accomplished without the translator’s unwelcome inter-
vention in the ‘content’ of texts and words. Eugene Nida, for example, describes words as
‘vehicles for carrying the components of meaning’ that ‘may be likened to suitcases used for
carrying various articles of clothing” (Nida 1969: 492). As he resorts to this metaphor to
describe the process of sense-for-sense translation, Nida points out that ‘it really does not
make much difference which articles are packed in which suitcase. What counts is that the
clothes arrive at the destination in the best possible condition, i.e., with the least damage’
(ibid.). As a consequence, the translator’s role in the process of transferring meaning across
languages is merely to make sure that the transportation of ‘clothes’ is adequately handled
so that they do not get lost on the way nor are found to be irrevocably damaged as they reach
their destination. Another recurrent major metaphor traditionally used to represent the split
between word and meaning, signifier and signified, also resorts to clothes but this time as a
representation of words as mere ‘outward ornaments’, intended to remind translators that
while they must change the original’s ‘dress’, they should not ‘alter or destroy [their] sub-
stance’, as John Dryden has prescribed in the preface to his translations of Ovid’s Epistles,
concluded in 1680 (Dryden 2002: 173). As Dryden explains,

for thought, if it be translated truly, cannot be lost in another language; but the words that
convey it to our apprehension (which are the image and ornament of that thought) may be
so ill chosen as to make it appear in an unhandsome dress, and rob it of its native lustre.

(ibid.; see also Van Wyke 2010: 23)

In his examination of the recurrent metaphor of bodies and clothes in connection with the
basically essentialist notions of translation cultivated in the Western tradition, Ben Van Wyke
calls attention to the implications for the translator’s task of the conceptions of language and
imitation exposed in Plato’s Dialogues and, more specifically, in the example of beds and
tables presented in Book X of The Republic (Plato 1991). In Plato’s universe, the possibility of
an absolute origin, or original, as an ‘idea’ or ‘essence’ whose ‘natural author’ is God, is not
only taken for granted but constitutes the very foundation of his philosophical project (ibid.:
364). As the Platonic rationale goes, when a carpenter makes a particular bed, he is twice
removed from the original, true bed because all he can do is imitate it and, therefore, produce
only ‘a semblance of existence’ (ibid.: 363). At the same time, however, when a painter
happens to paint the same bed constructed by the carpenter, he is nothing but ‘the imitator of
that which the others make’ and, therefore, finds himself only ‘in third in the descent from
nature’ (ibid.: 364). As Van Wyke argues, the traditional view of translation, which relies on
the possibility of separating content from form, subject from object, ‘follows a pattern that is
similar to Socrates’s notion of imitation’ and Plato’s theory of removes:

[t]he original “essence” of a text is believed to stem from the author’s thoughts, which are
comparable to the first remove. These thoughts give rise to the original text (second remove),
which is the basis for the translation (third remove imitation). [... Consequently, any]
translation is but an image of the original because it is created without a direct link to truth.

(Van Wyke 2010: 32-3)
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As imitation is not only seen as an inferior form of representation but, also, because of its
supposedly deceiving character, as potentially dangerous, ‘[m]any of the clichés related to
translators and translation resonate with the comments Socrates makes about imitators’ in the
Dialogue mentioned above (ibid.: 33). On such grounds, the theoretical rationale that anchors
this essentialist conception of translation, which is ‘largely responsible for the age-old
prejudices that have often considered translation a secondary, derivative form of writing’,
refuses to acknowledge ‘the productive character of the translator’s activity’, and, hence, also
‘the political role of translation and its impact on the construction of identities and cultural
relations’ (Arrojo 2010: 248).

The impact of Nietzsche’s non-essentialist thought on translation

Nietzsche’s aphorisms

After concluding, as commented above, that ‘the range of theoretical ideas’ on translation
‘remains very small’, Steiner predictably claims that the list of those who ‘have said anything
fundamental or new’ about it is quite short: ‘Saint Jerome, Luther, Dryden, Holderlin,
Novalis, Schleiermacher, Nietzsche, Ezra Pound, Valery, MacKenna, Franz Rosenzweig,
Walter Benjamin, [and] Quine’ (Steiner 1975: 269). Even though Steiner does not exactly
elaborate on why Nietzsche has made the list, it seems that it was the philosopher’s brief
commentary on translation as a form of conquest — ‘one conquered when one translated’ — that
qualified him to join those who have had anything notably significant to say in more than
twenty centuries of discussion on the matter (Steiner 1975: 247). Steiner is alluding to an
aphorism from The Gay Science, published in 1882, in which Nietzsche reflects on how
Roman antiquity ‘violently and yet naively [ . .. ] laid its hand on everything good and lofty in
the older Greek antiquity’ and unapologetically assimilated it ‘into the Roman present’
(Nietzsche 2001, 83: 82). Since the Romans ‘did not know the pleasure of a sense for history,
what was past and alien was embarrassing to them; and as Romans, they saw it as an incentive
for a Roman conquest’ (ibid.: 83). Indeed, translation was, for poets such as Horace and
Propertius, an efficient strategy for their outright appropriation of the foreign:

one conquered by translating — not merely by leaving out the historical, but also by
adding allusions to the present and, above all, crossing out the name of the poet and
replacing it with one’s own — not with any sense of theft but with the very best conscience
of the imperium Romanum.

(ibid.)

Douglas Robinson ends his ambitious anthology Western Translation Theory — from Herodotus
to Nietzsche (Robinson 2002) with the inclusion of the aphorism just mentioned together with
another one from Beyond Good and Evil, published in 1887 (Nietzsche 2002). Even though
Robinson recognizes that Nietzsche was ‘one of the great modern philosophers’, whose critique
of ‘civilized asceticism’ laid ‘the groundwork for psychoanalysis, deconstruction, and post-
structuralist Marxism’ (Robinson 2002: 261), he voices an opinion that clearly differs from
Steiner’s comment mentioned above. For Robinson, Nietzsche’s ‘passing remarks on trans-
lation from The Gay Science and Beyond Good and Evil are not particularly original’ and only
‘hold interest as late-nineteenth-century examples of romanticism’ (ibid.: 262). Considering
Steiner’s and Robinson’s conflicting takes on the ‘originality’ of Nietzsche’s aphorisms, I will
side with Steiner’s, particularly after rereading them in conjunction with some pronouncements
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on translation made famous by the German Romantics, who were also quite aware of the
translation practices adopted by the ancient Romans, while establishing, in their own context, an
intimate association between translation, conquest, and nationalism.

In a letter written to A. W. Schlegel in 1797, Novalis, for instance, explicitly compared the
Germans’ interest in translation to the ancient Romans’: ‘[w]e are the only nation (barring the
Romans) who feel so irresistibly driven to translate and who have learned so immensely
from it. Hence the many similarities between late-Roman literary culture and our own’
(Novalis 2002: 212-13). As he expands, ‘this drive is a sign of the German people’s prim-
ordial nobility — a sign of that blend of the cosmopolitan and the forcefully individual that is
true Germanness. Only for us have translations been expansions’ (ibid.). Another relevant
example can be found in Schlegel’s proud acknowledgement of the Germans’ interest in the
foreign and their general approach to translation, also described as a form of (non-violent)
conquest in his History of Classical Literature, which came out in 1802: ‘today we make
peaceful raids into foreign countries, especially the south of Europe, and return laden with our
poetic spoils’ (Schlegel 2002: 220). If we consider the comparison Schlegel establishes
between the Germans’ ‘raids into foreign countries’ and the ancient Romans’ translation
practices, it is remarkable that he sees violence in the Romans’ initiatives but not in his fellow
Germans’:

in antiquity the Romans — at least at first, while they were still, not without violence,
modelling their language on Greek forms — seem to have made, as far as we can tell from
a few fragments, reasonably faithful if also rather awkward and uneven translations of
Greek poetry. In fact, translating started them off.

(ibid.)

In ‘On the Different Methods of Translating’, Schleiermacher praises the role of translation in
the construction of their national culture, a role that he compares to the enrichment of their soil
and the improvement of their climate ‘through the repeated introduction of foreign plants’
(Schleiermacher 2002: 238). Allegedly, it is their “vocation’ to translate and to be open to the
foreign that should ultimately ‘destine the German people to incorporate linguistically, and to
preserve in the geographical center and heart of Europe, all the treasures of both foreign and
our own art and scholarship in a prodigious historical totality’, and, as a result, their language
would be the guardian of ‘all the beauty that the ages have wrought’ (ibid.). Even though
Schleiermacher, Novalis, and Schlegel — as well as others associated with German
Romanticism — clearly prescribe what they view as a foreignizing approach to translation
while Nietzsche calls attention to the violence of the Romans’ overtly domesticating trans-
lation practices, it is undeniable that both sides establish an obvious connection between
translation and conquest. However, what distances Nietzsche from the German Romantics
and, therefore, what makes his contribution germane and original, particularly in the context
of Western nineteenth-century reflections on the topic, is that while the German Romantics
unabashedly viewed the practice of translation as a form of appropriation of the foreign that
should ultimately benefit the translator/conqueror’s nation-building enterprise, the philo-
sopher, in the aphorism mentioned, makes his non-prescriptive comments on the blatantly
imperialistic strategies adopted by the Romans from a critical, almost proto-theoretical,
perspective. Even though Nietzsche may seem to admire the Romans’ boldness in appro-
priating Greek culture, as some have claimed (Schrift 1990: 178-9), he does note their dis-
regard for the foreign or any sense of history in their translation practice. If we focus on this
part of his commentary, it would not be far-fetched to argue that Nietzsche seems to anticipate
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the kind of scholarship on translation and processes of colonization that began to emerge at
the end of the twentieth century under the sway of poststructuralist, postmodernist thought
(see, for example, Rafael 1992), a thought that was largely nurtured in the philosopher’s anti-
essentialist conception of language and what it implies for a reflection on the relationship
between translation and power, as will be discussed below.

In his aphorism on translation included in Beyond Good and Evil, Nietzsche focuses on the
issue of ‘tempo’ as a reflection of the incommensurability of languages and cultures, an
incommensurability that goes beyond mere semantics and syntax and raises doubts about the
possibility of mere translatability, or any natural equivalence between languages. As he argues,
‘the hardest thing to translate from one language into another is the tempo of its style, which is
grounded in the character of the race, or — to be more physiological — in the average tempo of its
“metabolism™’(Nietzsche 2002: 29). Since the Germans ‘are almost incapable of a presto in
their language’ and, thus, also ‘incapable of many of the most delightful and daring nuances of
free, free-spirited thought’, Aristophanes and Petronius, for example, are ‘as good as untrans-
latable’ (ibid.). Following this line of argument, how could ‘the German language [ . . . ] imitate
Machiavelli’s tempo — Machiavelli who, in his Principe, lets us breathe the fine, dry air of
Florence?’ (ibid.). While the Italian ‘cannot help presenting the most serious concerns in a
boisterous allegrissimo’, he is, ‘perhaps, not without a malicious, artistic sense for the contrast
he is risking: thoughts that are long, hard, tough, and dangerous, and a galloping tempo and the
very best and most mischievous mood’ (ibid.: 29-30). On that account, how could the Germans,
who developed, in ‘over-abundant diversity’, everything ‘ponderous, lumbering, solemnly
awkward, every long-winded and boring type of style’ (ibid.: 30), adequately translate the
fundamentally different rhythms of Italian, Latin, or Greek into their language?

Even though Nietzsche’s statements may be found to echo some of the German Romantics’
general ideas, they also represent a significant departure from their core arguments and
beliefs, and, in this sense, they could indeed ‘point ahead to the hermeneutical translation
theories of twentieth-century thinkers like Benjamin and Buber, Heidegger and Gadamer,
Steiner and Derrida’, as Robinson suggests in his brief statement about the philosopher’s
impact on the thought about translation developed in the West (Robinson 2002: 262). The
notion of the incommensurability of languages, for example, is addressed by Humboldt in the
introduction to his 1816 translation of Agamemnon, one of Aeschylus’s best known tragedies:
‘it has often been remarked, and both linguistic research and everyday experience bear this
out, that with the exception of expressions denoting material objects, no word in one language
is ever entirely like its counterpart in another’ (Humboldt 2002: 239). Therefore, as he
compares languages, Humboldt is motivated to encounter difference, rather than sameness
or equivalence: ‘each [language] puts a slightly different spin on a concept, charges it with
this or that connotation, sets it one rung higher or lower on the ladder of affective response’
(ibid.). Besides, ‘difference’ is certainly to be found even when translators do make an effort
to express sameness:

if one closely compares the best, most painstakingly faithful translations, one is
astonished at the divergences that appear where the translator sought only sameness
and similitude. One could even argue that the more a translation labours to be faithful, the

more divergent it becomes.
(ibid.)

Unlike Humboldt, however, and, more specifically, unlike Nietzsche, the German Romantics
tended to believe in the possibility of fidelity to the foreign, even in the translation of poetry.
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According to Schlegel, for instance, since fidelity ‘entails making the same or a similar
impression, [ . .. ] prose versions of poems are [ . . . ] reprehensible’ (Schlegel 2002: 219). As a
consequence, for him, one of the ‘first principles of the art of translation must be to render a
poem, so far as the target language allows, into the same metre as in the original’, a principle
that helps him advance the argument that ‘the German language has the great merit of being
till now the only one in which new metres introduced from classical languages have suc-
ceeded so far as to enter general circulation’ (ibid.). Moreover, as he elaborates, the alleged
‘superiority’ of the German language properly reflects the ‘willingness of the German
national character to project itself into foreign mentalities, indeed to surrender utter to them’, a
trait that is ‘so integral to our language as to make it the deftest translator for everyone else’
(Schlegel 2002: 220) and which will turn German into ‘the speaking voice of the civilized
world’ (ibid.: 221). Unlike Nietzsche, Schlegel explicitly prescribes a conception of trans-
lation whose interest in the foreign is clearly motivated by the effort to enrich his own
language. As Schleiermacher has suggested, the true motivation behind the German
Romantics’ general interest in the foreign seems to be nothing less than the very end of
translation:

if ever the time should come when our public sphere gives birth on the one hand to a more
profound and linguistically accurate conviviality, and on the other to increased space
for the speaker’s talents, then we may have less need for the translator in the advancement
of our language.

(Schleiermacher 2002: 238)

An outline of Nietzsche's notions of language and the subject and
their import for questions of interpretation

The intimate association between philosophy and the possibility of translatability, highlighted
by Derrida and briefly discussed above as the basis of essentialist thinking, has suffered a
major blow with the critique of Western metaphysics undertaken by ‘Nietzsche the philo-
logist’, who, according to Michel Foucault, was the first to connect ‘the philosophical task
with a radical reflection on language’ (Foucault 1973: 305, quoted in Arrojo 2010: 248). This
is a critique that ‘has been pivotal in the development of anti-foundationalist trends in con-
temporary philosophy such as postmodern, poststructuralist thinking, deconstruction, and
neopragmatism, opening up new paths of inquiry as the ones represented by gender and
postcolonial studies’ (Arrojo 2010: 248). In ‘Nietzsche, Freud and Marx’, first presented as a
lecture in 1964 (Foucault 1998), Foucault identifies a common denominator in the work of
the three thinkers that suggests a major change in the ways in which language is conceptu-
alized, involving ‘a transformation from an emphasis on the representative function of the
sign’, according to which it would merely represent a signified, or a ‘thing’, or its essence,
towards ‘a view of the sign as already a part of the activity of interpretation. This is to say,
signs are no longer viewed as the reservoir of some deep, hidden meaning’ that could be
fully recovered or decoded, but, rather, as ‘surface phenomena, linked in an inexhaustible
network which condemns interpretation to an infinite task’ (Schrift 1990: 78). As Nietzsche
himself remarks, ‘the essence of a thing’ is only a few words said about it: that is, nothing
more than an ‘opinion about the “thing”. Or rather: “it is considered” is the real “itis”, the sole
“this is”’(Nietzsche 1968, 556: 302).

Marx, Nietzsche, and Freud ‘have put us back into the presence of a new possibility
of interpretation; they have founded once again the possibility of a hermeneutic’
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(Foucault 1998: 271-2) but a hermeneutic that implies a notion of interpretation ‘as an infinite
task’ that can never be complete or exhausted (ibid.: 274). In the specific case of Nietzsche,
Foucault ponders: “What is philosophy for him if not a kind of philology continually in sus-
pension, a philology without end, always farther unrolled, a philology that would never be
absolutely fixed?’ (ibid.: 275). As Foucault explains, Nietzsche teaches us that ‘interpretation
can never be completed’ simply because ‘each sign is in itself not the thing that offers itself to
interpretation but an interpretation of other signs’, and, as a consequence, ‘everything is already
interpretation’ (ibid.: 275). Finally, since every signified is necessarily constructed with words,
‘there is no original signified’ that could be above or before language (ibid.: 276). These
arguments were first developed in ‘On Truth and Lies in a Nonmoral Sense’, an unfinished
essay from the early 1870s (Nietzsche 1999), in which Nietzsche outlines the foundation of a
conception of language that ‘is first and foremost anti-Platonic’ (Arrojo 2010: 249). As he
reasons, since languages are ‘undoubtedly human creations’, there is no absolute truth or
immutable meaning or concept ‘that could be clearly separated from its linguistic fabric and,
therefore, be fully transportable elsewhere’ (ibid.).

What language can offer us, rather than the representation of an extralinguistic core
meaning, is nothing but ‘relations of things to men’ and, thus, ‘metaphors’ that are constituted
in a process that Nietzsche describes in the following terms: in the very beginning,

a nerve stimulus is transferred into an image: first metaphor. The image, in turn, is
imitated in a sound: second metaphor. And each time there is a complete overleaping of
one sphere, right into the middle of an entirely new and different one.

(Nietzsche 1999: 82)

What makes language work is not its alleged capacity to convey ahistorical truths or mean-
ings, but the fact that it is an arbitrary, conventional system, with which we create concepts —
or ‘fictions’ — about everything that composes our human universe, including ourselves.
Nietzsche illustrates this argument with a reflection on the concept of the ‘leaf’, which can be
productively examined against the backdrop of Plato’s example of the ‘bed’ commented on
above. As Nietzsche ponders, just ‘as it is certain that one leaf is never totally the same as
another, so it is certain that the concept “leaf” is formed by arbitrarily discarding these
individual differences and by forgetting the distinguishing aspects’ (Nietzsche 1999: 83).
Against Plato’s belief in the possibility of ideal forms, Nietzsche’s argument points to the
conclusion that there is no such a thing as an original leaf, on the basis of which ‘all the leaves
were perhaps woven, sketched, measured, colored, curled, and painted — but by incompetent
hands, so that no specimen has turned out to be a correct, trustworthy, and faithful likeness of
the original model’ (ibid.). However,

even though we shall never find in nature, let’s say, the ideal [or original] ‘leaf’ [...]we
still manage to use it as a concept. In short, language works precisely because the
conventions that make it possible teach us to forget certain differences so that we can
sustain the illusion that the same could actually be repeated.

(Arrojo 2010: 249; see also Van Wyke 2010: 35-6)

While it is ‘originally /anguage which works on the construction of concepts’, the drive
that leads humans towards such constructions is the ‘fundamental human drive’ (Nietzsche
1999: 88), later identified by the philosopher as the ‘will to power’. On that account, the will
to power, which is always channeled through some form of language, is not only that which
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creates all we know, but, also, that which interprets it: the ‘will to power interprets [ ... ] it
defines limits, determines degrees, variations of power [ ... ] In fact, interpretation is itself a
means of becoming master of something’ (Nietzsche 1968, 643: 342), a mastery, however, that
can only be provisional and always circumscribed to a certain time and context. Since the object
of all interpretation is always already a human creation, ‘interpretation will henceforth always
be interpretation by “whom™? One does not interpret what is in the signified, but one interprets
after all: who posed the interpretation. The basis of interpretation is nothing but the interpreter’
(Foucault 1998: 277-8). Consequently, for Nietzsche, interpretation ‘exists [ . . . ] as an affect’,
‘not as a “being” but as a process, a becoming’ (Nietzsche 1968, 556: 302). Furthermore,
because the ‘origin of “things” is wholly the work of that which imagines, thinks, wills, feels’,
even the subject, whether in a position of creator or interpreter, is also ‘a created entity, a “thing”
like all others: a simplification with the object of defining the force which posits, invents, thinks,
as distinct from all individual positing, inventing, thinking as such’ (ibid.).

As the philosopher who established inextricable associations between language, truth, and
power, Nietzsche was not only the first to connect ‘the philosophical task with a radical
reflection on language’, as commented above, but also the one

who specified the power relation as the general focus [ ... ] of philosophical discourse

[...] Nietzsche is the philosopher of power, a philosopher who managed to think of

power without having to confine himself within a political theory in order to do so.
(Foucault 1980: 53)

Nietzsche is the one who transformed ‘the question of truth’ from, as it had been for millennia,
‘What is the surest path to Truth?’ into ‘“What is the hazardous career that Truth has fol-
lowed?’, a formulation that he has explored from the perspective of his ‘genealogy of morals’
(ibid.: 66). ‘“Truth’ has then been redefined as ‘a system of ordered procedures for the pro-
duction, regulation, distribution, circulation, and operations of statements’ and linked ‘in a
circular relation with systems of power which produce and sustain it, and to effects of power
which it induces and which extend it” (ibid.: 133).

Key concepts associated with post-Nietzschean approaches
to translation

As the arguments sketched above suggest, Nietzsche’s thought radically undermines the
theoretical ground that tends to support traditional conceptions of text and authorship as well
as the relationships they are supposed to establish with translations and those in charge of
producing them. These are the same conceptions that also shape the usual professional codes
of ethics, for which the ‘sanctity’ of originals and the translator’s invisibility are not simply
indisputable possibilities but their most revered, non-negotiable principles. In the wake of
Nietzsche’s ‘reversal of the Platonic conception of truth and representation’, Van Wyke
proposes to refashion the traditional body/clothes metaphor discussed above with a reference
to a fragment from The Gay Science, which also alludes to bodies and clothes to explain
the relationship between things and the meanings they acquire, but from a non-essentialist
perspective. As Nietzsche’s aphorism goes,

the reputation, name, and appearance, the worth, the usual measure and weight of a thing,

what it counts for—[ . . . ] thrown over things like a dress and quite foreign to their nature
and even to their skin — has, through the belief in it and its growth from generation to
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generation, slowly grown onto and into the thing and has become its very body: what
started as appearance in the end nearly always becomes essence and effectively acts as its
essence!

(Nietzsche 2001: 58, 69—70)

For Van Wyke, Nietzsche’s conclusion that we ‘cannot discover what things “are’’and can
‘only inquire into what they are called, and by whom’ is pertinent to translation because in its
relationship with the original, ‘not only will a translation act as another veil [or dress thrown
over what we call the original], but it will be based, in part, on the many other veils [or dresses]
that participate in naming the original’ (Van Wyke 2010: 38). As an appropriate illustration,
consider any text that we read and revere in translation and which becomes, for us, at least in
practical terms, the actual original. When we take note that Plato’s Republic, for example, was
written around 380 Bc, and that there have been innumerable versions not only in English,
but in all the major known languages, all published both before and after the Jowett translation
used in this chapter, it becomes evident that what we call Plato’s text is ultimately a collection
of countless, irrecoverable “veils’ that have shaped and transformed his original throughout
more than two millennia, an original that can no longer be clearly distinguishable from all
those translations and the many ways in which they have been read and disseminated.

A fundamental implication of these arguments points to the conclusion that no translation will
ever manage to recover the alleged original as it can only reinterpret a certain given interpretation
of it. In the wake of Nietzsche’s philosophy, translation can no longer be conceived in terms of a
transportation of stable meaning across languages and cultures. Rather, as Derrida has put it, for
this notion of translation, ‘we would have to substitute a notion of transformation: a regulated
transformation of one language by another, of one text by another’ (Derrida 1978: 20). In light of
Foucault’s interpretation of Nietzsche’s views on language and power, we can add that what
regulates the process of transformation taking place in every act of translation is never the
translator’s supposedly impersonal faithfulness to the original but the ‘systems of power’ that
make it possible for any text to be translated and disseminated in a certain way, at a certain time,
and within certain contexts and boundaries. Following this line of thought, we will also have to
re-evaluate mainstream notions of authorship and the role usually played by the original’s author
in the scene of translation. Consider, for example, Foucault’s well-known observations on the
function of authors, according to which they can no longer be viewed as controlling masters or
indisputable sources of their writing but, rather, as regulating factors, especially in association
with texts that must be signed like those we call ‘literary’. In post-Nietzschean terms, the author
becomes ‘a certain functional principle by which, in our culture, one limits, excludes, and
chooses; in short, by which one impedes the free circulation, the free manipulation, the free
composition, decomposition, and recomposition of fiction’ (Foucault 1979: 159). Since the
author’s function is redefined as ‘the principle of thrift’ that helps interpreters tame the potentially
infinite process of signification that can be triggered by any fragment of language (ibid.), the
translator’s agency must be obviously acknowledged as a decisive factor in the composition of
the translated text. This conclusion also implies, however, that the visible translator, like the
author, cannot be a fully present subject who can establish once and for all what readers may see
in his or her text (for a discussion of ‘the translator function’, see Arrojo 1997).

Revealing elaborations of such conceptions and some of their practical consequences can
be found in the work of Jorge Luis Borges, an early reader of Nietzsche, whose deep interest
in matters of language and translation was documented in two often quoted insightful essays
published in the 1930s — “The Homeric Versions’ (Borges 1999) and ‘The Translators of The
Thousand and One Nights’ (Borges 1999a). Although some of his short stories have also been
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read as remarkable post-Nietzschean meditations on translation, I will briefly focus on the
essays due to my limited space here (for a discussion of Borges’s stories dealing with
questions of translation and their connections with Nietzsche’s thought, see Arrojo 2018,
particularly chapters 4 and 5). It should also be made clear that even though one cannot
objectively claim that Borges was directly influenced by Nietzsche, his comments on
translation are clearly compatible with the philosopher’s arguments outlined above and could
be read as a fair representation of what a post-Nietzschean perspective on the translator’s task
might entail. I will begin with Borges’s redefinition of the original as ‘a mutable fact’ and the
consequent blurring of the usual hierarchical opposition meant to distinguish a text from its
translations, an opposition that, as he argues in “The Homeric Versions’, is based on nothing
but a ‘superstition’: ‘[t]o assume that every recombination of elements is necessarily inferior
to its original form is to assume that draft nine is necessarily inferior to draft H — for there can
only be drafts’ (Borges 1999: 69). If interpretations, like the writing of texts, are never
complete, or ‘definitive’, what different translations are able to offer readers is not in any
sense the recovered original but, rather, ‘a partial and precious documentation of the changes
the text suffers’ (ibid.). As they represent ‘different perspectives’ on the ever changing
original, translations give us glimpses into the interpretations and the aesthetic values that
may have motivated their translators’ choices as well as the historical and cultural circum-
stances that made it possible for them to emerge and circulate (ibid.).

Borges’s brief comments on different versions of the /liad and The Thousand and One
Nights suggest that the more visible the translators and their contexts are to him, as a reader,
the more significant and ‘precious’ he will find their translations. For example, while William
Cowper’s 1791 Iliad is the ‘most innocuous’ for its literality, Alexander Pope’s, whose six
volumes were published between 1715 and 1720, is ‘extraordinary’ for its ‘luxuriant
language’, which, among other things, ‘multiplied’ the hero’s ‘single black ship [...] into a
fleet’ (Borges 1999: 74). For Borges, since translations are not expected to be impersonal,
ahistorical repetitions of an unchanging original at different times and in different languages
and contexts, they should be evaluated for the kind of difference they actually make both for
the original and for the cultural environment of the receiving language. In another example,
Borges claims that Enno Littmann’s 1920 German version of the Nights is ‘mediocre’, even
though it was hailed by the Encyclopedia Britannica as ‘the best one in circulation’, because it
offers readers ‘nothing but the probity of Germany’, which ‘is so little, so very little’ (Borges
1999a: 108). Along the same lines, what Borges admires in Dr Mardrus’s French translation,
published between 1898 and 1904, is the translator’s ‘happy and creative infidelity’ (ibid.:
106). In fact, it is precisely Mardrus’s infidelity, which brings to the Nights ‘Art Nouveau
passages, fine obscentities, brief comical interludes, circumstantial details, symmetries, [and]
vast quantities of visual Orientalism’, ‘that must matter to us’, since to celebrate his fidelity ‘is
to leave out the soul of Mardrus, to ignore Mardrus entirely’ (ibid.).

Borges’s appreciation of translations as historical documents seems to anticipate by more
than six decades what Lawrence Venuti describes as the ‘genealogical method’ he adopted in
The Translator s Invisibility — A History of Translation, one of the most important books to be
published in the area in the 1990s (Venuti 2008: 32). As Venuti argues, such a method,
‘developed by Nietzsche and Foucault’, ‘abandons the two principles that govern much
conventional historiography: teleology and objectivity’ (ibid.). Consequently, it allows us to
witness that ‘what is found at the historical beginning of things is not the inviolable identity of
their origin; it is the dissension of other things. It is disparity’ (Foucault 1977: 142, quoted in
Venuti 2008: 32). This mode of analysis is fundamental for the achievement of his book’s
ultimate goal: that is, the elaboration of ‘the theoretical, critical, and textual means by which
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translation can be studied and practiced as a locus of difference, instead of the homogeneity
that widely characterizes it today’ (Venuti 2008: 34). The main consequence of such a
paradigm shift is that instead of ignoring or rejecting the translator’s agency and all that it
implies, we now focus on actively understanding its manifestations and consequences. As
Borges has shown, perhaps better than anybody else, what motivates translators in the
composition of their translations is not very different from what drives authors in the pro-
duction of their originals. Indeed, his general characterization of the translators of The
Thousand and One Nights as ‘a hostile dynasty’, according to which each translator ‘secretly’
translated against his main precursor (Borges 1999a: 92), could very well be viewed as an
enlightening representation of translation as a manifestation of the will to power.

Final remarks

As this chapter has attempted to show, Nietzsche’s redefinition of language as an instrument
that inevitably produces meaning and is intimately associated with issues of power has turned
upside down the usual relationships defining the translator’s activity and seriously destabilized
all the simplistic notions of fidelity and neutrality that have underestimated the practice of
translation and its impact for more than twenty centuries. As claimed above, an acquaintance
with Nietzsche’s views on language will help translation scholars deepen their understanding of
the important trends in contemporary theory that acknowledge and investigate the translator’s
visibility and its far-reaching implications as well as the asymmetrical relations of power that
have defined intercultural relations. At the same time, this discussion is particularly relevant
both for practising translators and for readers of translations. In the light of Nietzsche’s insights,
while readers are made aware of the fact that the translations they read can only be a product of
their translators’ interpretations, translators can no longer claim or aspire to be invisible in their
work and, thus, will have to take responsibility for their interpretations of the so-called ‘original’
as well as their translation choices and strategies. As they can no longer imagine that it would
be feasible to ignore differences and merely transport meaning across languages, and, therefore,
as they necessarily transform originals — a ‘transformation’ that is regulated by their context and
ideology — translators are urged to come to terms with their own agency (or their ‘will to power”)
and, literally or metaphorically, to always sign their work and, thus, fully accept their role as
legitimate authors of their translations.

Related topics

Schleiermacher; Heidegger; Wittgenstein; Derrida; current trends in philosophy and translation;
translation theory and philosophy; culture; ethics.

Further reading

Those who are not familiar with Nietzsche’s work should probably start with the philosopher’s own
aphorisms on translation (Nietzsche 2001, 2002), which have been discussed above. One of them can
also be found in Venuti’s The Translation Studies Reader (Venuti 2012: 67-8). Nietzsche’s early essay
‘On Truth and Lies in a Nonmoral Sense’ (1999), also discussed above, is fundamental for an under-
standing of his conception of language.

As for studies devoted to the implications of Nietzsche’s philosophy for translation, most of the
material available in English has been mentioned above: Arrojo (2010, 2018), Borges (1999, 1999a),
Van Wyke (2010), and Venuti (2008).
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3
Heidegger

Tom Greaves

Introduction

The thought of Martin Heidegger (1889—1976) was shaped to a quite unprecedented extent
by the work of translation. Not only did he spend a great deal of time and effort translating and
retranslating the words of early Greek thinkers, but those translations are interwoven with
reflections on their own adequacy, on the (in)adequacy of other translations and on the dif-
ficulty and necessity of translation as a dimension of philosophical thought. For readers of
Heidegger in English, or any language other than German, the necessity of reflecting on the
translation adds further layers of complexity to this already complex hermeneutic situation.
One consequence is that it is very difficult, sometimes even positively misleading, to try to
separate out Heidegger’s own translation practice from his reflections on translation, and
those reflections in turn from the translations and reflections of his translators. Any such
attempt, as Heidegger always insisted, already works with its own interpretive principles,
which need to be opened up to dispute and modification.

Section 1 will set out Heidegger’s views on the situation of the philosophical translator by
outlining his radical rethinking of hermeneutics as involving the existential enactment of
one’s own hermeneutic situation. In Section 2 I explore a key instance of Heidegger’s
translation practice along with his reflections on translation. Section 3 gives a brief history of
how thinking about Heidegger and translation has developed and of recent disputes that
reflect back on attempts to translate some of his most difficult texts.

3.1 Heidegger’s radical hermeneutics

Heidegger’s early studies in theology made him familiar with German traditions in philology
and hermeneutics. Having worked on both historical and contemporary problems in philos-
ophy in his doctoral work and very first lecture courses, Heidegger delivered a series of
lecture courses in the early 1920s, working intensively on the philosophy of Aristotle. He
became convinced that what was really important for philosophical thought in these ancient
texts had been covered over by centuries of interpretation and translation. A radical her-
meneutic approach was thus needed that would de-structure the traditional interpretations and
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free up what was originally significant about the questions that Aristotle posed and the
concepts that he developed, so that they could once more be appropriately understood by
contemporary thinkers. Part and parcel of this attempt to radically retrieve Aristotle’s phil-
osophy for the ‘the situation of a living present’ (Heidegger 2009: 39) was the retranslation of
his key concepts.

Certainly the dictum that every translation is an interpretation holds true for Heidegger. Yet
to understand the full import of that dictum for him it is important to see that radical
interpretation involves the enactment of the interpreter’s own hermeneutical situation that is at
one and the same time the retrieval or repetition of the hermeneutical situation of those
thinkers that one is interpreting and translating.

Philosophy does not simply involve the production of a set of propositions that can be
confirmed or disconfirmed through a process of thought that is neutrally available to anyone.
The context in which such propositions appear and within which they need to be interpreted is
not a ready-made or fixed conceptual scheme or framework. It is a lived situation that belongs
to the thinker and is enacted in and through the thinking itself. In a report on the research that
he was conducting into Aristotle’s philosophy in 1922, Heidegger puts the point directly and
clearly: ‘7o understand does not simply mean to cognitively confirm, but rather to repeat
primordially what is understood in terms of its ownmost situation and for that situation’
(Heidegger 2009: 41). The enactment of our own hermeneutical situation, the point of view
and way of understanding we adopt, is not anterior to or subsequent to the thinking enactment
of the situation of those we are trying to understand, interpret and translate. The enactment of
our own hermeneutical situation is at one and the same time the re-enactment of the situation
to be understood.

The lectures from the summer semester of 1922, Phenomenological Interpretations of
Selected Treatises of Aristotle on Ontology and Logic, that were distilled into the report just
cited give a remarkable insight into Heidegger’s developing translation practice and its
centrality to his developing philosophical method. He translates long passages of
Aristotle’s texts for his students and comments on those translations, not as a preliminary
to philosophical exposition and criticism but as itself a repetition of that hermeneutic
situation that is to ‘free up’ the text for understanding. In the introduction to these trans-
lations as radical hermeneutic repetitions, Heidegger says the following about the practice
of translation:

The standard and character of a translation is always relative to the goal of interpretation.
Here we are concerned not with exercises in style, but with a full appropriation of the
interrelations of sense, i.e., of the meaningful matters, to re-enact the insights and
interrelations of insights that originally brought forth those matters. The more precisely
the translation is aimed at that, the stricter it is in each case. A so-called literal translation,
that sticks to the words that are given and translates them as they are set down in the
Lexicon, that in the translation takes them up and in doing so leaves them just as they are,
is the most irrelevant imaginable. It works through single terms and meanings determined
by ‘words’. This apparent definiteness brings to every word use, just as in philosophical
expressions, leeway for the greatest ambiguity.

(Heidegger 2005: 7)

It is only when we find expressions that re-enact the hermeneutic situation that there is a

matter of concern for philosophy to think through at all. Philosophical translation does not
aim at giving us access to an eternal conversation about matters of perennial and already
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determined significance. Nor does it aim to make a set of prior results available so that we
can determine whether they are relevant to problems we have already set for ourselves. The
sense of the words used is to be determined in the re-enactment of the situation in which
something to be understood appears, and translation is an integral dimension of that re-
enactment.

At first sight it can seem that Heidegger’s translations are arbitrary and wilful, going not
only against the grain of received renderings but twisting meanings, wrenching them out of
context so as to suit his own philosophical purposes. Yet Heidegger insists that a proper
context for philosophical translation and thought must be forged in the act of translation and
thought itself. The hermeneutical situation is an inter-relation of meaning that we are thrown
into, but it remains an arbitrary collection of accretions until a point of view is found that
allows us to rethink the core matter of concern, which means opening up a ‘range of view’
within which ‘the interpretation’s claim to objectivity moves’ (Heidegger 2009: 39). This
range of view, the horizon of understanding, does not illicitly transpose the views and con-
cerns of the translator-thinker onto a source text. Rather, it is what allows the translator to
open up the matter of concern that the source text itself is concerned with. The most important
feature of such a translation for Heidegger is therefore not that it presents us with a complete
and ready-made doctrine, since thought itself is not a doctrine or set of doctrines, but that it
allows an approach towards a matter of concern that opens and maintains a field of meaning.
The translator needs to open that field of meaning once more so that readers can themselves
rethink the matter of concern.

For Heidegger, then, philosophical translation must make use of what we might call an
existential context principle. The context in which a translation takes place and makes sense is
not simply a set of lexical items that can be arranged and rearranged. Translators find
themselves in the midst of a tradition that both allows for a preliminary understanding and
tends to fix that understanding into preconceived doctrines. The translation is the first and in
many ways most significant moment in the process of ‘destructuring’ the traditional ways of
thinking that we simply inherit, freeing them so that we can take them up and understand them
for ourselves.

3.2 Thinking as translation of grounding words

In the light of the preceding summary of Heidegger’s notion of the hermeneutical situation it
is possible to begin to understand one of the most significant and peculiar features of his
philosophical translation practice: the singling out of words. Despite his warning against
‘literal’ translations that exchange words for the supposed equivalents, some words, in
Heidegger’s view, form unique constellation points around which whole philosophical works,
philosophical projects and even the spirit of a language and an historical people gather. As is
made clear by the proper understanding of the hermeneutical situation, concentrating on
single words in this way should not be seen as a violation of the context principle, that words
only make sense in their context, but an existential radicalisation of that principle. These are
what Heidegger calls fundamental, basic or grounding words.

Heidegger will frequently translate and retranslate such words from Greek philosophy, and
the understanding of Heidegger’s own thinking frequently turns on attempts to translate
grounding words of his own. They should not be thought of as key words, as though we could
find a corresponding key translation that would open up everything for us and make it
instantly available. Grounding words do not give us access to a sense that is already locked
away in them but are the constellation points of repeated attempts to make sense of what has
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been written and said. As such, they are themselves never completely unlocked or made
wholly intelligible. As we translate and retranslate these words they are the source of any
understanding of the text we achieve and, as such, should not simply be manipulated on each
occasion to achieve one act of communication amongst others.

Following the course of Heidegger’s repeated translations of a number of such grounding
words can serve to exemplify both the practice of translation called for here and the various
ways in which these words show us what he comes to understand by being: the coming about
of a domain or dimension of intelligibility. Of the grounding words of Greek philosophy,
Heidegger works his way back through the Aristotelian ousia and the Platonic idea as con-
cepts that have been fixed in the Western philosophical tradition as ways to name being as
constant presence. He then tries to shift this tradition back to question how it is that anything
can come to be present, and so the question of being for him becomes the question of how
presencing comes about.

Perhaps the best known of the grounding words that Heidegger returns to repeatedly and
translates variously in his philosophical career is alétheia. Section 44 of Being and Time
contains a justly famous analysis, rethinking and translation of this word, which is tra-
ditionally translated as ‘truth’ [Wahrheit]. Truth is traditionally conceived according to a
series of Latin translations of Aristotle’s phrase: pathémata tés psychés ton pragmaton
homoiomata [experiences of the soul that correspond to things] translated as adaequatio
intellectus et rei by Thomas Aquinas. Heidegger traces this translation back to Avicenna and
this to Isaak Israeli’s Book of Definitions, which also uses the terms correspondentia [cor-
respondence] and convenentia [coming together] for adequatio [agreement]. There is already
a move, in tracing this series of borrowings and providing these translations, towards the
thought that truth as correspondence is not simply what is the case in a relation between
intellect and thing. There must be a ‘coming together’ of the two. What allows for any such
coming together is what Heidegger calls the ‘primordial’ phenomenon of truth. This con-
ception is what he finds hinted at in early Greek thought, but also the beginnings of its
covering over (Heidegger 1962: 198; Heidegger 2010: 206; Heidegger 1993: 214).

There follows a threefold translation of alétheia that shows the increasingly primordial
phenomena of truth. The truth that grounds a judgement is what has been discovered [entdeckt].
The discovery itself depends on being-discovering [entdeckend-sein] (Heidegger 1962: 261;
Heidegger 2010: 209; Heidegger 1993: 218). Finally discovery itself of beings in the world
depends on a sense of alétheia that Heidegger translates as the ‘disclosure’ [Unverborgenheit|
of the world, the very domain of intelligibility in which anything can be discovered.

These translations are meant to return us to what the Greeks would have found ‘self-
evident’ in the very word alétheia, rather than to present to us a new theory of truth:

To translate this word as ‘truth’ and especially to define this word conceptually in

theoretical ways, is to cover over the meaning of what the Greeks posited at the basis — as

‘self-evident’ and as pre-philosophical — of the terminological use of alétheia.
(Heidegger 1962: 202; Heidegger 1993: 219)

The translation movement from ‘discoveries’ to ‘discovering’ and then to the ‘disclosure’ of
the world allows us to re-enact the hermeneutical situation in which what was pre-philo-
sophical and self-evident in the Greek understanding becomes explicit in a way that allows
Heidegger himself to think through the matter in a way that was not immediately available to
the Greeks. A further significant feature of alétheia that is covered over by its translation as
‘truth’ and revealed in Heidegger’s translations is the privative character (signified in the
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Greek by the prefix a-) that is restored in the words discovery [Entdecktheit] and disclosure
[Unverborgenheit]:

Truth (discoveredness) must always first be wrested from beings. Beings are torn from
concealment. The actual factical discoveredness is, so to speak, always a kind of robbery. Is
it a matter of chance that the Greeks express themselves about the essence of truth with a
privative expression (a-létheia)? Does not a primordial understanding of its own being make
itself known in such an expression — the understanding (even if it is only pre-ontological)
that being-in-untruth constitutes an essential determination of being-in-the-world?
(Heidegger 1962: 204; Heidegger 1993: 222)

Once more Heidegger’s translations attempt to make explicit what is ‘self-evident’ in the
Greek, a feature of alétheia that is not given explicit philosophical consideration and yet can
be uncovered and freed up for such consideration through the right translation.

Heidegger will return to alétheia many times, highlighting and exposing the significance
of its character as the revealing and unveiling that is the primordial phenomenon of truth
(Wrathall 2011). In the 1930s in lecture courses on the Pre-Socratics and in an important series
of ‘being-historical’ texts he comes to translate alétheia as ‘sheltering en-closure’ [Entbergung]
(Heidegger 1992: 114; 2013: 4), which is a coinage of his own to rethink a/étheia as the making
of a space for sheltering. The ‘robbery’ of ripping beings out of concealment was implicitly at
work in the Western tradition, shaping our ways of world disclosure. But ‘concealing’ need not
be thought of as what needs to be eradicated in the coming about of disclosure and hence
discovery. What is concealed can be sheltered from attempts to bring it into complete and
exhaustive exposure and at the same time given space to reveal itself. At this point Heidegger’s
translation goes beyond what he thinks the Greeks implicitly or explicitly thought in the
expression alétheia to what remained unthought in their expression.

It would be possible to trace Heidegger’s translations of a number of other Greek
‘grounding words’ through his writings, showing the complex interactions of his philo-
sophical rethinking and the reworkings of his translations in each case. Having sketched one
prominent example of how Heidegger’s way of thinking unfolds hand in hand with his
translation of fundamental terms in Greek philosophy, I will now turn to what is perhaps the
most important set of meditations explicitly concerned with translation in Heidegger’s work,
those elucidating his engagement with the famous choral ode in Sophocles’ Antigone, in
lecture courses from the mid 1930s. Heidegger first translates and interprets this ode from
Sophocles in the lectures Introduction to Metaphysics from 1935, which were subsequently
published in 1953 in German and translated into English by Ralph Manheim in 1959. It was
thus one of the first of his extended writings to appear in English. The book was retranslated
by Richard Polt and Gregory Fried in 2000, with a revised and expanded edition appearing in
2014 (Heidegger 2014: vii—xxvi). It has thus been and continues to be central to the English-
speaking reception of Heidegger’s work. In one of the most significant passages in this book,
Heidegger provides his own complete translation of the famous choral ode together with two
extended commentaries on its philosophical significance. It is the first two lines of the ode,
however, that provide the impetus and the guiding thread:

Polla ta deina kouden an-

thropou deinoteron pelei

[many the wonders nothing
than-human-beings more-wonderful is]
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Heidegger translates:

Vielfdltig das Unheimliche, nichts doch
iiber den Menschen hinaus Unheimlicheres ragend sich regt.
(Heidegger 1953: 112)

Manifold is the uncanny, yet nothing
Uncannier than man bestirs itself, rising up beyond him.
(Heidegger 2014: 163 [trans Fried and Polt])

This translation and the commentaries that follow appear in a section of Introduction to
Metaphysics entitled ‘Being and Thinking’, in which Heidegger sets out to explore various
ways in which being, understood as presencing, underwent various ‘restrictions’ in the course of
the ‘history of being’ that followed upon the early Greek thinkers. He is concemned here to
understand the relationship of human beings to being. He emphasises the ‘violence’ [Gewalf] of
human beings and their incursions into the realm of beings, which is generally taken to be the
central message of the ode: that human beings essentially strive to tame violently the beings
around them. However, Heidegger’s translation suggests something beyond this thought:

But why do we translate deinon as ‘un-canny’? Not in order to cover up or weaken the
sense of the violent, the overwhelming or the violence-doing: quite the contrary. Deinon
applies most intensely and intimately to human Being [ . .. ]

We understand by un-canny that which throws us out of the ‘canny,’ that is the homely, the
accustomed, the current, the unendangered. The unhomely does not allow us to be at home.
(Heidegger 2014: 167-8)

Heidegger makes deinon the focal point of his translation and understanding, not only of this
ode but of Greek thinking about what is essential to human life. Human beings can exercise
the particular kinds of controlling violence that they do because they themselves are subject to
being thrown out of what is canny and thus becoming unhomely. This movement is what
Heidegger performatively illustrates in this translation, moving the reader out of familiar
translations of deina and into the unfamiliar.

That first move into the uncanny is revisited and recontextualised in an extensive treatment of
the ode and its translation in the 1942 lectures Holderlin’s Hymn ‘The Ister’. There Heidegger
highlights the fact that his own translation is undertaken in dialogue with Friedrich Holderlin’s
translations of Sophocles. He cites Holderlin’s two draft translations of these lines:

Vieles Gewaltige giebts. Doch nichts
Ist gewaltiger, als der Mensch.

There is much that is powerful [or ‘violent’]. Yet nothing
Is more violent than the human being.
(Holderlin 1801)

Ungeheuer ist viel. Doch nichts
Ungeheuerer, als der Mensch.
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There is much that is extraordinary [or ‘monstrous’]. Yet nothing
More extraordinary than the human being.
(Holderlin 1804)
(cited in Heidegger 1996: 69-70)

Heidegger’s commentary on these translations suggests that he discerns in the retranslation of
deinon from Gewaltige to Ungeheuer the possible thought that at the core of the violence that
human beings perpetrate against the beings that surround them is the very movement of being
thrown open to those beings in the first place. Ungeheuer would usually be translated by
‘monstrous’ or some variant, and Heidegger claims that the modern sense will be primarily of
what is ‘immense’. McNeill and Davis translate it as ‘extraordinary’ to follow Heidegger’s
claim that the word can suggest the ‘not ordinary’ [das Nicht-Geheuer] and so become a
precursor to his own translation of deinon as the un-canny. Yet significantly Heidegger also
claims that this is presumably not what Holderlin had in mind, evidenced by his return to
rendering deinon as the gewaltig at other points in the text (1996: 71).

This is precisely what thoughtful and poetic translation at its best can achieve, according to
the extended ‘Remark Concerning Translation’ that Heidegger interjects into this lecture
immediately preceding his commentary on the translation of these words:

There is no such thing as translation if we mean that a word from one language could, or
even should, be made to substitute as the equivalent of a word from another language.
This impossibility, should not, however, mislead one into devaluing translation as though
it were a mere failure. On the contrary: translation can even bring to light connections that
indeed lie in the translated language but are not explicitly set forth in it. From this we can
recognize that all translating must be an interpreting. Yet at the same time, the reverse is
also true: every interpretation, and everything that stands in its service, is a translating. In
that case, translating does not only move between two different languages, but there is a
translating within one and the same language.

(Heidegger 1996: 62)

The point here is not that we should avoid focusing on single words instead of on the sense of
the text as whole. The open sense of the whole can only be established in confronting the
translation of grounding words, and it is to this that Heidegger directs his efforts. The point is
rather that those words carry with them traces of connections of sense that are not only
implicit for the writer and his or her contemporaries but, even beyond that, are unavailable
until the translation draws them out. The poetically and thoughtfully translated word can
release possibilities of sense that were not explicit in the source text or in the translation itself.
That is why Heidegger goes on to make the bold claim that translation is not only required in
translating Sophocles’ Greek into German, as he has been doing in confrontation with
Holderlin, but that proper engagement with Holderlin’s own poetical works or philosophical
works, like those of Kant and Hegel, require for German speakers ‘translation within our own
German language’ (1996: 62). This is a point that has recently been taken up and elaborated
upon in some detail by commentators, especially Parvis Emad. Emad considers the distinction
between inter- and intra-lingual translation as crucial and yet ultimately derived from an
originary sense of translation into the realm of alétheia, like the translation of the human into
‘becoming unhomely’ that these passages undertake (Emad 2010).

What we find in these later lectures is an elaboration and working out of the radical her-
meneutics of Heidegger’s early work. The enactment of the hermeneutic situation is renewed
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in confrontation with these grounding words, each of which carries with it the potential to
confront us with the singular source of sense from which our ways of understanding the world
are unfolded. The ultimate aim of this kind of thoughtful and poetical translation is therefore,
according to Heidegger, not so much to enable the understanding of what is expressed in a
foreign language but to confront oneself with the source of the sense that one makes of the
world in one’s own language:

“Translation’ [Ubersetzen] is not so much a ‘trans-lating’ [Uber-setzen] and passing over
into a foreign language with the help of one’s own. Rather, translation is more an
awakening, clarification, and unfolding of one’s own language with the help of an
encounter with the foreign language.

(Heidegger 1996: 66)

Understanding the specific philosophical and poetic aims of such a translation helps us to see
how and why Heidegger thinks it appropriate to take what many have regarded as extreme
liberties in translation. In the translation of the Antigone ode, for example, Heidegger makes the
plural ta deina into the singular das Unheimliche, and makes the ‘many’ things that are
designated by this term into a ‘manifold’ of the uncanny. In the 1942 lectures he elaborates on
what he considers to be a ‘threefold’ set of meanings that can be found in the grounding word zo
deinon: the fearful, the powerful and the inhabitual. Each of these senses incorporates a con-
trary: the fearful as that which frightens and as that which is worthy of honour; the powerful as
that which looms over us and that which is merely violent; and the inhabitual as that which is
extraordinary and that which is skilled in everything. The translation itself does not try to
amalgamate all these senses with their various contraries but to find a way back to the singular
essence which allows for this manifold of sense to unfold: “What is essential in the essence of
the deinon conceals itself in the originary unity of the fearful, the powerful and inhabitual. What
is essential in all essence is always singular’ (1996: 64). So Heidegger’s translation as das
Unheimliche is aimed at finding a way to return us to the ‘singular’ essence of sense-making.

As translators we can take inspiration from this practice even if it is not always our sole and
only task to transport ourselves and others back to this origin of sense- making. A glance at the
history of English translations of the Sophocles ode shows us that ‘Many are the wonders . . .’
or some variation of that rendering has been standard for many years and still features in many
contemporary efforts. At the very least an engagement with Heidegger’s confrontation with
Sophocles and Holderlin’s translations of Sophocles should cause a translator to consider
whether this standard formulation does justice to the singular multiplicity that Heidegger
points us towards. Some renderings simply add ‘fearful” or ‘terrible’ to ‘wonder’ as predicates
to describe the many things that surround us. Others, more promisingly, search for formu-
lations such as ‘formidable’, which may move us in what Heidegger considers to be the right
direction: that is, not just to an understanding of how Sophocles understood the human place
in nature and how we make sense of the world we find ourselves in, but to a situation in which
each one of us is confronted with that task as poet, thinker, translator and reader (for further
discussion see, for example. de Beistegui 2003: 169-84; Greaves 2011).

3.3 Heidegger in translation

In the preceding two sections I gave an outline of Heidegger’s thinking about translation and
pointed to some prominent examples of how his translation practice informs and is informed
by that thinking. In Section 1 we saw that the young Heidegger developed a radical
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hermeneutics, thinking of context as the projective enactment of a situation whereby trans-
lation plays an essential role in the task he sets himself of retrieving and destructuring the
tradition of Western thought. In Section 2 we looked at some prominent elaborations of this
thought and translation practice in his translations of alétheia and then in the 1930s in an
ongoing dialogue with Holderlin as translator-mediator of Greek poetic thinking.

I turn now to the recent reception history of Heidegger’s thinking about translation.
Fittingly, given his understanding of the open projection of a situation, this is still very much
an ongoing project, with various scholars contributing to both the translation and retranslation
of Heidegger’s texts and to the interpretation of his philosophy of translation. These projects
often go hand in hand, and in recent years they have become so intertwined this it is no longer
especially helpful to try to separate them from one another.

George Steiner might be said to have opened the phase of interpreting Heidegger’s
understanding of translation as an ineluctable element of hermeneutics as such. His pio-
neering work After Babel first appeared in 1975, three years before he published a short book
on Heidegger’s thought, Martin Heidegger, in 1978. In After Babel Steiner invokes
Heidegger as the thinker whose greatest contribution to the study of translation was to point
towards a necessary violence, a point of breaking open a text, that forms the second in a series
of four moments in the ‘hermeneutic movement of translation’, comprising trust, aggression,
incorporation and retribution. Drawing heavily on the discussions of ‘violence’ [Gewalf] in
Introduction to Metaphysics,' Steiner suggests the following image:

The translator invades, extracts, and brings home. The simile is that of the open-cast mine
left an empty scar on the landscape. As we shall see, this despoliation is illusory or is a
mark of false translation. But again, as in the case of the translator’s trust, there are
genuine borderline cases. Certain texts or genres have been exhausted by translation. Far
more interestingly, others have been negated by transfiguration, by an act of
appropriative penetration and transfer in excess of the original, more ordered, more
aesthetically pleasing.

(Steiner 1992: 314)

It remains unclear whether Steiner thought that Heidegger himself ultimately fell prey to this
image of false translation. Heidegger was certainly acutely aware of the dangers of texts being
‘exhausted’ by translation. He understood that unthinking and automatic reliance on received
translations derives from and perpetuates the danger of extractive and exploitative attitudes
towards language. However, Heidegger conceived of the necessary moment of violence as a
disruption of precisely that flattening of meaning, not through an act of ‘appropriative pen-
etration’ that is willed by the translator but by allowing one’s own understanding to be
appropriated by the singularities of sense in the language that one inhabits. For Heidegger, the
contrast with exploitative exhaustion is not the creating of a more ordered and aesthetically
pleasing text, which would be another result of the same kind of attitude towards language;
instead, in the 1942 lectures discussed above, which were not initially available to Steiner,
Heidegger offers his own image of how the translator should seek to inhabit the landscape of
language, which resonates and contrasts with that offered by Steiner:

The peak of a poetic or thoughtful work of language must not be worn down through

translation, nor the entire mountain range levelled to the flatlands of superficiality. The

converse is true: Translation must set us upon the path of ascent towards the peak.
(Heidegger 1996: 62)
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The contrast between these images of mine and mountain takes us towards one of the central
concerns of Heidegger’s thinking and a core debate in translation studies in the 1990s: the
‘domestication’ versus ‘foreignisation’ debate. In the course of a powerful argument for
translation that does not elide the ‘foreignness’ of its source texts Lawrence Venuti points out in
The Scandals of Translation that Heidegger responded to Friedrich Schleiermacher’s concern
that translation bring the domestic reader to the foreign text (Venuti 1998: 120). Of course, much
depends on what one understands by the ‘domestic’ and ‘foreign’ and the ways that they are
built and come to be. The appropriation of linguistic resources for one’s own purposes offers a
very different image of ‘domestication’ to that of becoming familiar with a landscape through
ascents that radically alter one’s own perspective. Venuti praises both Heidegger’s own trans-
lations of Greek philosophers and those of his translators, such as David Farrell Krell, for
finding ways of drawing out the foreign in both source and target languages (Venuti 1998: 120).
The danger in this debate is not only the temptation to laud ‘foreignisation’ for its own sake but
the setting up of the ‘domestic’ and the ‘foreign’ as pre-established categories into which our
experiences of translation can be divided. Heidegger thinks of the two quite differently, as
essential elements of the ultimate possibility of the human: ‘becoming homely in being
unhomely’ (Heidegger 1996: 115) — that is, a never complete becoming familiar with the sense
of beings through the disruption of established sense.

In 2004 Miles Groth’s Translating Heidegger set a new benchmark for studies of all aspects
of Heidegger’s relation to translation. Groth traces the history of the early critical reception of
Heidegger’s works and what he judges to be significant mistranslations of fundamental
words, which he argues have formed a significant barrier to understanding. He then sets
out a powerful reading of Heidegger’s own views of translation that draws upon a number
of important sources, including the crucial remarks from the 1942 Hélderlin lectures.
Groth focuses on the significance of single words in Heidegger’s thought and translation.
He describes Heidegger’s own translation practice as following a paratactic method — as
opposed to the syntactic method of translations, which insist that the proposition is the locus
of thought — and he illustrates this method in action by following very closely the translation
of Parmenides, Fragment VI in the 1951-2 lecture course What Evokes Thinking? Groth’s
central point is well taken, that ‘Heidegger’s translations are based on the elucidation of single
words. He does not see the proposition as the bearer of thought’ (Groth 2004: 141). This has
formed a point of convergence for many scholars and translators of Heidegger’s own works.
However, Groth also makes some problematic claims, especially in his attempts to demarcate
Heidegger’s thought from Schleiermacher and the rest of the hermeneutic tradition. Most
problematic, I would suggest, is the claim that for Heidegger, ‘because thinking does not
occur in words, the words that comprise a text are only a representations of an author’s
thought, which is the actual focus of hermeneutic activity’ (2004: 116). Whilst we may be able
to agree that Heidegger would not describe thinking as a ‘linguistic process’, his criticism of
the tradition of ‘representational thinking’ is prominent and pervasive. From early on
Heidegger continually emphasised the rootedness of thought in speech and utterance, and that
is one reason that the translation of a work of thought cannot be thought as the simple
replacement of one representation with another.

In recent years there has been a burgeoning of interest amongst Heidegger scholars in
questions concerning translation, both in terms of the interpretation of his remarks on the topic
and how best to bring that understanding to bear on the translation of his works. The majority
of the projected 102 volumes of the Gesamtausgabe [Collected Edition] have been published
in German, so there is now a great deal more material available which directly or indirectly
bears upon the issue. At the same time those volumes are steadily becoming available in
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translation and, in many cases, retranslation. Being and Time is available in two English
translations, with a revised edition of the second (Heidegger 1962 and Heidegger 2010), as is
Introduction to Metaphysics, both texts that Heidegger published during his lifetime and that
have always been central to any engagement with his work. Lecture courses from various
stages of Heidegger’s career that formed the basis for published lectures and books have also
been translated and have enriched our understanding of his philosophical development. A
good bibliography of the German texts and their English translations can be found in Sheehan
(2015: 307-30).

Inevitably this burgeoning of translations has brought with it complexities in the reception
history of these works. For example, John Macquarrie and Edward Robinson took the extre-
mely significant decision to leave the term Dasein untranslated in their 1962 translation of Being
and Time. Dasein names for Heidegger that kind of being which has its own being as an issue
for it and is able to open itself to the question of being. The German word has now been
absorbed as a term of art in the vast majority of commentary and interpretation. In everyday
usage and in the philosophical tradition the term signifies the general existence of anything at
all, but Heidegger clearly wants to signal the specific structure of the word as appropriately
designating an open questioning being. The Da is now meant to say something about the kind of
being we are considering. Rather than meaning ‘here’ or ‘there’, and thus signifying a being
situated in a preformed and designated place, as it might well in other contexts, a strong case has
been made that Da should be translated as ‘open’ and thus Dasein as ‘open-being’ (Sheechan
2015: 136-7). The situation is made more complex by the fact that Heidegger himself asked
Joan Stambaugh, the second translator of Being and Time, to hyphenate Da-sein in her trans-
lation, when it is not hyphenated in the German text. This highlights the structure of the word
just discussed, but it also creates confusion, in that this hyphenated word was already used to
designate not those beings that are open but the kind of being that they have as open: that is, their
openness (2015: 135). Furthermore, Heidegger hyphenates Da-sein in later texts where it is
unclear to what extent he is expanding upon or shifting the sense that the term was given in
Being and Time. The revised edition based on the Stambaugh translation returns to the unhy-
phenated but still untranslated use of Dasein (Heidegger 2010).

Just as Heidegger’s engagement with the philosophical tradition took the form of an open-
ended rethinking and retranslation of its grounding words, we should neither expect nor hope
for definitive renderings of such words in his own works. One such word from the later
Heidegger is Das Ge-stell, the word that Heidegger uses to indicate the essence of technology.
The word is used in this way in the well known 1953 lecture Die Frage nach der Technik.
William Lovitt’s widely read and very influential 1977 translation ‘The Question Concerning
Technology’ renders this term as ‘enframing’, making an active notion from the usual sense of
Gestell as a frame such as a bedframe or bookcase (Lovitt 1977). This coinage was accepted
by most commentators until the recent translation of the 1949 lectures held at Bremen,
‘Insight into That Which Is’, by Mitchell (2012). Parts of these lectures formed the basis for
the later technology lecture and essay. Mitchell renders Das Ge-stell as ‘positionality’,
pointing to a number of passages in which Heidegger explicitly distinguishes the sense he
intends from a frame to be filled with a content or even an internal structure like a skeleton
(Mitchell 2012: xi). What Heidegger has in mind is the positioning, placing or setting [stellen]
that can be found in a range of German words including Vor-stellen, representation, Her-
stellen, production and Be-stellen, ordering. As Eric Meyer points out, however, ‘position-
ality’ requires as much commentary as ‘enframing’ to make this clear, and it loses a sense of
something potentially menacing taking place (Meyer 2013: 235). Furthermore, whilst what is
taking place is not simply the setting up of one frame or another, it is not at all clear that this
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‘coarse sense of structure or framing’ is not to be heard here at all in the word, as Mitchell claims
it is not to be heard in ‘positionality’ (Mitchell 2012: xi). The great difficulty for the translator
here is that we are supposed to hear both the everyday sense of the term and find ourselves
opened up to unfamiliar possibilities for making sense of things, each carried in the idioms that
challenge translation. To this end Theodore Kiesel’s suggestion that we render Das Ge-stell as
‘syn-thetic com-posi[tion]ing’ seems felicitous. Even whilst it is inevitably unable to indicate
everything that Heidegger’s term does, it makes its own important connections that Heidegger
himself must explain, such as those terms connected to the Latin thesis (Kisiel 2014).

This same core difficulty in opening unfamiliar senses of familiar and idiomatic words runs
through the heart of Heidegger’s thinking about language and translation to the core of
sometimes acrimonious disputes that mark attempts to translate Heidegger’s texts. These
disputes have recently been focused on a set of texts from the late 1930s and early 1940s,
including ‘being-historical’ works and numerous notebooks, including the already infamous
‘Black Notebooks’, the first of which was recently translated into English by Richard
Rojcewicz as Ponderings (Heidegger 2016). The ongoing question of the nature and extent of
Heidegger’s commitment to National Socialism obviously accounts for some of the intensity
of these disputes. Debates about whether Heidegger’s philosophy was in some sense allied to
Nazism even before the 1930s often revolve around questions of translation. That the question
will to one extent or another never be closed is related to the core problem of Heidegger’s
understanding of translation. He takes up contemporary, often politically charged, terminology
and tries to open up its significance, sometimes leaving it ambiguous as to whether or in what
way he is endorsing that unfamiliar sense and what it means in each case for his commitment to
the familiar sense. Much of the recent debate, for example, has centred on the translation of
Bodenlosigkeit (usually rendered ‘groundlessness’ of thought in this context) in the much
disputed §77 of Being and Time. Some commentators have tried to defend Emmanuel Faye’s
translation of the term as ‘absence of soil’, with the suggestion of Nazi ‘Blut und Boden’ [blood
and soil] ideology, whilst others see this as a groundless projection that does nothing to help in
the actual uncovering of Heidegger’s Nazi affiliation (Fritsche 2016; Sheehan 2016).

For those attempting to translate Heidegger’s texts or read them in translation, the difficulty is
often stark. Beitrdge zur Philosophie (vom Ereignis), first published in German in 1989, has
already been translated into English as Contributions to Philosophy (from Enowning) by Parvis
Emad and Kenneth Maly in 1999 and Contributions to Philosophy (of the Event) by Richard
Rojcewicz and Daniella Vallega-Neu in 2012. The difference between the translations is already
suggested by the two renderings of the title words in parentheses. With the word Ereignis
[event] Heidegger again takes an everyday word and suggests that its structure could indicate a
new post-metaphysical thinking of what takes place to bring beings into their own. The first
translation created a substantial controversy, largely because even with a lengthy translators’
foreword explaining many of the translation decisions, it is very difficult to make sense of the
English without extensive reference to the German source text. Emad and Maly argue for the
inadequacy of earlier translations of the grounding word of this text, Ereignis (the list of
attempts now includes: ‘Event of Appropriation’, ‘Eventuation’, ‘Befitting’, ‘Ap-propria-tion’
and ‘Event’), on the basis of their misleading connotations from the history of philosophy
(Emad and Maly 1999: xix—xxii). Yet these arguments are rarely as decisive as the translators
suggest and in the end start to lead us towards the conclusion, quite at odds with Heidegger’s
views, that there could be an intelligible rendering that escaped all such potentially misleading
connotations. Whilst one might begin to move in the reverse direction to Heidegger’s, drawing
out the unfamiliar in the familiar, eventually becoming familiar with ‘enowning’, as many
readers have become familiar with ‘enframing’, there are limits to what can be made intelligible
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in any hermeneutic situation (see de Beistegui 2007). On the other hand, the Rojcewicz and
Vallega-Neu translation is clearly intended as a corrective to what many have taken as the
excesses of the Emad and Maly version. They write in a very concise translators’ foreword of
the unfamiliar senses of words that Heidegger opens up, that:

[Olur translation aims to invite the reader into the task of disclosing the new sense and
does not presumptuously impose that sense from the start through idiosyncratic
terminological choices. For example, what ‘essence’ and ‘event’ come to mean in the
course of these ponderings is up to the reader to decide.

(Rojcewicz and Vallega-Neu 2012: xvi)

The problem here is the danger of falling into ‘literal’ translation of the kind that we saw
Heidegger frequently criticise: that is, translation that assumes that ‘essence’ and ‘event’ were
in some sense appropriate translations and that the reader could be invited into the disclosure
of new senses of these terms without any indication, beyond the statement that the old senses
have become problematic. There are dangers on both sides and they will never all be avoided.
What Heidegger’s own remarks suggest is that what is problematic in this situation is what
needs to be cultivated rather than annulled. The movement through and between familiar and
unfamiliar senses may not be possible in a single translation, and to follow the movement of
thought that Heidegger initiates may require us to work between translations. This will
become especially true as more and more translations and retranslations of Heidegger’s work
are undertaken and become available in future years.

Note

1 See Chapter 16, this volume, for a discussion of the feminist critique of Steiner’s imagery.

Related topics

Schleiermacher; Derrida; equivalence; meaning; the translation of philosophical texts.

Further reading

Groth, Miles . (2004) Translating Heidegger. New York: Humanity Books. (A very significant study
divided into two parts. The first part is a history of early translations of Heidegger, focusing on
English-language translations. The author argues that mistranslations have contributed significantly
to misunderstandings of Heidegger’s thought. The second part is a reading of Heidegger’s philos-
ophy of translation together with an extended case study of his translation practice.)

Schalow, Frank. (2011) Heidegger, Translation and the Task of Thinking: Essays in Honor of Pavis
Emad. Dordrecht: Springer. (This volume includes a wide range of essays on Heidegger’s philos-
ophy of translation, many of which connect his translation practice to specific topics and themes
from his whole range of writings.)
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Wittgenstein

Silvia Panizza

Introduction

The work of Ludwig Wittgenstein (1889—1951) is best known for offering an account of
language which pointed the philosophy of language away from a view of words conceived as
referring to abstract and universal ideas, towards a conception of language and meaning as
grounded within specific practices. His work constitutes a significant part of the ‘linguistic
turn’ of the twentieth century, which saw an increasing preoccupation with language in
various disciplines, including philosophy. It is not surprising, therefore, that Wittgenstein has
a lot to offer to translation theory and to translators. However, perhaps because Wittgenstein
himself did not write explicitly about translation issues, his work is still not widely used in
translation, although some recent studies, on which I will draw in this chapter, are starting to
fill the gap and to show fruitful possibilities for thinking about translation (Glock 2008;
Gorlée 2012; Kusch 2012; Oliveira 2012; Tymoczko 2014; Wilson 2016).

This chapter begins by outlining Wittgenstein’s thought on language and his methods, after
clarifying two common points of contention among Wittgenstein scholars — that is, the
difference and continuity between the ‘early’ and ‘later’ Wittgenstein, and the debate on
whether Wittgenstein can be said to offer a ‘theory’ of language. Wittgenstein’s thought will
then be presented by focusing on some key ideas that are particularly helpful for translation,
specifically the notions of ‘language-games’, ‘forms of life’, ‘aspect-seeing’ and ‘surveyable
representation’. The emphasis is not on how Wittgenstein has been translated but on how his
ideas can help in the theory and practice of translation by offering a distinctive view of language.

Controversies in Wittgensteinian scholarship

It is common practice to divide Wittgenstein’s philosophical output into two phases, separated
by a long break from philosophy, during which Wittgenstein thought he had solved all the
problems of philosophy (see the ‘Preface’ of the Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus
(Wittgenstein [1921] 1990, hereafter Tractatus) and spent time working as a gardener,
architect and schoolteacher. The first phase, known as ‘early Wittgenstein’, is represented by
the work published in German in 1921 as Logisch-Philosophische Abhandlung and in English
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in 1922 as Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus. There, in a series of numbered propositions from
1 to 7 with many sub-numerals, Wittgenstein is usually understood as setting limits to language
through an analysis of how language represents states of affairs in the world, using logic and
formal methods. Language is said to ‘mirror’ the world: there is a direct relationship between
language conceived as formally analysable propositions and the structure of facts in the world.
‘A proposition is a picture of reality . .. a model of reality as we imagine it’ (Tractatus 4.01).

The second phase, represented by the Philosophical Investigations (Wittgenstein [1953]
2009, hereafter PI), takes a different approach and suggests a different analysis of language.
Here a greater number of remarks, stories, vignettes, dialogues and exhortations encourages the
reader to think of the actual use of certain words and concepts and how some conceptual
schemes are more or less useful in understanding the object of philosophical investigations,
among which is language. Unlike the logical and semantic approach of the earlier text, we have
here a pragmatic perspective which revolves around the observation of ordinary language and
its role in actual, particular contexts. ‘Just as’, Wittgenstein writes, ‘a move in chess doesn’t
consist simply in moving a piece in such-and-such a way on the board — nor yet in one’s
thoughts and feelings as one makes the move: but in the circumstances that we call “playing a
game of chess”, “solving a chess problem”, and so on’ (P 33). Similarly, his approach to the
question of whether other human beings are conscious is to ask in what contexts the worry
would make sense: ‘Suppose I say of a friend: “He isn’t an automaton”. — What information is
conveyed by this, and to whom would it be information? To a human being who meets him in
ordinary circumstances? What information could it give him?’(PI II 20).

Interpretative controversies populate the reading of both early and later work. The above
presentation summarises the reading that has been orthodox since the beginning of
Wittgensteinian scholarship and, to some extent, still is. Recently, however, a different way
of understanding Wittgenstein has emerged and is growing in popularity, partly but not
wholly encapsulated by the label ‘New Wittgenstein’. The founding articles of this
approach are to be found in Crary and Read (2000), including papers by Cora Diamond,
James Conant, Stanley Cavell, Hilary Putnam and John McDowell. This line of thought
includes: a) the idea that the early and late Wittgenstein do not in fact propose two different
philosophies but that there is a strong continuity between the two; b) the impossibility of
spelling out the message of the Tractatus, as I have done above, because the book is
‘framed’ by a discourse that rejects the formulation of totalising theses, such as what the
limits of language are; and c) the suggestion that the same rejection of theories is to be
applied to the Investigations as well, so that a line of continuity is formed which takes
Wittgenstein in all his work to be proposing a philosophical method based on observation as
opposed to theory. This alternative interpretation suggests that Wittgenstein’s work contains
not theories but a form of ‘therapy’, which engages with mistaken or, rather, content-less
philosophical ideas in order to dispel them and thus aims to ‘cure’ the thinker/reader by
exposing the emptiness of those theories.

The problems relating to theory, whether it applies to the early Wittgenstein, the later or
both, are particularly difficult for the reader who wishes to apply Wittgenstein’s insights to
another area, such as, in our case, translation. If Wittgenstein does not offer any positive
statement about language, what is the use of reading him for translation? To answer this
question we need to clarify the ‘no-theory’ line of interpretation, establish its plausibility and
so discuss to what the rejection of theory actually amounts.

Reading Wittgenstein as rejecting theories or as a therapeutic philosopher does not amount
to being unable to derive anything intellectually and practically helpful from his work.
Dispelling misguided philosophical frameworks, or, in Wittgenstein’s language, ‘pictures’, is
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indeed negative work and an ineliminable aspect of Wittgenstein’s contribution. But in doing
so, Wittgenstein is, on the one hand, claiming to remove something that was never truthful or
helpful anyway and, on the other, he is pointing at what is truthful and helpful, not in the form
of other theories, but in the form of everyday practices which deserve to be observed more
carefully. In this sense, philosophy is not about building up abstractions but returning to what
one already, in some sense, knew, but which was too obvious to be seen (P/ 129).

The fundamental insight of Wittgenstein’s work, according to the therapeutic or no-theory
reading, is that language cannot be surveyed from a perspective external to it —as Alice Crary
explains (Crary and Read 2000: 1). Philosophical theories of language (and, if we take some
of its statements seriously, and not just as ‘therapy’, the Tractatus) purport to do just that: to
offer an exhaustive representation and analysis of language which, by necessity, places itself
outside the bounds of language, as it were, looking in. Only in that way can language be
exhaustively theorised. Wittgenstein rejects that possibility, claiming instead that language
needs to be observed from within, which includes our perspectives as users of language and as
agents engaged in the practices within which language arises and is used. That is, after all, the
only perspective we can occupy.

As far as the later Wittgenstein, the author of the Investigations, is concerned, this view is
less controversial, and both orthodox and therapeutic readers come to some agreement about
the more pragmatic perspective to be found there. They differ, still, on how radically
Wittgenstein’s contention is to be taken and on whether what Wittgenstein is offering in the
Investigations can, in turn, be understood as another theory of language. The difference can be
seen to hinge on the distinction between ‘saying’ and ‘showing’: is Wittgenstein offering a
positive view of language as a context-dependent activity, to be judged on the basis of what
we can do with it, or is he simply pointing out examples of language use and urging us to come
to our own conclusions about them? Even if we follow the latter approach, and take
Wittgenstein to be merely ‘pointing’, he is still pointing at examples of language use and of
ways in which language does or does not make sense depending on the context; in sum, he
seems to be both indicating and performing — though not theorising or asserting — a view of
language as necessarily embedded in human contexts and practices, rather than being inde-
pendently linked to the world through a logical connection.

Whichever reading of the Investigations one favours, therefore, a specific view of, and
approach to, language (but not only language) can be discerned in the later Wittgenstein. This
view and approach is what can offer a fundamental starting point for the translator and the
translation theorist: as Bertrand Russell wrote of philosophy in the Introduction to the
Tractatus, that it is ‘not a theory but an activity’ (see also Tractatus 4.112), so speaking,
writing, understanding each other — and indeed translating — are, Wittgenstein shows us, to be
understood as activities, which can only be observed in their midst and in the process of
engaging in them, rather than from a theoretical, abstract ‘outside’ — which is not a wrong
position but, rather, an impossible one. The problem, to quote William James (an author dear
to Wittgenstein), is that ‘the theorising mind always tends to the oversimplification of its
material’ (James 1902: 31). Language is complex and the life in which language is used even
more so. The first suggestion from Wittgenstein that translation can take on board is, there-
fore, to try and stay with the complexity and pay close attention to language in its natural
context before taking any further step.

Whether we side with the ‘New Wittgensteinians’, who identify deep continuity between
early and late Wittgenstein, or with the orthodox interpretation, the Investigations offers a
more useful perspective for translation and a more explicitly original view of language as
praxis. Moreover, Wittgenstein himself wanted this to be the work that would be published
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after his death to represent his thought. For these reasons, this chapter focuses on the
Wittgenstein of the Investigations and the contribution that his later work can make to
translation.

Applying Wittgenstein to translation

Because Wittgenstein’s contribution is at least as significant in terms of its methodology as in
terms of its content, his philosophy can be helpful to other fields in two interconnected ways:
as showing a method for understanding various phenomena and as offering a specific view of
language and meaning. Both aspects make Wittgenstein applicable to the field of translation,
where he can illuminate thought about language as such as well as in specific instances. As
Read (2007) argues, part of the value of Wittgenstein’s philosophy lies in what it allows us to
do, or in how we can apply Wittgenstein to life, including other disciplines. It is not surprising,
therefore, that some degree of attention has already been paid to Wittgenstein in the field of
translation studies (Toury 1980; Chesterman 1997; Steiner 1998; Robinson 2003; Tymoczko
2007; Kross and Ramharter 2012; Gorlée 2012; Wilson 2016). What is more surprising is that
such attention has been relatively scant. This chapter draws significantly on Philip Wilson’s
work in applying Wittgenstein to translation.

As Wilson suggests, the reason for the relative lack of Wittgensteinian approaches to
translation may be twofold. First and most significantly, Wittgenstein, while clearly con-
cerned with language, said very little about translation, as opposed to other philosophers such
as Martin Heidegger. The second reason may be that Wittgenstein studies have been for a long
time the almost esoteric preoccupation of scholars, more concerned with clarifying what
Wittgenstein meant than with using his insights to solve other problems; this may have made
Wittgenstein’s work appear less approachable from the perspective of disciplines more
focused on application than on exegesis (Wilson 2016: 5). Neither reason, however, signifies
that applying Wittgenstein is either fruitless or overly difficult. In fact, his method and
approach to language can reveal important aspects of the presuppositions and activity of
translation, as the rest of this chapter shows.

The contribution of Wittgenstein’s thought to translation can be articulated along a number
of key concepts, which are central to Wittgenstein’s philosophy as a whole but which can also
be applied to translation in its various aspects. These are: language-games, forms of life,
aspect-seeing and the surveyable representation. I give more space to the exploration of the
first two concepts, as they are more important for the present purposes. It will become clear,
however, that these concepts are not to be taken separately, but they all emerge and interact
when considering how language operates. Each of these Wittgensteinian concepts is con-
sidered below in relation to translation in its various aspects. Wilson (2016) divides his work
into three parts, considering respectively ‘reading the source text for translation’, ‘writing the
target text’ and ‘theorising the target text’. All three aspects will be considered, with the aim of
showing how Wittgensteinian ideas can illuminate translation as a whole; however, in line
with Wittgenstein’s stress on praxis, more emphasis will be given to the practice of trans-
lating, in the context of reading and writing texts for translation.

Using Wittgenstein’s method in translation

Before we begin the exploration of the key Wittgensteinian concepts, the central methodo-
logical principle — although here the word “principle’ should be taken with some caution —
needs to be spelled out. Wittgenstein’s rejection of dogmatism (and perhaps of theories) has
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important consequences for his way of doing philosophy and, in turn, for how we think and
practise translation after Wittgenstein. This guiding idea can be found in P/ 66: ‘Don’t think,
but look!” Looking — observing attentively the phenomena under consideration — is contrasted
with thinking, theorising, abstracting, simplifying. Looking is a way of taking seriously the
object of investigation, without trying to fit it into a preconceived shape or pattern or trying to
extract an ‘essence’ from it. Looking is paying attention to the object, something that does not
only require a good pair of eyes but also, as we shall see, serious training, sensibility,
knowledge and even some degree of virtue and self-awareness.

We have already briefly observed what philosophical dangers may arise from a tendency to
‘think’ before, or instead of, ‘looking’. The same holds true for the translator and the trans-
lation theorist: inspired by Wittgenstein, the translator needs to be able to look at the source
text carefully and then to write a target text that displays the same observational capacity in
relation to the context of that text. Similarly, the translation theorist needs to be able to survey
the activity and texts of translation without attempting to unify them under a single feature,
but with the awareness that translation itself is a discipline that can only be understood
through sensibility to differences. It is telling that Wittgenstein considered using ‘I’ll teach
you differences’ from William Shakespeare’s King Lear as a motto for his book.

Looking is, for Wittgenstein, an antidote to a very common and natural, yet equally per-
nicious, way of approaching phenomena that is frequently referred to in the scholarship as
‘being in the grip of a picture’: ‘A picture held us captive. And we could not get outside it, for
it lay in our language and language seemed to repeat it to us inexorably’ (P/ 115). Pictures are
ways of framing the world, or some aspects of it, so that everything is seen through their
structures. Thinking that language essentially operates through correspondence, for instance,
with one word being directly linked to an object in the world, is a picture which, Wittgenstein
warns, can lead us deeply astray. In translation, this is manifest in one ‘supermeme’ (or
extremely pervasive idea, as described by Chesterman 1997) — that is, equivalence: according
to the meme of equivalence, a translation is a way of ‘carrying-across’ meaning from one
language to another, true to its etymology (Lat. trans-latus). Translation thus supposedly
identifies the meaning ‘behind’ the words and reproduces the same (equivalent) meaning in
the target language. This depends on the possibility of identifying an ‘essence’ to words and
sentences, which is in principle separable from the contingencies of their use. Being in the
grip of this picture could entail, for instance, not being sensitive to how sentences operate
differently depending on context and thus missing relevant aspects of the source text.

While Wittgenstein is not asking us to eliminate pictures, his suggestion is that, first,
pictures should be held undogmatically — that is, without presuming that they are more than
helpful tools for understanding and describing particular situations, and, second, that even
some non-dogmatic pictures are not helpful or not fitting for the phenomena in question and
are better abandoned for more useful and appropriate ones. Wittgensteinian anti-dogmatism is
also an appeal to plurality. Another danger in translation, identified in various contexts by
Wilson (2016), is that of thinking in dualities. Dualism can take the shape of a dichotomy
between form and content. This kind of dualism is closely linked to the essentialist view of
language and the equivalence ideal in translation. If form is seen as something separable from
meaning or content, a mere ornament, then it is possible to translate while ignoring how
something is said and looking for the pure meaning behind the form. But what is that pure
meaning supposed to be? It may be possible to translate a CD-player instruction manual by
disregarding the stylistic choices of the source text (we could safely replace alliteration, for
instance, with non-alliterative sentences), but in the translation of other texts — say, a literary
text — formal decisions are an integral aspect that cannot be ignored. There, formal elements

67



Silvia Panizza

are as much part of the meaning of the text as any other aspect, so that form is, in fact, content
(Madden 2006). We do not need to appeal to literary cases to make this point, however. The
role of form in creating meaning goes way beyond texts with artistic intent. Think, for
example, of the various implicit ways of foregrounding an element in conversation, as in the
example below:

1. Jean kissed Sophia
2. It was Jean who kissed Sophia
3. Sophia was kissed by Jean

All three sentences refer to the same state of affairs in the world, but do they convey the same
meaning? In sentence (2), the phrasing signals that there may have been some doubt as to the
identity of the person who had kissed Sophia, doubt that has just been cleared; sentence (3)
foregrounds Jean, whose name is now at the beginning of the sentence, her role in the situation
acquiring more salience (see Douthwaite 2000). A translator who ignores these aspects of the
source text may miss a significant amount of what the source text is trying to convey.

This brief discussion of the form—content dichotomy exemplifies two Wittgensteinian
insights, both related to the importance of being aware of multiplicity in and among
phenomena. First, simplifying phenomena by dividing them into a limited number of cases
ignores the wide range of possibilities available, so form does not need to stand in opposition
to content, but form and content interact in different ways in different texts. Second, trans-
lation itself can operate very differently with different texts which have different purposes and
different world views. Thus Tymoczko (2007) defines translation as a ‘cluster concept’, to
describe the great variety of phenomena that translation both includes and engages with in
texts. Widely different translations of the same text can serve different ends and hence be
adequate on their own terms. Wittgenstein’s appeal to the multiplicity of phenomena and his
stress on context enables us to appreciate this possibility.

Language-games

The importance of context for language and the multiplicity that goes with it introduce the first
key concept of Wittgenstein’s under examination, that of language-games. In P/ 23,
Wittgenstein states that it is impossible to enumerate and classify sentences: there are
countless sentences, because they come into existence and disappear according to the par-
ticular communicative need in particular situations. He goes on to say that ‘the word
“language-game” is used here to emphasize the fact that the speaking of language is part of an
activity, or a form of life’. He then lists examples of language-games:

Giving orders, and acting on them —

Describing an object by its appearance, or by its measurements —
Constructing an object from a description (a drawing) —
Reporting an event —

Speculating about the event —

Forming and testing a hypothesis —

Presenting the results of an experiment in tables and diagrams —
Making up a story; and reading one —

Acting in a play —

Singing rounds —
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Guessing riddles —

Cracking a joke; telling one —

Solving a problem in applied arithmetic —
Translating from one language into another —
Requesting, thinking, cursing, greeting, praying.

These are examples of different games, or activities, that we perform with language, or
activities within which words and sentences acquire the particular meaning they have. The
image of the ‘game’ is significant for several reasons: like games, language has rules, which
are established intersubjectively; these rules are not fixed once and for all, nor independently
of the aim of the game, but their purpose is making the game work; individual moves in a
game, like words in a language, acquire their meaning in relation to the game they are part of:
a piece of chess, outside the game of chess, could be used for other purposes (a child may use
the knight to represent a horse in a farm) or have no use at all — so words acquire their meaning
within the language-game they are part of, and the same word may mean something very
different in a different game (where ‘cool’ may signify an attractive and fashionable person in
a conversation among teenagers, or the right temperature to drink wine at a wine tasting) or
have an indeterminate meaning if no game is specified (this is particularly clear with
indexicals, like ‘here’).

Bearing in mind the variety of language-games should help the reader — and the translator
when reading and writing a text — to avoid meaningless queries, such as ‘What is a question?’
(PI24). Language-games are part of the anti-essentialist view introduced above: just as it makes
no sense to look for the essence of the word ‘dog’, so it is impossible to look for the essence of a
question, statement or remark: they are what they do, and they do something different in
different language-games. The essentialist picture is dispelled by Wittgenstein’s reminder that
language operates in contexts, and through games with many aspects and different rules.

The other familiar picture that language-games dispel is the denotative view of language.
Wittgenstein introduces it with a passage from Augustine (P/ 1), who describes his own
language acquisition as proceeding through a series of ostensive definitions, so that a word
was uttered and an object pointed at. Ostensive definitions are presented by Augustine as the
model for learning a language, which depends on a correspondence view of language: words
correspond directly to objects in the world (which is the view found in the Tractatus, whether
we believe it is meant to be rejected or not). If correspondence is accepted, translation is a
matter of identifying in the source text the states of affair denoted by the sentences, and the
objects denoted by the words, and identifying which sentences and words denote the same
states of affair and objects in the target language. But Wittgenstein objects: while this may
sometimes be the case, what Augustine describes is only a fraction of what we call ‘language’
(PI 3). Pointing and denoting are one way in which we use language, but this system only
applies to names, and not even to names in every case. It does not, however, apply at all to a
vast number of linguistic items, such as verbs, adverbs, etc. Furthermore, the very practice of
pointing, on its own, does not guarantee the successful learning of the word in relation to the
object: even in this case, we need to be aware of what pointing itself means; we need to know
that we need to follow the finger and not look at the other arm, etc. Pointing is, we can say, a
language-game in itself, and only within that game does the apparent ‘pure’ denotation make
sense. Or, as Wittgenstein puts it in P/ 9, ‘the pointing occurs in the use of the words too and
not merely in learning the use’.

Denotation is here contrasted with use. Language-games are instances of language in
use, where meaning is dependent on what we do with words, who does it, where, when,
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how and why. The emphasis on use, to determine the meaning of a text, runs through the
Investigations, and the remark extrapolated from PI 43, ‘meaning is use’, is frequently taken
as the later Wittgenstein’s motto:

For a large class of cases of the employment of the word ‘meaning’ — though not for all —
this word can be explained in this way: the meaning of a word is its use in the language.

And the meaning of a name is sometimes explained by pointing to its bearer:
(P143)

Let us note, again, the anti-dogmatic stance that Wittgenstein takes, and that he invites his
readers to take with him: ‘sometimes’ the meaning of a name is explained by pointing, but
more often it is not. At the very heart of Wittgenstein’s philosophy is the impossibility of
successfully making generalising statements (‘for a large class of cases . . . though not for all’ —
note his italics), because that would introduce an element of necessity that is incompatible
with taking seriously the individual concrete case. Multiplicity and openness characterise
language-games.

It is significant that translating is here considered as a language-game in its own right. This
is one of the few remarks Wittgenstein explicitly makes about translation, but it is telling:
translation is not seen as an activity that abstracts itself from language, surveying it from
above and transferring an independent meaning from one language into another; rather, it is a
linguistic activity like many others, with its own rules, contexts and variety of applications. In
translating, we are doing something with language and are as embedded in the practices and
conventions of this particular activity as we would be in any other. Translation is a language-
game that interacts with other language-games, taking them as its object in reading the source
text and attempting to play them in writing the target text. The language-games that trans-
lation can deal with are countless. Let us take, drawing from Wittgenstein’s examples in P/23,
the language-games of giving orders and of praying. The translator needs to be aware which
language-game the words she is translating are part of. The same words — for example, ‘please
make sure that the dog stays safe’ — can be an order given by a domineering person entrusting
the care of their dog to a dog-sitter or the words of a child praying to God that his little spaniel
stays free from harm. Identifying the language-game will enable the translator to select the
appropriate translation.

1 Please make sure that the dog stays safe
la Assicurati che il cane non si faccia male
Ensure that the dog does not get hurt

1b Per favore, proteggi il cane

Please protect the dog

(1a) and (1b) are appropriate translations into Italian of (1), although both depart significantly
from a word-by-word translation, especially (1b). The two translations are possible because
each identifies a different language-game: in (la), the order omits the politeness word
‘please’, which in English can have a perfunctory use; politeness forms like ‘prego’ or ‘per
favore’ [please] are used far less frequently in Italian than in English. The emphasis is also on
the health and physical wellbeing of the dog, so that the dog not ‘getting hurt’ is the person’s
main concern. In the prayer in (1b), the intention of politeness and indeed reverence is
emphasised, by contrast, by the use of ‘per favore’, which is more salient in Italian because it
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is more rarely used, and the sense of safety is generalised in a request to protect the animal
from any form of harm, appropriate in a prayer to an omnipotent being. These contextual
observations can justify the differences in the two translations.

Forms of life

The elements that allow us to identify the appropriate translation in the example above derive
from the correct identification of the language-games. However, language-games alone could
not quite take us to the conclusions that we were able to reach, particularly to a full explanation
of the use of ‘please’. The ‘surroundings’ of the text, to use a Wittgensteinian expression (P/
250, 583—4), participate in giving it its meaning, and they can be broader than the particular
language-games. Discussing the feelings of love and hope, Wittgenstein remarks:

What is happening now has significance — in these surroundings. The surroundings give
it its importance. And the word ‘hope’ refers to a phenomenon of human life. (A smiling
mouth smiles only in a human face.)

(PI583)

The surroundings in which a word is used are fundamental to the word’s meaning, not only, and
more familiarly, because a word needs to be understood in context, but more deeply, because
words, like anything else we do as human beings, only make sense as part of the kind of life we
live, which has particular concerns, needs, perspectives, constraints, ways of organising and
perceiving the world. These are all aspects of what Wittgenstein calls ‘a form of life’. If we
return to the quote above, we can see that Wittgenstein introduces the notion of language-game
by pairing it with that of forms of life: ‘the word “language-game” is used here to emphasize the
fact that the speaking of language is part of an activity, or a form of life’ (PI 23).

Forms of life have been interpreted as ranging from very broad (humanity as a whole) to very
narrow (e.g. the translator’s form of life), and language often acquires meaning according to
its role in more than one form of life. When reading for translation and when writing a text in
translation, the difficulty is to remain aware of the various language-games and how they are
embedded in different forms of life at the same time. Wilson (2016: 31-2) shows how the
word ‘dog’ can have very different meanings and, therefore, should be translated differently,
depending on the local form of life that it is part of. For instance, we understand ‘There is a dog
in the kitchen. He is called Ben’ in the context of a form of life where dogs are kept as pets and
are treated as part of the family, given names and referred to by gendered pronouns. Conversely,
‘He was as sick as a dog’ can be understood through our awareness of the form of life where
dogs are regarded as inferior to humans (Wilson 2016: 32). This awareness is necessary to
reading the source text for translation competently. Then, when translating these texts, we will
need to ask ourselves whether the language we are translating into belongs to a culture in which
practices involving dogs are the same or different. If the latter, that would mean, potentially,
changing the reference to ‘dog’ to some other animal, which plays a similar role in the target
text’s form of life. This recommendation itself, however, also depends on the context and aim of
the translation: if the translation was intended to stress the foreign nature of the source text
(anovel about explorers, a travel guidebook, etc.), it would be appropriate to refer to the same
animal precisely because dogs play a different role in that form of life.

Awareness of forms of life helps the translator to deal with difficult cases, like words which
seem to exist in one language but not another. The Italian ‘tamponare’, for instance, refers to
the act of lightly bumping into another car — say, at a traffic light perhaps out of distraction or
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impatience. This phenomenon is to be understood in the context of a culture where drivers are
known for being slightly more aggressive than elsewhere, and where bumping into another
car is not considered to be a major source of worry, being so common, so that is can be taken
with some lightness and even irony. (‘“Tamponare’ also mean ‘to dab’, as when one dabs a part
of the body with a cotton pad, hence it evokes a more gentle image than the context requires.)
English does not have a word which describes exactly this phenomenon. The English word ‘to
bump’ is broader, including somewhat more serious instances of collision, and lacks the
ordinariness and light-heartedness that can be associated with ‘tamponare’. Here, a
Wittgensteinian approach would: a) start by identifying all of the above features of the word,
only available through a sound grasp of the form of life in which it is used; b) identify the
specific language-game that the source text engages in with the word. Is it someone reporting
an accident to the police? Someone telling an anecdote to a friend in an amused manner? A
driving manual? c) look for what word, phrase or sentence could do the same work in the
target language, here English. Many options, depending on the language-game and purpose of
the translation, are available: ‘bump’, ‘hit’, ‘touch’, ‘collide’, etc. Wittgenstein’s lesson,
applied to this example, is that it would not be helpful merely to recur to a bilingual dictionary,
looking for the answer to the question: ‘What does “tamporare” mean?’

The example of forms of life in translation may lead the reader to believe that forms of life
generally coincide with a culture or a country. That does not need to be the case: forms of
life can be both broader and narrower than cultures, nor are they fixed; they are constantly
evolving and changing in the same way that human lives do, and language with them (see
PI23). An example of a more local form of life, with its impact on language, can be found in
the gender attributed to the sea in Spanish. Unlike other languages in which the sea is gendered
as either masculine (Portuguese ‘o mar’) or feminine (French ‘la mer’), in Spanish ‘mar’ is
both feminine and masculine. In The Old Man and the Sea, Ermnest Hemingway’s main character
tells us that the difference lies, primarily, in the geographical and emotional closeness of people
to the sea: people who live by the sea and love it give her a feminine gender, calling it ‘la mar’,
comparing the sea to a woman who may be moody but is always to be respected and
appreciated; younger people, who take a more detached and instrumental approach to the sea,
use the traditionally more antagonistic gender and call it ‘él mar’ (Hemingway 1995: 29-30).

This description reminds the translator that she needs to pay attention to the narrower or
more local forms of life as well, here, for example, that of the young fishermen, whose use of
the masculine noun signifies a different way of thinking about the sea: this difference is
significant, and the translation should find ways to preserve the world view that goes with the
choice of gender. We could use Hemingway’s observations about forms of life, for example,
to understand these lines by Lope de Vega:

Pasé la mar cuando crey6 mi engaiio

que en €l mi antiguo fuego se templara

(‘A Lupercio Leonardo’, Vega 2012: 28)

[ crossed the sea when I believed my fancy
That in it my ancient fire would be quenched|

These lines are striking because the sea is feminine in the first lines (‘la mar’) and masculine in the
second (“él’). A possible interpretation, following Hemingway, is that — according to traditional
views on gender — the sea is feminine when seen as a welcoming mass of water, carrying the poet
and promising peace, and masculine when it is placed alongside the poet’s ‘fire’ (‘fuego’), which
it is meant to extinguish, where the sea works as a more active contrast to the individual.
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How are we to translate these lines into a language where the sea is neuter or where it has a
fixed gender? The aim is to find a translation that ‘not only says what the original poem says,
but does what the original poem does’, as Phyllis Gaffney says about Pierre Leyris’s trans-
lations of Gerald Manley Hopkins into French (1999: 57). If we agree with Wittgenstein, a
translated poem cannot really say what the original says unless it also does what the original
does. To that purpose, we could find ways to convey the sense of passage in the first line and
of conflict in the second by, for instance, adding an adjective to the first occurrence of ‘sea’
which conveys ease, and by preserving the masculine pronoun in the second line. Many
possibilities are open to the translator, as long as the forms of life and language-games of the
original and of the target are recognised.

Seeing aspects

The richness that can be conveyed by a word, when understood in the context of its use in the
particular language-game and form of life, leads us to consider another key Wittgensteinian
concept that can illuminate crucial aspects of translation: seeing aspects. The multiplicity and
complexity of phenomena and hence of language means that each phenomenon, and each word
in context, will have a variety of aspects, which will be more or less apparent to the observer/
translator. Wittgenstein introduces the idea of aspects with the well-known ‘duck-rabbit’
drawing in P/ 11 118, where one can see at first either a duck or a rabbit, and then, if the aspect
‘dawns’ on one, see the other animal in the picture. Yet unlike this simple image with only two
visible aspects, most texts and their words in context present a potentially unlimited number of
aspects, or ways of seeing them. Crucially, seeing aspects does not depend only on having a
sharp sight. It requires, using Wittgenstein’s example, conceptual mastery (having the concepts
‘duck’ and ‘rabbit’), participation in a form of life (where ducks and rabbits exist) and the ability
to recognise the ‘surroundings’ which make it more likely that a duck or a rabbit is the relevant
aspect (e.g. whether the image is presented with a lake in the background). In the same way, the
translator, in order to be aware of all the relevant aspects, needs to be familiar with the form of
life of both source text and target text, to master the relevant concepts in the context of those
forms of life, to be aware of the ‘surroundings’ or language-games the text is part of and
generally be able to exercise her sensibility and imagination in bringing possibilities to light. All
this requires not only linguistic training, but cultural awareness and training in observation, as
well as the exercise of imaginative faculties (see Oliveira 2012 for a more thorough reflection on
aspects in translation). The importance of immersing oneself in the forms of life of the source
text in order to see the relevant aspects is highlighted by Wilson through his example of his own
translation of Das Hildebrandslied [the song of Hildebrand], an Old High German poem, where
he comments that, by seeking to understand the context, culture, and way of seeing the world
that shaped the source text, in effect ‘translation becomes anthropology’ (Wilson 2016: 42). The
richness of the Spanish ‘mar’ discussed in the section above is another example of the
importance of seeing aspects when reading and writing a text in translation: lacking awareness
of the multiplicity of aspects that the word can disclose could result in a misunderstanding of the
meaning it has in its original context, and hence in a translation that is either limited to fewer
aspects or misunderstands the original meaning altogether.

Evaluating translations

In the midst of such multiplicity and openness, how do we determine what a good translation
looks like? The task is not impossible but requires some qualifications. First, while with the
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same text it is possible to have translations that are better and others that are worse, if we
follow Wittgenstein, we cannot claim that there is a single best translation of a text. The merit
of each translation will depend on various factors, which are also contingent on the aim and
context of the translation. Thus Dinda Gorlée (2012) describes translation as an open-ended
and future-oriented process, which can always be improved and changed in new contexts and
with the rise of new language-games. In this way, the very idea of ‘ideal’ or ‘standard’
translation becomes, in Gorlée’s words, ‘an oxymoron’ (2012: 19). Second, following the
discussion on aspects, good translations will be sensitive to as many aspects of the source text
as possible and will show sufficient knowledge of the forms of life and language-games of
source and target text by maintaining as many observable relevant aspects as possible.
However, it would be impossible to determine exactly how many aspects a text has, because
new ones can always be discovered. For these reasons, as Gideon Toury (1995) suggests, it
would be more appropriate to talk about an ‘adequate’ translation than a ‘good’ one. An
adequate translation fulfils the particular need for which it is required, is able to recognise and
recreate a sufficient number of aspects in the source and target texts and can have a role in the
target language which is similar to the role the original has in the source language. In other
words, it can be used similarly.

The aim to create a text that can do similar ‘work’ to the original in these ways can be
described, to introduce one final Wittgensteinian concept, as the identification and creation
of a ‘surveyable representation’ (P/ 122), which, on the one hand, allows the translator to
see the source text as a whole, and in the context to which it belongs, with its more and less
salient aspects; on the other hand, a surveyable representation of the target text offers the
possibility of evaluating it against the source text, by presenting an overview of its
elements and the role it plays in its own context. Finally, the idea of surveyable rep-
resentation can be applied to translation theory, where instead of analysing or prescribing
(both of which go against Wittgenstein’s method; see P/ 66) the aim is to describe the
multi-faceted activity of translation and to acknowledge that there may be no single, or
even a set of, common denominators. Descriptive Translation Studies take this kind of
approach (Toury 1980).

Looking at translation through a Wittgensteinian lens can allow us to find greater free-
dom in both the practice and theory of translation. By directing our attention to the actual
phenomena and their complexity, Wittgenstein frees us from misleading pictures which
include the temptation to believe that each word must refer directly to an object in the world,
or that a single essence must be behind the phenomenon of translation. Wittgenstein’s stress
on multiplicity removes the habit of thinking in polarities and leads us away from unhelpful
dualisms, such as form versus content, which disappear when thinking of language as
fundamentally embedded in context. Finally, Wittgenstein draws attention to the difficulty
of doing justice to the facts, in this case the texts, not only because of their complexity but
also because of the different skills and abilities and virtues involved in doing so: from a
Wittgensteinian perspective, a good translator is not only a linguistic expert but also
someone with extensive knowledge of different fields and of different cultures, a well
developed sensibility and imagination and the self-awareness and humility required to hold
possibilities in mind, to not project a form of life onto the text and to remain aware of
differences.

Related topics

Quine; context and pragmatics; equivalence; ethics; literary translation.
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Further reading

Wilson, Philip. (2016) Translation after Wittgenstein. London: Routledge. (A book-length study of the
application of Wittgenstein to translation. It examines the practices of reading for translation, writing
a text in translation and theorising about translation from a Wittgensteinian perspective.)

Kross, Matthias and Esther Ramharter (eds). (2012) Wittgenstein Ubersetzen. Berlin: Parega. (A collection
of papers on Wittgenstein and translation.)

Gorlée, Dinda. (2012) Wittgenstein in Translation: Exploring Semiotic Signatures. Berlin and Boston:
De Gruyter Mouton. (A study on translation from the perspectives of Wittgenstein and C.S. Peirce,
exploring the possibility of ‘semiotranslation’.)
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5
Benjamin

Jean Boase-Beier

5.1 Introduction

One of the difficulties involved in understanding Walter Benjamin’s work on translation, and in
assessing its importance for current discussions on translation and philosophy, is that he is
generally known to Translation Studies students and scholars through only one piece of writing:
‘Die Aufgabe des Ubersetzers’ [The Task of the Translator, Benjamin 1992a, cited here as T]."
Another is the complexity of his writing style. These two difficulties are linked: because
Benjamin’s writing can seem complex and esoteric, there is a tendency for those who study
translation not to read his other works, relying solely on this much anthologised essay, written in
1920-1 as Benjamin’s introduction to his translations of the ‘Tableaux parisiens’ [Paris
Tableaux] from Baudelaire’s 1857 Les fleurs du mal [Flowers of Evil, Baudelaire 2015].

A third difficulty comes from what might appear to be conflicting strands of thought in
‘The Task of the Translator’. It was only after its publication that he became seriously
interested in Marxism and materialism, but we can already see the influence of Karl Marx’s
Das Kapital [Capital] (Marx 1961), which he read in 1921, in his concern with the influence
of'the foreign, the effects of history on the present, and the image of the Wehen (birth pangs) of
language (T, p. 55; Marx 1961: 6-8).

His friend Gerhard (later Gershom) Scholem says Benjamin’s philosophy of language at
this time was ‘openly theological’ (Scholem 1981: 147, Harry Zohn’s translation), and strands
of his theological view are indeed apparent in references to scripture and the ‘Messianic’
(T, pp. 64, 56). But in fact there is no conflict: Benjamin always balanced his materialist
thinking (the view that the material means of human existence determine the organisation of
society, and more generally that the material and the practical are of primary importance as
opposed to the view that the spiritual, the cognitive, or the idealistic is primary) with a more
metaphysical view, which looks beyond what could be explained scientifically. He was
clearly influenced by Ernst Bloch’s Geist der Utopie [Spirit of Utopia, Bloch 1973], which he
had read three years earlier, and which emphasises the religious aspects of Marxism and the
link between Marxist and Messianic revolution. Benjamin’s short piece ‘Kapitalismus als
Religion’ [Capitalism as Religion], which he also wrote in 1921, brings together some of his
thoughts on Marxism, capitalism, organised religion and theology (Benjamin 1996: 288-91).

76



Benjamin

Anthologies play an important role in re-contextualising the thoughts of scholars within a
particular discourse, besides providing convenient teaching materials. But we can observe
with other figures whose writing was not primarily on translation, for example Roman
Jakobson (see e.g. Jakobson 2012), that the essay with ‘Translation’ in its title, though
understandably the most anthologised within Translation Studies, is never the only source of
the particular scholar’s thinking on the topic of translation. Nor can it be properly understood
out of context. The same is true of Benjamin.

Benjamin emphasises that in order to get to the truth of experience we must destroy the
unity of accepted categorisations and conventional modes of thought (1992a: 5-6). While we
might argue that this is exactly what anthologies do, by taking a piece of work out of the
context of the thoughts of a particular thinker and juxtaposing it with the thoughts of others, it
is important to apply this idea to the anthologies themselves and look at their parts separately
and in their original contexts. When Benjamin wrote ‘The Task of the Translator’, he was as
concerned with the sense of ‘task’ (Aufgabe — literally that which we have been given to do) as
with the sense of what it was to be a translator. If we consider Benjamin’s other works, we see
that Aufgabe is a word he uses frequently, describing ‘the task of the critic’ (Benjamin 1985:
171-5), of the first human beings (1992a: 42), of the poet (1992a: 5), of philosophy (1965: 7)
and of linguistic theory (1992a: 31), and it therefore needs to be understood against the
background of all Benjamin’s uses of the word.

*

Walter Benjamin, literary and cultural critic, philosopher, linguist, poet, translator, was born
in Germany’s capital city, Berlin, in 1892, into an assimilated, well-to-do middle-class Jewish
family. He committed suicide in 1940, in the French-Spanish border town of Port Bou, while
attempting to escape to the US (Birman 2006). The death notice the following month in the
New York Weekly describes him as a ‘scientist’ (Birman 2006: 17). His editor, Rolf
Tiedemann, follows Benjamin’s colleague Theodor Adorno in maintaining that his work
belonged ‘emphatically to philosophy’ (Tiedemann 1992: 173). Benjamin himself, in 1925
(1996: 422), had written that his main scholarly interest was in aesthetics and that this brought
together his literary and philosophical interests. Common to all the areas he worked in was a
concern with language.

Benjamin was, from early childhood, a keen observer of the world around him. In Berliner
Kindheit um 1900 (Berlin Childhood around 1900), written thirty years later (Benjamin
2010), he describes in precise and lyrical prose the many objects he observed — trees, toys,
pictures, shops, animals, the telephone — that, viewed from the perspective (and especially the
materialist perspective) of the adult, could be seen to have awakened his interest in the his-
torical and cultural significance of everyday things. He became interested in the philosophy of
youth culture under the teaching of educational reformer Gustav Wyneken in 1905 and 1906:
Benjamin’s first publications were in a journal for which Wyneken wrote, Der Anfang [The
Beginning]. Having left school at the age of 20 with good grades, he went to university in
Freiburg, Berlin and Munich, studying philosophy, publishing a number of journal articles
and completing his PhD in 1919 with ‘The Concept of Criticism in German Romanticism’,
where he examined the development of a modern understanding of art by engaging critically
with Kant’s thinking on knowledge and reflection (Eiland and Jennings 2014: 107-13). It was
published in 1920. It had been Benjamin’s intention to obtain his Habilitation so he could
pursue an academic career, but he was finally forced to abandon the idea in 1925, having been
told that his work was ‘extremely difficult to read’ (Eiland and Jennings 2014: 231). But this

77



Jean Boase-Beier

was almost certainly not the only reason: Benjamin’s interdisciplinary and unconventional
work was (and has remained) hard to locate within a particular area.

The work Benjamin had hoped would secure his Habilitation, Ursprung des deutschen
Trauerspiels [Origin of the German Mourning Play], was published in 1928 (Benjamin 1993),
and he continued to write prolifically on literature and culture, developing an approach to the
philosophy of history which was increasingly influenced by the Marxism of Bertolt Brecht,
with its concern for the economic and material (see e.g. Adorno et al. 2007). He intended
much of his philosophy to be brought together in Das Passagenwerk [The Arcades Project],
but it was unfinished at his death and was not published in its entirety until more than forty
years later (Benjamin 1999).

Though we can indeed read very clearly what Benjamin thought in the early 1920s about
translation in ‘The Task of the Translator’, it is hard to understand what we are reading unless
we are prepared to see it in the context of the prehistory of these thoughts in his earlier work
and their continuing development in his later work.

5.2 Historical perspectives

In “Uber den Begriff der Geschichte’ [On the Concept of History, Benjamin 1992a: 141-54,
cited here as H], Benjamin says that history is not chronology: the past is not merely what
once happened; the present must be able to ‘recognise itself” as an ‘intended’ part of the image
we carry of the past (H, p. 143) (note that Zohn translates this statement the other way round:
Benjamin 1992b: 247).

If we take Benjamin’s view seriously, it suggests that, in order to understand ‘The Task of
the Translator’, we need to relate what it says not only to his situation at the time, and to
debates then current, but also to what its consequences were to be. Some of these con-
sequences for current research are examined in Section 4, and for translation practice in
Section 5. In this section, I consider the context in which he was writing and the essay’s place
within his development as a philosopher.

As we have seen, Benjamin began writing for publication before the outbreak of the First
World War and continued up to his death in the second year of the Second World War. These
wars necessarily had an influence on his life and work. He rarely commented on the first war
(Scholem 1981: 31), but, though not a pacifist (Scholem 1981: 32), he broke with Wyneken in
1914 when the latter argued for the importance of the war in a way which Benjamin saw as
narrowly nationalistic (Eiland and Jennings 2014: 75). The rise of Nazism and the outbreak of
the second war led to his exile, flight and suicide.

While much of his early writing consisted of poems and literary prose, and he was involved
in several literary groups, his concern for politics was already evident in leadership roles in the
youth movement in Berlin and Freiburg and in work such as the 1915 essay ‘Das Leben der
Studenten’ [The Life of Students, Benjamin 1996: 37-47].

Through his friendship from 1915 on with Scholem, originally a mathematician and later
an expert on Jewish mysticism and the Kabbalah (see Scholem 1995, 1996), he became
interested in Jewish theology. When he wrote ‘The Task of the Translator’ in 1920 and 1921,
he had thus known Scholem for several years, and it is probably Scholem’s influence that can
be seen in the theological references.

His relationship with musician and philosopher Adorno, whom he first met in 1923 but did
not get to know well until some years later, and with other critical theorists from the Frankfurt
Institut fiir Sozialforschung [Institute for Social Research], as well as with Brecht, were to
have profound influences on his work, especially from the late 1920s.
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Benjamin got to know Brecht in 1924, the year after Scholem emigrated to Palestine, and
around then Scholem felt he perceived a split in Benjamin’s thinking (1981: 149-50), as his
Marxism became more entrenched and was, Scholem felt, in conflict not only with his
metaphysics but also with their earlier shared ‘anarchistic convictions’ (1981: 149). In the late
1920s, Benjamin’s Marxism developed as a more explicitly anti-Fascist view (Benjamin
1992b: 248-51). Hitler became Chancellor in 1933, and Benjamin, who had been working on
French literature, and especially on Baudelaire, since his student days, left to live in Paris.

Benjamin liked to keep his friendships separate, perhaps realising that not every strand of
his thinking would appeal to every friend. He spoke of his ‘Janus face’, one side of which,
Scholem remarks, was offered to him and one to Brecht (Scholem 1981: 249). It is true that his
friends often disapproved of one another: both Adorno and Scholem felt that Brecht had a
pernicious influence on him (Scholem 1981: 284-8; 293; Eiland and Jennings 2014: 607-8).

Yet it should not be thought that Benjamin merely absorbed the influence of others. His
work pushed Adorno, already a materialist thinker, in a more ‘revolutionary’ direction
(Adorno et al. 2007: 102; see also Eiland and Jennings 2014: 357). His thinking on translation
greatly influenced Scholem’s, and it almost certainly influenced Scholem’s practice as a
translator (Sauter 2015). And Scholem considers it likely that Benjamin’s interest in sinology
influenced Brecht’s philosophy of the theatre (Scholem 1981: 59; Brecht 2015: 149-59).

Though Benjamin’s interactions with Scholem, Brecht, Adorno and others were clearly
important for his philosophical development, the greatest influence, it could be argued,
remained that of his university studies in philosophy in Freiburg, Berlin and Munich between
1912 and 1917. Even before his studies he had read Fritz Mauthner’s linguistic theory of
philosophy, taking from Mauthner the view that all philosophical issues come down to
questions of language. Mauthner had felt that Kant did not fully appreciate the centrality of
language to reasoning (Weiler 1970: 3). In 1915, at university, Benjamin confessed to
Scholem that he failed to understand Kant (Scholem 1981: 16), but he saw himself as a neo-
Kantian throughout his life (Eiland and Jennings 2014: 33). He also read von Humboldt and
the Christian philosopher Johann Georg Hamann, who had influenced Goethe and Hegel
(Smith 1960: 17). Traces of Hamann’s (and, to a lesser extent, von Humboldt’s) views of the
importance of language and the link between language and theology can be seen in many of
Benjamin’s works, such as ‘Uber Sprache iiberhaupt und iiber die Sprache des Menschen’
[On Language per se and on the Language of Human Beings, here cited as L], originally
written in 1914, and ‘The Task of the Translator’, as can Hamann’s interest in fragments rather
than systems (Smith 1960: 22). He also read (and disliked) work by Heidegger, to whom his
use of the term Dasein can partly be traced, though it had been used by earlier philosophers,
for example von Humboldt (Menninghaus 1980: 57) and also Hamann (Smith 1960: 19).
Benjamin himself seems to suggest that Novalis is the source (1992a: 6) and that the word
means ‘a necessity of being there’ (ibid.).

In spite of Benjamin’s comment about his ‘Janus face’, we should not underestimate the
degree to which he saw metaphysics and Marxist materialism as compatible, for Benjamin
saw in Judaic and Christian theology, with their different views of the Messianic, just as in
Marxism, a concern for the revolution that was to come. In his early ‘Capitalism as Religion’,
this connection is as clear as it is in his last work, ‘On the Concept of History’, which
Benjamin said was influenced by Scholem’s Trends in Jewish Mysticism (Scholem 1995;
Eiland and Jennings 2014: 659). In the latter essay, Benjamin also makes clear another link:
‘The class struggle . . . is a struggle for the raw and material things, without which there are no
fine and spiritual ones’ (H, p. 143). There are two important points here. One is a non-
teleological view of history: we don’t act in order to affect the future because history makes
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things happen and revolution (Messianic or Marxist) represents the end, not the aim, of
history. The other is a concern with the effects of the practical and material on the way thought
comes to be expressed. He was very interested in bookbindings and paper (see Scholem 1981:
87, who disapproved) just as he was in fragments of language that have the potential to be put
together and bring about spiritual redemption (see Section 3). But Benjamin’s metaphysics
was never, in spite of what Scholem thought (1981: 147), essentially religious. There was
indeed a spark of the spiritual in language, as in all ‘material things’, and it came from God,
but it was not so much a way to know God as a way to grasp the essence of the thing itself.

5.3 Critical issues and topics

In the previous two sections, I have been suggesting that in order to understand Benjamin’s
ideas about translation we need to see them within the broader context of his philosophy of
history and language. There are seven linked ideas in “The Task of the Translator’ that are
particularly important for an understanding of his views on translation: (1) translation is at the
heart of language; (2) language is not just a tool for talking about things; (3) there is a spiritual
essence in language, the ‘pure language’, and translation helps reveal it; (4) translation arises
from a quality of ‘translatability’ in the text; (5) translation is a stage in the development of a
text that allows it to live on; (6) translation is not based on equivalence; and (7) there are good
and bad ways of translating. It is worth considering each of these ideas, and their relation to
what he says in other writing, in more detail.

1. Translation is at the heart of language

Translation helps us understand how language came into being, and how it thus retains a
spiritual element, and it shows us the nature of the connection between languages: all
languages ‘want to say’ the same thing (T, p. 53) even if they do not always refer to the same
things (a distinction also being made in structuralist linguistics around that time; see Saussure
1916). In giving us these insights, translation allows us to get at the real essence (Wesen, L,
p. 31) of language, and to move from seeing language as a set of instrumental signs to realising
that language is a topic for consideration in its own right (T, p. 62).

The first human beings, by a process of naming, ‘translated’ the essence of what God had
created into human language (L, pp. 41-2): a way of recognising the divine, retained in
language as a divine spark, its ‘magic’ (L, p. 32). Recognising the true nature of what God
created through language to be subsequently named in human language is the task (die Aufgabe)
of humans, and it is repeated whenever we translate and only then (L, p. 43). Knowing about
translation thus changes our understanding of the relation of language to the things it denotes,
and of language itself; in translation, unlike in original writing, we can glimpse the ‘true
language’ that it is the task of the translator to find (L, p. 45; T, pp. 55, 58-9, 62).

Not only is translation at the heart of language per se, but it is also at the heart of linguistic
theory (L, p. 42). And, indeed, in a 1927 interview, Benjamin declared that translation was at
the heart of his philosophy (Eiland and Jennings 2014: 284).

2. Language is not just a tool for talking about things
Because translation allows us to see language as the thing we talk about rather than just as the

tool we use to talk about other things, it counteracts the ‘bourgeois’ view (L, p. 30) of
language as merely instrumental. On the contrary, words aim towards silence (Benjamin
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1996:6), a notion taken up later by poet Paul Celan (see Section 5). It seems likely that by silence
Benjamin meant a lack of referential meaning, of instrumentality and of Geschwdtz (chatter), a
word that Benjamin appears to attribute directly to Kierkegaard (L, p. 44), though Kierkegaard,
writing in Danish, used various different words to refer to what in English translation is often
‘chatter’ (see, for example, Kierkegaard 2010: 46). Geschwiitz is a word also used by Celan
(1982: 27), to describe the instrumental overlay on language. In ‘On Language per se’,
Benjamin linked the capacity of language for revealing truth if viewed non-instrumentally to a
similar capacity in both time and history, a point he also made in his work on the Trauerspiel,
begun shortly before ‘The Task of the Translator’ (Eiland and Jennings 2014: 87).

Eiland and Jennings argue that the non-instrumental character of language allowed him,
following Hamann, to transcend the Kantian dichotomy of subject and object (how can I
subjectively grasp what objectively is?) (2014: 87). In fact Benjamin does not really try to
transcend it: qualities inherent in things — translatability in a text (T, p. 52), communicability
in language (L, p. 36), language in everything including those things that cannot speak (L, p. 30) —
are inherent in them independently of there being any human being to take them up.

3. There is a spiritual essence in language, the ‘pure language’, and translation helps reveal it

Poetry is also non-instrumental and does not use language to convey messages (T, p. 50); the
translation of poetry must take this into account. Indeed, the translator, more than the original
writer, is concerned with the integration of all languages, which Benjamin saw as the re-
integration, following the kabbalistic tradition of Judaism, where tikkun, or redemption, is the
mending of the vessels which were unable to contain the divine essence and thus broke
(Scholem 1995: 265-8). As Scholem points out (1995: 267), the initial breaking of the vessels
was necessary and thus had a cathartic element, an idea that led Benjamin to equate it with
revolution in the Marxist sense (1992b: 247). Different languages are like fragments of a whole
and we see how they fit together when translating, allowing us to understand the ‘true’ or ‘pure’
language (T, p. 59) as a possible agent of redemption. The pure language has a less instrumental
character than individual languages (T, p. 62); like pure art, it belongs to itself (1992a: 28).

The view that language is essentially non-instrumental foreshadows Chomsky’s writing
on linguistics. There is no evidence that Chomsky read Benjamin, and he would be unlikely
to be sympathetic to the mystic element in Benjamin, just as Brecht was not referring to it as
‘a load of mysticism’ and ‘abominable’ (Brecht 1993: 10).

But the spiritual essence of language, the pure language, is not to be understood merely in
linguistic terms; Benjamin does not mean something historically prior to contemporary
languages, such as the Proto-Indo-European discussed by Franz Bopp (1816), nor does he
mean the sort of Universal Grammar first mooted by the Port-Royal Grammarians in 1660
(Crystal 1998: 84) and taken up by linguists since, to be made precise by Chomsky as a set of
innate linguistic principles (see e.g. 1986). Benjamin instead links the essence of pure
language with language before the fall (L, pp. 44-5), as spoken by God as a means of creation.
In human language, we have now lost the close connection of the name to the thing but sense it
again in translation, because translation reveals not meaning but those original connections.

The pure language will emerge from individual languages as they grow towards ‘the
Messianic end of their history’ (T, p. 56) — that is, towards tikkun. And, as later in The Arcades
Project (Benjamin 1999), it is the pure language that counteracts the bourgeois view of
language as instrument (L, p. 30).

Just as, in his dissertation on German Romanticism, written a few years before ‘The Task of
the Translator’, Benjamin develops the idea that criticism helps us see individual works in
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relation to a whole (Eiland and Jennings 2014: 112), here he says that translation helps us see
individual languages in relation to a whole, the pure language (T, p. 62). The task of the
translator is no less than to assist in this process of eventual linguistic (and therefore spiritual,
since the origin of language is divine) redemption (T, p. 59).

Assembling fragments that might be connected into a whole also characterises Benjamin’s
method of writing. This can be seen particularly in The Arcades Project (Benjamin 1999),
where we also see a development of another idea from ‘The Task of the Translator’: the word
is an ‘arcade’ (T, p. 61) that allows us passage, in translating, through the barrier of syntax to
the pure language. In The Arcades Project, he describes the arcade as that in which the
horizontal passage always draws the eye heavenwards (1999: 160).

4. Translation arises from a quality of ‘translatability’ in the text

Because translation, like language, and like poetry, is not instrumental, it is not simply aimed
at new readers (T, p. 50), but instead it taps into a quality in the text itself, its ‘translatability’
(T, p. 51). Translation is inherent in a text, as is criticism; he had explained the latter point in
his 1919 dissertation, and he did so again in 1930 in ‘Die Aufgabe des Kritikers’ [The Task of
the Critic, Benjamin 1985: 171-85]. Translation is particularly inherent in texts that do not
convey information in a straightforward way (T, p. 63). By translating we bring out the latent
translatability of the text — its ability to transcend language boundaries and history, and to live
on (T, p. 52). The distinction between translation and translatability is crucial for Benjamin, as
is the distinction between communication and communicability. The first term in each case
expresses a material and instrumental instantiation of a metaphysical essence, which the
second expresses, but which is not derived from the first. Translatability is an essentially God-
given quality of the text (L, p. 42). But the real essence (and translatability) of the text,
Benjamin implies, resides in the part that cannot easily be translated, because it shows us the
foreignness of texts to one another and thus points to the possibility of reconciliation of that
foreignness (T, p. 57); this is most clearly illustrated in the sacred text, with a non-syntactic
interlinear gloss.

5. Translation is a stage in the development of a text that allows it to live on

In Benjamin’s non-instrumental view, history is not just a way of organising events
chronologically for our own purposes. The present moment must be seen in relation to, not
merely in chronological sequence with, its past and its future. And the present in which we
live is, for the past, the future (1992a: 143).

However, the continuity is not linear: moments in cultural history can only be understood in
relation to past moments, not because they developed out of them, but because related ideas,
which may have been forgotten in the meantime, are present in both historical periods.
Benjamin describes the German Trauerspiel in Ursprung des deutschen Trauerspiels [Origin
of German Mourning Play, Benjamin 1993] in this way, and also the Parisian Arcades in The
Arcades Project (Benjamin 1999).

Through translation, a literary work, like a language, grows and changes over time; thus
there is little point in the translator trying to mimic the original work (T, p. 54). Benjamin
praises Goethe and Holderlin for allowing translation to be a means for effecting change in the
target language (T, pp. 63—4). Etymological (i.e. linear) change alone, however, is not suf-
ficient to express the relations of languages to one another (T, p. 55), because they are also
related by what they mean, or aim to mean (T, p. 55).
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6. Translation is not based on equivalence

Translation that strives for equivalence with the original text is not possible (T, p. 54). On the
contrary, translation is a ‘continuum of changes’ by which a second language expresses what a
first has said (L, p. 42). This idea appears to be linked, for Benjamin, to the reassembling of the
fragments of the broken vessel (T, p. 60). Fragments need to fit together, something they could
not do if they resembled one another; translation (like tikkun) only works if they are not similar.

7. There are good and bad ways of translating

Benjamin is more concerned with what translation is rather than with evaluating it. But a poor
translation is a poor example of what it is. Two things characterise a poor translation: (i) it
conveys the message of the original (T, p. 50); and (ii) it does this inexactly, because it does not
convey what is essential — that is, the poetic (T, p. 50). We need to consider each point in turn.

i Texts, like language itself, like history and like translation, are not simply instrumental:
they are not merely ‘about’ something. But a poor translation tries to be faithful to
meaning (T, p. 60). Yet poetic meaning in particular is not what words mean, but how
what they mean is tied to sow they mean. That is, poetic meaning lies in the link between
meaning and style (not, I think, as Harry Zohn translates it, that it ‘derives from the
connotations conveyed by the word chosen to express it’, Benjamin 1992b: 78). There is
thus little point in trying merely to achieve equivalence with the source text, since it is in
the nature of texts to change (T, p. 54). We should instead look at the way words represent
what they refer to and consider how that relationship differs in the original and the
translation. The image of the dissimilar fragments of a vessel thus has a practical con-
sequence: trying to achieve equivalence of meaning will result in poor translations.

ii To avoid conveying what is inessential, the translator must find the ‘intention towards
the language translated into that allows the echo of the original to be awakened in it’
(T, p. 58). ‘Intention’ should here be understood as ‘directedness of consciousness
toward’ (Szondi 1992: 167). The translator, therefore, muf3 dichten (must write poetry,
T, p. 50). A good translation will find a style that allows the translated text to carry an
echo of the original; it will be a foreignising translation in today’s terms (see e.g. Venuti
2013: 2). Foreignising translation also makes sense because it allows the target language
to change under the influence of the source language, and, as we have seen, it is in the
nature of languages to change (T, p. 63). A good translation evokes a sense of
Sprachergdinzung (linguistic complementation); complementation was crucial for
Benjamin, also in human relationships (Eiland and Jennings 2014: 357; Sauter 2015).

5.4 Current contributions and research

Though Benjamin’s work was, in his lifetime, often rejected as incomprehensible (Scholem
1981: 157), he has come to be regarded since his death as one of the most important philo-
sophical critics of modern times, and yet some do find his work difficult. David Bellos
declares himself ‘baffled’ (Bellos 2010: 194) and is clearly unable to understand the essay at
all. And Willis Barnstone, though very sympathetic to Benjamin, calls it ‘puzzling’ that he
compares translation to fragments of a broken vessel, saying the fragments need not match yet
gives ‘the gloss that insists on the correspondence of even the smallest linguistic units’ as the
true model for ‘salvational translation’ (1993: 237).
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However, Benjamin’s pronouncements do not appear puzzling if we realise that he was not
talking about translation per se. In ‘Curriculum Vitae’, written in 1925, he calls ‘The Task of
the Translator’ a ‘preface on the theory of language’ (Benjamin 1996: 423): the task of the
translator is not merely to translate but to show us how to understand language. And in fact
Benjamin does not compare translation to fragments of a broken vessel, as Barnstone assumes
(1993: 237), but to a process of putting those fragments back together. And he does not even
compare it, for translation is not a metaphor for tikkun; it is a process that allows us to glimpse
what tikkun might be. Of course the fragments must not match, or they could not fit together.
An exact gloss of a phrase in language A, given in language B, points exactly to the non-
equivalence of A and B.

Many other scholars, for example Eagleton (1981), Witte (1985), Steiner (1985: 344-5),
and Niranjana (1992: 110-62), have written about Benjamin’s work. He has influenced art
critics (Berger 1972), Jewish scholars (Alter 1991) and Holocaust scholars (Glowacka 2012),
and he has been interpreted and commented on from different perspectives, such as philos-
ophy (Benjamin and Osborne 1994) or theology (Plate 2005).

I shall here limit my discussion of current work on or influenced by Benjamin to the area of
Translation Studies. We can distinguish theoretical engagement with his work from possible
consequences for the practice of translation. The latter aspect will be considered in Section 5.
Relevant theoretical engagement with his work, which I shall consider in this section, is of
two types: on the one hand, there is engagement with Benjamin’s work within Literary
Studies, which provides a context for work in Translation Studies, and, on the other, there are
discussions within Translation Studies itself.

As an example of the first case consider Attridge (2004). Attridge speaks of translation as a
response to a text, just like criticism (2004: 75), echoing Benjamin’s “The Task of the Critic’
and ‘The Task of the Translator’. Attridge, like Benjamin, sees both criticism and translation
as part of a work’s afterlife, thus suggesting the need to treat translations as part of the remit of
Literary Studies rather than as a separate subject area.

The second type of critical engagement, that within Translation Studies itself, is concerned
with what Benjamin’s views suggest for translation theory. Besides pointing to the non-
equivalence of languages, they might suggest that a translation, if done with due regard for the
way language is used in the original, will be written in a new language: the language of a
translated text is different from the language of non-translated texts.

Translation scholar Clive Scott subscribes to Benjamin’s view of translation as a ‘co-
operative enterprise’ between the source and target languages (2012: 179). However, he says
that Benjamin’s view of translation ‘restores too great a prominence . .. to the metalinguistic’
and involves the ‘sacrifice of spontaneity’ in measuring ‘the appropriate equivalence’ (Scott
2000: 79). While it is true that Benjamin sees translation as something that looks beyond the
task at hand, it is not at all clear that this involves a loss of spontaneity, and we have seen
already that Benjamin specifically stresses non-equivalence. His Baudelaire translations
capture register, rhythm, rhyme but are in no sense slavishly close to the originals, nor can
they be said to lack spontaneity (Benjamin 2013). Indeed Scholem, himself a translator, on
hearing Benjamin read his translations aloud, took them for the work of poet Stefan George
(Eiland and Jennings 2014: 194). Given that Benjamin was not primarily a poet, and George’s
versions of Baudelaire were hugely successful, this suggests the quality of Benjamin’s work.

Another recent scholar, Dorota Glowacka, focuses on ‘The Task of the Translator’ in her
work on Holocaust testimony, Disappearing Traces (2012). Emphasising the link between
theology and linguistics in Benjamin’s essay, she points out that translation brings out the
‘higher kinship’ (2012: 92) of languages and reinterprets this as responding to an inherent
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‘demand’ in the text itself that it ‘remain unforgotten’ (2012: 93). Quoting Jacobs (1975: 756),
she says that translation makes our own language foreign to us, by showing it in comparison
to another (Glowacka 2012: 232, note 38). For Glowacka, this is ‘an injunction to a national
language to be deeply self-reflective about what it has excluded, and to confront its invest-
ments and assumptions’ (2012: 93).

5.5 Consequences for practice

There are two types of consequence for translation practice that we might derive from reading
Benjamin’s works. The first is based on a recognition of his possible influence on the text to be
translated, and the second on a recognition that his thinking might affect our view of the
process of translation and thus lead us to translate differently.

In the first case, it is important to be aware that, though Benjamin’s work was available in
English translation only from the late 1960s, it influenced German writers much earlier. When
translating from German we must consider that influence. Because Benjamin’s influence on
Brecht was significant, it is not possible to translate Brecht’s plays or poems, or the work of
later writers who were responding to Brecht (e.g. Volker von Torne; see also Leeder 2006),
without considering Benjamin. Though von Toérne specifically alludes to Brecht (e.g.
‘Ballade fiir bb’, von Torne 1981: 70), it is Benjamin’s linking of the destructive breaking of
the vessels and the redemptive reassembling of zikkun with political revolution that is echoed
in much of von Térne’s work, where Biblical imagery of flood and fire and destruction is
juxtaposed with the need to overthrow bourgeois society, as in the poem ‘Erinnerung an die
Zukunft’ [Memorial to the Future, von Térne 1981: 75-80].

Even more obvious is Benjamin’s influence on Paul Celan. Much of Celan’s imagery — of
destruction, fragmentation, piles of rubble — shows the influence of Benjamin, whose work he
read in 1959 (Felstiner 1995: 96) but had certainly come across earlier: “Totenhemd’ [Winding
Sheet], published in 1952, echoes Benjamin’s ‘Metaphysics of Youth’ (Benjamin 1991: 91—
104) very closely. The poem ‘Weggebeizt’ [Cauterised] is almost impossible to understand
without realising that many of its expressions, such as ‘das bunte Gerede des An-/erlebten’ (the
colourful talk of secondary experience), are influenced by Benjamin’s concern with the words
themselves, their direct relation to things and the Geschwidtz that overlays them (L, p. 44) and
obscures both that relation and the essential nature of language (Felstiner 1995: 144-5). Celan’s
frequent multilingual wordplay recalls Benjamin’s view that the essential nature of language is
revealed particularly when languages come up against one another (T, p. 56). Consider Celan’s
use of ‘Neige’ (decline), followed by ‘Schnee’ (snow), which is neige in French, in ‘Bei Wein
und Verlorenheit’ [With Wine and Lostness, Celan 1980: 15]. And, just as Benjamin said that
etymology alone did not explain the connection between languages (T, p. 55), Celan’s poetics
uses not only real etymologies, such as that between German Triimmer (rubble) and English
‘drum’ in ‘Totenhemd’ [Celan 1952: 51], but also apparent but not actual etymologies and
connections of sound, for example between Trommel (drum) and Triimmer. Poetic connections
of sound similarity, or connections with absent but implied words, often take the place of actual
etymological connections (Boase-Beier 2015: 109-12).

John Felstiner, Celan’s translator, is aware of Benjamin’s influence on Celan’s work, and
thus illustrates this first way of considering the implications of Benjamin’s philosophy for
practice. But Felstiner also shows what the second type of influence might mean: an influence
on translation practice itself. George Steiner, writing in the Times Literary Supplement, and
quoted on the front of Felstiner’s 1995 book, calls it ‘the first approach to the Celan-world so
far available’. In this Felstiner is emulating Benjamin: he uses translation not merely as a
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means to make Celan’s work available to English readers but to do something more profound:
to enter Celan’s world by considering the questions of language and its relation to thought in
his poems. Though Felstiner shrugs off the ‘grandiose expectations for a secondary act and
art” with which he thinks Benjamin invested translation (Felstiner 1995: 91), nevertheless he
is clear that, in approaching Celan’s work in a Benjaminian spirit, ‘the translator enters its
evolution’ (ibid.). And in an image taken from Benjamin’s view of history (H, p. 146), he says
that each line, ‘reflecting backward to its origin’, is moving into the future (ibid.). In practice,
this way of translating allows Felstiner to use, for example, the actual words ‘der Tod ist ein
Meister aus Deutschland’ [Death is a Master from Germany] in ‘Todesfuge’ [Deathfugue,
Felstiner 2001: 30-3] in order to show, by questioning the German in its use of the word
Meister, that we must question our own use of its cognate ‘master’. That is, rather than give us
an equivalent in English, Felstiner encourages us to question both the German word and its
easy translatability into English.

Benjamin’s emphasis on the non-instrumentality of language thus leads the translator away
from its meaning-conveying function and towards the materiality of the stylistic detail of the
text (Boase-Beier 2015: 125-6). His view that translation lies at the heart of language, that it
shows us how language works, and indeed how thought works, is of course not new.
Benjamin took it from earlier philosophers such as Hamann, and it has been taken up by later
philosophers, such as Midgley (2014: 48). But its consequences for translation itself are
different. Here this view suggests that translation is not what happens between a monolingual
source text and a target but between one text in which translation already inheres and another.
So the translator already looks for the relation between source-language and target-language
words in the original poem. For example, when I read ‘Totenhemd’ prior to translating it, the
relationships between weben (to weave), wecken (to wake) and wehen (to drift or blow) and
words connected to them by etymology, sound or meaning in English (though of course not
actually present in the text), such as ‘weave’, ‘weft’, ‘wake’ and ‘waft’, were striking. It was
these relationships within the original poem that led to my decision to translate wehen as
‘waft’ rather than the more obvious equivalent ‘blow’ (used, for example, by Hamburger,
2007: 77). The decision was a direct result of considering the source text not simply as
German but as in essence both multilingual and inherently embodying translation.

Benjamin’s notion of the ‘afterlife’ of the text also has practical consequences. If translation
is what allows a further, natural stage in the growth of a text, then translation is not an
approximation or a loss, or second-best, but rather an essential stage of the text’s develop-
ment. As I argue elsewhere (Boase-Beier 2015), this suggests translation should be clearly
marked as such and contextualised so that readers knowingly engage with the translation and
what it means that the text has been translated.

5.6 Future directions

In considering how Benjamin’s philosophy could influence our thinking on translation in the
future, we need to consider it as part of a historical development. Because ‘The Task of the
Translator’ is so often anthologised, it has become part of the current discourse on translation
(see e.g. Venuti 2012: 71-2). But there is little understanding of Benjamin’s work on trans-
lation in its philosophical, theological, linguistic, political and historical context. Such a study
would allow a fuller discussion of Benjamin’s ideas from the point of view of current debates
in Translation Studies.

Using Benjamin as an example, we might also revisit those other much anthologised
figures in Translation Studies, such as Schleiermacher, Nietzsche, Jakobson, Steiner and
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Derrida. If each were seen in the context in which they were writing, against the background
of thought to which they were responding, and through subsequent developments of their
thought within their own and other fields, it would be possible to draw more interesting
consequences for both translation theory and translation practice.

But possibly the most important work to be done in the future is a thorough study of
Benjamin as translator. By considering his exceptional translations of Baudelaire (Benjamin
2013) in the light of his remarks written at the same time, and by comparing them with other
translations (such as Roy Campbell’s, published 1952, or Jan Owen’s, published 2015), we
will perhaps obtain greater insight into how he himself thought his philosophy related to the
practice of translation.

Note

1 Abbreviations for works by Benjamin cited in this chapter are as follows: T: ‘The Task of the
Translator’; L: ‘On Language per se and on the Language of Human Beings’; H: ‘On the Concept
of History’. Pages refer to the German originals in Benjamin (1992a), Sprache und Geschichte:
Philosophische Essays, Stuttgart: Reclam. Translations are mine unless otherwise stated.

Related topics

Schleiermacher; Derrida; culture; meaning; mysticism, esotericism and translation.

Further reading

Eiland, H. and Jennings, M. (2014), Walter Benjamin: A Critical Life. Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press. (An extremely detailed study of Benjamin’s life, relationships, influences and
the way his various works came into being.)

Scholem, G. (1981), Walter Benjamin: The Story of a Friendship, trans. H. Zohn. New York: New York
Review Books. (An engaging account of the friendship between Scholem and Benjamin, which
gives fascinating insight into Scholem’s view of the development of Benjamin’s ideas.)

Eagleton, T. (1981), Walter Benjamin, or Towards a Revolutionary Criticism. London: Verso.
(A careful, detailed, and thorough study of Benjamin as a Marxist thinker.)

Benjamin, A. and Osborne, P. (1994), Walter Benjamin's Philosophy: Destruction and Experience.
London and New York: Routledge. (A collection of critical engagements with Benjamin’s
philosophy.)

Wizisla, E. (2009), Walter Benjamin and Bertolt Brecht: The Story of a Friendship, trans. C. Shuttle-
worth. London: Libris. (A study that provides important background to the relationship between
Brecht and Benjamin.)

References

Adorno, T., Benjamin, W., Bloch, E., Brecht, B., Lukéacs, G. (2007), Aesthetics and Politics. London:
Verso.

Alter, R. (1991), Defenses of the Imagination: Jewish Writers and Modern Historical Crisis. Philadelphia:
The Jewish Publication Society of America.

Attridge, D. (2004), The Singularity of Literature. London and New York: Routledge.

Barnstone, W. (1993), The Poetics of Translation: History, Theory, Practice. New Haven, CT and
London: Yale University Press.

Baudelaire, C. (2015), Les fleurs du mal. Mont-Royal: Editions Alliage.

Bellos, D. (2010), ‘Halting Walter’, Cambridge Literary Review, 3: 194-206.

87



Jean Boase-Beier

Benjamin, A. and Osbormne, P. (1994) Walter Benjamin's Philosophy: Destruction and Experience.
London and New York: Routledge.

Benjamin, W. (1965), Zur Kritik der Gewalt und andere Aufsdtze. Frankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp.

Benjamin, W. (1985), Gesammelte Schriften, Vol. 6, ed. R. Tiedemann and H. Schweppenhduser.
Frankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp.

Benjamin, W. (1991), Gesammelte Schriften, Vol. 2, ed. R. Tiedemann and H. Schweppenh&user.
Frankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp.

Benjamin, W. (1992a), Sprache und Geschichte: Philosophische Essays. Stuttgart: Reclam.

Benjamin, W. (1992b), /lluminations, ed. H. Arendt, trans. H. Zohn. London: Fontana Press.

Benjamin, W. (1993), Ursprung des deutschen Trauerspiels. Frankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp.

Benjamin, W. (1996), Selected Writings. Vol. 1, 1913—-1926, ed. M. Jennings. Cambridge, MA: The
Belknap Press.

Benjamin, W. (1999), The Arcades Project, trans. H. Eiland and K. McLaughlin. Cambridge, MA: The
Belknap Press.

Benjamin, W. (2010), Berliner Kindheit um 1900. Frankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp.

Benjamin, W. (2013), Baudelaire Ubertragungen. n.p.: Edition Mabila.

Berger, J. (1972), Ways of Seeing. London: BBC/Penguin.

Birman, C. (2006), The Narrow Foothold. London: Hearing Eye.

Bloch, E. (1973), Geist der Utopie. Frankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp.

Boase-Beier, J. (2015), Translating the Poetry of the Holocaust: Translation, Style and the Reader.
London: Bloomsbury.

Bopp, F. (1816), Uber das Conjugationssystem der Sanskritsprache. Frankfurt am Main: Andreiische
Buchhandlung.

Brecht, B. (1993), Journals, ed. J. Willett, trans. H. Rorrison. London: Methuen.

Brecht, B. (2015), Brecht on Theatre, ed. M. Silberman, S. Giles and T. Kuhn. London: Bloomsbury.

Campbell, R. (trans.) (1952), Poems of Baudelaire. New York: Pantheon Books.

Celan, P. (1952), Mohn und Geddchtnis. Stuttgart: Deutsche Verlags-Anstalt.

Celan, P. (1980), Die Niemandsrose, Sprachgitter. Gedichte. Frankfurt am Main: Fischer.

Celan, P. (1982), Atemwende. Frankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp.

Chomsky, N. (1986), Knowledge of Language. New York: Greenwood Press.

Crystal, D. (1998), The Cambridge Encyclopedia of Language (2nd edn.). Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Eagleton, T. (1981), Walter Benjamin, or Towards a Revolutionary Criticism. London: Verso.

Eiland, H. and Jennings, M. (2014), Walter Benjamin: A Critical Life. Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press.

Felstiner, J. (1995), Paul Celan: Poet, Survivor, Jew. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.

Felstiner, J. (trans.) (2001), Paul Celan: Selected Poems and Prose. New York and London: W.W.
Norton.

Glowacka, D. (2012), Disappearing Traces: Holocaust Testimonials, Ethics, and Aesthetics. Seattle,
WA: University of Washington Press.

Hamburger, M. (trans.) (2007), Poems of Paul Celan. London: Anvil.

Jacobs, C. (1975), ‘The Monstrosity of Translation’, MLN 90: 755-66.

Jakobson, R. (2012), ‘On Linguistic Aspects of Translation’, in L. Venuti, ed. The Translation Studies
Reader (3rd edn.). London and New York: Routledge, pp. 125-31.

Kierkegaard, S. (2010), The Present Age/On the Death of Rebellion, trans. A. Dru. New York, NY:
HarperCollins.

Leeder, K. (trans. and ed.) (2006), After Brecht: A Celebration. Manchester: Carcanet.

Marx, K. (1961), Das Kapital. Berlin: Dietz.

Menninghaus, W. (1980), Walter Benjamins Theorie der Sprachmagie. Frankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp.

Midgley, M. (2014), ‘I am More than the Sum of My Parts’, Times Higher Education, 3 April: 47-9.

Niranjana, T. (1992), Siting Translation: History, Post-Structuralism, and the Colonial Context.
Berkeley, CA: University of California Press.

88



Benjamin

Owen, J. (trans.) (2015), Charles Baudelaire: Selected Poems from Les Fleurs du Mal. Todmorden: Arc
Publications.

Plate, S. (2005), Walter Benjamin, Religion, and Aesthetics: Rethinking Religion Through the Arts.
London and New York: Routledge.

Saussure, F. de (1916), Cours de linguistique générale, ed. C. Bally and A. Sechehaye. Lausanne:
Payot.

Sauter, C. (2015), ‘Hebrew, Jewishness, and Love: Translation in Gershom Scholem’s Early Work’,
Naharaim 9 (1-2): 151-78.

Scholem, G. (1981), Walter Benjamin: The Story of a Friendship, trans. H. Zohn. New York: New York
Review Books.

Scholem, G. (1995), Major Trends in Jewish Mysticism. New York: Schocken Books.

Scholem, G. (1996), On the Kabbalah and Its Symbolism, trans. R. Manheim. New York: Schocken
Books.

Scott, C. (2000), Translating Baudelaire. Exeter: University of Exeter Press.

Scott, C. (2012), Translation and the Perception of Text: Literary Translation and Phenomenology.
London: MHRA/Maney.

Smith, R. (1960), J.G. Hamann 1730-1788: A Study in Christian Existence. London: Collins.

Steiner, G. (1985), Language and Silence: Essays 1958—1966. London: Faber and Faber.

Szondi, P. (1992), ‘The Poetry of Constancy: Paul Celan’s Translation of Shakespeare’s Sonnet 105°,
trans. H. Mendelsohn, in R. Schulte and J. Biguenet, eds., Theories of Translation: An Anthology of
Essays from Dryden to Derrida. Chicago: University of Chicago Press, pp. 163-85.

Tiedemann, R. (1992), ‘Zur vorliegenden Auswahl’, in W. Benjamin, ed., Sprache und Geschichte:
Philosophische Essays. Stuttgart: Reclam, pp. 173-75.

von Torne, V. (1981), Im Lande Vogelfrei: Gesammelte Gedichte. Berlin: Wagenbach.

Venuti, L. (ed.) (2012), The Translation Studies Reader (3rd edn.). London and New York: Routledge.

Venuti, L. (2013), Translation Changes Everything: Theory and Practice. London and New York:
Routledge.

Weiler, G. (1970), Mauthners Critique of Language. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Witte, B. (1985), Walter Benjamin. Reinbek: Rowohlt.

89



6
Gadamer and Ricoeur

Lisa Foran

Introduction

Hans-Georg Gadamer (1900-2002) and Paul Ricoeur (1913-2005) are in many senses the
founders of what is known as philosophical hermeneutics. Both thinkers engage with a
particularly pragmatic reading of the ancient philosophers Plato and Aristotle, notably the
idea of philosophy as practice. Both also combine the work of phenomenologists such as
Edmund Husserl and Martin Heidegger with a broader tradition of textual exegesis found in
the work of Romantic philosophers such as Wilhelm Dilthey and Friedrich Schleiermacher.
Of particular note is the account of human existence offered by Martin Heidegger in his
seminal 1927 text Being and Time, itself indebted to a combination of hermeneutics and
phenomenological method. For both Gadamer and Ricoeur, what distinguishes human
existence is the manner in which it is always directed towards meaning. The task of
philosophy is to uncover the structures or mechanisms by which meaning is established and
created. Evidently, the question of translation holds particular importance in each of their
works. Translation arises in Gadamer’s works primarily as an example or illustration of a
particular hermeneutic point; it is in some sense a specific or extreme case of interpretation in
general. However, for Ricoeur, translation is a more explicit topic in and of itself and acts as a
broader paradigm which offers insight into our social and political situation.

Gadamer: historical perspectives

Gadamer was born in Marburg, Germany in 1900. He initially read German literature at
Breslau but returned to Marburg, where in 1922 he completed his doctoral dissertation on
pleasure in Plato under the supervision of Paul Natorp. Natorp was part of a school of thought
known as Neo-Kantianism, which saw philosophy primarily as an epistemological enterprise
which should provide the conditions of the possibility of (scientific) knowledge. This tran-
scendental focus was reflected in Natorp’s readings of Plato and Aristotle, which, unlike
traditional readings of these thinkers, emphasised their similarities rather than their differ-
ences. This approach was later mirrored in Gadamer’s own reading of Platonic and
Aristotelian thought (see in particular Gadamer [1978] 1986, [1931] 1991). Natorp was also
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influential in the emerging school of phenomenology founded by Edmund Husserl at the
turn of the century (Luft 2009). In 1923 he sent Gadamer an unpublished manuscript on
Aristotle by Martin Heidegger, a student of Husserl and soon to be appointed as a lecturer
at Marburg University. The manuscript had a profound effect on Gadamer, who felt he
had found in Heidegger what he had been looking for in philosophy all along. Gadamer
attended Heidegger’s lectures at Marburg and completed his Habilitation under the
supervision of Heidegger and Paul Friedlander in 1927. This was subsequently published as
Plato’s Dialectical Ethics in 1931 (Gadamer [1931] 1991).

While certainly not an explicit supporter of Hitler, during the 1930s and throughout the war
years Gadamer was somewhat apolitical and compliant with the Nazi regime. Jean Grondin
sees Gadamer’s compliance during this period as an imposed silence and credits Gadamer for
maintaining what distance he could (Grondin [1999] 2003: 10; see also Grondin [1999]
2011). Certainly, Gadamer distanced himself from Heidegger during this period at least in part
because of the latter’s involvement with Nazism (Gadamer [1988] 1989). He also, however,
admits that this period was not a ‘noble’ one for him but that his silence and even compliance
with the regime was motivated by the desire to protect his family. Philosophically, his focus
during this time was on Plato, and he delivered lectures such as ‘Plato and the Poets’ (1934)
and ‘Plato and State Education’ (1942), the latter of which can be read as a subtle critique of
the Third Reich. In 1939 he became professor of philosophy at Leipzig, where he was almost
solely responsible for the philosophy curriculum. He was appointed as rector of Leipzig
University after the war in 1945. He briefly moved to Frankfurt in 1947, where Theodore
Adorno and Max Horkheimer were working after their return from the US. In 1949 Gadamer
took over Karl Jaspers’ chair at Heidelberg and remained there until his retirement.

It was not until 1960, however, that Gadamer published his first major work and one that
propelled him into the international scene. Wahrheit und Methode, translated as Truth and
Method, remains Gadamer’s most important and systematic work. After his official
retirement from Heidelberg in 1968, Gadamer became visiting professor at a number of
universities in North America and Europe. Throughout his career he engaged in dialogue
with many of his contemporary thinkers, most notably Jiirgen Habermas and Jacques
Derrida. Although these dialogues did not reach any real conclusions or agreement as such,
they testify to Gadamer’s hope that dialogue can produce new understanding. Gadamer died
in Heidelberg in March 2002.

Gadamer: critical issues and topics

For Gadamer, human existence is one of understanding, and the medium of understanding is
language (Gadamer [1960] 2004). While defining man in terms of linguistic capability has a
long philosophical tradition, Gadamer’s account of language is closer to Heidegger than
Aristotle. For Gadamer, the crucial point about language is that it precedes us. We are born
into a language that exists before us and that contains a certain understanding of the world — a
history or a tradition. We understand the world around us through tradition and this is
deposited in language. Language is not, as it was for Aristotle, the mere translation of internal
thoughts into external expressions (Aristotle 1962: 115). Rather, all thought for Gadamer is
made possible by the fact of language. This of course can, and indeed has, led to charges of
linguistic relativism and linguistic idealism. But we should tread carefully here. Gadamer
does not claim that there is only understanding in language but rather that understanding
is what it is and the way it is because of language. That is, the kind of understanding we
have, which is the only understanding there is, is always inflected by the fact of language.

91



Lisa Foran

Even when we look at an artwork, an experience we might think of as totally separate to
language, Gadamer claims that because we could discuss this experience in language (even
inadequately), we have the experience that we do (Gadamer [1960] 2004: 399). When dis-
cussing the artist as painter or composer who may well claim that their work cannot be
adequately dressed in words, Gadamer claims that this failure of language itself reveals that
another linguistic description is possible. As Jean Grondin sums it up: ‘The failure of words
can only be measured by what they fail to say. The limits of language thus confirm — and very
eloquently — the universality of language’ (Grondin 2002: 42). It is not that all experience
must be reduced to a propositional statement but rather that the linguistic element
(Sprachlichkeit) in which we live colours all of our experiences. We are linguistic beings
because we are hermeneutic beings: that is, beings whose existence is defined by the search
for meaning.

Language is never a neutral medium of understanding; because it is historical and cultural,
it reflects historical and cultural prejudices. However, it is here in the account of prejudice that
we find Gadamer’s distinction from Romantic hermeneutics. For Dilthey, following
Schleiermacher, hermeneutics was envisaged as a method, or Kunstlehre, for the Human
Sciences (Dilthey 1989, in particular 53—79, 431-41). The aim of hermeneutics was to
interpret a text without prejudice and to understand it better than the author herself. In Truth
and Method, Gadamer’s target is the very idea of method itself, which, from the hermeneutic
method of Dilthey to the phenomenological method of Husserl, sees meaning as something
which is there (in the text or in the world) to be discovered and which can be discovered as
some neutral thing without context. In contrast, Gadamer claims meaning is something
produced or created through play. If we take the fact of our situation seriously, we must
acknowledge not only the positivity but the very necessity of prejudice. When I approach
something which I want to understand, I do so from a particular context and with particular
interests in mind. It is my interest in something that motivates my desire to understand it. This
interest and the context from where I begin — linguistic, historical, cultural and so on —
constitute my prejudices, which give me a path towards what is to be understood.

It may seem, then, that Gadamer advocates a subjectivism of sorts, but he protests strongly
to the contrary. Prejudice or prejudgements (Vorurteil) are what open up the matter to be
understood. This was something already apparent in Heidegger’s account of understanding
and what is known as the hermeneutic circle in Being and Time. For Heidegger, our under-
standing is made up of a tripartite structure of Vorhabe, Vorsicht and Vorgriff: fore-having,
foreseeing and fore-conception. In other words, when we try to understand something we
have already a vague or yet to be worked-out grasp of what the thing is and some idea of how
our understanding will proceed and possibly terminate. For example, if ] am a translator trying
to understand a foreign text, I already understand — at the very least — that it is a text, probably
what kind of text it is, and I have some vague impression regarding how my interpretation
will finish. From this background fore-structure of understanding I proceed in interpretation,
at the end of which I may find my preconceptions were misplaced or indeed entirely wrong.
I can thus modify them accordingly, and perhaps these revised impressions will later form
part of a set of preconceptions or fore-structure I have when approaching a similar text or a
text by the same author. For Heidegger, then, background understanding (Verstehen) is our
starting point, and this is worked out or developed in interpretation (Auslegung).
Interpretation and understanding feed into each other, forming the hermeneutic circle. As
we begin understanding (albeit vaguely) what we want to understand or interpret it may
seem like this is a vicious circle, but for Heidegger the hermeneutic circle is positive; it is
where we always already dwell and through which meaning, in its broadest sense, is refined
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(Heidegger [1927] 2009: 190-2; Gadamer [1960] 2004: 267—73). The hermeneutic circle for
Heidegger concerns the very nature of our existence; it describes our way of understanding
everything we encounter and is not restricted to linguistic exegesis. In Truth and Method
Gadamer takes up Heidegger’s account of understanding but modifies it, returning it to
something closer to the account found in Dilthey and Romantic hermeneutics more generally,
specifically in terms of the hermeneutic circle (Grondin 2002).

For Gadamer, in contrast to Heidegger and in keeping with his Romantic predecessors, the
hermeneutic circle is the play between whole and parts. This subtle distinction between the two
thinkers is down to a difference in what they see as the object of hermeneutics. For Heidegger,
the hermeneutic nature of existence has at its core the basic human understanding of being itself.
Each time I understand something — a text, a room I walk into, a political situation — I fun-
damentally grasp that it is. Heidegger’s concern, then, with hermeneutics is to work out what
this ‘that it is” or ‘Being’ is. Gadamer, when discussing the hermeneutic circle, is more con-
cerned with understanding a text or a dialogue. Thus the circle for Gadamer is made up of
understanding the parts in light of the whole and vice versa. For example, if as a translator I
approach a textbook to be translated, I begin with a certain anticipation of what the textbook is;
at the very least I know it is a textbook and most likely what kind of textbook. I will thus have an
anticipation of how my translation will proceed. This anticipation — combined with various
other factors — will constitute my prejudice (Vorurteil). In translating the text I work through
parts (maybe chapters or paragraphs) and in so doing my prejudices or anticipated under-
standings become confirmed, rejected or simply modified. Thus translating parts of the text
modify my anticipation of the whole text. Eventually, when the translation is complete, the parts
are integrated into the whole. This to-ing and fro-ing between parts and whole in my under-
standing constitutes the hermeneutic circle for Gadamer ([1960] 2004: 267).

In discussing translation explicitly Gadamer refers to two different situations: the first is
that of a dialogue with an interpreter as third party, and the second is that of a translator
approaching a written text ([1960] 2004: 385-90). For Gadamer, in a conversation the aim is
not to come to an understanding of the other person but rather to come to an understanding of
the subject matter itself. When you are telling me about your bike breaking on the way to
work, we are reaching an agreement (or understanding) about the broken bike and the cir-
cumstances of your journey, not what kind of person you are. Understanding is always a
situated event; I understand things through the situation I am in, including the language I
speak, the culture I inherit, the time period I live through and so on. These things make up my
horizon of understanding. The ordinary meaning of horizon is the line that marks out the field
of what we can see; it is where sky meets earth. We can see everything (with more or less
clarity) up to that line but not beyond it. In phenomenology horizon denotes a similar field of
possible experience but applies to all experiences not just visual ones. For Husserl, when we
are thinking about something (or remembering, or talking about it) we are directed towards it
as an object. This object of thought has ‘predelineated potentialities’: horizons that mean there
is a field of possible ways of thinking about or experiencing it (Husserl [1931] 1995: 45).
Taking up this idea of horizon in terms of understanding, Gadamer describes a ‘fusion of
horizons’ as that which ideally happens in conversation with another person. My situation and
perspective on the world that allow me to understand it confronts your situation and per-
spective. Through conversation our perspectives are opened up to each other, fusing together
and enlarging both our horizons. When you are telling me about your broken bike, my horizon
of understanding becomes fused with yours and we are together directed towards the thing
itself (the broken bike). In this Gadamer comes close to Heidegger’s account of assertion in
Being and Time. When 1 tell you something — ‘my bike is broken’, for example — we are
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together towards the object I speak about (i.e. the bike). However, for Heidegger what is
crucial in this is that we share a way of being (here, of being-towards the broken bike); what
I am talking about or the subject matter is of secondary concern (Heidegger [1927] 2009:
197-9). In contrast, for Gadamer what we share is not the understanding of a particular way of
being but rather the play of language through which meaning, as the understanding of the
subject matter, emerges. In this ordinary conversational situation language is the medium
through which understanding takes place. Such conversation is in fact only possible for
Gadamer when ‘the two speakers speak the same language’ ([1960] 2004: 387). A conver-
sation in two different languages disrupts understanding, and in this disruption we can see
what normally has to be in place for understanding to happen. In other words, the disruption
of understanding reveals the conditions of ordinary understanding. Taking a situation
of breakdown to establish ‘normal’ conditions of a given experience is a particularly
phenomenological move on Gadamer’s part. A conversation in two different languages,
understood by both speakers, results in one language establishing mastery. If I speak to you in
French and you respond in English, at a certain point the conversation is given over to either
French or English as the medium of understanding (Gadamer [1960] 2004: 386). However,
ordinarily a conversation in two languages requires the mediation of an interpreter who
translates between the speakers. In such a situation the two people do not really have a
conversation, only the interpreters do. Translation here involves the two interlocutors
giving up their authority in order to try to bridge a gap that can never be fully closed (Gadamer
[1960] 2004: 386).

Every translation is the culmination of the translator’s interpretation of either the speaker’s
words or the words of the text. The difference between the task of the translator and the task of
the interpreter is one of degree rather than kind. Grondin describes Gadamer’s notion of
translation as the ‘application’ of understanding so that every case of understanding, insofar
as it attempts to understand what is initially foreign, is a case of translation (Grondin 2002: 43).
However, it seems to me that for Gadamer translation is a little narrower than this, in that it is
always between two different languages, so that while every translation is an interpretation, not
every interpretation is a translation. For Gadamer, translation is not necessary when we really
master a language, and we do this — we understand a language — by living in it: “Where there is
understanding there is not translation but speech’ ([1960] 2004: 386).

Nonetheless, it is not speech but the written text that constitutes the real hermeneutic task.
This focus on the written text emerges from Gadamer’s account of tradition and his prior-
itising of the past in any act of interpretation. For Gadamer, as for Heidegger, we find our-
selves in a world that has already been interpreted in a certain way, and that interpretation of
the world is left behind in tradition deposited in language. Gadamer introduces the idea of
Wirkungsgeschichte, or ‘effective history’, which is the manner in which history produces our
pre-understanding, or ‘prejudice’, of a matter to be understood. If I am trying to understand,
interpret (and perhaps eventually translate) a text, it matters that I am doing so in the twenty-
first century, that I was born in Europe, that my mother tongue is English, that I am a woman
and so on and so forth. In other words, my context, which is always historical, affects my
interpretation insofar as it circumscribes my horizon of understanding. Meaning for Gadamer
is not a fixed thing ‘in’ the text which I as interpreter have to dig out. Ideas do not lie about in
some sort of ‘linguistic storeroom’ to be discovered, claims Gadamer ([1960] 2004: 390).
Rather, meaning emerges in the play between the interpreter and that which is being inter-
preted. The horizon of the text and the interpreter’s horizon become fused to create a new
horizon in which the subject matter is brought to light. Both interpreter and text ‘have a share’
in this coming to light. All understanding is interpretation, and all interpretation takes place in
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the medium of language. This linguistic nature of understanding is ‘the concretion of his-
torically effected consciousness’ ([1960] 2004: 391, italics in original). In other words, our
understanding is made possible by our linguistic nature, and this linguistic nature bears the
traces of our historicality. We understand because we have language, and language is where
the understanding of prior generations or traditions is accumulated.

The role of the written text is particularly important here. While it may be the case that
writing is secondary to speech, or ‘comes after’ speech, that language can be written is ‘not
incidental’. ‘In writing language gains its true ideality, for in encountering a written tradition
understanding consciousness acquires its full sovereignty. Its being does not depend on
anything’ ([1960] 2004: 392). The written text surpasses both an oral tradition and the
remnants of a tradition discovered in monuments or architecture. In the first instance of an oral
tradition — of, for example, retelling of myth or narrative — the story never fully detaches from
the speaker and therefore never fully detaches from the conditions of each retelling. In other
words, if a myth is retold over and over again from one generation to the next, it becomes
inflected by these various stages of its retelling. In this way, the myth does not allow a past
humanity to become present to us again as the story has become mixed with various moments
in the past. In contrast, a written text is an ‘enduringly fixed expression of life’ ([1960] 2004:
389) which has a certain autonomy to live on as itself. The reader of a written text becomes
the authority on that text’s meaning.

Crucially, for Gadamer the reader is not concerned here with the meaning intended by the
author of the text. This is in contrast with the aim of hermeneutics as described by
Schleiermacher, for whom the interpreter aims to first understand the text as well as the author
and then even better than the author (Schleiermacher [1972] 1998: 33). Schleiermacher
played down the role of writing in order to emphasise the manner in which interpretation is
at play even in the understanding of an oral utterance. The aim of the interpreter for
Schleiermacher (and for Dilthey) was to follow the ‘outward’ signs of speech towards their
‘inner’ origin in the speaker’s mind. In other words, meaning was situated in the inner life of
the author or their psyche. For Gadamer, when we interpret we are not aiming towards the
psychological state of the author or speaker but rather towards the matter itself — what is being
spoken or written about. Contra the nineteenth-century aim of reconstructing the author’s
intention, the benefit of the written text for Gadamer is that it allows greater detachment from
such psychological approaches to a text. For an interpreter to attempt to understand what ‘the
author meant’ is to miss the point; what counts is what is said, not who is saying it. Of course
the author’s intention is there, but for Gadamer this is simply not the goal of hermeneutics
(Gadamer [1960] 2004: 393; Grondin 2002: 41).

Nor is the goal to attempt to understand a text as a so-called ‘original reader’ might have
understood it. For where exactly is this original reader situated? At the time the author was
writing or within fifty years of their death? Or one-hundred years? How do we draw the line
between ‘past’ and ‘present’ reader? As Gadamer asserts: ‘The idea of the original reader is
full of unexamined idealization’ ([1960] 2004: 396). A reader, who is always an interpreter,
can only approach the text with the goal of understanding the subject matter itself. Recourse to
a psychological or a historical approach is valid only when no agreement or understanding
regarding the subject matter can be reached. Even in such extreme cases, where what is being
said is too closely linked with who is saying it to be separable, there still must be a basic
understanding of the subject matter before there is an understanding of the author’s intention
towards fit.

To return to the issue of translation, this is for Gadamer an extreme case of interpretation.
Like the interpreter (or reader in general), the translator in approaching the text is not
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attempting to ‘reawaken’ the author’s intention but is rather recreating the text to be
translated in another language ([1960] 2004: 387). Like all interpretation, translation
‘highlights’ aspects of the text; it emphasises certain features of the text at the expense of
others. The translator must decide which parts of the text to emphasise and which to
underplay, meaning that any translation could always unfold in a different way according to
different decisions taken by the translator. While this is of course true of any interpretation,
translation is a particularly difficult attempt at understanding, where the difference between
the translator’s view of the subject matter and the subject matter itself, as it is in the text, is
ultimately unbridgeable. A translator can find a solution, but it will only ever be a ‘com-
promise’, since for Gadamer there is an ‘insurmountable’ gulf between different languages
([1960] 2004: 388).

The aim of a translation is to bring into one language the subject matter found in the text of
another, and the subject matter can never be separated from the language in which it is
expressed. This is why the translator cannot be reduced to one who performs the technical
operation of removing one set of linguistic clothes to replace them with another; the translator
rather recreates the meaning of the original in the language into which she translates. And it is
for this reason that the translator’s horizon fused with that of the original text opens up a new
horizon on the subject matter. This is a rather positive view of translation that accords the
translator a certain authority, which is of course in line with the authority accorded elsewhere
by Gadamer to the reader. Nonetheless, Gadamer is ambiguous on the issue of translation. He
claims that ‘every translation is clearer and flatter’ than the original in that it must make clear
what was in the original dense or ambiguous. It must ““‘unfold” what was in the original
“folded”’to use Antoine Berman’s phrase (Berman [1985] 2000: 290). It seems that for
Gadamer translation is an unfortunate event that occurs where optimal understanding between
speakers or between reader and text cannot take place. Furthermore, Gadamer’s account of
translation is quite literal; he discusses it only as the transposition of meaning from one
language to another. By contrast, Ricoeur views translation as a broader model that illustrates
cultural and political understanding.

Ricoeur: historical perspectives

Paul Ricoeur was born in 1913 in Valence, France. He was orphaned at the age of two and
raised with his sister in Rennes by his grandparents. He graduated from the University of
Rennes with an Arts degree in 1933 and continued his studies at the Sorbonne where he
achieved his aggregation in 1935. This competitive state exam entitled him to a teaching
position at a lycée and he taught first at Colmar in Alsace and later in Lorient. During this
period Ricoeur published short articles with a focus on Christian Socialism and an early article
on phenomenology (Reagan 1996: 7). While these articles do not reveal Ricoeur’s philo-
sophical project, they do demonstrate his early and continued commitment to philosophy as
socially and politically engaged — a commitment reflected in his approach to translation.
Called up for military service in 1939, Ricoeur was captured by the German army in 1940 and
remained a prisoner of war until the liberation in 1945. The camp where Ricoeur was held
became something of university in itself, with lectures given by inmates to each other. It was
during this time that Ricoeur began reading and translating Husserl, as well as studying the
existentialist thinker Karl Jaspers. Ricoeur and Gadamer, then, lived substantially different
‘wars’, and while it is always dangerous to read biography too far into philosophical works,
there can be no doubt that these different war experiences inflected the philosophical projects
of each thinker.
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After the war Ricoeur lectured at the University of Strasbourg, and in 1950 he published
his first major work, Freedom and Nature: The Voluntary and the Involuntary ([1950]2007).
The relationship between human freedom and the various restrictions on that freedom — from
our physical constitution to our moral responsibility — had long been a theme in philosophy,
at least since Kant. However, Ricoeur’s account in this 1950 work is particularly marked by
its phenomenological and existential framing as found in the work of both Heidegger and
Jean-Paul Sartre. For Heidegger, we choose our way of being from a situated context over
which we have no control, what he terms ‘thrownness’ (Geworfenheit). Thrownness makes
up things like our physical capabilities, the historical period in which we find ourselves, the
language we are born to and so on. We are delivered into this context and from it alone can we
freely create our own identity. This tension between context and freely choosing one’s identity
became a central theme in French appropriations of phenomenology, such as the work of
Maurice Merleau-Ponty, Sartre and Simone de Beauvoir. For Sartre, the tension is between
the in-itself — brute material existence — and the for-itself — man’s freedom from this material
existence through his imaginative capacity. In contrast to Sartre, Ricoeur’s account in his
1950 work of the tension between what he terms the voluntary and involuntary aspects of
existence sees both sides as necessary.

In 1956 Ricoeur was appointed Chair of Philosophy at the Sorbonne. He published two
major works in 1960, Fallible Man and The Symbolism of Evil, both of which in some sense
continue his previous work on the relationship between freedom and nature. In Fallible Man
we find one of Ricoeur’s central and perennial themes: that our identity is never unified but
rather marked by a radical disjunction between our finite, subjective and physical existence —
bios — and our capacity for objective and universal reason — logos ([1960] 1986). Because of
this central dis-unity at the heart of our existence, we can go wrong and make mistakes; but we
can also do good. In other words, the tension which makes us fallible also allows us to make
amends. The play between these two modes of being gives us both our unique identity and our
unity with others through communication founded on universal reason.

Later in the 1960s Ricoeur began a shift not so much away from phenomenology as towards
a means of supplementing it with philosophical methodologies which might better explain the
self’s relation to itself and others. In 1965 he published Freud and Philosophy: An Essay on
Interpretation, demonstrating engagement with psychoanalysis, and in 1969 a collection of
essays, The Conflict of Interpretations, was published. This collection dealt more explicitly with
hermeneutics as well as psychoanalysis and structuralism. Both works indicate Ricoeur’s
contention that understanding — of oneself or of the world — is always mediated. This inevitable
mediation means interpretation is a necessary part of human existence and, simultaneously, that
that interpretation, itself subject to mediation, will never be conclusive. In 1967 he took a
position at the University of Paris at Nanterre (now Paris X) where he worked until his
retirement in 1980. In the same year, 1967, he was appointed John Nuveen Professor of
Philosophical Theology at the University of Chicago, where he worked until 1992.

He was the recipient of a number of honorary doctorates from universities, including
Géttingen, Chicago and McGill, as well as numerous awards, including the Karl Jaspers Prize
and the French Academy Grand Prize for Philosophy. Like Gadamer, Ricoeur saw philosophy
as a dialogue between thinkers, and, also like Gadamer, Ricoeur was immensely influenced
by phenomenology, Romantic hermeneutics and Ancient Greek thought, in particular
Aristotle. However, Ricoeur’s engagement with French structuralism, Freudian psychoana-
lysis and Anglo-American philosophy provides his work with a larger palette of concepts,
producing perhaps a more original and idiosyncratic approach to the various philosophical
themes he tackled. He died in 2005 at the age of ninety-two.
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Ricoeur: critical issues and topics

For Ricoeur, I understand my existence through signs found in the world, and language is a
system of signs that mediates my understanding. However, pace structuralist thinkers such as
Ferdinand de Saussure and Roman Jakobson, Ricoeur argues that language must always be
taken as ‘discourse’ rather than simply a system of self-referential signs. Discourse is always
realised temporally by a subject referring to a world in an address to an other (Ricoeur [1971]
1973). Interpretation, then, is always concerned with interpreting discourse: what someone
said about something to someone else. This means that interpretation will always be temporal
and therefore subject to change in the future. Interpretation will be subjective, bringing the
interpreter’s own situation into play. And interpretation will have broader ethical implications
insofar as it concerns the relation between one and the other. For Ricoeur, translation is a very
particular situation and one which can offer a paradigm for understanding all relations
between self and other, whether at a socio-political or individual level. Translation occurs as
an explicit theme in his writings from the early 1990s onwards. Here I will discuss translation
in two different, although not unrelated, senses: first, translation as that which takes place
between two different languages and, second, how this maps onto or acts as a model for
translation as that which takes place between two different people and/or cultures.

Translation between languages, argues Ricoeur, is as old as humanity itself. There has always
been translation simply because there have always been many languages. The myth of Babel
(Genesis 11: 1-10) is the biblical narrative of the origin of this linguistic multiplicity, wherein
the tribe of Shem sought to build a tower to the heavens. Their ambition was thwarted by God,
who scattered the tribe across the world and imposed many languages upon them. While this
narrative is often interpreted to read multilingualism as a kind of punishment, Ricoeur sees it as
something far more benign. It is rather a myth describing something fundamental about the
human condition: that we can speak one language and have the capacity to learn another
(Ricoeur [2004] 2006: 12—-14). Babel, argues Ricoeur, is simply one step in the broader Genesis
narrative of separation: first, the chaotic universe is separated into its ordered parts, then Adam
and Eve are separated from their naivety in the Garden of Eden and given responsibility in the
world, then the fratricide of Abel separates fraternity as an ethical relation and, finally, man is
scattered across the Earth in multiple languages. Read as such, Babel simply explains that
humans speak many languages in the same way that the expulsion from Eden explains that we
are conscious creatures capable of reflection upon our condition ([2004] 2006: 18).

Historically, translation has been characterised as a balancing between the translatable and
the untranslatable. This framing of translation has produced what Ricoeur terms ‘two ruinous
alternatives’. Either: translation is impossible because different languages are radically het-
erogeneous; or translation only happens because all languages share a common fund which
can either be found or created ([2004] 2006: 13). The first approach, that translation is in
theory impossible, arises from the view that any given language reflects a particular world
view — not only that there are different words for the same things but that these words and the
manner in which they are conjoined into sentences produce such a unique way of under-
standing the world that it would be impossible to ‘carry this across’ into another linguistic
environment. While it is true that ‘languages are different not only owing to the way that they
carve up reality but also owing to the way they put it together again at the level of discourse’
([2004] 2006: 30), this does not mean that no bridge between languages can be built. If it did,
Ricoeur wryly argues, we would end with a situation where ‘bilinguals have to be schizo-
phrenics’ ([2004] 2006: 14). In this Ricoeur follows Donald Davidson’s dismissal of the idea
of ‘conceptual schemes’ (Davidson 1974).
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The second approach we usually find about translation under the translatable/untranslatable
framing has two strands: either translation is possible because all languages derive from a
lost original language, or all languages are based on a hidden structure, meaning that we can
recreate a universal lexicon which would eliminate all the confusion of multilingualism. The
idea of a lost prelapsarian language of Eden is found in strands of thinking as diverse as
Gnosticism, Kabbalah and even anti-Semitic tales of the original ‘Aryan’ language (Ricoeur
[2004] 2006: 16). Part of the Nazi narrative emerged from a desire to appropriate Sanskrit and
Sanskrit manuscripts as a European cultural heritage. Linking Sanskrit to an ‘original’ or
‘pure’ Aryan race that had become ‘contaminated’ permitted a dangerous and wholly
unfounded nostalgia both for a ‘pure race’ and ‘pure language’. That language and political
identity are tied together may seem somewhat obvious, but if we follow Ricoeur’s point all the
way through here, we can see how our view of translation reflects deeper cultural and ethical
commitments. If we think we can ‘go back’ to a pure language, where translation becomes
unnecessary, then we are committed to thinking our current state is a fallen one. We are
committed to thinking our future lies in reproducing a mythical past where difference of any
kind has been eliminated. The dangers of such thinking are illustrated not only in the horrors
of World War Two but any time today that we see policies of exclusion implemented under
the disguise of unity.

The other strand of this view of translation is based on the idea of a priori codes. Here the
argument is that translation is possible because all languages share a certain hidden structure,
which, once deciphered, will allow us to recreate a single universal language. Such views are
found in Bacon’s desire to eliminate language’s imperfections and Leibniz’s dream of a
universal lexicon. Such dreams must be abandoned, argues Ricoeur, because they fail for two
reasons. First, there is no consensus on what would be included in such a ‘universal lexicon’,
nor could there ever be. Ideas of a universal lexicon are committed to a total equivalence
between sign and thing ([2004] 2006: 17). They are akin to ideas of a ‘third text’: that to find
the perfect translation between two texts we just need to create a sort ‘neutral’ third text
between them. Of course the creation of this text requires at least a bilingual reader to proof
it; that is, it requires a translator, and so we return the problem of translation again ([2004]
2006: 7). The second reason that the a priori-codes route fails for Ricoeur is that it is tied to an
ahistorical and universal view of language. It must deny the various historical events that led
to the various multiplicities of languages. As is so often the case, the gap between the uni-
versal and the empirical, between the a priori and the historical is insurmountable. This gap
remains whether we are talking about the differences between languages or the differences
between people ([2004] 2006: 8).

Ricoeur concludes that translation happens all the time — it is not impossible — yet it can
never be finished — it is not conclusive. Translation between languages is thus imperfect and
unfinished, but this should not surprise us, for even within a single language it is always
possible to say the same thing in a different way. We can only criticise a translation through a
retranslation, and these retranslations happen all the time. Think of how often so-called classic
texts have been translated over long periods of time: the works of Aristotle or Virgil or Dante.
New translations emerge over time because language is always changing; the English of the
nineteenth century sounds archaic to a modern ear. ‘Language is full of life’: it changes and
so it translates itself even within a so-called single language (Ricoeur [2004] 2006: 24). The
‘problem’ of translation between languages, notes Ricoeur, finds its ‘origin in language’s
reflection on itself” ([2004] 2006: 28). Understanding always requires two interlocutors, two
people in a conversation (even if that conversation is between self and self as other), and
between these two people misunderstanding is always possible. Yet it is this very risk of
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misunderstanding — what Schleiermacher described as the source of hermeneutics — that
makes understanding possible (Schleiermacher [1972] 1998: 21-2). Each time we engage
with another we seek to ‘open out the folds of an argument’, to explain what it is we or they are
talking about, and each time we do this we translate — we say in another way (Ricoeur [2004]
2006: 25).

Given the ubiquity of translation, either between languages or within a single language, it
no longer makes sense to hold onto the traditional dichotomy of translatable/untranslatable. It
is far more productive, claims Ricoeur, to take up instead the practical alternative of faith-
fulness and betrayal ([2004] 2006). The translator is situated between two partners: the
foreign text (or author or culture) and the future reader of the translation. The translator strives
to achieve a balance between bringing the author to the reader and the reader to the author, as
Schleiermacher phrased it (Ricoeur [2004] 2006: 4, 23). Occupying this mediator’s role, the
translator vows to be faithful to both partners and yet inevitably must betray them both to
some extent by balancing each of their concerns. Compromises must always be made, and the
translator must sacrifice her faithfulness to one partner in order to fulfil her vow to the other.
It is because translation entails this balancing of betrayal that we can have so many retrans-
lations; the translator’s choice of whom to be faithful to can always be remade.

Employing the Freudian term ‘work’ in the sense of ‘working-through’ (durcharbeiten)
(Freud [1914]2001: 145-56) to describe what the translator does between bringing the reader
to the author and the author to the reader, Ricoeur supplements the traditional hermeneutic
balancing act with two tasks undertaken by the translator: the work of remembering and the
work of mourning. It is through these two tasks that we see the way translation for Ricoeur
acts as a paradigm for ethical encounters between people and cultures.

A successful work of mourning in Freud entails accepting the loss of a loved one and
finding a way to imagine a new future in a world without that person. Once this work is
completed the ego becomes ‘free and uninhibited again’ (Freud [1917]2001: 245). In terms of
translation, Ricoeur argues that the translator must give up the ideal of the perfect translation
([2004] 2006: 8). Such an ideal can become oppressive, restricting or even preventing the
translator from beginning her work for fear that translation by its very definition is only ever
‘bad translation’ ([2004] 2006: 5). In contrast, when the translator accepts her task as the
creation of ‘equivalence without adequacy’ ([2004] 2006: 10) — when she gives up and
mourns the ‘perfect translation’ — she is liberated to find happiness as a host welcoming the
foreign at home.

Together with this work of mourning is the work of remembering which ‘attacks the view
that the mother tongue is sacred, the mother tongue’s nervousness around its identity’
(Ricoeur [2004] 2006: 4). Following Berman, Ricoeur notes that the mother tongue, or target
language, often resists translation or ‘the test of the foreign (! ’épreuve de I’étranger)’ because
it fears that contact with what is other will put its own identity in danger (Ricoeur references
Berman [1984] 1992 frequently in his discussion of translation). The relation between same
and other is always inhabited by this fear of attack, a fear which can very quickly turn
welcome into rejection (Ricoeur [2003] 2004: 81-2). This fear of the other is one of three
causes of what Ricoeur calls the ‘fragility of identity’.

One of the other causes of this fragility is the strange relation between identity and time;
how is it that someone can stay the ‘same’ over time? This is the question addressed in
Ricoeur’s 1992 work Oneself as Another. Here Ricoeur argues that personal identity is made
of two parts: idem identity and ipse identity. Idem identity responds to the question ‘what are
you?’ It is that which remains the ‘same’ over time and has a certain ‘immutability’. It is a sort
of structural identity and is made up of all the things that would allow others and myself to
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identify me across the span of my life. Ricoeur also describes this as our ‘character’: ‘the set of
lasting dispositions by which a person is recognized’ ([1990] 1994: 121). On the other hand,
ipse identity responds to the question ‘who are you?’ and does not have an unchanging core
but is rather the ability to begin a new action and to commit oneself to a promise ([1990] 1994:
167). Rather than being immutable it is described as constancy: an ongoing action of keeping
one’s word, of testifying to being the ‘same’ person. It is individual selthood and agency that
allows us to take responsibility for our actions. Personal identity emerges in the play between
these two modalities of idem (same) and ipse (self) to reveal a narrative identity, an identity
that is part of a broader fabric of intersubjectivity. The work of remembering in this context
involves remembering that each of us is one among many and that the story of who we are is a
narrative constructed by both ourselves and others. It also entails remembering our
responsibility in constructing and preserving the narratives of others.

The third cause of the fragility of identity is related to the first and second and entails the
heritage of founding violence. Ricoeur notes that ‘there is no historical community that has
not arisen out of what can be termed an original relation to war’ ([2003] 2004: 82). There are
two kinds of violence at play here: on the one hand is the manner in which nations emerge
from a war in which they define, contest, and defend their identity; on the other is the manner
in which these founding events are remembered or misremembered. A founding narrative
invariably entails strengthening one identity over and against some other. Simply put, the story
of a war told by one country will emphasise the heroism of its citizens and the brutality of its
enemies; yet the same war narrated from the other side will reverse this structure: ‘The same
events are thus found to signify glory for some, humiliation for others’ ([2003] 2004: 82).

The translator engaged in this work of remembering, then, not only reminds the mother
tongue of its status as just one language among others, thus guarding against the aforemen-
tioned linguistic ethnocentrism; she also takes responsibility for welcoming the foreign
language and preserving its identity as other. This work of linguistic remembering constitutes
translation as an act of hospitality where ‘the pleasure of dwelling in the other’s language is
balanced by the pleasure of receiving the foreign word at home’ ([2004] 2006: 10).

Understood as such, it is no surprise that translation is one of three interrelated models of
integration that Ricoeur proposes as a means for integrating Europe (1996). Translation as a
model of integration would provide the European political landscape with two things. First, a
pragmatic multilingualism whereby the learning of at least two living languages would be
standard practice; learning at least two languages means learning at least two cultures and so,
at what Ricoeur terms a “spiritual level’, the model of translation would, second, give rise to a
‘translation ethos’, leading to both cultural and spiritual hospitality as well as linguistic
hospitality ([1992] 1996: 5). The second and third models of European integration are related
to this first model of translation, especially when we remind ourselves that translation is a
work of memory and mourning.

The second model is the exchange of memories. Since identity is a play of both idem (same)
and ipse (self), identity is always mobile and active. However, narratives of founding events
often ‘freeze the history of each cultural group into an identity which is not only immutable
but also deliberately and systematically incommunicable’ (Ricoeur [1992] 1996: 7). To
counteract this danger, the model of the exchange of memories would allow cultures to reread
historical events from a plurality of perspectives. The third model is that of forgiveness.
Through the hospitality afforded by the model of translation, and through the exchange of
memories in the second model, this third model would require the remembrance of suffering.
It would call on each cultural group in Europe to remember the suffering they have inflicted
upon others. In doing so they would not only plead for forgiveness but perhaps also be more
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willing to offer forgiveness to those who have caused them suffering. This forgiveness would
not be a forgetting but, on the contrary, a constant and vigilant remembering. In this way the
burden of the past and its weight of guilt might be lightened. These three models together
emphasise exchange and mediation in an effort to reconcile ‘the right to universality and the
right to historical difference’ ([1992] 1996: 12). They allow us to reimagine the past in the
present, which in turn permits a new imagining of the future.

Translation, then, for Ricoeur reveals something fundamental about the human condition;
not just that we speak languages and learn others but, more fundamentally, that our experience
unfolds between the universal and the particular. Balancing these two modalities requires an
ethical engagement and openness to what is other. The fact of translation reveals that bal-
ancing the concerns of the one and the other is always possible, even if it remains an infinite
task that can always take place in a different way.
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Introduction

This paper examines what philosophical assumptions Quine calls into question in maintaining
indeterminacy of translation and his reasons for doing so.! For while many have noted that
Quine rejects a certain notion of meaning, or ‘mentalistic semantics’, this has often been
misread as question-begging, reflecting only a bias in favour of behaviourism in particular
and physicalism in general (see chapter 8 of Hylton 2007 for a survey and critique of such
charges). But this charge of question-begging only arises, or so I argue, because commen-
tators ignore what characterizing translation as indeterminate implies for Quine. By putting
together Quine’s worries about meaning and unpacking the determinacy/indeterminacy dis-
tinction, the stage is set for a close examination of just how Quine’s thought experiment of
radical translation — the case where one confronts a language previous unknown or
untranslated — makes both explicit and compelling arguments for indeterminacy of translation
(this account draws upon but modifies Roth 1978 and Roth 2003a).

In a paper published as ‘Meaning and Translation’ in an anthology entitled On Translation
(Quine 1959), Quine broaches one of his earliest formulations of a problem he labels a
‘difficulty or indeterminacy of correlation’ (Quine 1959: 172; see also Quine 1960: 78).
Portions of that paper resurface a year later as part of chapter 2 of Word and Object, where he
rebrands this ‘difficulty’ as ‘a principle of indeterminacy of translation’ (Quine 1960: 27). He
there also expands his exposition and switches titles to ‘Translation and Meaning’ (Quine
1960). This switch signals, I suggest, an invitation to rethink how translation and meaning
relate and connect.

A translation may plausibly be viewed as underdetermined by the available evidence — that
is, the evidence itself perhaps cannot settle the question of which of competing translations to
choose. But by placing the term ‘translation’ before ‘meaning’, Quine hints translation is
prior to determination of meaning. Unpacking Quine’s hint yields a defence of Quine’s claim
that accounts of meaning suffer from a problem additional to that of underdetermination, one
that originates in an ‘indeterminacy of correlation’. This clearly reverses any assumption that
translation merely recaptures or recapitulates a prior meaning. A ‘recapture’ view of trans-
lation assumes a fixed or determinate meaning existing prior to translation. Indeterminacy of
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translation suggests that meaning in important respects results from a translation and cannot
be independent of it.

Intuitions about meaning

Analytic philosophy has at its canonically identified points of origin commitments to a
problematic notion of meaning, one found, I would maintain, both in G. Frege and in G. E.
Moore. Moore proves to be a more convenient stalking horse for purposes of making explicit
what Quine opposes. Consider the following claim by Moore in this regard:

I shall, therefore, use the word in the sense in which I think it is ordinarily used; but at the
same time [ am not anxious to discuss whether [ am right in thinking that it is so used. My
business is solely with that object or idea, which I hold, rightly or wrongly, that the word
is generally used to stand for. What I want to discover is the nature of that object or idea.

(Moore 1968/1903: 6)

This conveys a certain notion of propositional content, of ideas or concepts that terms and
statements express independently of their contingent linguistic forms. Determinacy connotes
just this presumed independence of a notion of meaning irrespective of expressive form. In the
course of the evolution and development of analytic philosophy, Quine, Wittgenstein, Sellars,
and Davidson all come to criticize and reject this view of meaning.

Nonetheless, such a ‘Platonist’ view of meaning persists (I suspect still predominates) even
among those who seemingly regard themselves as heirs to the analytic tradition.

Understanding does not presuppose translation, but the other way around. One cannot
translate something one does not understand. To translate e; from L, is to find an
expression from L, that means the same, and this can be done only by someone who
knows what e; means. ... It is equally absurd to maintain that meaning presupposes
translation. Translating an expression e; from L; by an expression e, from L, is legit-
imate only if e, means roughly the same in L, as e; does in L;. Consequently, the very
notion of translation presupposes that the expression to be translated are meaningful
independently of translation, namely by virtue of being used and explained in their home
language.

(Glock 2003: 204)

On this view, translation translates expressions ‘independently of translation, namely by
virtue of being used and explained in their home language’. Call translation of meaning so
conceived the ‘recapture view’. On this account, when translation succeeds it ‘recaptures’ or
re-expresses whatever meaning the target statement had. (For further evidence of how per-
vasive this view remains in philosophy and linguistics, see the literature reviewed in Begby
2016.) The reference to a home language here proves critical, for the thought (not Quine’s) is
that one’s ‘home’ (native, first) language determines (in a sense yet to be specified) a meaning
to be so recaptured.

In order to make vivid what intuition fuels the recapture view, imagine a ‘translation’ version
of Moore’s ‘open question’ test. This develops from Moore’s challenge to naturalism in ethics,
and so lends itself, mutatis mutandis, to challenges to the sort of naturalistic semantics
for which Quine advocates. In the ethical case, this test can be used to challenge any list of
natural attributes that purports to define a normative term — for example, ‘good’ as pleasure.
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The test asks of the proposed definiens, ‘But is it/are they good?’ Now if the item(s) defined
‘good’, this question should strike a competent speaker as uninformative or tautological, but
the question is not obviously either. This Moore takes to show that it remains an ‘open
question’ as to what to properly counts as the meaning of ‘good’, and so establishes that a list
of non-normative properties cannot be taken as prima facie definitional.

In the case of meaning, an analogue would be the paradox of analysis (of which the ‘open
question’ test is also a variant). That is, for any proposed translation, it likewise remains at
least prima facie intelligible — an open question that any competent speaker could legitimately
pose — to ask, ‘But is that what the original statement really means?’ This would seem suf-
ficient to establish that translation links in some fashion to an intended or prior meaning, and
that intended meaning must be what a correct translation recaptures. In this case, ‘intended
meaning’ functions as the non-natural property that a purely naturalized semantics — for
example, one that relied on behavioural criteria such as signs of agreement — might well miss.
This translation ‘test’ thus links to that pervasive intuition that a statement has a determinate
(one fixed by an intention or other non-natural factor) meaning that any proposed translation
attempts to ‘recapture’. So while competent speakers can disagree about meaning — for moral
terms or other lexical items, this poses no threat or challenge to this belief in an underlying
distinction between actual and attributed meaning.

Nonetheless, I maintain that Quine targets this intuitive distinction by asserting inde-
terminacy of translation.

The metaphor of the black box, often so useful, can be misleading here. The problem is
not one of hidden facts, such as might be uncovered by learning more about the brain
physiology of thought processes. To expect a distinctive physical mechanism behind
every genuinely distinct mental state is one thing; to expect a distinctive mechanism for
every purported distinction that can be phrased in traditional mentalistic language is
another. The question whether, in the situation last described, the foreigner really
believes A or believes rather B, is a question whose very significance I would put in
doubt. This is what I am getting at in arguing the indeterminacy of translation.
(Quine 1970a: 180-1, emphasis mine; see also
Davidson and Hintikka 1969: 303—4)

What makes for better or worse in translation, in other words, cannot be pegged to a meta-
physical distinction between real and attributed meaning. In this regard, the tie between the
‘open question’ test and meaning resides not just in it paralleling Moore’s anti-naturalism in
ethics but in a much deeper intuition that ties together meaning and intentionality. ‘To accept
intentional usage at face value is, we saw, to postulate translation relations as somehow
objectively valid though indeterminate in principle relative to the totality of speech dis-
positions’ (Quine 1960: 221; see also 220). In sum, the notion of meaning at issue rests on
very basic anti-naturalistic intuitions about language — a type of meaning realism, so to speak.

Determinacy and indeterminacy/truth and meaning
Quine’s 1959 characterization of indeterminacy goes as follows:
Containment in the Low German continuum facilitated translation of Frisian into

English, and containment in a continuum of cultural evolution facilitated translation of
Hungarian into English. These continuities, by facilitating translation, encourage an
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illusion of subject matter: an illusion that our so readily intertranslatable sentences are
diverse verbal embodiments of some intercultural proposition or meaning, when they
are better seen as the merest variants of one and the same intracultural verbalism. Only
the discontinuity of radical translation tries our meanings: really sets them over against
their verbal embodiments, or more typically, finds nothing there.

(Quine 1959: 170-1; cf. Quine 1960: 76)

Notice that Quine’s remarks here (as elsewhere) never allege difficulties or faults with actual
translations. To the contrary, he speaks explicitly of ‘our so readily intertranslatable sentences’.
As Quine’s long-time colleague and philosophical confidant Burton Dreben rightly insists,
‘Quine never denies that translation, good translation, takes place. And he raises no genuine
problem of radical translation that calls for a straight-forward answer, that must be solved in its
own terms’ (Dreben 1992: 304; see also Hylton 2007: 201). Quine does not conjure up some
‘special’ sceptical problem regarding the practice or the product of translation. In short, the
indeterminacy of translation does not identify a philosophical problem that calls for a solution.

Rather, he takes aim at a core philosophical assumption regarding what translations
translate. As the phrase ‘indeterminacy of correlation’ suggests, Quine questions those the-
ories of meaning that hold that ‘sentences are diverse verbal embodiments of some inter-
cultural proposition or meaning’. Translation functions as his metaphor for rethinking what
imputations of meaning impute. To term translation indeterminate represents a critique of a
conception of meaning, not an alternative theory of meaning. Quine, then, rejects what we
might think of as a ‘traditional’ understanding of meaning, since nothing meets the criteria
that this understanding presupposes: we need a new understanding.

How could one establish an ‘indeterminacy of correlation’ in a way that unsettles such
pervasive intuitions about meaning? Recall that Quine never maintains that indeterminacy
equates to meaninglessness. Quine sometimes glosses ‘indeterminacy’ as a case where
there exists ‘no fact of the matter’. But note that for Quine notions such as factuality and
determinacy have significance only when construed intratheoretically — that is, relative to a
theory. ‘Factuality, like gravitation and electric charge, is internal to our theory of nature’
(Quine 1981: 23). Now Quine uses the term ‘theory’ in both a broad and narrow sense.
Broadly used, he equates the terms ‘theory’ and ‘language’ at least to the following extent.

In Word and Object and related writings my use of the term ‘theory’ is not technical. For
these purposes a man’s theory on a given subject may be conceived, nearly enough, as the
class of all those sentences, within some limited vocabulary appropriate to the desired
subject matter, that he believes true.

(Davidson and Hintikka 1969: 309; see also 310)

More narrowly taken, ‘theory’ can be understood as scientific theory, ideally canonically
formulated (i.e., in logical form).

These broader and narrower uses of theory connect in turn to the continuum that Quine
understands between ordinary language and natural science. ‘Science is not a substitute for
common sense, but an extension of it. The question for knowledge is properly an effort simply
to broaden and deepen the knowledge which the man in the street already enjoys, in mod-
eration” (Quine 1966: 219). As humans refine whatever lore has been bequeathed them,
common sense becomes science. On this view, notions such as truth and meaning can be made
fully determinate only relative to an explicit theory, for only when logically regimented do the
structurally determinate features become explicit.
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I suggest putting together ‘no fact of the matter’ and determinacy so understood in the
following way: specifically, a sentence can be deemed as determinate relative to a frame-
work provided that the syntax settles whether it is valid or contravalid (Ricketts 2003: e.g.,
266-7) — that is, determines whether or not a sentence can be logically derived given
the rules (syntax) of a system. More generally, for a framework, L-rules (logical or
syntactical rules) specify what sentences are valid or contra-valid (i.e., what follows by
virtue of logical rules), and the P-rules (those that apply to sentences implying an empirical
content) specify the descriptive (or physical) predicates, ones that include ‘formalization of
physical laws and even reports of individual observations’ that may supplement the L-valid
sentences of the language (Ricketts 1996: 238). Ricketts observes that for Carnap the “union
of these two classes comprises the determinate sentences of the language’ (Ricketts 1996:
238-9). Ricketts later characterizes this move as one of ‘transposing epistemology into
Wissenschaftslogik [logic of science]’ (Ricketts 2003: 267).% Fixing as this does what
‘determinacy’ means for Carnap provides, I maintain, a critical marker for appreciating how
Quine comes to use the term ‘indeterminacy’.

In this context, indeterminacy obtains when a sentence or its negation cannot be regarded as
a logically or empirically determinable consequence of some specific theory.

It is rather when we turn back into the midst of an actually present theory, at least
hypothetically accepted, that we can and do speak sensibly of this and that sentence as
true. Where it makes sense to apply ‘true’ is to a sentence couched in the terms of a given
theory and seen from within the theory, complete with its posited reality.

(Quine 1960: 24; see also Quine 1975: 316)

The case is likewise for translation, for Quine views even understanding ourselves as just a
limiting case of translation — ‘homophonic’ translation as he terms it:

Specifying the universe of a theory makes sense only relative to some background
theory. ... Commonly of course the background theory will simply be a containing
theory, and in this case no question of a manual of translation arises, but this is after all
just a degenerate case of translation still — the case where the rule of translation is the
homophonic one.

(Quine 1969: 55)

Radical translation proves to be no different in kind than the problem inherent in acquiring
and speaking one’s native tongue. ‘[ TThe resort to a remote language was not really essential.
On deeper reflection, radical translation begins at home. ... Our usual domestic rule of
translation is indeed the homophonic one’ (Quine 1969: 46; cf. Quine 1969 5: 27-8; Quine
1960: 59). Analogous with Tarski-style theories of truth, a semantics for a language can only
be given in a meta-language, one that must be utilized in order to provide an interpretation of
an object language. This generates a potential infinite regress of interpretations. But Quine
accepts this. That is, translation only becomes possible by taking some interpretation (meta-
language) for granted. But this ‘taken for granted’ should not and cannot be confised with
having in hand a fixed interpretation for a meta-language.

Radical translation proves to be only a metaphor for a general problem of explaining how
people come to share a language. A final turn of the screw here involves Quine’s discussion of
where a parallel between attributions of truth and meaning as intratheoretically determined
attributes fails to hold.
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This indefinability of synonymy by reference to the methodology of analytical
hypotheses is formally the same as the indefinability of truth by reference to scientific
method. Also the consequences are parallel. Just as we may meaningfully speak of the
truth of a sentence only within the terms of some theory or conceptual scheme, so on the
whole we may meaningfully speak of interlinguistic synonymy only within the terms of
some particular system of analytical hypotheses.

(Quine 1959: 170; cf. Quine 1960: 75)

But having acknowledged a parallel to this extent, Quine pointedly adds, ‘May we
conclude that translational synonymy at its worst is no worse off than truth in physics?
To be thus reassured is to misjudge the parallel’ (Quine 1960: 75; in Davidson and
Hintikka 1969: 303, Quine also characterizes indeterminacy of meaning as ‘parallel but
additional’ to the underdetermination of truth). But, countless commentators have
complained, how could the parallel fail on Quine’s own grounds? If the parallel fails to
fail, then meaning, like truth, suffers from underdetermination by the evidence, but
nothing more. No special lack of a fact of the matter would then obtain, and so no
indeterminacy.

Evidence and explanation

To begin to understand why Quine does not beg any questions against mentalistic semantics,
one must appreciate a distinction between evidence for meaning and a theory of meaning.
Quine’s behaviourism belongs to his notion of evidence for scientific explanation, an account
which places a premium on observability. In contrast with classical empiricism, which takes
what appears to individuals as explanatorily basic, empiricism externalized explains by taking
the publicly available as where explanation must begin (Quine 1980a: 259). Consistent with
his thoroughgoing naturalism and fallibilism, Quine positions even empiricism as an intra-
theoretic assumption of science as now understood, support for which rides on the explan-
atory success of the sciences (Quine 1990: 20—1; see also Roth 2006). Conversely, whatever
plays no legitimate role in scientific explanation has no claim to being counted as a fact of
the matter.

When it comes to meaningful communication, science self-applied takes as its expla-
nandum science itself — that is, ‘how surface irritations generate, through language, one’s
knowledge of the world” (Quine 1960: 26).> More colourfully put, science studies the
‘relation between meager input and the torrential output. .. for somewhat the same reasons
that always prompted epistemology; namely, in order to see how evidence relates to theory,
and in what ways one’s theory of nature transcends any available evidence’ (Quine 1969: 83).
Quine’s emphasis in short underscores the primacy of behaviourally available evidence in
formulating explanations of language learning and translation.

In an exchange with Chomsky (Davidson and Hintikka 1969), Quine (no doubt to
Chomsky’s own surprise and frustration) readily takes on board Chomsky’s well-known
critique of behaviourism as an explanation of language acquisition. As Quine remarks,

Chomsky’s remarks leave me with feelings at once of reassurance and frustration. What
I find reassuring is that he nowhere clearly disagrees with my position. What I find
frustrating is that he expresses much disagreement with what he thinks to be my
position.

(Davidson and Hintikka 1969: 302)
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And with regard to Chomsky’s dismissal of indeterminacy as a special problem, Quine’s
response could hardly be blunter: ‘Chomsky did not dismiss my point. He missed it’
(Davidson and Hintikka 1969: 304).

Quine’s evident frustration here concerns the fact that he never proposes a theory of
meaning in terms of behaviour. Rather, he insists that behavioural evidence underwrite any
entities imputed as explanantia.

Meanings are, first and foremost, meanings of language. Language is a social art which
we all acquire on the evidence solely of other people’s overt behaviour under publicly
recognizable circumstances. Meanings, therefore, those very models of mental entities,
end up as grist for the behaviourist’s mill.

(Quine 1969: 26, emphasis mine)

Quine’s own expositions of his behaviourism tend to be terse and, if anything, to distance
himself from standard readings of the term. He does strongly endorse, however, a more
developed account that Sellars provides (Sellars 1980; Quine 1980b). Most significantly for
purposes of explicating indeterminacy, for both Sellars and Quine behaviourism exercises its
firmest and most important philosophical grip precisely in cases of initial language acquisition —
that is, infant language learning. Infants constitute a fundamental and pervasive natural exper-
iment in radical translation, and so an ongoing site for philosophical lessons about meaning.
In particular, what distinguishes what can be learned from behavioural evidence and what
not? Here Sellars explicitly warns against a temptation to posit preexisting mental capacities,
for this may create more mysteries than insights. Invoking preexisting mental states can only
be licensed by making them pay their way in terms of what evidence requires explanation.

§25 ... But from the standpoint of methodology the binding principle was to be: Don’t
simply borrow concepts and principles from the framework of introspective knowledge.
Use all the analogical and suggestive power of Mentalistic concepts and principles, but
be sure that the concepts and principles you introduce have no more Mentalistic structure
than can be justified in terms of their ability to explain observable behavior phenomena.

§26 As I see it, this was — and remains — the methodological stance of a sophisticated

behaviorism.
(Sellars 1980: 6-7)

How much to attribute to innate capacities awaits on this view a more general theory of
learning. But the unjustifiable methodological move here would be to posit innate structures
in the absence of what can or cannot be otherwise learned. Quine concurs. ‘His [Sellars]
moderate behaviorism is exactly to my taste’ (Quine 1980b: 26). Given how little behaviour
can be made sense of by appeal to rules, this underscores the need for methodological caution
(see Roth 2003b for additional arguments on this point).

What work must posits do to earn their theoretical keep? They must abet explanation but
without adding ‘unexplained explainers’. For example, attempting to explain a pattern of
behavior by terming it a ‘practice’ introduces a term as explanatory that itself cries out for
explanation A basic strategy for positing theoretical entities commensurate with Quine’s
behaviourist view of evidence can be found by considering Quine’s argument for innate
quality spaces. This provides a model for introducing a posit of this type. ‘A standard of
similarity is in some sense innate. ... Needed as they are for all learning, these distinctive
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spacings cannot themselves all be learned; some must be innate’ (Quine 1969: 123). In this
case, a theoretical posit — for example, of a genetic/innate disposition to notice colour
difference — explains observed behaviours — a set of stable responses — that would be required
for learning even to be possible. The fact that something like these must be present for
learning to begin explains, so to speak, what makes them necessary. Conversely, positing a
‘deep structure’ as explanatory of linguistic competence when no one can produce such
algorithms and no evidence can be adduced for the necessary existence of them represents a
case of ‘unexplained explainers’.

What makes a posit a posit concerns its explanatory role in accounting for causes of what
we observe. Behaviour is to be explained; posits help pave the explanatory route. This illu-
minates why Quine complains that the ‘problem of evidence for a linguistic universal is
insufficiently appreciated’ (Quine 1972: 390, emphasis mine). He complains, that is, that he
finds it ‘bewildering’ to take behavioural evidence as evidence for ‘the doctrine of uncon-
scious preferences among extensionally equivalent grammars. I’d like to think that I am
missing something’ (Quine 1972: 389). Unlike the case for positing innate quality spaces, the
posit of an ‘unconscious preference’ imputes, relative to the observed linguistic behaviour,
that such a grammar would be not just rule-fitting but actually rule-guiding (Quine 1970b:
386ft.). Yet the rationale for positing innateness here fails to parallel the case of quality spaces
where no alternative to some innate mechanism exists. As explained in more detail below, no
explanatory mandate exists for assuming a rule guiding preference, let alone an innate one.*

This also illustrates the distinction between the factual and the theoretical on which both
Quine and Sellars insist:

What is utterly factual is just the fluency of conversation and the effectiveness of
negotiation that one or another manual of translation serves to induce ... Such was my
parable of the trimmed bushes, alike in outward form but wildly unlike in their inward
twigs and branches.

(Quine 1990: 43—4; cf. Quine 1960: 8)

Again, what makes for the ‘utterly factual’ ties to its being publicly observable. There exists
‘no fact of the matter’ when, for example, there are no determinate inferential relations among
statements. Manuals of translation might generate these, but nothing underwrites any
assumption that what translation translates represents the result of some framework a speaker
possesses and a translation ‘recaptures’. The point is not that a speaker might be using a
different manual than a translator. Quine challenges the assumption that a speaker has some
prior framework in place.

Note that the worry here should not be interpreted as a concern that a field linguist settles upon
the ‘wrong’ translation. No, for this misses the point to which Quine alludes above regarding
behavioural conformity masking a very different underlying structure (Quine 1960: 8). Yet what
makes Quine’s topiary imagery something other than a metaphor? Does Quine have an argument
for the conclusion that the evidence favours his picture of ‘difference all the way down’ as
opposed to a Chomskian-like hypothesis of shared grammatical structures? Note here the
important philosophical point that the topiary metaphor suggests. Meaning, truth, and factuality
can only be made determinate within some theoretical structure or another. But what if the
evidence does not license an inference to the existence of a there being a prior theory? The
consequence would not be that another’s word and gestures are meaningless, but rather that they
lack any determinate meaning — that is, a structure that logically fixes its implicative relation-
ships. Structure/theory provides such determinacy; its absence makes for indeterminacy.’
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Quine has, I suggest, at least two distinct arguments against the plausibility of inferring
determinacy on the basis of behavioural evidence. One I will term the rule argument, and it
emphasizes the point that behavioural evidence cannot distinguish between rule-guiding and
rule-fitting. This has been clearly and forcefully developed by Thomas Ricketts in a series of
papers, and I outline the argument below. The other argument I call the argument from
language learning, and it emphasizes what I have elsewhere termed the ‘paradox of language
learning’ (see especially Roth 1978) and Quine’s holism. The paradox is this. Taking an infant
as the paradigm case of a radical translator, and given Quine’s assumption that statements
have meaning not individually but only as part of a larger whole, this suggests that all infants
learn meaningful language even though exposed only to parts that are, ex hypothesi, mean-
ingless (e.g., individual terms or sentences). I speculate (Roth 1978) that Quine’s account of
observation represents an attempt to suggest how each person overcomes this paradoxical
situation. Quine takes the paradox to count decisively against the assumption that each
individual finds the same route from part to whole. This is the substantive philosophical point
behind his topiary metaphor. Together, these two arguments — the rule argument and the
argument from language learning — provide powerful reasons against presuming translation as
a process between determinate languages (in the sense discussed earlier). The ‘recapture’
view fails for Quine because these arguments both underwrite the conclusion there was
nothing (i.e., no determinate framework) there in the first place to recapture. No initial or
prior determinacy of meaning can be plausibly presumed.

Quine, like the Wittgenstein of the Philosophical Investigations, uses the publicly available
evidence for meaning — behavioural evidence — in an effort to undo the lure of mentalistic
semantics. Indeterminacy of translation in this respect represents a negative result regarding
what theories of meaning cannot plausibly take for granted but yet do. Both arguments for the
indeterminacy of correlation or translation move from what everyone agrees to — the
behaviourally/publicly available evidence — to an unwanted or unexpected conclusion — that
that evidence provides no support for determinacy of meaning.

For an uncritical mentalist, no such indeterminacy threatens. Every term and every
sentence is a label attached to an idea, simple or complex, which is stored in the mind.
When on the other hand we take a verification theory of meaning seriously, the
indeterminacy would appear to be inescapable. The Vienna Circle espoused a verification
theory of meaning but did not take it seriously enough.

(Quine 1969: 80, emphasis mine)

In mentalistic philosophy there is the familiar predicament of private worlds. In
speculative neurology there is the circumstance that different hookups can account for
identical verbal behavior. In language learning there is a multiplicity of individual
histories capable of issuing in identical verbal behavior. Still one is ready to say of the
domestic situation in all positivistic reasonableness that if two speakers match in all
dispositions to verbal behavior there is no sense in imagining semantic differences
between them. It is ironic that the interlinguistic case is less noticed, for it is just here
that the semantic indeterminacy makes clear empirical sense.

(Quine 1960: 79, emphasis mine)

It would be reasonable to impute semantic determinacy, provided that the behavioural

evidence supported attributing to speakers of a language either logical principles immune to
revision (and so determinate at least relative to a home language, thus fixing an inference
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structure) or clear empirical ties of sentences to experience and to other sentences (thus fixing
empirical consequences or meaning). The rule argument sinks the former hope, and the
language-learning argument squashes the latter.

In sum, what positivists failed to take ‘seriously enough’ turns on the question of whether
or not one can verify on the basis of available evidence that speakers possess a determinate
linguistic framework. If no such determinate framework can be argued for given the evidence,
then there exists no basis for imputing determinacy of translation (in the sense specified
earlier). If no determinacy, then as noted in the previous two quotes from Quine, indeterm-
inacy ‘would appear to be inescapable’ because it ‘makes clear empirical sense’.

Pressing from above:® fitting versus following rules

Carnap takes the notion of shared linguistic frameworks to have explanatory utility,
specifically with regard to accounting for scientific rationality. For Carnap, sentences that are
unrevisable because not subject to empirical test (L-rules) in a framework specify in what
scientific rationality consists. Quine’s challenge to Carnap asks what evidence justifies
making a distinction between what cannot be revised and what can, and so what (apart from
being listed under one heading rather than the other) makes a rule an L-rule and not a P-rule.
Carnap, Ricketts suggests, attempts to meet this challenge by appeal to behavioural criteria.

Carnap attempt to meet this challenge by presenting a ‘behavioristic, operational
procedure’ for identifying the analytic sentences of a person’s language by reference
to the person’s speech dispositions... [T]hese dispositions are those which mark a
sentence a rationally unrevisable. Description of these dispositions is, however, couched
in concrete, more or less behavioral terms. ... Thus it, unlike the previously described
criterion, avoids illicitly presupposing the availability of a criterion of analyticity. Carnap
hypothesizes that the procedure for attributing linguistic frameworks could be cast into
the form of a handbook, a manual.

(Ricketts 1982: 125)

Carnap’s hypothesized behavioural criterion promises a basis in observable evidence for
distinguishing the ‘merely’ empirical and the rationally unrevisable. But this view of the
formal language piggybacking on speech dispositions engenders more general questions
regarding what distinguishes a calculus and what makes it an instance of a language. Ricketts
maintains that the enduring core of Carnap’s view of this relation is that a proposed calculus
represents an attempt to formally codify an ‘“agreement with the actual historical habits of
speech” of a linguistic community’ (Ricketts 2003: 261). The difference between L-rules and
P-rules — what belongs to the logical and what to the empirical — will as a result reflect
‘speakers’ standing dispositions to accept some sentences and to reject others, together with
their dispositions to infer certain kinds of sentences from certain other kinds’ (Ricketts 2003:
261). However, Ricketts claims, this does not coincide with Carnapian pragmatics, by which
Carnap means ‘the interdisciplinary science of language as a behavioral and biological
phenomenon’ (Ricketts 2003: 264). For Carnap, pragmatics involves an interdisciplinary,
historical study of actual language use. Pragmatics, in this sense, informs formalization
insofar as it inclines (simply as a contingent fact of received and established usages) speakers
to respond to or categorize statements in one way rather than another (see also Ricketts 2003:
note 14). Yet no reason can be given for assuming that pragmatics in this sense must apply
to those languages of interest for Wissenschaftslogik. On this view, there exists no prior
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(to framework formulation) sorting of the logical and the physical. Articulation of a frame-
work occurs purely in an ex post facto fashion, for purposes of ‘projecting’ or stipulating a
fixed inferential structure that provides for objective evaluation as a Wissenschafislogik
demands. Ricketts concludes:

It will not include statements like ‘Such and so utterance is an utterance of an L-valid
formula of system S’. Carnap — behaviorist that he is — does not think of such statements
as playing any role in the explanation of linguistic behavior. ... The projection of calculi
onto actual or hypothetical used languages is a stipulation solely for the purpose of
Wissenschaftslogik, of recasting epistemic evaluations as the syntactic (later semantic)
descriptions of sentences — and so of investigators’ linguistic behavior — that this pro-
jection makes available.

... The coordination of calculi and languages yields an understanding of the linguistic
activity of scientists as the formulation and empirical testing of theories. . .. Via the potential
projection of calculi onto languages, old epistemological distinctions are explicated by
syntactic surrogates. And for Carnap, in this setting, explication is replacement.

(Ricketts 2003: 264)

On this account, any distinction between what counts as logical and what as empirical achieves
its clarity only after a framework has been formulated (Ricketts 2003: 267). Frameworks create
or impose determinacy; they have no claim to recapturing some prior notion. Rather, a virtue of
a framework lies in the fashioning of these distinctions in a way that is clear and precise. As
Ricketts puts it, “The definition of L-validity stands on its own, making precise a way in which
mathematical sentences of a language are formal auxiliaries to the substantive sentences’
(Ricketts 2003: 267). Or, alternatively, ‘Carnap is happy simply to stipulate the primitive logical
vocabulary as a part of the description of a semantic system’ (Ricketts 2003: 269). One may be
judged by one’s choices, but choice remains practical — one that is ours to make — precisely
because even the notion of justification itself emerges as exact only from within a framework. Put
another way, the notion of justification and so of normativity emerges only intratheoretically.

As Ricketts observes, ‘the thesis of indeterminacy of translation is Quine’s response to
Carnap. Quine’s examination of the role independently describable speech dispositions play
in guiding and constraining translation show Carnap’s criterion to be a counterfeit’ (Ricketts
1982: 127) — counterfeit because it presupposes a framework and has no status apart from one.
The problem importantly does not concern the worry that a translator imagines a speaker to be
using one set of rules but in actuality a speaker uses another set. What is lacking is an
argument that the observed behaviour can only be a product of some determinate set of rules
or another in the first place. What translation requires does not entail that some prior
determinate set of rules or another must be employed by a speaker. Nothing entitles translators
to read back into the minds of speakers what they find explanatorily convenient.

Ricketts nicely captures this last point by his reading of Quine’s dispute with Chomsky.
Chomsky becomes just one more case of explanation by attribution of a shared framework,
and so mistakes convenience for a necessity.

Quine could take Chomsky to be arguing with him, one scientist to another. In
particular, Quine could construe Chomsky as offering a rival approach to Quine’s
behaviorism. ... To dismiss Chomsky’s challenge here, Quine need only, from the
vantage point of the physical theory of which psychology is a component part, express
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his justified confidence that every instance of speech behavior admits of a physical
explanation. The failure of behaviorism shows only that we will not have very much to
say by way of systematic explanation of verbal behavior until neurophysiology is far
more advanced than it is today.

(Ricketts 1982: 135)

Quine can readily and without any harm to his philosophical point concede that behaviourism
fails as an explanation of verbal behaviour. His behaviourism insists, rather, that whatever
evidence speakers have for meaning ties back to what can be acquired publicly. The fun-
damental status of behavioural evidence remains unchallenged by failures of behavioural
theory to be explanatorily determinative of linguistic behaviour.

In short, what marks out mental or logical kinds as members of those kinds cannot be given
a defining behavioural correlate. Quine endorses Davidson’s anomalous monism for this
very reason.’

The point of anomalous monism is just that our mentalistic predicates imposes on bodily
states and events a grouping that cannot be defined in the special vocabulary of
physiology. Each of those individual states and events is physiologically describable, we
presume, given all the pertinent information.

(Quine 1990: 71)

No behavioural fact distinguishes a wink from a blink, hence to infer determinacy of
translation — to attribute a fixed or settled meaning — to distinguish between them outruns
anything evidence supports. This does not imply, of course, that one makes a mistake to dis-
tinguish one from the other, but what meaning one draws from it will depend on what structure a
translator imposes on it.

As Ricketts rightly insists,

In Carnap’s view, there is no clear conception of empirical statement, empirical fact, or

empirical possibility, apart from the incorporation of observation predicates in to a language

with its consequence relation. This is part of the force of the Principle of Tolerance.
(Ricketts 1996: 237)

Carnap’s principle counsels pluralism with respect to choice of a framework; such choices can
be made freely and without being judged ‘right’ or ‘wrong’. There is no ‘right’ answer to
questions such as ‘Do numbers exist?” One’s choice of a logical framework determines how
one answers such a question. Indeed, it would saddle Carnap with a commitment to the very
sort of philosophical controversy — the ‘real’ nature of mathematical and logical truth — that he
means to deflect.

Ricketts notes that Carnap’s understanding of how to demarcate descriptive statements, and
so factual content, shifts markedly with his move from syntax to semantics (see especially
Ricketts 2003: 269). As he remarks,

In Introduction to Semantics, Carnap presents the general semantic characterization of
the logic-descriptive dichotomy as an open question — one that Carnap never answer. . . .
In the meantime, Carnap is happy simply to stipulate primitive logical vocabulary as a
part of the description of a semantic system.

(ibid.)
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This is why any talk of right or wrong, satisfactory or unsatisfactory, presupposes the
adoption of a formal framework, for only in this context can such judgements be made.

Carnap’s emphasis assumes that practical choices are there to be made, once meta-
physical constraints have been lifted. But if one sees, as does Quine, choices guided from
the outset by pragmatic (in the specified sense) notions about how at least some matters
need to turn out, the insistence that logic should not be based on prior prohibitions proves
idle. One has no free choice here. Pragmatics stands, contingently yet inescapably, as the
‘metaphysics’ initially influencing all speculation about methods of inquiry. From Quine’s
standpoint, to imagine that a choice of Wissenschaftslogik somehow escapes such prior
constraints would appear hopelessly naive. This would include naivety, for the very reasons
just rehearsed, regarding what counts as logic and what does not. Just as with metaphysical
allegiances, so-called practical choices will be guided by some prior sense (itself'a function
of the contingencies of time, place, and language first learned) of the appropriate or
the possible.

Thus, on the interpretation suggested, ‘pressing from above’ shows that choice of theory is
never innocent; there is no truly external stance from which to judge choices of language in
terms of theoretical preferences. As historically located individuals, one starts with a received
science and a community that already accepts or rejects certain ways of expressing oneself.
‘Pressing from below’ reiterates the point about underdetermination — that is, that evidence
alone can at best determine what translations appear to be rule-conforming. The inference
from rule-conforming behaviour to a theory that captures supposed rule-following just rep-
resents a type of metaphysical inference that Quine argues against.

What remains of meaning?

In this regard, Charles Morris’s discussion of the issues (Morris 1936), in a talk delivered
around the time that Quine published ‘Truth by Convention’ (in 1935: Quine 1966), proved
prescient. Morris notes, ‘Pragmatism distinguishes itself from English empiricism by its
emphasis upon biological and social categories (it is not falsely described as bio-social
positivism’ (Morris 1936: 130). Morris goes on to denigrate logical positivism’s early
commitment to traditional empiricism as an ‘unexamined individualistic hangover’ that
compares unfavourably to ‘the pragmatic emphasis upon the social aspects of meaning and
knowledge’ (Morris 1936: 132). But emphasis on the social dimension comes at a philosophic
price, at least for those with a commitment to traditional empiricism. What, then, of objective
knowledge? Imagine, Morris suggests, that each individual makes a list of sentences he or
she verifies:

In such a list of propositions it is clear that there is no absolute line of demarcation to
determine when a proposition is to be given an honorific status in the domain of
knowledge. ... And since the list is never completed, there can be no certainty that the
rank of any specific propositions will henceforth undergo no change.

(Morris 1936: 134).

This turn to the pragmatic/social and away from the individual/empirical has consequences as
well for understanding efforts to formalize languages. In particular,

when we choose the rules of operation for a constructed language we must understand in
a non-formal sense what operations the rules permit. In both cases we can later formulate
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the rules themselves in formal terms, but only by using language not itself at that moment
in the purely formal mode.
(Morris 137)

Now Quine:

[T]t is not clear wherein an adoption of the conventions, antecedently to their formulation,
consists; such behavior is difficult to distinguish from that in which conventions are
disregarded. ... [B]ut when a convention is incapable of being communicated until after
its adoption, its role is not so clear. In dropping the attributes of deliberateness and
explicitness from the notion of linguistic convention we risk depriving the latter of any
explanatory force and reducing it to an idle label. We may wonder what one adds to the
bare statement that the truths of logic and mathematics are a priori, or to the still barer
behavioristic statement that they are firmly accepted, when he characterizes them as true
by convention in such a sense.

(Quine 1966: 99)

The belief that choice of conventions need not reflect any epistemic/philosophic prejudices
proves illusory. Against Carnap, choice must be guided by historically and culturally con-
tingent but ineliminable preconceptions. The flight from metaphysics proves to be the pro-
verbial appointment in Samarra — no one can choose unconstrained by unscientific thoughts
about how matters must be. Social/behavioural conformity cannot serve as a proxy for
empiricism since it utterly fails to explain what acquires social endorsement in the first place.
The social and behavioural, that is, cannot be a philosophic proxy for classical empiricism
because the social is ‘always already’ theoretical.

Quine, I suggest, realizes all this. Thus when he writes at the end of the opening para-
graph of Two Dogmas of ‘blurring the lines between speculative metaphysics and natural
science’, he realizes full well that the blurring occurs because recognition of the line pre-
supposes that one knows the realm in which practical reason (freedom) can be exercised.
Carnap saw metaphysics as limiting that realm. Quine appreciates, however, that we never
have more than pragmatics, a scientific/systematized attempt at understanding our own
inherited language use. Any attempt to hive off a space of the practical apart from the
pragmatic seeks what cannot be had, a ‘point apart’ from where history has destined us to
begin. So, Quine goes on to famously state, once we acknowledge that any formalization of
a language can be no more than the imposition of a structure on some of our preconceptions
in favour of others, this marks a ‘shift towards pragmatism’ and away from a belief that such
decisions represent a free choice. Our contingencies of birth function as our inevitable
de facto metaphysics. These may be altered by inquiry, as history demonstrates, but
they condition our starting points.

Quine’s remarks on the indeterminacy of translation ought to inform how one reads certain
important statements by Davidson on the topic of translation. Although this cannot be argued
here, Davidson’s views on translation evolved and (I would say) became radical over the
course of his career. A clear signal of what I regard as Davidson’s radicalization can be found
in his justly famous presidential address to the APA. There Davidson too gave explicit voice
to the thought of meaning/translation as a result of an imposed framework.

It would be wrong to summarize by saying we have shown how communication is
possible between people who have different schemes ... For we have found no
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intelligible basis on which it can be said that schemes are different. It would be equally
wrong to announce the glorious news that all mankind — all speakers of language, at
least — share a common scheme and ontology. For if we cannot intelligibly say that
schemes are different, neither can we intelligibly say that they are one.

(Davidson 1974: 20, emphasis mine)

That is, as I read Davidson, there exists no prior conceptual scheme to recapture. There only
exist those that one implicitly or explicitly formulates for purposes of understanding others (or
oneself). I take Davidson here to explicitly deny that truth, ontology, or meaning exist as an
‘uninterpreted reality’. Like Quine, he insists that these notions make sense only intra-
theoretically. He also explicitly acknowledges that interpreters impose a scheme; there does
not exist a conceptual scheme awaiting discovery or recapture.

When Davidson returns to this theme a decade later, his thought takes an even more radical
tack, for now he explicitly endorses, or so I suggest, Quine’s scepticism about meaning that
results from ‘pressing from above’ — that is, assuming that there exists a conceptual scheme
that constitutes the one people actually follow, as opposed to one to which they merely
conform.

The problem we have been grappling with depends on the assumption that
communication by speech requires that speaker and interpreter have learned or
somehow acquired a common method or theory of interpretation — as being able to
operate on the basis of shared conventions, rules, or regularities. The problem arose
when we realized that no method or theory fills this bill. The solution to the problem is
clear. In linguistic communication nothing corresponds to a linguistic competence as
often described. ... I conclude that there is no such thing as a language, not if a
language is anything like what many philosophers and linguists have supposed. There
is therefore no such thing to be learned, mastered, or born with. We must give up the
idea of a clearly defined shared structure which language-users acquire and then apply
to cases.

(Davidson 2006: 265)

This does not mean to imply that Davidson merely parrots Quine or simply acquiesces to his
conclusion. Important differences exist between the two regarding what bits of language can
be analysed and how to do so. But these differences notwithstanding, they do converge clearly
and forcefully on the conclusion that a belief in a shared structure as explanatory of meaning
must be rejected. Whatever their paths to this conclusion, it remains a conclusion that
they share.

This does not return us to some alternative theory of meaning; there exists nothing to be a
theory of. Rather, it emphasizes the fundamental importance of what Morris terms the
pragmatics of language. Note as well that whatever pragmatics reveals by way of its analysis
of language, that account will be underdetermined. But, finally, pragmatics so conceived
simply cannot assume a realm of meaning prior to (and apart from) whatever a ‘manual of
translation’ provides, for to insist on this would be to place unwarranted metaphysical con-
straints on any manual of translation by making assumptions about what must be guiding a
choice of logic (of translation in this case) prior to any scientific/systematic inquiry into
the issue. Indeed, the constraints appear to involve just the same confusion of the philo-
sophical and the pragmatic — that is, mistaking empirical results achieved by application of a
specific theory for some general insight into how matters must necessarily be for any theory
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on the topic.® Thus does the dead hand of a ‘metaphysics of meaning’ continue to weigh like a
nightmare on the brains of the living.

Notes

—_

For biographical information on Quine, see his autobiography (Quine 1985). See also the web page

devoted to writings by and about Quine’s life and works, including the transcripts of numerous interviews:

http://www.wvquine.org/. Regarding Quine on translation, this paper draws upon as well as amplifies my
earlier efforts to reconstruct an argument for the indeterminacy of translation. Primary among these are

(Roth 1978, 2003a). My exegetical emphasis remains focused on Quine’s challenges to any notion of a

framework for translation and how claims to indeterminacy tie to assumptions about a prior framework.

Although beyond the scope of this discussion, issues surrounding putative distinctions between the

logical and the empirical (so-called L-rules and P-rules) and the project of developing a Wissenschaft-

slogik shadow this whole debate. Roughly speaking, the fundamental philosophical issue concerns
the possibility of distinguishing between the psychological and the logical, and so what is empirical/
contingent (and thus a matter for empirical science) and what is purely formal and not subject to
empirical determination (and so a matter for philosophy). Because it was thought that the inference
rules and consequence relations of formal logic could be fully syntactically specified, logic was held
to be free of all metaphysical assumptions. A pure ‘science of logic’ — Wissenschaftslogik — would
thus preserve what could be salvaged of Kant’s distinction between the a priori and the a posteriori in
light of advances in logic and science. Given some vestige of Kant’s distinction, there then remains an
area of ‘reason’ not subject to empirical determination. Surrendering Kant’s distinction, however,
would be to effectively give up philosophy as an autonomous branch of scientific knowledge. Quine’s
attack on the analytic/synthetic distinction, which includes the indeterminacy of translation, chal-
lenges this last remnant of Kant’s bifurcation. Regarding the signification and status of Wissenschaft-

slogik, see, for example, Richardson (1996) and Ricketts (1994, 1996, 2007, 2009).

3 Talk of ‘surface irritations’ signals only that Quine takes it that contemporary science licenses
empiricism — that is, the view that information reaches individuals only through the senses. As [
argue in Roth (2003a), Quine is neither a reductionist nor a conventional behaviourist. In particular,
his behaviourism ties to his account of evidence.

4 1 owe this way of putting the point to Piers Rawling.

5 Space does not permit discussion of relationships and differences here between Quine’s rejection of
determinacy in the sense specified and Robert Brandom’s inferentialism.

6 1 adapt and deploy Quine’s characterizations of arguing for indeterminacy by ‘pressing from above’

and ‘pressing from below’ (Quine 1970a: 183) to my own purposes.

See Chapter 8, this volume, for a discussion of anomalous monism.

Although this cannot be argued here, my position certainly implies that the principle of charity

constitutes at most a pragmatic constraint on interpreters.

[\
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Related topics

Wittgenstein; Davidson; current trends in philosophy and translation; meaning.

Further reading

Hylton, P. (2007) Quine. New York: Routledge. (The most comprehensive, systematic, and scholarly
study available of Quine’s philosophy.)

Kripke, S. (1982) Wittgenstein on Rules and Private Language. Cambridge, MA: Harvard. (Although
not primarily about Quine, this still represents one of the most interesting discussions of scepticism
about the notion of meaning of the type that Quine inspires.)

Quine, W. V. (1960) Word and Object. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press. (One of the major twentieth-
century works in Anglo-American philosophy of language and a good place to begin for those
interested in Quine’s account of translation. (Quine introduces his famous thought experiment
regarding the referent of ‘gavagai’ in §12.))
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Piers Rawling

Introduction

Donald Herbert Davidson (1917-2003) was one of the foremost Anglo-American philoso-
phers of the second half of the twentieth century. He made important contributions in several
major areas of philosophy — including philosophy of language, philosophy of action, phil-
osophy of mind, and metaphysics. He is notable for his systematic approach: his contributions
are multiply interconnected. Davidson published much of his work in essays that appeared in
a wide variety of venues over many years, but many of these have been usefully collected in
Davidson (2001a, 2001b, 2001¢, 2005a). References to essays that appear in these volumes
will refer to the volume in question.

I cannot hope to do justice here to Davidson’s innovative and impressive edifice, but I shall
try to elucidate the parts that are relevant to translation theorists as well as raise some criti-
cisms. I begin by placing Davidson in the context of Quine and Wittgenstein, and see them all
as united in rejecting the ‘conventional’ account of language and meaning. In addition, a
principle that is key to understanding many of Davidson’s views emerges: the manifestation
principle. This states that there can be nothing more to the meaning of a speaker’s words than
can be gleaned from observation, where this observation is necessarily guided by certain
maxims of interpretation, collectively known as the ‘principle of charity’ (a principle of
particular relevance to translators and translation theorists). But the principle of charity does
not force unique interpretations. Indeed, interpretation, on Davidson’s view, is inevitably
indeterminate: there are myriad interpretations of a given speaker that all account for the data
equally well, and no one of them is uniquely ‘correct’.

Other topics covered include ‘radical’ interpretation, Davidson’s application of Tarski’s
definition of truth, his argument to the effect that thought requires ‘triangulation’ (2001c:
128-30), his denial that there is any such thing as a ‘conceptual scheme’ (2001b: 183-98), his
‘anomalous monism’ (2001a: 207-27), holism about meaning and thought (2001c: 98-9),
and his claim that there is no thought without talk (2001c: 95-105).

I shall paint with a broad brush, and no doubt some will disagree with my interpretation of
Davidson’s views. But I hope at least to present a comprehensible version of part of his overall
picture of language and thought, and how its components fit together. (It may be helpful to
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bear in mind that much of Davidson’s approach is ‘transcendental’ in the broad sense that he
explores the conditions for the possibility of interpretation, of language, and of thought.)

Historical perspectives, the rejection of the conventional account of
language, and the manifestation principle

Quine (see Chapter 7, this volume) was a major influence on Davidson, with both acknow-
ledging similarities between parts of their views and those of Wittgenstein (who is discussed
in Chapter 4, this volume) (see Quine 1960: 76—7; Davidson 2001c: 129). And both can be
seen as adopting a view commonly associated with Wittgenstein — the claim that the meanings
of expressions are determined by their observable use:

For a large class of cases of the employment of the word ‘meaning’ — though not for all —
this word can be explained in this way: the meaning of a word is its use in the language.
(Wittgenstein P/ 43)

This might be taken as advocating a focus on pragmatics (see Chapter 12, this volume).
However, pragmatics might, in turn, be seen as presupposing what I’ll call a ‘conventional’
account of meaning, and as simply supplementing that account — consider, for instance the
following, from the entry on pragmatics in The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy:

Pragmatics is usually thought to involve a different sort of reasoning than semantics.
Semantics consists of conventional rules of meaning for expressions and their modes of
combination. ... In contrast, pragmatics involves. .. reasoning that goes beyond the
application of rules, and makes inferences beyond what is established by the basic facts
about what expressions are used and their meanings.

(Korta and Perry 2015)

However, Quine and Davidson have something far more radical in mind — something more
akin to the views ascribed to Wittgenstein by Kripke (1982 — see pp. 55-8 for Kripke’s
explicit comparison of Quine and Wittgenstein). On the view of meaning that we find in, say,
Frege (1892), an expression has a meaning (‘sense’) that is grasped by competent speakers —
and it is this grasp that implies the existence of standards of application: mistakes are possible.
The later Wittgenstein ([1953] 2009) can be interpreted as arguing that this is entirely the
wrong picture — there is nothing about a speaker that could constitute her grasp of a meaning
(where such a grasp would dictate how the expression so grasped should be applied), and
hence there are no conventional meanings (if there were, they would be graspable). If this
scepticism holds, there is simply no fact of the matter about how expressions should be
applied — it is impossible to make mistakes, not because speakers are infallible, but, rather,
because there are no meaning facts to be mistaken about. Kripke sees Wittgenstein arriving at
this sceptical conclusion via the latter’s ‘rule-following considerations’: no finite sequence of
applications of any ‘rule’ can dictate how further applications should proceed. So Kripke sees
Wittgenstein as worrying that language is impossible but then proposing a way out — namely,
that language is essentially social (1982: 79, 88ff.). And it is here, according to Kripke, that
Wittgenstein’s discussion of the impossibility of a private language comes in: there is no room
for such a language if language is essentially social.

On Kiripke’s account of Wittgenstein, then, the sceptical problem is that there are no
meanings —no language of any sort: ‘Wittgenstein’s main problem is that it appears that he has
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shown all language, all concept formation, to be impossible, indeed unintelligible’ (1982:
62). Wittgenstein’s ‘sceptical solution’ (1982: 4), according to Kripke, involves ‘widen[ing]
our gaze . .. to the wider community’ (1982: 89), and it is this appeal to the social nature of
language that renders private languages impossible: ‘It is [Wittgenstein’s] solution that. . .
contains the argument against “private language”; for allegedly, the solution will not admit
such a language’ (1982: 60).

Neither Quine nor Davidson appeals to Wittgenstein’s arguments explicitly, but both agree
with one of their upshots — namely, there are no such things as ‘meanings’ to be uncovered.
This claim is perhaps of a piece with Derrida’s rejection of ‘logocentrism’ (see Chapter 9, this
volume), and Davidson can be interpreted as endorsing it when he writes:

In linguistic communication nothing corresponds to a linguistic competence as often
described . .. I conclude that there is no such thing as a language, not if a language is
anything like what many philosophers and linguists have supposed. There is therefore no
such thing to be learned, mastered, or born with. We must give up the idea of a clearly
defined shared structure which language-users acquire and then apply to cases. And we
should try again to say how convention in any important sense is involved in language;
or, as I think, we should give up the attempt to illuminate how we communicate by appeal
to conventions.

(2005a: 107)

How do Quine and Davidson arrive at the rejection of conventional meaning? Let us return to
Wittgenstein’s directive to focus upon meaning as use. On Kripke’s account, this directive
emerges as part of Wittgenstein’s sceptical solution, and the underlying idea is shared by
Quine and Davidson. In the latter pair’s hands, this idea finds expression as the thought that all
an interpreter can do is focus upon the use of language by her interpretee and the claim that
there can be no more to what someone means than what she can make manifest to an observer.
There is thus a reversal of the conventional direction of dependence of use upon meaning —
rather than meaning largely determining correct use, it’s the other way around: use determines
meaning. Let’s call this claim that meaning must be manifest in, and is wholly determined by,
use the ‘manifestation principle’. But how do Quine and Davidson argue for it?
Quine opens the preface to Word and Object (1960: ix) thus:

Language is a social art. In acquiring it we have to depend entirely on intersubjectively
available cues as to what to say and when. Hence there is no justification for collating
linguistic meanings, unless in terms of men’s dispositions to respond overtly to socially
observable stimulations. An effect of recognizing this limitation is that the enterprise of
translation is found to be involved in a certain systematic indeterminacy . . .

This expresses not only a commitment to the manifestation principle but also the claims that
this thesis follows from considerations of language acquisition, and that use does not yield
unique translation.

Davidson’s approach is more Wittgensteinian, at least in his argument to the effect that
thought requires what he calls ‘triangulation’ with other thinkers (2001c: 128-30). The
Wittgensteinian argument against conventional meaning appeals, as we have seen, to normative
considerations — where ‘normative’ is used in its prescriptive sense. A norm in this sense is
something that should be followed, not something that is followed. One mark of normativity in
this prescriptive sense is that error is possible: you can do as you shouldn’t. Prescriptive
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normativity (henceforth, ‘normativity’), then, is essential to language on the conventional
account rejected by Wittgenstein — linguistic mistakes are possible. Wittgenstein argues that
nothing about a speaker considered in isolation, however, could constitute her being norma-
tively bound in this way. It is only when we consider her as part of a community that normativity
can enter. Davidson, roughly speaking, shares this conclusion, and, although he argues foritin a
somewhat different way, his focus is, like Wittgenstein’s, upon normativity.

Here’s how Davidson sets things up:

The basic situation is one that involves two or more creatures simultaneously in
interaction with each other and with the world they share; it is what I call triangulation.
... [This triangle] is essential to the existence ... of thought. For without the triangle,
there are two aspects of thought for which we cannot account. These two aspects are the
objectivity of thought and the empirical content of thoughts about the external world.
(2001c: 128-9)

By ‘the objectivity of thought’, Davidson means simply that thought ‘has a content which is
true or false independent (with rare exceptions) of the existence of the thought or the thinker’
(2001c: 129). Thus thought is objective just in case we can be in error, so Davidson seeks to
show that the possibility of error depends upon social interaction, as in the ‘triangle’:

Where do we get the idea that we may be mistaken, that things may not be as we think
they are? Wittgenstein has suggested, or at least I take him to have suggested, that we
would not have the concept of getting things wrong or right if it were not for our
interactions with other people. The triangle I have described stands for the simplest
interpersonal situation. In it two (or more) creatures each correlate their own reactions to
external phenomena with the reactions of the other. Once these correlations are set up,
each creature is in a position to expect the external phenomenon when it perceives the
associated reaction of the other. What introduces the possibility of error is the occasional
failure of the expectation; the reactions do not correlate. Wittgenstein expresses this idea
when he talks of the difference between following a rule and merely thinking one is
following a rule; he says that following the rule (getting things right) is at bottom a matter
of doing as others do. Of course, the others may sometimes be wrong. The point isn’t that
consensus defines the concept of truth but that it creates the space for its application. If
this is right, then thought as well as language is necessarily social.

(2001c: 129)

However, in this passage, Davidson seems to move from the thought that if we cannot help but
believe we may be in error, then we may be in error — and hence beliefs are either false or true,
so that thought is objective. This is reminiscent of Kant’s transcendental idealism, roughly: if
we cannot help but think things are thus and so, then things are thus and so. And this form of
reasoning is subject to challenge. But let us set that aside and move on to the other component,
‘the content of thoughts about the external world’:

Social interaction, triangulation, also gives us the only account of how experience gives a
specific content to our thoughts. Without other people with whom to share responses to a
mutual environment, there is no answer to the question what it is in the world to which we
are responding. The reason has to do with the ambiguity of the concept of cause. It is
essential to resolve these ambiguities, since it is, in the simplest cases, what causes a
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belief that gives it its content. In the present case, the cause is doubly indeterminate: with
respect to width, and with respect to distance. The first ambiguity concerns how much of
the total cause of a belief is relevant to its content. The brief answer is that it is the part or
aspect of the total cause that typically causes relevantly similar responses. What makes
the responses relevantly similar in turn is the fact that others find those responses similar;
once more it is the social sharing of reactions that makes the objectivity of content
available. The second problem has to do with the ambiguity of the relevant stimulus,
whether it is proximal (at the skin, say) or distal. What makes the distal stimulus the
relevant determiner of content is again its social character; it is the cause that is shared.
The stimulus is thus triangulated; it is where the causes converge in the world.

(2001c: 129-30)

One difficulty here is an apparent regress. If there were facts of the matter about brute
similarity, then it would be possible for an isolated individual privately to go on in the ‘same
way’ or respond similarly to similar stimuli. And there would be a fact of the matter as to
whether or not she should do either, independently of what she or others happen to judge (we
could not, in my view, analyse this ‘should’ in non-normative terms, but why expect that?).
Davidson argues against this possibility by pointing to what he sees as the need to have
someone else confirming, or not, an individual’s response to some stimulus. What makes two
stimuli similar, it seems, are similar responses, and what makes two responses ‘relevantly
similar in turn is the fact that others find those responses similar’. However, what constitutes
others’ finding these responses similar? Presumably, these others must have similar responses
to them, which responses must in turn be found similar by other people. But where does this
end (bearing in mind that it cannot end in individuals making solo judgements)?

Even ignoring these difficulties, however, the question arises as to whether these con-
siderations justify the manifestation principle. Davidson does not claim that they do, but [ am
not aware of any other argument that he supplies in its favour, and exploring the claim that
thought is necessarily ‘social’ looks promising. However, as Davidson notes (2001c: 130),
while, on his account, triangulation is ‘necessary to thought[, i]t is not sufficient’. He then
asks, “What more is needed for thought?’ and answers, ‘language’. Animals that ‘we do not
credit with judgement’ can ‘triangulate’; it is language that distinguishes those that judge from
those that merely respond. (Davidson realizes, of course, that ‘this is not much help, since it is
obvious that a creature that has language can think’. However, there is still an issue of interest,
which he then goes on to explore — namely, ‘why language is essential to thought’.)

The upshot is that Davidson does not establish, via his triangulation argument, the social
nature of language, in the sense expressed in the manifestation principle. Indeed, he seems
simply to assume that language is ‘social’, as revealed in the concluding sentence to the
second of the passages on triangulation cited above: ‘If this is right, then thought as well as
language is necessarily social’. Perhaps, then, Davidson does not see the need to justify the
manifestation principle. Be that as it may, it plays, as we shall see, a central role in much of his
thinking about language.

The principle of charity, radical interpretation, and indeterminacy

Suppose you find yourself stranded on a desert island with one fellow castaway.
Unfortunately, you rapidly discover that you cannot communicate with her. In your attempt to
determine whether she has a language, and, if so, what she means by her utterances, you must
engage in what Davidson calls ‘radical interpretation’. If you are to communicate, you must
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build your interpretation from the ground up. Davidson asks: how is this possible? He pursues
the answer by laying down criteria that interpretation must meet. In order for interaction to be
mutual interpretation, the parties must make assumptions about each other — assumptions that
could not turn out to be false lest their enterprise fail to be interpretation. In this sense, then, no
interpretation is built entirely from nothing, and it is this that helps make radical interpretation
possible. The ineliminable assumptions we must make, in limiting what counts as
interpretation, provide a structure without which radical interpretation would be impossible.

Why focus on radical interpretation rather than a situation in which we are interpreting
someone who speaks a more familiar tongue? One reply is that our reliance upon the
assumptions that are necessary for all interpretation might be at least partially obscured if we
do not attend to the radical interpreter. In interpreting a language that is to some degree
familiar at the start, our reliance upon these assumptions might remain merely implicit. The
radical situation forces them out into the open.

What are these assumptions? Wilson (1959) coined the term “principle of charity’ to name
the following principle: ‘We select as designatum that individual which will make the largest
possible number of... statements true’. Quine appeals to this idea in formulating a key
‘maxim of translation’:

assertions startlingly false on the face of them are likely to turn on hidden differences of
language. This maxim is strong enough in all of us to swerve us even from the
homophonic method that is so fundamental to the very acquisition and use of the mother
tongue.

The common sense behind the maxim is that one’s interlocutor’s silliness, beyond a
certain point, is less likely than bad translation — or, in the domestic case, linguistic
divergence.

(1960: 59)

A crucial form of silliness for Quine is the flouting of logic: ‘fair translation preserves logical
laws’. To call this ‘charity’ is, of course, an intentional misnomer: to be uncharitable is to
disengage from the practice of translation. Davidson (2001b: xix) goes beyond Quine in
‘apply[ing] the Principle of Charity across the board. So applied, it counsels us quite generally
to prefer theories of interpretation that minimize disagreement’ in such a way as to secure
understanding. As Davidson puts it, he “use[s] Quine’s inspired method in ways that deviate,
sometimes substantially, from his [Quine’s]” (1990: 319).

What makes interpretation possible, according to Davidson, ‘is the structure the normative
character of thought, desire, speech, and action imposes on correct attributions of attitudes to
others, and hence on interpretations of their speech and explanations of their actions’ (1990:
325). In other words:

The possibility of understanding the speech or actions of an agent depends on the
existence of a fundamentally rational pattern, a pattern that must, in general outline, be
shared by all rational creatures.

(2005b: 63)

Davidson seeks to show how it is possible to attribute meanings and other propositional

attitudes (beliefs and desires and their ilk) when observable behaviour is our only evidence.
He gives us a sketch of how an idealized interpretation might proceed. However, the sketch is
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not to be taken literally: Davidson’s exercise is ‘conceptual’ (1990: 325), and what emerges is
certainly not intended as a manual for the field linguist. Rather, the function of the sketch is to
illustrate the structural restrictions on interpretation. Interpretation is possible because the
interpreter is forced to interpret the behaviour of interpretees as conforming to patterns dic-
tated by a general form of the principle of charity: it is constitutive of the propositional
attitudes that they be largely rational, where rationality encompasses, amongst others, norms
of evidence, preference, desirability, and action. This is not to say that there is no room for
irrationality; but it cannot be too pervasive. Just as there is no chaos unless against a back-
ground of order, so there is no irrationality unless against a background of rationality.

Here is a sketch of part of Davidson’s interpretational procedure (see also Davidson 2005b:
61ff.; Rawling 2003). He envisages the interpreter as having worked out that her interpretee
holds true a sentence S, hence S expresses one of the interpretee’s beliefs — but which one? If
the interpreter knew that S means that p, then she could conclude that S expresses the
interpretee’s belief that p. Alternatively, if S expresses the belief that p, then S means that p.
But the interpreter’s problem is that she seeks two outputs, belief and meaning, from one
input: S is held true. How is she to proceed? This is where charity comes in. The charitable
presumption here is that, if the interpreter is prompted to believe that p in the circumstances
that prompt her interpretee to hold true S, then S expresses the interpretee’s belief that p (and
hence S, in the interpretee’s idiolect, means that p). That is, the interpretee’s basic beliefs must
turn out to be true by the interpreter’s lights: ‘it makes for mutual understanding, and hence for
better interpretation, to interpret what the speaker accepts as true as true when we can’
(Davidson 2001c: 149). And this breaks the logjam to a degree — the remaining difficulty
being that in many cases, perhaps all, there will be ‘indeterminacy’: the interpreter will not be
able to determine which of several true beliefs the circumstances prompt. Thus more than one
belief-meaning pair will account for the interpretee’s holding true some sentence.

At this point, the relevance of this line of thinking may be questioned, since, in practical
terms, working out first which sentences an interpretee holds true is unrealistic. But, as noted
above, this is a conceptual exercise, so perhaps it’s best to think of matters this way: suppose
the interpreter could work out that her interpretee holds various sentences true, to what extent
would that pin matters down? The point is that even if an interpreter could get this far, it’s not
far enough to preclude indeterminacy.

The strictures of charity notwithstanding, then, complete interpretations are far from
unique: even if we were able to acquire all of the relevant evidence, the principle of charity
would still leave many interpretations open: ‘the evidence on which all these matters depend
gives us no way of separating out the contributions of thought, action, desire, and meaning
one by one. Total theories are what we must construct, and many theories will do equally well’
(Davidson 2001b: 241; see also LePore and Ludwig 2005, chapter 15 and the Davidson
references therein).

All interpretations that save the behavioural phenomena and satisfy charity are, then, on a
par. And there will be many such adequate interpretations of any given interpretee. Here’s
how Davidson sums up the relationship between interpretations and the evidence for them:

What we should demand, however, is that the evidence for the theory [of meaning for a
speaker] be in principle publicly accessible... The requirement that the evidence be
publicly accessible is not due to an atavistic yearning for behavioristic or verificationist
foundations, but to the fact that what is to be explained is a social phenomenon. Mental
phenomena in general may or may not be private, but the correct interpretation of one
person’s speech by another must in principle be possible. A speaker’s intention that her

128



Davidson

words be understood in a certain way may of course remain opaque to even the most
skilled and knowledgeable listener, but what has to do with correct interpretation, mean-
ing and truth conditions is necessarily based on available evidence. As Wittgenstein has
insisted, not to mention Dewey, G. H. Mead, Quine, and many others, language is
intrinsically social. This does not entail that truth and meaning can be defined in terms
of observable behavior, or that they are ‘nothing but’ observable behavior; but it does
imply that meaning is entirely determined by observable behavior, even readily observ-
able behavior. That meanings are decipherable is not a matter of luck; public availability
is a constitutive aspect of language.

(2005b: 55-6)

It is crucial to note that there are two different notions of indeterminacy implicit here, both of
which are familiar from the philosophy of science. Consider first the claim that the evidence
for interpretation must be publicly available. This parallels science — an interpretation is a
theory, and the evidence for scientific theories must also be publicly available. And in both
cases evidence underdetermines theory — more than one theory is adequate in the sense of
being consistent with all our observations (which is not to say that in science even one has
been formulated). In the case of interpretation, then, we have what I shall refer to as ‘epistemic
indeterminacy’: there are many distinct adequate interpretations of any given interpretee. And
this epistemic indeterminacy is not contingent upon the fact that our evidence is limited to
what we have so far observed: even if, per impossibile, we knew how our interpretee would
behave under all possible circumstances, the claim is that our knowledge would still under-
determine interpretation — as Quine puts it: ‘translation [is] indeterminate in principle relative
to the totality of speech dispositions’ (1960: 221). Thus, even in the observational limit, as it
were, there will be many competing adequate interpretations of a given interpretee.

The second notion of indeterminacy tracks an instrumentalist response to under-
determination in science. Scientific realists maintain that, even though many incompatible
theories are adequate in that they ‘save the phenomena’, there is exactly one true theory
amongst them. Instrumentalists, by contrast, maintain that there is no fact of the matter here.
Davidson’s second notion of indeterminacy results from a combination of epistemic inde-
terminacy with the manifestation principle — the thesis ‘that meaning is entirely determined by
observable behavior’. This combination entails that there are many competing interpretations
that save the behavioural phenomena, and that there is no fact of the matter concerning which
of them is correct. To cite Quine again, the ‘point is not that we cannot be sure whether [our
translation] is right, but that there is not [in the case of translation that lacks the possibility of
direct observational test] an objective matter to be right or wrong about’ (1960: 73). I shall
refer to this absence, which parallels the combination of underdetermination and instru-
mentalism in the discussion of scientific theories, as ‘metaphysical indeterminacy’.

So far we have been appealing to a restricted form of the manifestation principle: meaning
must be manifestable in, and is wholly determined by, use. But meaning and the propositional
attitudes are interdependent: to attribute a meaning to an utterance is to attribute a prop-
ositional attitude that it expresses. Thus Davidson appeals to a general form of the mani-
festation principle: there can be nothing more to meaning and the propositional attitudes than
the (potentially) observable phenomena provide. And hence, on his view, there appear to be
facts of the matter neither concerning what we mean by (many of) our words, nor the contents
of (many of) our propositional attitudes. (Note that this seems inconsistent with Davidson’s
idea from the previous section that ‘triangulation... gives us the only account of how
experience gives a specific content to our thoughts’; but I shall not delve further into that
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here.) And thus it seems that Davidson must renounce the attitudes, since they are individ-
uated by their contents (what distinguishes the belief that grass is green from the belief that
snow is white is that the first has the content that grass is green, whereas the second has the
content that snow is white). But, amongst many other difficulties (such as the fact that we
couldn’t believe the theory he is propounding), Davidson’s abandoning the propositional
attitudes undercuts radical interpretation: radical interpretation requires charity, and charity
requires the existence of beliefs (not only must the interpretee have beliefs, but they must
rationally cohere, and many of them must be true).

Davidson, however, claims that the multiplicity of interpretations is no more problematic
than, say, the multiplicity of scales of length measurement — interpretation is analogous to
measurement. The basic idea of Davidson’s analogical strategy is clear enough (Davidson
2001c: 53—67). We use sentences to track the propositional attitudes of an agent; we use the
real numbers to track, say, the lengths of objects. The sentences in the former attribution play
the role of the real numbers in the latter. We might maintain that there is an ‘indeterminacy of
length’: there are infinitely many serviceable schemes for attributing lengths (feet, inches,
metres, etc., and we could come up with infinitely many more). Similarly, there are many
serviceable schemes for attributing meanings and the other attitudes to a given interpretee.
And the latter indeterminacy, Davidson claims, is as benign as the former. But the details of
the analogy need spelling out.

Davidson does not deny that there are many disanalogies between the two cases. There is, for
example, an algorithm for moving from one scale of length measurement to another (multiply
by the relevant positive constant — for example, multiply by three to move from feet to yards);
there is no such algorithm in the case of interpretations. However, we do need at least something
that is invariant across interpretations if there is to be any analogy at all. What does invariance
amount to in the measurement theoretic case? First, there are invariant relata. In the case of
length, for instance, we attach the numbers to physical objects (the relata), and these remain the
objects to be measured as we move from one scale to the next. And each scale preserves the
relation ‘is at least as long as’: the greater the number on any given scale, the longer the object;
and if it’s longer on one (say feet), it’s longer on all the others (metres, inches, etc.).

What remains invariant across interpretations? We needn’t insist on pushing the analogy all
the way, but at least we should be able to find a class of relata whose membership is fixed
across different interpretations. It might initially appear that these relata are the propositional
attitudes of the interpretee. But these do not remain invariant across different interpretations —
it is precisely they that vary. On Davidson’s picture, indeterminacy is simply the fact that we
can use different locutions to locate the same node in some pattern. But what are the invariant
nodes? They cannot be propositional attitudes: the belief that p, say, under one scheme, will be
the belief that ¢ under another — two different propositional attitudes (both attributions are
couched in the one idiolect of the interpreter). Since we identify propositional attitudes in part
by their contents, the relata cannot comprise the propositional attitudes themselves, because
their content is exactly what varies between schemes of interpretation. (I discuss these matters
in detail in Rawling 2013.)

One might respond here by wondering whether there is not some ‘neutral’ way of identifying
propositional attitudes — so that, despite appearances to the contrary, the belief that p and the
belief that ¢ are in fact the same belief. But the problem is worse than so far suggested.
Propositional attitudes in one scheme need not even map one to one onto propositional attitudes
in another. Consider the following possibility: on one interpretation, a piece of behaviour, B, is
interpreted as a signal; on another interpretation (that also saves all the relevant phenomena), B
is interpreted as a simple scratch. Thus, on the first interpretation, B is explained by a complex
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of propositional attitude states that is simply larger than that invoked in the second. Or, indeed,
the explanation of B on some scheme might invoke no propositional attitudes at all.

As I see matters, then, Davidson remains in the position of denying the existence of
propositional attitudes and with them the attribution of meanings to utterances (spoken or
written). To avoid this conclusion, Davidson must relinquish either the epistemic or the
metaphysical indeterminacy of interpretation. That is, either he must argue that use makes
manifest a unique interpretation, or he must abandon the manifestation principle.

Of course, we have to begin with use when interpreting someone, particularly in the case of
radical interpretation. We observe how others use language and try and match usage to likely
referents on the basis of salience and so forth — use alone, as it were, is insufficient: we need
guidance in the form of the principle of charity. But with Davidson’s high standards of veri-
fication (see e.g. 2001b: 227-41), we’ll never pin down a unique interpretation. However, it
doesn’t follow from the fact that interpreters can never be sure they’ve got matters correct, that
there’s nothing to be correct (or incorrect) about, unless we accept the manifestation principle.

Further views

Considerations of space limit coverage of Davidson’s other views, but I shall briefly discuss
some of the more well-known ones.

(a) There is no such thing as a language

This claim was addressed above, and, in one sense, it is of piece with the manifestation
principle, since meaning is (purportedly) dependent upon use, and use can, as it were, ‘go off
the rails’ at any point (recall Wittgenstein’s rule-following considerations). But the claim is
reinforced by metaphysical indeterminacy: there is no fact of the matter concerning what
anyone means by their utterances and hence no ‘conventional’ meaning to be had.

(b) Holism

Holism, as it applies here, is the claim that propositional attitudes can occur only in inter-
dependent patterns. Charity dictates that an interpretee’s attitudes must meet certain criteria of
rationality: for instance, there are strong presumptions that if an agent believes that P & Q,
then she believes that P. And there are other forms of interdependence — for example:

In order to believe the cat went up the oak tree I must have many true beliefs about cats
and oak trees, this cat and this tree, the place, appearance and habits of cats and trees, and
so on; but the same holds if I wonder whether the cat went up the oak tree, fear that it did,
hope that it did, wish that it had, or intend to make it do so.

(Davidson 2001c: 98-9)

Two questions immediately arise: how rigid is the interdependence, and how large must the
pattern be?

Davidson rejects a sharp analytic—synthetic distinction, which, in this context, is tan-
tamount to denying that conceptual grasp depends upon a fixed list of particular beliefs:

can the dog believe of an object that it is a tree? This would seem impossible unless we
suppose the dog has many general beliefs about trees: that they are growing things, that
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they need soil and water, that they have leaves or needles, that they burn. There is no fixed
list of things someone with the concept of a tree must believe, but without many general
beliefs, there would be no reason to identify a belief as a belief about a tree. . .

(2001c: 98)

This passage suggests both a flexible interdependence and a degree of flexibility concerning
the size of the pattern of beliefs that is concomitant with any particular belief.

However, Davidson makes remarks that can be interpreted as denying such flexibilities.
For instance:

Since the identity of a thought cannot be divorced from its place in the logical network of
other thoughts, it cannot be relocated in the network without becoming a different thought.
(2001c: 99)

This remark can be interpreted as attributing such rigidity to the interdependence of the
attitudes that, for example, I cannot move from believing that today is Tuesday to believing
that today is Wednesday, because my concept of ‘today’ will not remain invariant across the
two beliefs.

But this misstates Davidson’s intent (at least as conveyed in verbal remarks) and misconstrues
the nature of the interdependence.” There are dependences in which changes in one factor can
leave other factors stable. Consider Ohm’s law: voltage (in certain ideal circuits, at least) is the
product of resistance and current (V=RI). Here we have three mutually interdependent quantities,
and certainly a change in one of them must result in a change in one of the others; but the third can
remain fixed (e.g. by increasing the voltage in a circuit of fixed resistance, we increase the
current). In the case of the contents of propositional attitudes and utterances, of course, we have a
vast number of variables, but the same point applies: changes cause disruptions, but their scope
will typically affect only a very small portion of the network of propositional attitudes and
meanings. And I can share part of your network without sharing all of it (two circuits can share a
potential difference of three volts, while differing in current and resistance).

(¢) There is no thought without talk (Davidson 2001c: 95-105)

Dogs, for example, cannot manifest any propositional thoughts because they cannot provide
sufficient “‘use’ for us to determine enough about their putative propositional mental states
(see the examples in (b), above). Speech is required in order for propositional attitudes to be
manifestable. Hence, by the generalized manifestation principle, dogs have none.

(d) Anomalous monism (Davidson 2001a: 207-27)

This is the view that, although there are no psycho-physical laws, mental events are also
physical events (see also Chapter 7, this volume). One of Davidson’s arguments for the first
claim (2001a: 222-3), roughly speaking, is that in attributing propositional attitudes, we
appeal to the canons of rationality, whereas physics appeals to no such norms, and thus if we
attempt to formulate psycho-physical laws at one point in time, they will inevitably be vio-
lated, as time unfolds, due to the disparate ways in which we identify mental states and
physical brain states.

Monism follows from the facts that (a) the mental causally interacts with the physical; (b) if
one event causes another, there must be descriptions of them under which they instantiate a
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causal law; and (c) there are physical events that have no mental descriptions. Let P be such a
physical event that causes (or is caused by) a mental event M. So there must be descriptions of
P and M under which this causal happening falls under a law. But, as just argued, there are no
psychophysical laws, thus M must have a physical description and hence is a physical event.

One well-known complaint about this view is that it has ‘epiphenomenalist tendencies’
(Kim 1993). If a yellow ball breaks a window, it does not do so in virtue of its colour (under
typical circumstances) — rather, other properties of the ball and window do, as it were, the
causal work; and one mark of this is that these are the properties that fall under laws. The claim
against Davidson’s account is that mental properties are the analogue of the ball’s colour, and
thus Davidson saves the mental at the expense of its efficaciousness.

(e) There are no ‘conceptual schemes’ (Davidson 2001b: 183-98)

This is one of Davidson’s most celebrated claims, and it can be seen as following from the
generalized manifestation principle. To have a conceptual scheme is to think in a certain way,
and hence, by the manifestation principle, conceptual schemes must be interpretable by us (this
being implicit in the principle: it is we who are observing the use of language). Hence there can
be no conceptual schemes radically incommensurable to ours, since these would be, by
hypothesis, inaccessible to us. This brings out the parochial nature of the manifestation prin-
ciple: by its lights, there can be, in fact, nothing more to any speaker’s meanings or thinker’s
thoughts than can be made manifest to me (or you). Thus it is criterial of a conceptual scheme
that it be interpretable by me, and so it cannot be incommensurable to mine in any fundamental
way. Hence there is but one ‘conceptual scheme’ —but, says Davidson, ‘if we cannot intelligibly
say that schemes are different, neither can we intelligibly say that they are one’ (2001b: 198).

Davidson himself, however, in arguing for this claim, does not appeal explicitly to the
manifestation principle. He points out, for example, that authors who propose examples of
incommensurable schemes inevitably end up giving comparisons between them that under-
mine the very thesis purportedly being exemplified. And he argues that all of the metaphors
proposed to capture the idea of incommensurable conceptual schemes fail to do so. One of
these metaphors is that of a scheme ‘fitting some entity’, and Davidson concludes:

Our attempt to characterize languages or conceptual schemes in terms of the notion of
fitting some entity has come down, then, to the simple thought that something is an
acceptable conceptual scheme or theory if it is [largely] true. ... And the criterion of a
conceptual scheme different from our own now becomes: largely true but not
translatable. The question whether this is a useful criterion is just the question how
well we understand the notion of truth, as applied to language, independent of the notion
of translation. The answer is, I think, that we do not understand it independently at all.

We recognize sentences like ““Snow is white” is true if and only if snow is white’ to be
trivially true. Yet the totality of such English sentences uniquely determines the extension
of the concept of truth for English. Tarski generalized this observation and made it a test
of theories of truth: according to Tarski’s Convention T, a satisfactory theory of truth for a
language L must entail, for every sentence s of L, a theorem of the form ‘s is true if and
only if p” where ‘s’ is replaced by a description of s and ‘p’ by s itself if L is English, and
by a translation of s into English if L is not English. This isn’t, of course, a definition of
truth, and it doesn’t hint that there is a single definition or theory that applies to languages
generally. Nevertheless, Convention T suggests, though it cannot state, an important
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feature common to all the specialized concepts of truth. It succeeds in doing this by
making essential use of the notion of translation into a language we know. Since
Convention T embodies our best intuition as to how the concept of truth is used, there
does not seem to be much hope for a test that a conceptual scheme is radically different
from ours if that test depends on the assumption that we can divorce the notion of truth
from that of translation.

(2001b: 194-5)

Davidson’s application of Tarski’s definition of truth is the topic of the next section. Here I
want to note some features of this argument. The basic idea is that if conceptual schemes ‘fit’
something, then they must all be true of it. But, since ‘Convention T embodies our best
intuition as to how the concept of truth is used’, we don’t understand what it is for a scheme to
be true of something unless we can translate the contents of the scheme into our own
language. However, such translation would enable us to compare any purportedly incom-
mensurable scheme to our own.

The first thing to note is the transcendental underpinning of this argument: the implicit
move from our claimed inability to understand truth independently of translation into our own
language to the claim that truth is dependent upon such translation. Or, to put it another way, if
we lack a test for incommensurability, there is none. And this is the manifestation requirement
in a different guise: if there were an incommensurable scheme, its content would have to be
(as is impossible) available to us via interpretation.

The second feature to note, which is of relevance to the next section, is the relation between
Tarski’s convention T and the concept of truth. Tarski (1944) is dismissive of discussions of
what we might call ‘truth simpliciter’ — that is, truth as a concept independent of its appli-
cation to a language. As he puts it:

we must always relate the notion of truth, like that of a sentence, to a specific language;
for it is obvious that the same expression which is a true sentence in one language can be
false or meaningless in another.

(Tarski 1944: 342)

To borrow an example of Davidson’s:

the sounds ‘Empedokles liebt’ do fairly well as a German or an English sentence, in one case
saying that Empedokles loved and in the other telling us what he did from the top of Etna.
(2001b: 98)

Thus the sentence, ‘Empedokles liebt’, taken phonetically, might be true in English but not in
German. Truth, then, is relative to a language in this sense. And it is truth relative to a
specified language that Tarski defines, not truth simpliciter.

But can we not countenance discussion of truth simpliciter? Davidson, as cited above, may
appear to be in sympathy with denying that we can, but in later work (2005b) he seems more
open to such discussion. In my view, unless we can appeal to truth simpliciter, then
Convention T is arbitrary: why would we be so keen to get the result that

‘Snow is white’ is true in English if and only if snow is white

if we had no prior grip on truth simpliciter? I appeal to this point in the next section.
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Davidson’s application of Tarski’s definition of truth

Davidson (1994: 126) asks: ‘“What would it suffice an interpreter to know in order to
understand the speaker of an alien language, and how could he come to know it?” He suggests
that ‘a theory of truth, constructed more or less along the lines of one of Tarski’s truth
definitions, would go a long way toward answering the first question’ (his account of radical
interpretation, as we have seen, is his answer to the second). To begin with, I’ll set aside
Davidson’s claim that there is no such thing as a language.

Given that interpreters have finite minds, languages are learnable, and that, if the project is
to be realized, interpretation manuals need to be finitely expressible, Davidson sought some
finite way of expressing what it suffices for an interpreter to know (a theory of interpretation).
(Note that Davidson makes no claim to the effect that the sort of theory he proposes is
explicitly known by any interpreters.) In addition, such theories should reveal composi-
tionality (how the meaning of a sentence depends on the meanings of its parts) and not
quantify over meanings and their ilk (since, in Davidson’s view, there are no such things).
Finally, the outputs of such a theory should enable interpreters to conclude truths of the form:

(M) S means-in-L that p

where L is the language being interpreted (the object language), S is any sentence of L, and the
metalanguage here is English.

One obvious problem is that, although L is assumed to have a finite vocabulary, it will have
arbitrarily long sentences, provided, as in natural languages, and as I shall assume, some of'its
vocabulary items are iterable. Hence there is no upper bound to the number of L sentences. Of
course, in practice, there is an upper limit to sentence length in natural languages, but iteration
poses a difficulty nonetheless. The appeal of applying Tarski’s definition of truth (Tarski
1944, 1956), then, is that the definition is finite, neatly accommodating iteration via recursion
clauses (at least for classical logical constants), and it reveals compositionality. However, the
obvious difficulty is that the outputs are not of form (M) but, rather, of form:

(T) S is true-in-L if and only if p
What, then, is Davidson’s proposal? Space precludes full discussion, but here is a brief
account (see LePore and Ludwig 2003, 2005 and Rawling 2003 for more details).
(For readers unfamiliar with recursive definitions, the following may help. Consider the

‘shriek’ (UK usage) or ‘factorial’ (US usage) function, where, for example, 5! = 5x4x3x2x1.
How are we to express the function for an arbitrary natural number, n? We could write:

n! =n(n-1)(n-2)... (1)

But this is unsatisfactory for programming a calculator — it can’t ‘understand’ the ellipsis. So
here’s a better definition:

For any natural number n: (n+1)! = (n+1)n! and 0!=1
This definition is ‘odd’, since the first clause, known as a ‘recursion clause’, has an occurrence

of ‘I’ on both sides of the equation. But the definition works (try it) — and does so for an
infinity of inputs, despite itself being finite.)
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In the enterprise of formal logic, the object language can be specified in purely syntactic
terms. And the semantics are provided by interpretations. Consider a simple language, SL, in
which the only sentences are:

A, B, C, and #a, (a*b), where a and b are sentences

(thus ‘#’ and “*’ are iterable — e.g. ‘#H#HH#(A*C)*#(#C*B))’ is a sentence)

And for which an interpretation, I, assigns to each of SL’s sentences exactly one of T, F
(designating true and false respectively). Suppose the recursion clauses for the interpretation
of the iterable items are:

For any sentences a, b:

(a*b)isTonlifais Ton I and b is T on I; (a*b) is F on I otherwise

#ais TonIifa is F on I; #a is F on I otherwise

All interpretations agree on these recursion clauses (hence ‘*’ and ‘#’ are logical constants);
interpretations are differentiated by their differing distributions of Ts and Fs over the sen-
tential letters. The recursive ‘trick’, of course, enables a finite definition of sentencehood to
classify infinitely many objects as sentences, and a finite specification of I to assign unique
values from {T, F} to all of them.

There are three perspectives one can take on interpretations. Tarski supposes that we know
in advance that ‘*’ is to be translated as ‘and’, and ‘#’ as ‘it is not the case that’. Then,
supposing a prior grip on the concept of truth simpliciter, we can see a specific interpretation,
I, as giving truth-on-I values for every sentence in the language. And it is the definition of an
interpretation that constitutes Tarski’s definition of truth for SL.

For the purposes of Davidson’s project, however, it is assumed that we do not know in
advance the ‘meanings’ of ‘“*’ and ‘#’, and we are not defining an interpretation but, rather,
constructing it as an empirical theory. The interpreter is, as it were, collecting evidence to the
effect that: a is true-on-I if and only if a is true-in-the-speaker’s-language (these relativized
truth predicates presuppose, as with Tarski’s definition of truth, a prior notion of truth sim-
pliciter). To say that ‘*’ (in the speaker’s language) means the same as ‘and’ (in English) is
simply to say that I is correct. And note that I reveals the compositionality of the speaker’s
language with respect to truth — how the truth value of a complex sentence depends on the
truth values of its parts. In the interpretation of a natural language along these lines, the idea is
that compositionality with respect to ‘meaning’ will be revealed.

The third perspective is the one with which I began this exercise, on which the language is
defined in purely syntactic terms. On the perspectives 1 have attributed to Tarski and
Davidson, the language is specified partly in semantic terms. On the first, the intended
interpretation of “*’ is ‘and’; on the second, this interpretation emerges as evidence is col-
lected. On either of these first two perspectives, but not the third, change the ‘meaning’ of ‘*’
and you change the language. Natural languages are, of course, partly specified in semantic
terms: change the semantics and you change the language.

There are, however, many well-known difficulties with Davidson’s application of Tarski.
Consider, for example, that the following biconditional is true:

‘Es regnet’ [It’s raining] is true-in-German if and only if: it is raining and 2+2 =4
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Yet ‘Es regnet’ does not mean in German that: it is raining and 2+2 = 4. From the perspective
of a theory of meaning, we might say that the equivalence has arisen via a ‘deviant’ derivation
within the truth theory. If a theory of truth is to serve as a theory of meaning — in other words, if
it is to be ‘interpretative’ — we have to ensure that (T) (above) holds because, and only
because, (M) does (Davidson 2001b: 137-9; LePore and Ludwig 2003). We can, perhaps,
ensure this by placing restrictions on permissible derivations within the truth theory. But why
not go for ‘means that’ directly?

One immediate problem is how to deal with, say, the recursion clause for ‘und’ [and] in our
(English) theory of German. In the interpretative truth theory, we straightforwardly have:

S™’und’"T is true-in-German if and only if
S is true-in-German and T is true-in-German
(where °*” abbreviates ‘concatenated with’)

But it’s unclear how to fill in the right-hand side of:
S™’und’"T means-in-German that. . .

However, Ray (2014) shows how to get to ‘means that’ via a theory that issues in theorems of
the form:

‘S means-in-L that p’ is true-in-English.

And, as he shows, his account solves a variety of problems.

In addition, it does so utilizing only basic extensional quantificational logic in the meta-
languages (there are two levels) and without quantifying over meanings and their ilk. Also, as
Ray points out, his theory remains neutral about such matters as the analysis of intensional
idioms involving that-clauses — we are not pushed, for example, into a paratactic analysis of
indirect discourse (Davidson 2001b: 93-108). I side with Ray (2014: 92-3) in seeing this
neutrality as an advantage of his approach — after all, this part of Davidson’s project, in my
view, was merely to give an account of how to write a finite interpretation manual that meets
the criteria outlined in the second paragraph of this section, and this Ray accomplishes.

One thing to note is that the notion of a ‘logical constant’ is in the following way irrelevant
in this enterprise — whether on Davidson’s original approach or Ray’s update. In the case of
Tarski’s definition of truth for first-order logic (setting aside functors and identity), iterability
and logical constanthood coincide. However, it’s not logical constants, per se, that necessitate
recursion clauses to ensure the finitude of the theory — rather, it’s iterability that does this. In
Davidsonian manuals of interpretation, then, all and only iterable items of the object language
require recursion clauses — in the case of English, these include not only the classical logical
connectives like ‘and’ and ‘or’ but also intensional idioms involving that-clauses (this is
tricky on Davidson’s paratactic approach — see Sennet 2013: 197-8), adverbs such as ‘very’
(“it’s not merely very good, it’s very, very, very, good’), and so on.

How does this application of Tarski square with Davidson’s rejection of the conventional
account of language and meaning (which issue I set aside at the beginning of this section)?
As aresult of Davidson’s truck with Tarski, Kripke (1982: 71-2, n.60) sees Davidson’s views
as closer to the Tractatus (Wittgenstein [1921] (1990)) than to the Philosophical
Investigations. However, nothing said in this section is inconsistent with Davidson’s
unconventional view of language. First, he sees interpretations as fleeting — what he describes
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as ‘passing’ (2005a: 101ff.): there is no implication of a long-term commitment to linguistic
‘conventions’. Second, logic (as per the principle of charity) and compositionality (as per
Tarskian form) don’t force unique interpretations of the interpretee but merely lay down some
of the criteria of adequacy for all of the multiple interpretations that, according to Davidson,
apply to her at a given point in time.

Recommendations for practice

Davidson’s central concern, qua systematic philosopher of language, was to explore such issues
as the conditions for the possibility of interpretation. He was not much concerned with the actual
practice of translation. Furthermore, much of his discussion of interpretation applies most
directly to the spoken word. So what does he have to say to translators of the written word?

Perhaps the most obvious point is that the principle of charity certainly applies, so that, to
adapt one of Quine’s remarks cited above to the translation of philosophy, a philosopher’s
‘silliness, beyond a certain point, is less likely than bad translation’ — that is, if the translator
cannot make sense of her own translation of some particular philosopher, perhaps the most
likely possibility is that her translation is bad. And, of course, the point applies across the
board — consider Davidson’s (2005a: 103) own discussion of Mrs Malaprop and her use of
‘epitaph’ to mean ‘epithet’.

Concluding remarks

Recall the following passage:

What we should demand, however, is that the evidence for the theory [of meaning for a
speaker] be in principle publicly accessible ... The requirement that the evidence be
publicly accessible is not due to an atavistic yearning for behavioristic or verificationist
foundations, but to the fact that what is to be explained is a social phenomenon. ... That
meanings are decipherable is not a matter of luck; public availability is a constitutive
aspect of language.

(Davidson 2005b: 55-6)

In part, Davidson is here protesting, in effect, that the manifestation principle is not merely the
result of ‘an atavistic yearning for. .. verificationist foundations’. But an argument for the
principle is required to avoid the charge of verificationism — merely asserting that language is
‘a social phenomenon’ does not suffice. Wittgensteinian and Quinean arguments notwith-
standing, I, for one, remain to be convinced that such an argument is available.

But, even if the manifestation principle fails, Davidson’s work in showing us where it leads
is invaluable. We are left, perhaps, with a ‘modus ponens — modus tollens stand-off’: both
sides agree that the manifestation principle has various consequences. One side denies at least
some of these consequences (such as metaphysical indeterminacy) and thus rejects the
principle; the other accepts the principle and hence its consequences.’

Notes

1 This example is similar to one suggested to me by Kirk Ludwig.

2 I am not the first person to note this: Graham Priest, for example, makes the point (1981: 78).

3 I owe many thanks to all those over the years who have educated me about Davidson’s views, by far
the most helpful of whom was Donald Davidson himself. Errors are mine alone, of course.
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Introduction and definitions

Derrida’s critique of logocentrism

The work of Jacques Derrida (1930-2004) presents a radical critique of traditional philo-
sophical accounts of language and meaning. This critique bears directly on his account of
translation. Like Wittgenstein, Derrida argues that philosophers have relied upon a certain
picture or image of language and linguistic function. This picture is not distinctively philo-
sophical or theoretical. It is the model of language implicit in our everyday ways of talking
about language. On Derrida’s view, philosophical accounts differ from folk-theories of
language insofar as they attempt to formalize and vindicate this picture. Throughout his early
work, Derrida refers to this shared image of language and linguistic function as ‘logocentrism’.

What is the logocentric image of language and why is it problematic? A logocentric picture
imagines language as involving the exchange of extra-linguistic meanings analogous to the
way we might imagine paper money as the exchange of some intrinsic value to which it is
pegged (e.g. gold). We can develop this analogy between money and meaning further. Just as
the relation between currencies would be determined by an underlying fixed value, the
relation between languages would be understood in terms of the underlying structure these
languages express. For Derrida, when we say that words or texts have meaning, this is not
merely a metaphorical way of talking about language that sophisticated philosophical
accounts transcend or correct. We have something like the monetary model in mind — a belief
that our words and texts can be redeemed, that their meaning can be cashed in and transferred.

Derrida argues that philosophical accounts of language tend to agree that language func-
tions as the exchange of meanings and depends upon the fungibility of semantic content.
Indeed, not only does philosophy share a basic thesis about translation — that it is ‘the transport
of semantic content into another signifying form’ — but Derrida argues that the ‘thesis of
philosophy is translatability’ (Derrida 1985: 120). What Derrida means here is that Western
philosophy is oriented around explaining and vindicating the possibility of Meaning — purely
self-present, self-transparent meanings — that would escape the opaqueness and equivocity of
the linguistic signifier in any particular language and the Babel-ian diversity of empirical
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languages more generally. Even linguistic accounts that emphasize the ‘free-play’ of the
signifier — here Derrida has in mind ‘structuralist theories’ — understand the latter to be
‘constituted upon a fundamental immobility and a reassuring certitude, which is itself beyond
the reach of the free-play’ (Derrida 1978: 279). This reassuring certitude is provided by the
theoretical posit of what Derrida calls the ‘transcendental signified’.

Transcendental signifieds, translation and the ‘reduction to meaning’

According to Derrida, theories of linguistic function have almost always involved the
possibility of ‘reducing’ empirical language to meaning (Derrida 1972: 134). Philosophers
and ‘lay’ speakers assume that words refer to and are underwritten by cognitive entities or
items distinct from the language we use. To access these underlying meanings, it follows, we
must, as it were, cash in the ‘materiality of the signifier’ — the material element of language
exemplified by a written mark or spoken word — for the value it represents. Successful uses
of language — reading, writing, translating — would each involve restoring to mind (‘re-
presenting’) the underlying meanings that have been transferred through language.
Philosophical accounts propose various theoretical entities that serve the required functional
role of Meaning. Derrida refers to the theoretical entities philosophers introduce as ‘tran-
scendental signifieds’ (Derrida 1978: 279-80). This term captures the necessary condition for
anything to serve the functional role of Meaning: ultimately, meaning must be transcendent
to or outside language.

According to Derrida, logocentric, or meaning-centric, accounts of linguistic function have
determined how philosophers and theorists have thought about translation. But a certain
understanding of translation may also have given rise to logocentrism. Derrida writes that the
theological ideal of unequivocal translatability may be behind our logocentric beliefs. ‘In
effect, the theme of a transcendental signified took shape within the horizon of an absolutely
pure, transparent, and unequivocal translatability’ (Derrida 1981: 20). Today’s debates about
translation standards — for example, whether translators should seek fluency of translation
versus fidelity to the syntactical structure of the original — have deep theological roots. This
makes intuitive sense — in theological contexts where authority is grounded in sacred source
texts, the stakes of translation are magnified. Questions related to the possibility of their
faithful interpretation dominated centuries of debates. Derrida suggests that this theological
context conditions apparently secular debates about the nature of translation.

Derrida is hardly alone in linking contemporary accounts of linguistic function and
translation to long-standing theological debates. George Steiner, in After Babel, writes that
theologians have long since sketched out the relevant alternatives for achieving ‘fidelity’ to
the source text.

All theories of translation . .. are only variants of a single inescapable question. In what
ways can or ought fidelity to be achieved? What is the optimal correlation between the A
text in the source language and the B text in the receptor language. But is there anything
of substance to add to St. Jerome’s statement of the alternatives, verbum e verbo, word by
word in the case of the mysteries, but meaning by meaning, sed sensum exprimere de
sensu, everywhere else?

(Steiner 1975: 261-2).

There, where meaning is not assured, where some aspect of the text interrupts the reduction to
meaning, the principle of translation is word for word; everywhere else, the translator should
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seek to convey the meaning. Steiner restates the metaphysical view of language that Derrida
associates with logocentrism:

The underlying structure of language is universal and common to all men. Dissimilarities
between human tongues are essentially of the surface. Translation is realizable precisely
because those deep-seated universals, genetic, historical, social, from which all
grammars derive can be located and recognized as operative in every human idiom. . .
to translate is to descend beneath the exterior disparities of two languages in order to
bring into vital play their analogous and, at the final depths common principles.
(Steiner 1975: 73)

Adopting this metaphysical view of language allows philosophers to effectively bracket off
almost every question about translation and translingual practices. The nature of translation or
the experiences of the translator pose no new philosophical problems or difficulties.

According to the logocentric model, both inter-lingual and intra-lingual translation, to refer
to Jakobson’s distinction (2012: 127), involve only an extra loop of the basic linguistic
operation — the reduction (of the signifier) to its meaning. First, the signifier is reduced to the
signified — to arrive at the meaning of the word or phrase — and then the signified is matched to
the signifier in the target language or another equivalent signifier in the same language. The
signified element always goes untranslated, remaining outside the economic ‘play’ of sig-
nifiers. In contrast to the sort of economic questions that Steiner suggests have dominated the
practice of translation since St. Jerome — word for word or sense for sense — philosophers,
Derrida argues, have most often been interested only in the question of establishing the a
priori possibility of translation. Put in another way, we might say that philosophers have been
concerned with language’s translatability — establishing the conditions of translation’s
possibility through discourses on the nature of meaning — rather than with translation and its
concrete practices.

Critical issues

Philosophical and deconstructive critiques of the transcendental signified

Derrida argues — controversially — that all (Western) philosophical theories of language have
been captured by logocentrism. This claim will sound implausible if one takes it to mean that
nobody before Derrida has ever been critical of the concept of transcendental signifieds. It will
sound equally implausible if it leads one to expect that all (Western) accounts of language
equally endorse the idea that there are pure, ideal (self-present or self-interpreting) semantic
items without which language could not function. While there are philosophers who do seem
to endorse this view — Edmund Husserl would perhaps be the most relevant example for
Derrida — most contemporary philosophers would likely distance themselves from the pure
logocentric ideal that Derrida argues philosophers attempt to vindicate.

Derrida does not deny a certain diversity among philosophical theories of language and
meaning, nor that philosophers have been critical of this ideal. However, he would argue that
the apparent diversity of philosophical opinion is a function of the various ways philosophers
conceive of the transcendental signified, which does not always appear in the form or guise we
might expect — it may appear here as speaker’s intention, there as context, in the notion of a
word’s history of use or reception. As Derrida shows in his own critical readings, we are likely
to find philosophers critiquing one version of the transcendental signified only to replace it
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with another version. Derrida is predominantly interested in thinkers like Charles Pierce, J.L.
Austin, Ferdinand de Saussure and Walter Benjamin, who have in one way or another cri-
ticized the logocentric ideal but whose critiques, he insists, fall short of the sort of radical
critique of logocentrism that deconstruction performs. With respect to these logocentric
critiques, Derrida writes, ‘the force and the efficiency of the [logocentric] system [of con-
cepts] regularly change transgression into “false exits”” (Derrida 1972: 135). Philosophers
attempt to ‘exit’ logocentrism only to reaffirm it again in another form.

For all their surface diversity — and genuine effort to break out of the logocentric logic —
philosophical accounts fall back on the view that something external to language, texts or signs
is necessary to explain how the latter have or come to have meaning. Logocentrically speaking,
what is essential to language — the meaning it is said to convey — is missing, and language is
defined by this essential lack. Meaning qua transcendental signified is, as Derrida writes,
language’s essential supplement. Setting himself up, then, against what he takes to be the entire
philosophical tradition, Derrida famously argues in Of Grammatology that ‘there is nothing
outside the text’ [‘il n’y a pas de hors-texte’] (Derrida [1976] (1998): 158-9). Meaning is not
and cannot be what is outside language. There is nothing like transcendental signifieds; there are
no non-language-like elements that will allow us to explain how language or texts function.
What is required is not an account that explains linguistic function by a reduction o meaning but
rather a reduction of meaning, as Derrida writes at the conclusion of his essay ‘Ends of Man’
(1972). We have to learn to see meaning ‘as the effect of structure or a formal organization that
itself has no meaning’. Such a structure or formal organization, as we will see below, is what
Derrida refers to with terms such as ‘text” and ‘iterability’ (Derrida 1972: 134).

Derridean ‘eliminativism’, or texts without meanings

Derrida identifies logocentrism with the claim that, linguistically speaking, meaning is
elsewhere, thus texts and all properly linguistic phenomena would be radically dependent on
sources of meaning external to them. By contrast, the deconstructive position entails that
meaning is ‘inside’ the text or that meaning is text-like. This would give texts a kind of
independence and self-sufficiency that logocentrism, as we shall see, has no way of
conceiving.

The claim that there is no meaning (viz., transcendental signified) outside the text, or that
meaning is essentially textual, can only be registered as absurd from within the logocentric
framework. From the logocentric point of view, if meaning were textual in the relevant sense,
it would cease to be meaning and texts would cease to function. Logocentrism, as we saw
above, assumes that while texts save meanings — where to have a meaning is to have an
assignable transcendental signified to which the text refers — texts themselves are intrinsically
meaningless, so many arbitrary sounds or marks. The only alternative to this claim seems to
be its negation: namely that texts have no meaning (no assignable transcendental signified)
and hence are empty, all arbitrary form and no content. As a result, Derrida’s claim that
meaning is textual has often been interpreted by his critics as a claim that texts have no
meaning. For this reason, Derrida tends to eschew use of the term ‘meaning’ altogether. He
takes it to be too invested with logocentric assumptions. Instead he uses the less ‘loaded’ term
‘signified’. In this sense, we can think of Derrida as an eliminativist with respect to Meaning,
in the same way that philosophers like Patricia and Paul Churchland are eliminativists with
respect to terms like ‘consciousness’.

According to John Searle, there are precisely two ways we can talk about how texts have
meaning. Either we say that the text’s meaning derives from the author’s intention, or we say
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that its meaning is established at its reception. Derrida seems to reject both options with his
claim that there is no exit from the text. Yet, Searle argues, Derrida seems to offer no
alternative account of meaning to replace that which he rejects:

For Jacques Derrida meaning is a matter of, well, what? Meanings are ‘undecidable’ and
have ‘relative indeterminacy’, according to Derrida. Instead of fully determinate
meaning, there is rather the free play of signifiers and the grafting of texts onto text is
within the textuality and intertextuality of the text.

(Searle 1994: 637)

Searle suggests that either Derrida must say there are only texts (that never amount to any
meaning), in which case Derrida’s account is nonsensical, or there are meanings after all, in
which case Derrida will have to decide which account of the transcendental signified he
prefers.

One of Derrida’s philosophical strengths is to emphasize the philosophical disorder that the
reduction of meaning — or the elimination of the transcendental signified — produces for
logocentrism. Derrida recognizes that, from the logocentric point of view, to say that meaning
is textual or sign-like ruins the very concept of the sign and meaning (Derrida [1976] (1998):
50). This disorder, however, should not cause us to reassert the priority of the transcendental
signified but to accept the possibility that our conceptual armature needs to be radically
revised. The significance of his claim cannot be heard until and or unless we have a radically
revised account of the sign or text. Before we turn to the question of what revised account of
the sign Derrida offers, if any, it is important to get a better sense of precisely why the claim
that the signified element is structured like a language ruins the notion of a sign.

Derrida presents the problems that follow from asserting the text- or language-like char-
acter of signified elements in his reading of the semiology of Pierce in Of Grammatology. As
Derrida reconstructs it, Peirce argues that the referent of a sign — any possible semantic item —
is necessarily subject to the same conditions of interpretation that apply to linguistic signifiers.
Signs produce signs as their interpretents that then require interpretents ad infinitum. ‘From
the moment that there is meaning there are nothing but signs. We think only in signs’ (Derrida
1998: 50). When it comes to those items at which signifiers point — where we would expect to
find the ‘meaning’ of signs — Peirce finds only more signs.

If Peirce’s logic is right — and Derrida argues it is perfectly warranted — then the signified
element is structured internally by the same difference that structures the external relation
between signifier and signified, word and meaning, sentence and propositional content.
Unless we want to claim that some signs turn out to be self-interpreting and self-transparent,
we must admit, as Samuel Wheeler writes, that the semantic strata of language necessarily
suffer from the same indeterminacy with respect to their own meaning as do the signifying
strata (Wheeler 2000: 23-5). It follows that the meaning of anything that is sign-like cannot be
determined, since the element that would determine its meaning is always subject to one more
interpretation.

In his reading of Peirce, Derrida argues that an account of linguistic or cognitive function that
requires us to think that there are signs ‘all the way down’ is ruinous of the very concept of the
sign. Peirce’s recognition that ‘from the moment that there is meaning there is nothing but signs’
amounts ‘to ruining the notion of the sign at the very moment when . . . its exigency is recog-
nized in the absoluteness of its right’ (Derrida 1998: 50). If everything is a sign — from the point
of view of the logocentric assumptions that determine our understanding of the sign — nothing
can be a sign, since signs only make sense with reference to a (transcendental) signified element.
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An image might help to show the logic of Derrida’s argument. Picture the spinning pin-
wheel that appears on a computer screen as the processor attempts to carry out a command.
The pinwheel, we assume, represents that time it takes for the command to be executed. We
hope, when such a pinwheel appears, that it will eventually disappear. The operation will
come to a happy ending and we can continue with the task. Now imagine the process of
thought as involving Peircean signs. In order to interpret a sign, we are directed by the sign to
open another file (the ‘interpretent’): this intrepretent redirects us to open another file, which,
in turn, sends us to a third. If this process were literally, as Peirce suggests, without end, it
seems that rather than an account of the possibility of thought we have an account of its radical
impossibility. The picture of thinking/language that Peirce leads us to is, from a theoretical
perspective, dysfunctional. Logocentric assumptions require a ‘file’ that will put an end to the
referential play, to what Derrida calls the sign’s difference and deferral — or, on his economic
coinage, différance.

In a famous thought experiment, Searle argues that the very paradox that Derrida identifies
in his reading of Peirce is grounds to insist on (rather than reject) the existence of tran-
scendental signifieds (Searle 1982). He asks us to imagine an English monolinguist, alone in a
room, charged with the task to respond to a text written in Chinese characters. The mono-
linguist does not speak or read Chinese but has all the resources necessary to produce a legible
and apt response — for example, all the rules that govern permissible syntactical transform-
ations along with the statistical knowledge of the appearance of certain syntactical strings.
The monolinguist would thus be able to access a list of common responses to common
phrases.

Assuming the monolinguist has sufficient time, we would have good reason to think that
s/he could produce an adequate response to the message. However, Searle argues that from the
possibility of this performance we would not be warranted in saying that our monolinguist
understands Chinese. Understanding is something more than the successful outward, syn-
tactical transformation of a phrase, if only because any adequate account of ‘success’ would
seemingly need to make reference to a language-user capable of understanding the text
produced. Searle’s ‘Chinese room’ argument functions as a reductio ad absurdum. There
must be something extra-textual about language, because if there were not, then we would all
be, with respect to our own language and our own thoughts, like the monolinguist in the
Chinese room. Since this would be an absurd conclusion, belief in transcendental signifieds is
warranted.

As we have seen, Derrida comes to the opposite conclusion to Searle — insisting that there is
no ‘outside-the-text’, that language necessarily functions through an ineliminable and
interminable différance. He takes the absurdity that seems to result from thinking of all
semantic content as sign-like not as evidence that, at some level, language necessarily
involves a transcendental signified but as the effect of the logocentric assumption that there is
an absolute difference between signifier and signified. Logocentric accounts cannot make
sense of — indeed, they require us to deny — the différance that characterizes every level of
linguistic function.

Though it challenges the view that the signifier and signifier are absolutely or radically
distinct, deconstruction does not seek to collapse the difference between signifier and sig-
nified — indeed, Derrida’s reading of Peirce points out the unacceptable effects of such a
collapse. Rather, it aims to rethink the nature of this difference, to think the différance of
language in a way that gives us a revised account of linguistic function. This deconstruction of
the transcendental signified must be undertaken ‘with prudence’ to avoid losing the theor-
etical means to account for their difference. Without preserving the difference, we could not
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explain linguistic function — in particular, the possibility of translation that relies on this
difference.

[It is not a question] of confusing, at every level, and in all simplicity, the signifier and the
signified. That this opposition or difference cannot be radical or absolute does not prevent
it from functioning, and even from being indispensable within certain limits — very wide
limits. For example, no translation would be possible without it . . . In the limits to which
it is possible, or at least appears possible, translation practices the difference between
signified and signifier. But if this difference is never pure, no more so is translation.
(Derrida 1982: 20)

If the possibility of translation — and language use more generally — depends upon a difference
between signifier and signified that ‘is never pure’, then conceptions of translation that
assume this purity must be revised. ‘For [this] notion of translation we would have to sub-
stitute a notion of transformation: a regulated transformation of one language by another, of
one text by another’ (ibid.).

Translating the difference between signifier/signified

How, then, shall we understand the relation between signifier/signified differently? How can
we think of both signifier and signified as language-like, without this entailing that linguistic
texts are intrinsically meaning-less? Derrida suggests, as we saw in the quote above, that
critical reflection on the field of translation is a privileged milieu for developing a non-
logocentric account of linguistic function. Translation ‘practices the difference between
signifier and signified’. Whereas for logocentrism translation is a peripheral concern,
derivative with respect to establishing the possibility of a reduction to meaning, for a
deconstructive account of language it is central and paradigmatic. If, deconstructively
speaking, translation can no longer be imagined as the transfer of meaning or transcendental
signifieds, how should it now be understood? How can the practice of translation guide our
intuitions to a new understanding of linguistic function? Translation, Derrida writes, must be
understood as the regulated ‘transformation of one text by another’ — as an inter-textual
transformation. What does Derrida mean by this ‘transformation’?

As we saw in the quote above, Derrida argues that linguistic function depends upon the
possibility of distinguishing — in a non-absolute fashion — between a linguistic signifier and its
signified. Language functions within what Derrida characterizes as the ‘very wide limits’ of
this (non-absolute) difference. The puzzle we face as we attempt to free ourselves from the
logocentric picture of language is how to conceive this difference — and linguistic function
more generally — when all of the concepts that pertain to language, according to Derrida, have
been determined logocentrically. To borrow Husserl’s expression, the deconstructive thinker
must go ‘back to things themselves’; in this case, to the linguistic phenomena being described.
If logocentric accounts get the relation of signifier and signified wrong, how have they
misinterpreted the phenomena they have described? What alternatives exist? By dint of what
features or properties does one item play the role of the signifier and the other signified?

In the formulation we used earlier, logocentrism defines language in terms of an essential
lack. Searle’s Chinese room aimed to vindicate our intuitions with respect to this logocentric
claim. We receive a message in a foreign script and readily recognize it as a text, but we cannot
read it. As a text, we assume it has a meaning — for the reader/speaker of this language — but
that meaning is inaccessible to us because we cannot match the script to the (underlying)
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Meanings. On this view of language, we will, in principle, have no way of deciphering the
text. What is essential to the text is lost (at least for us). Its meaning can only be restored in the
presence of a speaker/reader or the discovery of a bridging text — a Rosetta stone that provides
sufficient context for translation.

If, from the logocentric point of view, meaning is radically absent from a text, where is it?
As Searle schematizes, meaning, roughly speaking, is what is in the head of either speaker/
author or receiver/reader; meaning is what is assigned to the text either at its production or at
its arrival (or both). In between, during the time of its transmission, the meaning of a text is
presumed absent. Derrida argues, most explicitly in ‘Signature, Event, Context’ (1998), that
this assumption about meaning’s radical (textual) absence does not hold up to a careful
analysis of textual phenomena. The apparently absent, signified element that has hitherto
defined linguistic phenomena is, in fact, not absent and elsewhere. It is not and never was in
the head of its author or intended receiver, at least insofar as the latter are assumed as outside-
the-text. As Derrida writes, in one of the most cited — though perhaps least well understood —
passages in his oeuvre:

In order for my ‘written communication’ to retain its function as writing, i.e., its
readability, it must remain readable despite the absolute disappearance of any receiver,
determined in general. My communication must be repeatable — iterable — in the absolute
absence of the receiver or of any empirically determinable collectivity of receivers. Such
iterability — (iter, again, probably comes from itara, other in Sanskrit, and everything that
follows can be read as the working out of the logic that ties repetition to alterity)
structures the mark of writing itself, no matter what particular type of writing is
involved.. ..

(Derrida 1988: 7)

What has been poorly understood, I argue, is this notion of ‘readability’.

Structural readability and iterability

Derrida asserts: ‘a writing that is not structurally readable — iterable — beyond the death of the
addressee would not be writing’. He is asking us to consider what remains of a text’s meaning
if we imagine the death not of this or that addressee but the death of any possible author and
any possible receiver. For a logocentrist like Searle, the answer must be: ‘nothing’. The
signified, the ‘text’s’ inner meaning or content is lost, as it is not with the text. Under these
conditions, the text is no longer readable. Writers and readers are the condition of possibility
of readability. By contrast, Derrida argues that in the absence of all possible readers the text
remains ‘structurally readable’ or, what is for him synonymous, ‘iterable’. In what sense does
a text with no possible readers remain readable? To what sort of possibility does ‘structural
readability”’ refer?

The notion of ‘structural readability’ refers to the status of the text’s heterogeneous, sig-
nified element, the absence of which defines the logocentric concept of a text or message. For
the logocentric, the death of all possible (human) readers names the conditions under which
the text becomes structurally unreadable. Against these logocentric intuitions, Derrida insists
that the text remains readable. Moreover, the ‘structural readability’ beyond the horizon of
any human subject, Derrida argues, actually defines texts. Here Derrida’s notion of ‘iter-
ability’ moves us away from an anthropocentric notion of language, defining the latter by the
possibility of its survival and function beyond the human.
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Language, for Derrida, is defined by iferability, a form of repetition — distinct from its
logocentric determination — necessarily linked to alterity. Texts as iterable — ‘readable’ outside
the horizon of all readers — presuppose the survival of the heterogeneous element we refer to
as meaning. But this semantic element is not elsewhere — it is intra-textual. Derrida’s neo-
logism ‘iterability’ specifies the sort of differantial structure linguistic function entails — a
structure ‘foreign to the order of presence’, in which a repeatable mark (a signifier) repeats a
heterogeneous difference (signified). But what is the manner or nature of this double rep-
etition? How does it occur?

Derrida writes, ‘iterability alters, contaminating parasitically what it identifies and enables
to repeat “itself”” (Derrida 1988: 62). The relation between signifier and signified is some-
thing like the relation between a parasite and its host, where the parasite exists in and through
the body of'its host. If we follow this metaphor, the signifying strata composed of its pattern of
differential elements would be the host or medium in and through which the ‘parasitic’ sig-
nified elements are expressed. This ‘parasitic’ structure is nested, with the ‘parasitic’ pattern
encoding the host pattern. While this description of the sign may sound unfamiliar and even
fantastical, Derrida suggests that such structures are, in fact, perfectly ordinary and common.
The life of language and texts is a parasitic life. Meaning survives parasitically — beyond the
horizon of all speakers and readers — insofar as it is encoded in another text.

A pattern of difference can only appear as such by altering, modifying, or in-forming —
‘parasitically’, as Derrida writes — another pattern of differences. Differences nest in het-
erogeneous differences. Differences live on, or survive, only in the ‘flesh’ of the hetero-
geneous differences they alter or transform. ‘Language-like’ structures refer to differences or
systems of differences characterized by ‘play’ or modifiability. The repetition characteristic of
language is not limited to, nor can it be exemplified by, the story of a conventionally adopted,
arbitrary mark, which once adopted would be indefinitely repeatable. Such an account of
linguistic repetition suffers from a one-sidedness that the account of language as iterability
diagnoses and makes visible. Iterability, as opposed to the logocentric determination of lin-
guistic repetition, draws our attention to the incalculable manifold of encoded differences
repeated along with any repetition of the surface or ‘host’ text.

The structure of iterability helps us to understand in what sense we can account for the
difference between the signifier and signified in non-absolute (or non-logocentric) terms. We
can say that one experiences something as a signifier, or understands the meaning of a sig-
nifier, when one performs — however spontaneously or unconsciously — something like a
reverse translation. Reading, in its everyday sense, amounts to retrieving or reconstructing the
‘parasitic’, or what we might equally call the hetero-modal text. However, as Derrida points
out, a text remains structurally readable without anyone actually performing such an act of
translation — or even recognizing it as a text. A celebrated example will help illustrate the
point.

James Gleick in The Information (2012) retells the famous story of the drum language of
the Etele in Africa (Gleick 2012: 19). In his account of the ‘talking drums’, Gleick describes
Kele as a tonal language with two sharply distinct tones: each syllable is either low or high.
The Kele language is ‘spoken’ — one may also say ‘written’ — by a pair of drums that, iso-
morphically, produce two distinct tones. Kele words are ‘pronounced’ on the drums in a
sequence of high and low tones that mimic the tonal pattern in the spoken language. Kele, like
any spoken language, is rich in contrastive oppositions; tonal differences would be just one of
the contrastive magnitudes. But tonal differences are important enough contrasts to allow
other marked differences to be dropped (n th wy w cn drp vwls frm phntc nglsh) in the drum
speech or writing while still allowing the latter to represent speech. Gleick notes that the
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Europeans who did not know how to ‘read’ the drum language could not hear the messages
that were nonetheless ‘readable’ everywhere around them.

The story of the talking drums and the way that they ‘speak’ Kele is even more interesting if
we consider that the distinctive sounds of the talking-drums account, according to some
musicologists, form some of the distinctive structures of American popular music and dance,
including jazz, rock ‘n’ roll and tap. One might hypothesize that the musical forms descended
from Kele drumming are replete with messages and texts structurally readable to a Kele
speaker, though such messages would be produced without any sort of intention on the part of
the drummer or tap dancer. The readability of such messages is entirely unaffected by the
presence or absence of Kele speakers. In the drum writing, Kele spoken language is found in
and as the pattern of differences the drums repeat — in much the same way that spoken
language is found in phonetic writing. It is true that the textual iterability exemplified by the
talking drums — the same iterability we find in phonetic writing — may seem a poor model for
understanding the difference between signifier and signified precisely because neither case
seems to implicate the signified or ‘conceptual’ element in language. From this example, one
might think that Derrida’s notion of the iterable or parasitic text is apt for describing the
morphogenetic relations between speech and phonetic writing (which stays at the level of the
signifier) but does not help us to define the relationship between signifier and signified. If
iterability names a generalized structure, as Derrida insists, it must apply to the link between
signifier and signified. We must assume that the signified or semantic content can also be
preserved in and as the differential patterns that define speech or the signifying strata of
language.

Derrida notes that we are, without warrant, accustomed to thinking of speech as closer to
the signified (Derrida 1998). Whether in speech or in writing, the signified elements must be
structurally ‘readable’ or preserved. Just as the distinctive patterns of differences charac-
teristic of graphic (phonetic) writing provide us with enough information — provided one
knows how to read, decompress and extract them — to reconstitute the differences in speech,
so do the differences in speech provide us with enough information to reconstitute the
‘conceptual’ information encoded in speech. This seems harder to credit than the Kele drum
example. How can a heterogeneous text heard in speech provide us with the satisfying
meaning-effect?

To get a sense for how this might work in language, we might consider a case of
‘intermodal’ (or inter-sensory) translation. Neurologist Amir Amedi’s laboratory reports
producing a sensory substitution device called EyeMusic. EyeMusic is ‘a system [for the
congenitally blind] that turns [visual] images into sequences of sound’ (Arbel et al. 2014).
Using Derrida’s notion of iterability, we might produce an inter-lingual translation of
Amedi’s description. EyeMusic involves the ‘regulated transformation’ of one text by
another. Visual texts are transformed into and made to appear in and through differences in
sound. The differences characteristic of visual images (e.g. light/dark) are transformed into
differences in sound (e.g. high/low frequency) in such a way that the user of EyeMusic can
‘see’ through sound. With the right user training, differences in sound come to ‘mean’ or
signify differences in sight. In other words, Amedi’s programme ‘practises the difference
between signifier and signified’ in and through the regulated transformation of one sensory
‘language’ by another. The possibility of inter-modal translation, suggests that sensation, is
also structured like a language, is iterable or textual, and as such is in the purview of
translation studies. Indeed, translatability — or what Derrida refers to as ‘the regulated
transformation’ of one text by another — refers to the survival of a text in and through its
modification of and repetition in another text.
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One of the insights that we can glean from these examples — those of the speaking drums
and EyeMusic — is that the object, or ‘signified’, of any signifying modality cannot, in
principle, be identified with respect to its origin or its essence. Texts are, originally, speaking,
inter-modal. The original translatability (or iterability) of essentially inter-modal phenomena
forecloses the possibility of identifying any signified with an original field of appearance.
With these examples it should be clearer why thinking of language in terms of generalized
iterability allows Derrida to re-describe meaning-effects (of all kinds) in terms of translation.
‘Meaning’, in its narrow linguistic sense and in its more general sense of signification, in
Derrida’s account, is the effect of generalized translation.

The theory of translation we can reconstruct on the basis of Derrida’s work offers a dis-
tinctive account of the nature of translation that exceeds the ambit of both literary and lin-
guistic phenomena. Nonetheless, this theory gives us insight into the specific nature of literary
phenomena and the specific task of the translator, as defined by literary objects. Derrida
figures the task of translation both in terms of preservation and transformation, of repro-
duction and creation. There is, of course, nothing particularly innovative about that
description. What makes Derrida’s view of translation distinctive is that it is not linguistic
meaning that a translator reproduces or represents in a target language. As we have seen,
Derrida understands language not as a vehicle for meanings but from the point of view of its
structure. Structurally speaking, language involves inscribed or compressed patterns, patterns
of difference that store or encode other, heterogeneous patterns. What a translator re-stores
through regulated transformation is something closer to the resonance-patterns (‘traces’)
possible in one language in the resonance-patterns of another. The task of translator involves
waking up language — or unfolding or decompressing the patterns stored in language — and
putting language to work, in order to make one language resonate in another.

Derrida’s translational practices

Derrida and Benjamin: translation beyond the human

The notion of translatability that Derrida evokes with iterability recalls Walter Benjamin’s
notion of translatability in ‘The Translator’s Task’, (1923 [2012]) a resonance Derrida
explores at length in the indispensable ‘Des Tours de Babel’ (1985). Benjamin writes that

translation is a form. In order to grasp it as such, we have to go back to the original. For in
it lies the principle of translation, determined by the original’s translatability . ..
Accordingly, the translatability of linguistic structures would have to be considered
even if they were untranslatable for human beings’.

While Derrida will have little use for Benjamin’s notion of an original work — for Derrida it is
rather the relation of parasitism that would be original — he shares with Benjamin the sense of
translation as having fundamentally to do with a text’s form and how this form implies a
function or mode of survival that escapes the horizon of the human.

In what sense is translation a form? In ‘The Translator’s Task’, Benjamin notes, ‘word-for-
word translation completely thwarts the reproducing of sense and threatens to lead directly to
incomprehensibility’ (Benjamin 2012: 81). Translation, then, cannot be a matter of repro-
ducing the outward form of a source text. Instead, Benjamin writes, translation consists
in awakening the ‘pure language spellbound in the foreign language’, of ‘liberating the
language imprisoned in the work by rewriting it’ (Benjamin 2012: 83). This notion of a pure
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language ‘in’ language, liberated by translation, sounds suspiciously logocentric, where
‘pure language’ would name one more version of a transcendental signified. Indeed, Derrida’s
reading of Benjamin suggests that the latter’s conception of language is not entirely free of its
logocentric assumptions. Nonetheless, Derrida finds in it much to support the deconstructive
(post-logocentric) account of language. The notion of a ‘pure language spellbound’ in a text
suggests that the form in question is that of a text in which a heterogeneous text is spellbound,
an intra-textual relation entangling signifier and signified. For Benjamin, the necessity of
translation is linked to the mode in which language and meaning live and survive.

As Derrida underlines in his reading, the ‘original’ text requires translation even if there is
no translator ‘fit to respond to this injunction, which is at the same time demand and desire in
the very structure of the origin’.

This structure is the relation of life to sur-vival. This requirement of the other as translator,
Benjamin compares it to some unforgettable instant of life . . . it is unforgettable even if in
fact forgetting finally wins out. It will have been unforgettable. ... The requirement of the
unforgettable — which is here constitutive — is not in the least impaired by the finitude of
memory. Likewise the requirement of translation in no way suffers from not being satisfied,
at least it does not suffer in so far as it is the very structure of the work.

(Derrida 1985: 205)

Derrida suggests that where Benjamin’s account of translation risks obscurity, his notion of
iterability offers clarification. That which is ‘remembered’ or remains “‘unforgettable’ in the
text is not conditioned by the finitude of human memory or human life. The necessity and the
possibility of translation is part of the ‘very structure of the work’, a requirement, furthermore,
that does not suffer from not being satisfied. The task of translation can wait, indefinitely. In
the same way that the death of the author/reader functions to define the form of the text’s
survival in his account of iterability in ‘Signature, Event, Context’, Derrida suggests in ‘The
Translator’s Task’ that the death of all possible translators — that is, the finitude of human
memory and the empirical impossibility in the case of humans of not forgetting — does not
impugn a text’s translatability. The structure of the work — that is to say, the structure of the
iterable text — is constitutively linked to that which in it is “‘unforgettable’. Hence, so long as
there is a text, there is the requirement or demand for translation/remembering. This is the
same as saying that the text is, primarily, and before it is anything else, structurally, a form of
memory, an archival form, a form of preservation that cannot be defined in terms of that which
it makes possible — namely the familiar uses humans may put this form to. The text provides
all the necessary conditions for its own translation.

What lives in language — according to Derrida’s gloss of Benjamin — is revitalized in and
through translation. Successful translation ‘liberates’ the pure language imprisoned within the
source language — that which we habitually refer to as the text’s meaning. In contrast to the
ideal of a translation governed by the reproduction of a source text’s meaning, for Benjamin
this liberation is not re-productive but productive (Derrida 1985: 182-3). The liberation of
pure language/meaning produces (more) meaning.

The original gives itself in modifying itself; this gift is not an object given; it lives and
lives on in mutation: For in its survival, which would not merit the name if it were not
mutation and renewal of something living, the original is modified. Even for words that
are solidified there is a postmaturation.

(Derrida 1985: 183)
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The original language or text survives only in its translation — in its modification-transcription
in another text. We will see below, more concretely, how we are to understand this enrichment
or ‘postmaturation’ in terms of Derrida’s own translation practice.

What is a ‘relevant’ translation?

Derrida is clear that what interests him in translation is less the problem of producing
equivalences between languages than showing how translation involves the modification of
one language by another language in a way that is productive and transformative. As Lydia
Liu notes, the productivity implied is bi-directional.

Benjamin’s notion of complementarity acquires a fresh importance in Derrida’s
reconsideration of the concepts of origin, intention, and the relations between the
languages involved in translation processes. That is to say, translation is no longer a
matter of transferring meaning between languages ‘within the horizon of an
absolutely pure, transparent, and unequivocal translatability.” The original and
translation complement each other to produce meanings larger than mere copies or
reproduction.

(Liu 1995: 15)

As we have already seen with the term ‘iterability’ (which, recall, etymologically conveyed
the seemingly unrelated and even opposed senses of repetition and alterity), Derrida is par-
ticularly interested in words — conceptual words — that convey multiple, even opposing
senses. Such words make visible the differences that swarm beneath the apparent unity of the
signifier. In Dissemination (1972), Derrida famously reminds us that Plato describes writing
as a pharmakon, emphasizing the strange way in which writing both supplements (aids,
benefits) and supplants (undermines, usurps) memory. According to Derrida, the pharmakon
of writing cannot be reduced to the series of oppositional concepts that it conditions or makes
possible (Derrida 1981: 103). If the reader, philosopher or translator were to decide in favour
of one of the semantic resonances of pharmakon [remedy /poison], then the whole problem
that writing poses to philosophy — as presented in this text — would collapse.

That Plato had recourse to the Greek word pharmakon was fortuitous; had he no such
recourse, one might speculate that he would have had to invent a word. In Dissemination,
Derrida chose to keep pharmakon untranslated. This arguably makes for a better choice than
introducing a clunky neologism — say, ‘usurp-plant-ation’ — which would preserve something
of the difference signified by the original. Elsewhere, faced with a similar translational task,
Derrida opted for an interlingual translation:

In 1967, to translate a crucial German word with a double meaning (aufheben,
Aufhebung), a word that signifies at once to suppress and to elevate, a word that
Hegel says represent the speculative risk of the German language, and that the entire
world had until then agreed was untranslatable — or if you prefer, a word for which no
one had agreed with anyone on a stable, satisfying translation into any language — for
this word, I had proposed the noun reléve and the verb relever. This allowed me to
retain, joining them in a single word, the double motif of the elevation and the
replacement that preserves what it denies or destroys, preserving what it causes to
disappear.

(Derrida 2001: 196)
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Looking back on the history of his own translation, Derrida recounts the fortuity of his
selection of relever as a way of rendering Hegel’s Aufhebung. Rehearsing the common
wisdom that Aufhebung is untranslatable, because it is so linked to the particular semantic
possibilities of the German language, Derrida nonetheless defends the relevance and pro-
ductivity of the translation he proposed. This relevance is not based on equivalence but rather
on the way that the term ‘sounds’ — the image proposed here is percussive — some of the most
important semantic notes in the original, ‘raising up’ or ‘bringing to the surface’ that which
has been submerged. This process involves a choice or selection that is never fully calculable.
There is something, then, of the aleatory in all translation.

Derrida notes that despite the controversy surrounding his own work and name, the
translation he proposed came to be widely accepted. However, the stabilization and validation
of this particular Franco-German exchange covers over, he suggests, the contingency of his
own initial proposal. Derrida insists that if relever is a good, apt, relevant translation, it is not
for the reasons that are commonly adduced — that relever is somehow an equivalent for the
German. Rather, if relever is relevant — good or apt — it is because it is itself — in a recursive
movement — a releve /Aufhebung of Aufhebung. Indeed, Derrida suggests, that translation is
always a kind of Aufhebung. The alteration-modification of the ‘original’ term is not some-
thing that can be avoided.

As we have seen in Derrida’s reading of Benjamin, translation involves what Liu, as we saw
above, called complementarity. Translations can have a strange backward effect, transforming
or enhancing what we might be tempted to see as the linguistic past. Derrida demonstrates the
effects of this complementarity in his reading and translation of Shakespeare’s The Merchant
of Venice. The latter will again offer an occasion to reflect on the productivity of relever.
Derrida suggests that Portia’s famous line ‘when mercy seasons justice’ might best (most
relevantly) be rendered in a French translation by the term relever. The standard translation by
Francois-Victor Hugo, which renders ‘seasons’ as tempere, Derrida finds formally unpro-
blematic — but less relevant: ‘It isn’t an erroneous choice’ (2001: 195). He will, however,
suggest reléeve, which he justifies for three reasons: 1) it leaves the sense of ‘season’ idio-
matically intact, as it is found in the context of cooking [assaisonner]; 2) it has the sense of
elevation as the original suggests the elevation of divine justice (mercy) over earthly justice
(retributivism); 3) as the history of its translation attests, relever suggests a way to understand
Portia’s claim about the relation between mercy and justice. In doing so, the translation of
‘season’ by releve ‘threatens’ to enrich the original text with the idea that (Christian — New
Testament) mercy is the Aufhebung of (Jewish — Old Testament) justice — a movement away
from the literality of retributivism to its suspension-overcoming in divine mercy.

Derrida is here advocating for a certain willingness to take risks that is indistinguishable
from the willingness to wield the power inherent in the act of translation. In much of Derrida’s
work on translation, as we have seen, metaphysical concerns — ones that position translation in
a way that de-centres the human — trump both political and ethical questions concerning the
uses and abuses of translation in human contexts. This makes Derrida’s wide-ranging
thinking on translation particularly relevant for the contemporary context — where we see the
rapid, inexorable development of machine translation in all its senses. However, this, no
doubt, requires a deconstructive analysis of the ethics and politics of translation. I have
suggested readings that make valuable strides in this direction below.

Related topics

Benjamin; translation theory and philosophy; equivalence; meaning; the translation of philosophical
texts; translating Derrida; machine translation; toward a philosophy of translation.
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Further reading

Liu, L. (1995) Translingual Practice: Literature, National Culture, and Translated Modernity,
Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press. (Interrogating translational practices at the nexus of
Western-Sino-Japanese national literatures, Liu’s work dilates on many of the deconstructive
insights we find in Derrida’s texts and points to forms of power that translingual theorists are
uniquely positioned to make visible.)

Cassin, B. (ed.) (2014) Dictionary of Untranslatables: A Philosophical Lexicon, translated by
S. Rendall, C. Hubert, J. Mehlman, N. Stein and Michael Syrotinski, edited by E. Apter, J. Lezra
and M. Wood, Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press. (Following closely Derrida’s own usage,
an ‘untranslatable’, Barbara Cassin, project editor, specifies, is not what cannot be translated but the
‘sign of the way in which, from one language to another, neither the words nor the conceptual
networks can simply be superimposed’. This book is important because of the way it takes up both
Derrida’s challenge to logocentrism, or what it calls ‘linguistic universalism’, and his injunction to
philosophize in more than one tongue [plus d 'une langue].

Ertel, E. (2011) ‘Derrida on Translation and His (Mis)reception in America’, Trahir (September 2011):
1-18. (This article provides an indispensable critical overview of Derrida’s work on translation,
including excellent reconstructions of his argument of ‘Des Tours de Babel’, ‘What is a Relevant
Translation’ and ‘Living On’, another text in Derrida’s oeuvre that takes up the notion of textual ‘sur-
vival’ introduced in Derrida’s reading of Benjamin.)

Metzgler, E. (2002) ‘Translation, Poststructuralism and Power’, in M. Tymoczko and E. Gentzler
(eds) Translation and Power, Amherst and Boston: University of Massachusetts Press. (This
work provides an important overview of how deconstructive thought on translation practices has
been taken up outside of the American academic context, particularly by scholars and translators
in Brazil and francophone Canada. Focusing on the dimension of politics and power evidenced
in translational practices, Metzgler explores some political implications of Derrida’s work on
translation.)
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Current trends in philosophy and
translation

Roland Végso

Introduction

To a large extent, the twentieth century turned out to be the century of language for Western
philosophy in the sense that both the continental and analytic traditions witnessed a ‘linguistic
turn’. This state of affairs, needless to say, boded quite well for the fate of translation as a
philosophical problem. Elevating language to the status of a central concept also implied that
translation had to play an important role in our theoretical systems. Of course, this general
tendency did not in the least imply any kind of uniformity, and individual philosophers
granted different degrees of importance to translation. But even if translation never quite
occupied the position of being one of the most important problems for philosophy, the concept
of translation was nevertheless endowed with more and more heuristic power. It became at
least a silent partner in some of the most spectacular enterprises of philosophy.

But the new century began on a quite different note. Already by the 1990s, it had become
clear that the twentieth century will be over only when the hegemony of language is finally
broken and becomes a thing of the past. Since a significant section of contemporary phil-
osophy is motivated by a barely disguised fatigue with questions of language, signification,
textuality, hermeneutics, and deconstruction, a rather dark eventuality began to rise on our
horizon: the possibility that translation might not be such an interesting problem for phil-
osophy after all. This turn away from language, which also implied a turn away from
translation, was more often than not couched in the form of a rejection of ‘post-structuralism’.

A clear example of this turn away from translation can be detected in the works of Alain Badiou.
First and foremost, this shift is clearly legible on a stylistic level. Although Badiou’s writing and
argumentative style is not without its own poetic appeal, it is explicitly motivated by a rejection of
the rhetorical excesses and stylistic bravado of some of his contemporaries. Apologizing for the
‘abstruse’ nature of what they are going to present in their introduction, the translators of Badiou’s
Infinite Thought, Oliver Feltham and Justin Clemens, offer the reader the freedom to skip over
these difficult materials. As they point out, they feel justified in this move by Badiou himself:

He effectively tries to speak to those who do not spend their lives in professional
institutions, but act and think in ways that usually exceed or are beneath notice. As
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Badiou himself puts it: ‘Philosophy privileges no language, not even the one it is
written in’.
(Badiou 2003: 2)

These words suggest that the egalitarian nature of Badiou’s philosophy manifests itself on the
level of style as well. In a more philosophical tone, Alberto Toscano introduced his translation
of Badiou’s Logics of World by referring to the ideal at work in Badiou’s philosophy as ‘the
rationalist imperative of transmissibility which would tend towards the nullification of human
speech’ (Badiou 2009: xv). In the same spirit, then, Toscano adds: ‘I have worked to make the
act of translation as unobtrusive as possible’. The formula is clear: since the problem of
translation tends towards nullification in Badiou’s philosophy, the translation of Badiou’s
works itself should move in the direction of the elimination of the obtrusive signs of
translation.

Thus, the ideal of mathematical formalization that motivates much of Badiou’s thinking
points in the direction of a universal language that renders translation a secondary concern. To
be more precise, translation does not simply disappear from this system. The point is that
everything can be translated into the language of set theory. But once this translation has taken
place, there is no need for future retranslations. Translation is still necessary but only as an
incidental concern that in itself does not have to become the object of detailed philosophical
analysis. Quite paradoxically, it is the universal possibility of translation (everything can be
translated into the language of mathematics/philosophy, and pure thought travels among
languages universally) that renders translation unimportant.

We find one of the clearest formulations of this problem in Badiou’s article on the French
language in The Dictionary of Untranslatables. Badiou starts by identifying a conflict
between the desire to write in the mother tongue and the official academic language of
philosophy (Badiou 2014: 350). In the French context, this conflict first manifested itself in
Descartes’ works as the necessary choice between the French language and Latin. The see-
mingly counter-intuitive point, however, is that it is the choice of French that represents a
genuine universalism here, not Latin. By choosing to write in French, the philosopher
responds to the essentially democratic call of philosophy to speak to everyone. Thus, as
Badiou puts it, the privilege given to the French language ‘had nothing to do with the
language as such’ (Badiou 2014: 350). In Badiou’s account, Descartes’ ‘principled univer-
salism’ is based on a triple foundation: 1) reasoning (whose paradigm is geometrical writing)
is axiomatic in nature and ‘travels across languages universally’; 2) thinking in the form of
the intuition of immanent ideas is essentially non-linguistic; 3) the transcription of these
ideas may take place in any dialect (Badiou 2014: 350). All three of these criteria shift the
focus away from the specificity of a language to the universality of reason.

And yet the specificity of French does not simply disappear in this argument. Badiou
clearly delineates the subtle differences between French, German, English, and Italian. He
calls French a ‘thin’ language because it prioritizes syntax over substance. His conclusion
captures the duality of philosophical language and national dialect in the following terms:

Axiomatizing, deriving, and thereby even emptying speech of any individuality that
sparkles too much, of any predication that is too colorful; purifying this speech, these
excessive turns of phrase like repentances and uncertainties — these are the very acts of
philosophy itself, once it orders its Idea in this material place that grasps it, runs through
it: a language, this language, French.

(Badiou 2014: 354)
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This point is fully in line with Badiou’s general argument that a Truth is transworldly in nature
but still needs a worldly body in order to assume appearance (Badiou 2011: 26). As a result,
the possibility and necessity of translation is clearly designated a specific ontological location
in Badiou’s system. But translation is simply the worldly body in which the universality of the
Idea appears: the Idea is not untranslatable; it simply does not need translation anymore.
Nevertheless, it would be a mistake to assume that the translator has nothing to learn from
Badiou’s philosophy. If we decide to concentrate on some of the more general questions
raised by his writings (rather than exclusively on his philosophy of language), we might find
that several of his central categories — like the event, truth, and the subject — are potentially
useful tools for conceptualizing what takes place in acts of translation. For example, it is
an interesting coincidence that one of the central concepts for Badiou that tie these three
categories (event, truth, subject) together is that of ‘fidelity’ — a central problem for theories of
translation as well. Therefore, if we conceive of Badiou’s philosophy as a philosophy of
praxis (Ashton, Bartlett and Clemens 2006), we might be able to use a number of his ideas to
formulate a theory of translation as an ethical and political practice (Végso 2012).

Towards a sociology of translation

In addition to Badiou, one of the most important influences behind the current transformation
of the philosophical interest in translation came from a field strictly speaking different from
philosophy: science studies. Even at an early stage of its development, actor—network theory
(ANT) defined its methodology as a ‘sociology of translation’. Unlike Badiou (who removes
translation from the centre of attention but retains the basic linguistic nature of translation),
ANT promotes translation into a central concept but no longer treats it as an essentially
linguistic phenomenon. In this context, ‘translation’ becomes the preferred term for what in a
more general philosophical lexicon we often call ‘mediation’. As such, linguistic mediation
(that is, the common understanding of translation) is only one possible example of translation,
which now becomes a praxis that has to be located at the level of the ontology of the social:
translation constitutes networks.

The expression ‘sociology of translation’ is usually derived from Michel Callon’s works of
the 1980s. In his 1986 article ‘Some Elements of a Sociology of Translation’, Callon outlines
his theory of the sociology of translation through a case study examining the production of
scientific knowledge concerning scallop farming in 1970s France. It is in this context that
Callon formulates his influential theory of translation as a process in which ‘the identity of
actors, the possibility of interaction, and the margins of manoeuvre are negotiated and
delimited’ (Callon 1999: 68). Callon follows the story of three researchers who return home to
France from a trip to Japan and attempt to revitalize a local economy through the domesti-
cation of a specific species of scallop. In order to examine how the central actors of the story
(scientists, fishermen, and scallops) interacted with each other, Callon formalizes the process
of translation in the following formulas:

1. ‘Translation is a displacement’ (Callon 1999: 81): in the process of this production of
new scientific knowledge a whole series of displacements had to occur that involve
human and nonhuman actors alike.

2. ‘It is to establish oneself as a spokesperson’ (Callon 1999: 81): but translation also
involves expressing in one’s own language what other actors say and want, how they
act and interact. At the end of the process, a unified discourse has to bring these actors
into a more or less stable relationship with each other.
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3. ‘Translation is a process before it is a result’ (Callon 1999: 81): after this unification,
however, the work of translation is not over yet as the possibility of new displacements
opens up immediately and new spokespersons emerge to unify these relations in new
configurations.

4. ‘Translation is the mechanism by means of which the social and natural worlds pro-
gressively take form’ (Callon 1999: 82): what is ultimately at stake in the processes of
translation is the very definition of the two grand domains of human existence. As
Callon puts it, the ‘result is a situation in which certain entities control others’ (Callon
1999: 82). In other words, power relations are established.

As far as ANT is concerned, then, translation (understood as the process whereby actors are
constituted through the establishment of specific relations) cannot be defined exclusively as a
linguistic mediation of social relations. Callon’s last point calls attention to a crucial
dimension of translation: translation constitutes the very division between the social and the
natural worlds. It is in this sense that the problem of translation must be located on the level of
the ontology of the social.

This definition of translation is also the foundation of Bruno Latour’s take on the social. In a
sense, we could say that Latour argues for a pure mediation without a social totality. This
argument involves a reversal of causality: in science studies, ‘the social was to be explained
instead of providing the explanation’ (Latour 2005: 108). If the sociology of translation can
identify and describe mediators as actors, it will not need the hypothesis of a ‘society’ that
lies behind these mediations:

As T have said in the introduction, to use the word social for such a process is legitimated
by the oldest etymology of the word socius: ‘someone following someone else’, a
‘follower’, or ‘associate’. To designate this thing which is neither one actor among
many nor a force behind all the actors transported through some of them
but a connection that transports, so to speak, transformations, we use the word
translation — the tricky word ‘network’ being defined in the next chapter as what is
traced by those translations in the scholars’ accounts. So, the word ‘translation’ now
takes on a somewhat specialized meaning: a relation that does not transport causality
but induces two mediators into coexisting. [...] I can now state the aim of this
sociology of associations more precisely: there is no society, no social realm, and
no social ties, but there exist translations between mediators that may generate
traceable associations.

(Latour 2005: 108, emphasis in original)

This focus on mediation also explains Latour’s well-known historical argument that
modernity is constituted by the repression of the ontological function of translation. The
exclusion that constituted modernity guaranteed that the act of mediation carried out by
translation remained hidden. As Latour puts it, modernity was defined by two distinct
practices:

The first set of practices, by ‘translation,’ creates mixtures between entirely new types of
beings, hybrids of nature and culture. The second, by ‘purification,” creates two entirely
distinct ontological zones: that of human beings on the one hand; that of nonhumans on
the other.

(Latour 1993: 10-11)
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The paradox of modernity was that the more it denied the processes of translation in the name
of purification, the more it promoted the proliferation of hybrids.

The ultimate goal of this critique of modernity is to outline a new ‘relationalist’ ontology
(Latour 1993: 114). The first step in this project is the generalization of the logic of mediation:

An intermediary — although recognized as necessary — simply transports, transfers,
transmits energy from one of the poles of the Constitution. It is void in itself and can only
be less faithful or more or less opaque. A mediator, however, is an original event and
creates what it translates as well as the entities between which it plays the mediating role.

(Latour 77-8)

Thus, a genuine act of mediation translates but in such a way that it itself creates both the
mediated entities and the relations among them. Translation, in this sense, does not pre-exist
the identities and relations that it puts into relation with each other. It is in the event of the
mediation itself that the identities of all the agents are created.

Latour’s term for this new ontology is ‘relative relativism’ (Latour 1993: 113). Translation
cannot be inscribed in the logic of ‘absolute relativism’, since the latter is essentially based on
the denial of the very possibility of establishing relations among ontologically distinct
entities. To put it differently, absolute relativism is based on the ideal of untranslatability since
it cannot establish a common measure among different entities. But Latour’s famous principle
of irreducibility clearly rejects this position: ‘Nothing is, by itself, either reducible or irre-
ducible to anything else. Never by itself, but always through the mediation of another. How
can one claim that worlds are untranslatable, when translation is the very soul of the process of
relating?’ (Latour 1993: 113).

It is in this context that we can understand Latour’s critique of the ‘linguistic turn’ in
continental philosophy:

Whether they are called ‘semiotics’, ‘semiology’ or ‘linguistic turns’, the object of all these
philosophies is to make discourse not a transparent intermediary that would put the human
subject in contact with the natural world, but a mediator independent of nature and society
alike. This autonomization of the sphere of meaning has occupied the best minds of our
time for the past half-century. If they too have led us into an impasse, it is not because they
have ‘forgotten man’, or ‘abandoned reference’, as the modernist reaction is declaring
today, but because they themselves have limited their enterprise to discourse alone.
(Latour 1993: 63)

As Latour points out, the price to be paid for this autonomization of language was the rejection
of the problem of reference and the identity of the speaking subject: ‘Language has become a
law unto itself, a law governing itself and its own world’ (Latour 1993: 63). On the one hand,
these philosophers discovered the crucial difference between genuine mediators and mere
intermediaries. In other words, an intermediary occupies a place of transmission where no
genuine act of translation takes place. It is a more or less transparent transportation of infor-
mation and identity between two positions. A genuine act of mediation, however, is constitutive
in the sense that it itself brings into being the very entities it translates as well as their relations.
In the same way, Latour suggests, for the philosophers of the linguistic turn language effectively
functioned as a means of constituting subjects, objects, and their relations. When the subject
becomes a ‘meaning effect” and the object a ‘reality effect’ of language, the latter takes on the
role of a constitutive force that creates the very entities that it mediates.
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On the other hand, however, Latour argues that this absolutization of language missed a
crucial point. In its essence, it amounted to a confusion of the problem of mediation with the
problem of language. To put it differently, it was a welcome development in the history of
philosophy that these thinkers provided a more precise articulation of the problem of
mediation by analysing the intricacies of language, signification, and textuality. But, in the
same move, they misunderstood the nature of mediation by reducing it to nothing but lin-
guistic mediation. They confused mediation with its one of its possible instantiations.

Thus, we could say that the primary accomplishment of the sociology of translation is that it
elevates translation to an ontological concept in a way that is quite different from earlier
paradigms. Yes, translation has been ‘ontologized’ before (by Heidegger, Derrida, etc.), but
here it is ontologized in a way that goes well beyond the ontology of language (which holds
that language is by definition translation) as well as linguistic ontologies (which argue that
everything is constructed by language). Translation is no longer a regional ontology
(restricted to our understanding of language as signification) but a general ontological
principle of the very constitution of the social (and its opposite, ‘nature’). Linguistic trans-
lation is merely one possible example of this universal principle.

In more practical terms, we could argue that this approach to translation promises to liberate
translation from some of its inherited institutional constraints. Of course, the generalization of
translation as the fundamental paradigm of social practice does incur the risk of turning it into
an empty concept whose potential field of application is so broad that it loses any practical
value whatsoever. But the mobilization of ANT for translation theory might help us develop
broader frameworks of interpretation that take into consideration a surprising array of actors
moving along a number of different networks as they bring into being various relations of
translation. To say the least, such an expansion of our understanding of translation would
imply that (even if we want to concentrate on traditional forms of linguistic translation) we
have to break out of the restrictive basic model that conceives of translation exclusively in
terms of an encounter between an original text and a (professional) translator. In other words,
we would have to try to understand how linguistic translation functions within larger net-
works of social mediation. In place of the dual model, we would have to construct unpre-
dictably polymorphous frameworks as we follow translation through a number of different
institutions (presses, translation schools, universities, distribution centres, etc.) with the goal
of discovering new actors (publishers, editors, professional teachers of translation studies,
teachers of literature, etc., but also nonhuman actors such as Google Translate, new forms of
digital publication, data-mining algorithms, etc.).

Towards a flat ontology of translation

New materialisms, speculative realism, object-oriented ontology: these are the names under
which the rejection of a specific conception of language and translation proceeds today. What is
common in these philosophical movements is a turn away from an exclusive focus on sub-
jectivity towards a new concern with the object, reality, and materiality. While it was easy for us
to accept the proposition that the ontology of the subject is defined in an essential manner by
practices of translation, it is not entirely self-evident that objects are capable of acts of trans-
lation. But this is precisely the thesis that motives a whole nascent branch of philosophy today.

The clearest formulation of this thesis can be found in Levi Bryant’s The Democracy of
Objects: ‘Above all, ontological realisms refuse to treat objects as constructions of humans.
While it is true, I will argue, that all objects translate one another, the objects that are translated
are irreducible to their translations’ (Bryant 2011: 18). The ultimate goal of Bryant’s project is
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to construct a ‘flat ontology’ — that is, an ontology without the traditional inherited meta-
physical hierarchies. In a strictly ontological sense, all existing beings are equal even if they
enter into unequal relations. Relying on Ian Bogost’s pithy formula, Bryant puts this thesis in
the following words: ‘The democracy of objects is the ontological thesis that all objects | . . . ]
equally exist while they do not exist equally’ (Bryant 2011: 19; Bogost 2012: 11). Bryant
formulates what he considers to be the four fundamental theses of a flat ontology (or what he
calls ‘onticology’): 1) all objects are withdrawn (that is, no object possesses full presence and,
therefore, no object is ever exhausted by the relations it might be able to enter); 2) the world
does not exist (in other words, in an ontological sense, we cannot speak about a harmonious
totality of objects); 3) the human being does not possess a privileged position in relation to
being (as a result, the human/object relation is really only a subcategory of the more general
problem of the object/object relation); 4) all objects are on ‘an equal ontological footing” (if
every existing object is equally real, we need to start thinking in terms of expanded collectives
of objects that often exist on radically different scales) (Bryant 2011: 32).

As we can see, just as in Latour’s work, the starting point of this philosophy is the attempt
to rethink the human/nonhuman distinction itself. Quite surprisingly, however, it is translation
(a seemingly purely anthropocentric concept) that carries the majority of this argumentative
burden:

In short, the difference between humans and other objects is not a difference in kind, but a
difference in degree. Put differently, all objects translate one another. Translation is not
unique to how the mind relates to the world. And as a consequence of this, no object has
direct access to any other object.

(Bryant 2011: 27)

Translation is no longer treated as a capability specific to the human being and becomes the
generalized condition of objectivity as such. Translation names the way objects relate to each
other. For example, when a book lies on a table, a certain type of information exchange takes
place between the book and the table: the book receives information about its environment
from the table; but this information is distorted in nature because its production is strictly
internal to the book’s intrinsic composition as a system (hence the term ‘translation’). The
book, therefore, interprets the table only in terms of the internal structures of the book itself.

In order to establish this last point, Bryant relies on Alfred North Whitehead’s process
philosophy and Niklas Luhmann’s autopoietic systems theory. From Whitehead, Bryant
borrows the idea that every existing entity grasps in specific ways the other entities that it
comes into contact with. Whitehead calls this process ‘prehension’ in order to distinguish it
from human ‘comprehension’. What follows from this position is that human comprehension
is only one specific manifestation of the larger problem of prehension that applies to all
existing entities. The important point for Bryant is that this prehension always takes on
subjective forms that are specific to the prehending entity (Bryant 2011: 135-6).

Thus, to account for the ‘subjective’ nature of prehension in more objective terms, Bryant
relies on Luhmann’s theory of autopoietic systems. The latter designate autonomous entities
composed of a set of elements that are themselves constituted by the system itself (in other
words, they do not pre-exist the system in which they will function as elements). As a result,
the identity of an autopoietic system is determined by a network of dynamic processes whose
effects remain internal to the system. Consequently, these systems are self-referential (their
operations refer only to themselves and are products of the system itself') and closed in on
themselves (they do not directly relate to their environment). They maintain only selective
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relations with their environments and systems in their environments that are always coded in
terms of the internal structures of the given system (Bryant 2011: 140).

To simplify things, what counts for Bryant is that objects (modelled on autopoietic systems)
interact with each other by producing ‘information’. But what is the status of this information?
Understood in this specific sense, information is not something simply given in the system’s
environment that could be exchanged between two entities. Rather, it names the way a concrete
perturbation of the system is transformed into processes internal to the system. This transform-
ation also implies that information is always constituted by the system experiencing the pertur-
bation and always assumes system-specific forms (Bryant 2011: 156). Playing with the word
itself, Bryant gives two new meanings to the term: 1) information means that something is ‘in
formation’ — that is, it has no fixed identity and is capable of transformation; 2) but information is
also ‘in-form-ation’ — that is, it designates the way objects take on new forms (Bryant 2011: 165).

When Bryant directly picks up the problem of translation in this context, he presents his
discussions within the framework of the Lacanian theory of the ‘cause’. As Bryant explains,
Lacan distinguishes a genuine cause from the deterministic chain of the law (which defines
our common understanding of causality). The point for Lacan is precisely that in the case of a
cause we find an irreducible gap between cause and effect. In other words, a cause manifests
itself precisely when something does not work according the law of causality. Thus, in the
surprise of a cause, we encounter effects in excess of what we expected in relation to our
traditional understanding of causality (Bryant 2011: 174-5):

The gap functions in a very specific way in Lacan’s conception of the mechanisms of the
unconscious, but we can say that Lacan also makes a broader and more profound point
about the gap and the relationship between cause and effect that holds for all inter-object
relations. Here we can coin the aphorism, ‘there is no transportation without translation’,
or, alternatively, ‘there is no transportation without transformation’.

(Bryant 2011: 178)

Two points should be emphasized here. First, we should note that Bryant provides yet another
take on the old adage according to which translation is necessarily a form distortion (see the
Italian traduttore, traditore [to translate, to betray]). At the same time, however, it is also clear
that this distortion now receives a specific form: it is the production of something new.
Bryant’s comments on translation suggest something that goes against the usual definition of
translation as a form of fidelity to the original. A genuine act of translation must be a sur-
prising event that exceeds its actual causes. It is worthy of the name translation only if it
breaks with the law and graces us with the advent of the new.

Ultimately, this argument leads to a new ontology of translation. We could break this
argument down into three major moments. First, as Bryant insists, translation has to be
generalized as an ontological relation: ‘To be sure, every entity translates the other entities to
which it relates, yet these translations must be rigorously distinguished from the entities that
are translated’ (Bryant 2011: 265). Second, the constitutive limitations of this generalized
condition must be clearly articulated:

Objects never directly encounter one another, but rather only relate to one another as
translations or information. And information is never something transmitted or
exchanged by objects, but rather is constituted by each object as a function of its own
internal organization and distinctions.

(Bryant 2011: 281)
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Finally, what follows from the previous points is the hypothesis of the absolute de-
essentialization of translation:

There are as many forms of translation as there are types of objects. Indeed, there are as
many forms of translation as there are objects. Moreover, new forms of translation come
into being all the time with the emergence of new objects and with the development of
objects.

(Bryant 2011: 282)

This last point raises a crucial issue: translation strictly speaking does not have an ontology. It
is reinvented every time an object enters into new relations with other objects. To put it
differently, translation is an ontological category to the degree that it itself cannot be fully
ontologized.

In a certain sense, then, this flat ontology radicalizes the conclusions of the sociology of
translation. As we have seen, the conclusion is not simply that the society/nature distinction
itself is a product of processes of translation and purification, but that every existing object
translates the other objects that it encounters. The expansion of the notion of translation
reaches here one of its logical limits: translation is no longer simply the general principle of
human language; it is no longer merely the essence of all human or animal communication (be
that linguistic or not); it is no longer the fundamental mechanism of the human mind; it is no
longer the general logic of social action; it is the way every existing object persists in being.
The good news here for practitioners of linguistic translation appears to be once again the
liberation of the act of translation from inherited institutional limitations. For if every object
reinvents translation when it enters into a relation with new objects, there must be an infinity
of possible definitions of translation itself. This thesis could be taken as an ontological starting
point for new forms of experimentation with the very definition of translation that exceed our
received ideas about what a translator is supposed to do and accomplish at the end of the day
when the work of translation is declared to be done.

Towards a new sophistics of translation

As far as the philosophy of translation is concerned, one of the most significant events of the
new century turned out to be the grand project spearheaded by Barbara Cassin that was
published in French in 2004 and translated into English under the title Dictionary of
Untranslatables: A Philosophical Lexicon (Cassin 2014b). Cassin, while a frequent collab-
orator of Badiou, champions a philosophical tradition that was rejected by the proudly
Platonist Badiou: the Sophists. This reinvention of sophistics amounts to a rearticulation of
the role of language for a post-deconstructive era. Cassin’s basic provocation is to offer an
alternative history of philosophy. She uncovers a sophistic tradition that functions as an
alternative to the dominant ontological and phenomenological traditions. In this sense,
sophistics is the repressed ‘other’ (or even ‘bad other’) of ontology: ‘Sophistic texts are the
paradigm of what was not only left to one side but transformed and made unintelligible by
their enemies’ (Cassin 2014a: 2).

According to Cassin, while the fundamental model of philosophy remained Parmenides’
Poem and Platonico-Aristotelian ontology, the sophistic countermodel constitutes a
‘logology’, an altogether different relation to /ogos. As Cassin explains, she borrows the
term ‘logology’ from Novalis, who used it to refer to discourse that was primarily con-
cerned with itself (Cassin 2014a: 2). For Cassin, however, the focus on the self-reflexive
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nature of discourse means that sophistics is a performative discourse. In other words,
unlike ontology it is not trying to say what is but makes what it says be. In this sense,
sophistic discourse ‘creates as it speaks’ (Cassin 2014a: 3). While ontology describes
being as phusis, logology performs a polis: hence its political dimension. Yet Cassin is
careful to emphasize that her ultimate goal is not the ‘rehabilitation’ of the Sophists. The
point is not to turn the Sophists into rigorous philosophers but to understand why phil-
osophy wanted to exclude them from its canon and to show why they disturb philosophy
even today (Cassin 2014a: 14).

As Cassin explains, at the heart of this new (and simultaneously very old) sophistics, we
find the idea of a ‘consistent relativism’. In order to understand what Cassin means by this
term, we must emphasize that she rejects the general understanding of the term that reduces
it to a kind of moral nihilism:

What is relativism? It is not the rejection of values, nor is it the idea that everything is of
equal worth, but rather the rejection of values that will remain exactly and eternally the
same, for all places and for all times.

(Cassin 2014a: 326)

To put it differently, in spite of the fact that relativism is based on the critique of universal Truth,
‘not everything goes, or, if you wish, relativism is not subjectivism’ (Cassin 2014a: 268).

In place of Truth, then, Cassin offers up what she calls a ‘dedicated comparative’.
The basis for this redefinition of our relation to truth is Protagoras (‘Man is the measure
of all things’):

Protagoras changes the parameters, quite radically: he switches from the binary
opposition between true and false to the comparative ‘better’. We learn that there is no
such thing as Truth with a capital ‘T, the Platonic idea that allows the philosopher-king
to reign supreme over all men (and women, too, for sure), but rather that some things
are ‘truer’ than others. There is no absolute, only a comparative; and, more specifically
still, what I would call a ‘dedicated comparative’: the ‘truer’ is a ‘better for’; as the
better is defined as ‘the more useful’, the better adapted to (the person, the situation,
all that makes up the moment in question, the moment the Greeks call kairos, ‘the
opportune moment’).

(Cassin 2014a: 237)

Eventually, Cassin finds the concrete political counterpart of this metaphysical pragmatism in
one of Desmond Tutu’s remarks in the South African Truth and Reconciliation Commission’s
report:

‘Enough of the truth for’: it is this expression that stops me in my tracks. It goes against
the idea that there is one unique and absolute truth, the truth: rather, there is some truth, a
bit, bits of truth. It is a partitive — some bread, some water, some truth. And there is
enough of it for it to serve and be useful: it is instrumentalized truth.

(Cassin 2014a: 262)

The philosophical foundation of the critique of Truth (in the name of this ‘enough of the truth

for’) is Cassin’s rejection of the Aristotelian principle of noncontradiction. Cassin presents
Aristotle as the primary opponent of the Sophists. More than Plato, Aristotle was ‘the
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philosopher who was mostly responsible for marginalizing them’ (Cassin 2014a: 6). The
important point is that Aristotle demonstrates ‘the principle of all principles, the law of
noncontradiction’ (Cassin 2014a: 4) by a refutation of the sophistic position. Cassin argues
that Aristotle can conceive of meaning only in terms of univocity and tries to excise ambi-
guity, homonymy, and polysemy from the domain of legitimate speech. Since the Sophists
fell outside of the principle of noncontradiction, as far as Aristotle was concerned, they were
like ‘plants’ (Cassin 2014a: 6).

In this historical struggle between the dominant onto-phenomenological logos and soph-
istic logology, the forces of translation clearly align themselves with the latter subterranean
tradition. In this sense, for Cassin, translation constitutes a limit to ontology itself. As we have
seen, the problem with classic ontology is that it presupposes the unity of /ogos. But, as Cassin
puts it, ‘a model other than the universality of the logos has to be found’ (Cassin 2014a: 10).
The foundation of this new model is the plurality of languages. This is where translation
emerges as a central question of philosophy: ‘languages perform different worlds’ (Cassin
2014a: 11). As a result, the very nature of philosophy changes if we take the necessity of
translation seriously: “We philosophize in words and not in concepts: we have to complicate
the universal with languages’ (Cassin 2014a: 11).

We can find one of Cassin’s most direct philosophical engagements of the problem of
translation in her essay ‘The Relativity of Translation and Relativism’ (Cassin 2014a: 297—
316). As the title suggests, translation becomes here the primary terrain for the articulation of
the meaning of relativism since translation is the primary site for posing the question of the
relation ‘interpretive plurality and truth’ (2014a: 298). As Cassin puts it: “Translation [ ... ]
regularly violates the principle of noncontradiction because the principle of noncontradiction
is based on the requirement of univocity: one word, one meaning — or, in any case, no two
meanings at a time, no two meanings at the same time’ (Cassin 2014a: 312). But the essence
of translation is that it mobilizes the inherent ambiguities of two languages in such a way that
the translator is always in the midst of a dynamic system of possibilities. Thus, the best model
for the process of translation would be that of a ‘calculus with its compossibilities’:
‘Accordingly, translation would be of the order of arborescence rather than that of the line’
(Cassin 2014a: 303).

The essay is primarily concerned with the possible translations of Parmenides’ poem often
referred to under the title ‘On Nature’. After tracing in detail the complications of textual
transmission and surveying already existing translations, in the end Cassin reaches a sur-
prising conclusion. At a crucial point of the essay, Cassin decides to hold on to two (rather
than one) translations of a specific line of the poem (Cassin 2014a: 305) and adds: ‘I do not
want to choose between these two translations, nor can I choose’ (Cassin 2014a: 309). Yet
Cassin insists that this choice does not imply that all other options would have been equally
valid: ‘They make more sense to me than the others. They present a meaning to which it is
necessary to be sensible’ (Cassin 2014a: 309). In this sense, the process of translation meets
one of its internal limits in the act of a choice: ‘This choice, which presents itself as a choice
[...] highlights the type of consistence that characterizes normal interpretive operations:
cultural construction, textual fixion, trafficking in the letter, and translation as the terminal
point of interpretation’ (Cassin 2014a: 309).

Following Protagoras’ lead, then, we should see translation as a manifestation of this
consistent relativism that involves a shift from ‘the binary opposition of true/false to the
comparative “better” and, more precisely, to what I call “dedicated comparative”: “better for’”
(Cassin 2014a: 315). Immersed in the mire of possible options, the translator is urged to make
a choice. But the choice should not be that of absolute Truth. As Cassin suggests, the
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translator must choose something that is ‘better’ and, more precisely, ‘better for’ the historical
moment that constitutes the kairos of the act of translation. This is where the political
dimension of translation also surfaces: ‘Politics does not consist of the universal imposition of
Truth (or the imposition of universal truth). It consists of the differential aid to choose the
better’ (Cassin 2014a: 316).

The end(s) of translation

How can we briefly formalize the relation among these definitions of translation? What is
common to all of the authors examined here is the fundamentally ontological orientation of
their definitions of translation. The ultimate horizon of contemporary philosophical
engagements of translation appears to be what we call the ontology of translation. In the
present context, we can use the expression ‘the ontology of translation’ in two senses. First, it
can refer to the fact that the question of the ontological consistency of translation practices
surfaces with a new intensity. At worst, philosophers slide over this question and take a
specific definition of translation for granted; at best, translation gains a new kind of onto-
logical openness. The second meaning of the expression refers to the tendency to elevate
translation to the level of an ontological concept. In this sense, translation becomes the
fundamental paradigm of human praxis, social mediation, or the very constitution of beings
in general.

This development, which is hardly without historical precedents, does not necessarily mean
that other questions (epistemological, ethical, political) completely disappear from the phil-
osophy of translation. It means only that the decision concerning the very being of translation
takes on a new urgency. In fact, one thing that also connects these theories of translation is that
the ontological reflection is always framed in the context of a theory of politics. To put it
differently, the contemporary ontology of translation is oriented by a principle of egalitar-
ianism. Badiou’s fundamentally rationalist egalitarianism is based on the transworldly nature
of the event of truth, which, beyond a certain point, transcends translation. Radical equality
becomes possible when we no longer need translation. In the case of Latour and Cassin, we
find that a properly formulated relativism establishes simultaneously the necessity of trans-
lation and the conditions of political practice. For Bryant, a genuinely flat ontology is also an
ontology of translation. The essential equality of all beings is predicated upon the hypothesis
that being is in a perpetual state of translation.

Thus, we could argue that today translation occupies in philosophical discourse the position
of a limit in relation to ontology. In the case of Badiou, ontology limits the function of
translation (since mathematics as ontology tends towards the elimination of translation); for
Cassin, translation limits the scope of classic ontology (as translation is responsible for
introducing a new kind of multiplicity to ontology). For Latour and Bryant, ontology is
translation, and the very problem of the limit is internalized; but for both of them, translation
ceases to be an essentially linguistic problem as it is tied to the more general problem of
relationality.

At the two extremes, the field of contemporary philosophical engagements of translation is
defined by two ways of avoiding translation. On this level, the turn away from translation and
the universalization of translation coincide. One position holds that translation is real but, in
the end, a matter of philosophical indifference. The other, however, claims for it an excessive
relevance. Everything is always already translation, so the specificity of translation disappears
in this abstract universality. Both approaches, therefore, show us ways of suspending trans-
lation while retaining it at the same time. Between these two extremes, the question of the very
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possibility of translation (the debate concerning the untranslatable) emerges as the third
dominant way of questioning translation today. The aporia of our times appears to be best
captured in the maxim according to which the systematic demonstration of untranslatability is
the ultimate and only possible affirmation of translation. This paradigm (which already has a
long history) contains a risk that leads us down the road toward the fetishization of the
untranslatable. Once again, translation is saved by the declaration of its very end.
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translation; toward a philosophy of translation.
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Maria Tymoczko

Introduction

Philosophers writing in the Eurocentric tradition have often used translation as a vehicle or
extended metaphor for discussing problems in philosophy because translation epitomizes and
sets in high relief many aspects of language, cultural asymmetry, and problems related to
communication among human beings." Translation speaks to differences in language and
culture both with respect to individuals and whole societies. Hence it goes to the heart of
philosophical problems related to philosophy of mind, including the nature of knowledge,
decision making, and perception of other minds, and to cognitive and social functions such as
intention, action, communication, and ethics. Translation has also been used at times to frame
discussions of specialized domains of knowledge including the philosophy of science or the
understanding of history and the workings of ideology in societies.

Thus translation studies deals with many of the same concerns and problems that engage
philosophers. Although discussions of these topics in translation studies at times lack the
abstract sophistication and specialized vocabulary used in the long tradition of Eurocentric
philosophy, philosophers should find explorations of these issues by translation studies
scholars of interest. Their value for philosophy in part results from the fact that translation
studies is grounded in the broad context of global linguistic and cultural variation that
translators work with and that many of the findings about translation are concrete and
demonstrable in case studies. By contrast, the examples deployed by philosophers in the
Eurocentric tradition of philosophy are typically restricted to Indo-European languages and
cultures, often closely related ones or, as in the case of W.V.O. Quine, invented examples that
are not convincing when considered pragmatically (Tymoczko 1999: 146—62). Moreover, the
arguments in philosophy are often about abstract or putative case studies. Thus awareness of
theoretical discourses in translation studies can remediate some of the parochial approaches of
philosophy. Conversely philosophers raise issues that translators and translation scholars
must consider in relation to both the theory and practice of translation.

Translation studies is a discipline that consolidated after World War II. Although it is young
and still building its theoretical foundation, much has been accomplished. In an entry in the
Encyclopedia of Applied Linguistics (Tymoczko 2013) I identified and discussed at greater
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length the following principles of translation theory that have achieved general consensus
among translation scholars internationally.?

1. Translation involves negotiating fundamental linguistic and cultural asymmetries and
anisomorphisms.®

2. Translation involves decisions and choices about meanings in the source text (ST) and
constructions of meaning in the target text (TT).*

3. Meaning in a ST or a TT extends far beyond semantic meaning. In translation a prac-
titioner must pay particular attention to functional aspects of languages and texts.

4. Because translation involves decisions, choices, and constructions related to meaning,
there is no single correct way to translate. Translation equivalence is a posteriori in
nature. The particular configuration of equivalence in a translation can be defined only
by descriptive studies of the actual translation in relation to context.’

5. An entailment of the decisions, choices, and constructions involved in translating is that
translation is a metonymic process. Translations are partial representations of their STs.
In addition translators introduce into their translations elements that have metonymic
reference to the target language and context.’

6. Translation equivalence can be stipulated explicitly or implicitly, as can any linguistic
behavior.

7. Translation is a form of rewriting and as such has many commonalities with other forms
of rewriting, including adaptations to media other than language.

8. Because translation involves choices and because strategies of translation vary so
widely, like other forms of cultural production, translations are best seen in the context
of cultural systems.

9. Translations are an ideological and political form of cultural production.

10. Translation is a cluster concept. Ideas about translation have varied widely across time,
place, culture, and language.

Although these theoretical statements seem simple, they are powerful. In my earlier article on
translation theory cited above I elaborate on these principles and discuss the entailments of
each. Because there is little point in reproducing those earlier elaborations, here I concentrate
on discussing the relation between translation theory and the Eurocentric tradition of phil-
osophy, specifically the Anglo-American tradition. I focus on some of the common theoretical
issues shared by translation studies and philosophy, as well as issues that could be further
explored to the mutual advantage of both fields.

We should begin by observing that the practice of translation is enormously difficult to
theorize because of the complexity of translation and the sheer number of parameters
involved, each of which potentially introduces significant variation. A partial list of these
parameters includes the large number of human languages (currently more than 6,000), any
two of which in translation present their own dilemmas related to linguistic asymmetries from
sound system to registers and styles; the large number of distinct human cultures, each with its
own subcultures associated with those languages; variations of each of these cultures in all
cultural domains including law, customs, mores, ethics, social structures, religion, and textual
and literary conventions; divergence in cultural contexts (both spatial, including geography,
climate, and so forth affecting human lifeways, and temporal and political contexts, including
history and relations to other cultures); and distinctive social systems related to such things as
social structure, material culture, politics, and ideology. In addition to this enormous number
of nested parameters pertaining to the source and target cultures there are specific parameters
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associated with each translation, including the patron, the translator, and the context and
function of the translation.

Moreover, because generativity is a fundamental characteristic of human language and
human culture, each of these parameters of translation is potentially in flux, such that new
variations are continually emerging. In turn the generativity of human language and culture
results in the development of new parameters, such as those being introduced to translation
practice by digital culture at present. As a result of this multifaceted and unbounded com-
plexity, translation theory is very difficult to formulate, and it must be flexible and open
enough to account for new factors related to translation that are generated globally.
Translation studies is not the only discipline that faces these challenges in formulating theory:
they are common to theory in most disciplines related to human culture, including literary
theory, sociology, and so forth. At present translation scholars are investigating the impli-
cations of complexity theory itself for translation as a practice and for formulating translation
theory.

At times practitioners and teachers of translation approach language somewhat simplisti-
cally, ignoring the ways that philosophers have discussed and problematized language,
regressing to a positivist framework for language, or inventing terminology rather than using
the established vocabulary of linguistics in articulating problems related to asymmetries
across languages. Sometimes statements about translation seem to ignore dominant theories
of language or sociolinguistics that are current or taken for granted in the discourses of
philosophy and linguistics. It is also evident that some translators and translation scholars lack
a basic grounding in frameworks for ethics established in philosophical discourses and other
domains, considering ethics to be located primarily at the level of word choice during the act
of translating. Thus greater familiarity with philosophical discourses about all of these
questions can add grounding and weight to discourses in translation studies about the ethics,
ideology, and political dimensions of translation as well as about many facets of language.

This broad context frames the following discussion of some of the established discourses
that should be considered and reconsidered in light of the intersection of the fields of phil-
osophy and translation studies in any discussion of the general principles or theory of
translation. Obviously it is impossible to give a comprehensive account of the intersection of
the two fields in a chapter of this size, not least because philosophy is a very broad and open
field, differing considerably across linguistic and cultural traditions, and thus defined and
delineated in many different ways in cultures around the world. The concept indicated by the
English word philosophy and its cognates in European languages, together with the many
words in languages other than European ones that are used to translate this word, has a diverse
and open field of reference.” Like translation, philosophy is an example of a cluster concept,
concepts whose referents are held together by what Wittgenstein called ‘family resem-
blances’.® Globally philosophy includes a broad range of discourses and discourse types,
many texts and text types, and privileged areas of concern that go far beyond those discussed
in Eurocentric philosophy or those considered below.

Here I focus on the relations between translation theory and Anglo-American philosophical
traditions, which are the philosophical discourses that I am best qualified to discuss.
Nonetheless, because some of the figures referenced below were formed in other cultural and
philosophical traditions (for example, Ludwig Wittgenstein by German philosophy, and
Roman Jakobson by Russian Formalism, the Prague School, Saussure, and other European
movements and figures), the actual reach of the discussion here is broader than Anglo-
American thinking on the topics in focus. Parallel succinct entries, however, could and
ultimately should be written on the intersection of philosophy and translation theory in
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European Continental philosophy, Chinese philosophy, the philosophical traditions of south
Asia, and non-Eurocentric philosophies in general.

This survey begins with Quine, whose work is canonical in translation studies and speaks to
the largest questions of whether translation is ever determinate, reliable, or definitive in its
representations. I then turn to the work of Wittgenstein and the Anglo-American school of the
philosophy of language. Wittgenstein’s approach to language is important for understanding
specific cruxes in translation related to translation theory and practice. Equally important, his
resistance to constructing universalizing philosophical frameworks is consistent with the
theoretical structures needed in translation studies because of its complexity, supporting the
approach to translation theory summarized above.’ Both Wittgenstein and the Anglo-American
school of the philosophy of language offer many invaluable entry points for interrogating
specific linguistic features of translations in their cultural contexts, and vice versa. The third
section of this chapter focuses on John Rawls’s approach to ethics and illustrates the mutual
value of integrating approaches and discourses about ethics in philosophy and translation
studies. Studies of ethical translation practices and ethics in translation theory can be deepened
by Rawls’s view of subject positions in determinations of justice; conversely translation data
can broaden philosophical discourses and provide tangible examples with ethical implications
illustrating Rawls’s approach to ethics. The chapter concludes with a brief consideration of
epistemology and the ways that findings and approaches in translation studies complicate
philosophical discourses and theoretical investigations about how human beings ‘know’ things.

Despite and at times even because of disagreements in philosophical circles about all these
questions, teachers of translation, translation studies scholars, and translators themselves have
much to gain from consideration of the large questions raised by philosophers, critical
responses to philosophical arguments, and the substantive value of philosophical writings
when tested against the body of descriptive translation data and the theoretical frameworks
that have grown up within translation studies. Philosophy problematizes many facets of
translation that are often assumed or elided by translators and translation studies scholars. The
converse is, of course, also true: philosophers often have a naive view of the processes and
practices of translation across diverse cultures through time. Thus philosophers will benefit
from familiarity with discourses developed in translation studies and the range of concrete
cases discussed in descriptive studies of translation.'® Along with the large body of empirical
data gathered in translation studies and the analyses and theorizations of those data, some of
the best means of assessing broad philosophical considerations about thought, language,
communication, and other fundamental features of human activity are found in studies of
translation. Empirical and theoretical studies of translation offer strong measures for testing
the durability of many specific propositions in philosophy, particularly those related to
language and culture. Thus both philosophy and translation studies can be deepened by
intersecting at the levels of both data and theory.

Quine and the indeterminacy of translation

The essay by W.V.O. Quine (1908-2000) titled ‘Meaning and Translation’ (1959) contains
his signature argument about the indeterminacy of translation. The article appeared in one of
the first compendia of essays about translation, On Translation (1959), edited by Reuben
Brower and published by Harvard University Press. The book showcases the views about
translation of its contributors, many of whom were well-known translators and highly
respected professors associated with Harvard University in a variety of disciplines ranging
from classics to the emerging field of computer science.
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The book is in part a response to World War II, which left none of the essayists untouched.
That global conflagration brought people into contact who spoke hundreds of languages,
making translation a pressing security and intelligence issue and contributing to the estab-
lishment of translation studies as a discipline. The collection of essays appeared in the heat of
the Cold War, and it is possible that it was prompted and financed by intelligence interests in
the US government either directly or indirectly. Harvard had served as a haven for many
refugees during World War II and for those fleeing the Soviet Union at the end of the war and
thereafter, many of whom would have supported this sort of endeavour.!' The essays may also
have been seen as an initial exploration of issues to be incorporated into programmes for
computer translation, which could by then be seen as necessary in order to process the vast
store of intelligence being collected by the US from many nations of the world and in many
languages during the Cold War. It is significant that Anthony Oettinger (a linguist and an early
computer scientist interested in machine translation before computer science was established
as an independent discipline) contributed to the book. '

The volume constitutes a conversation about the nature of translation, the process of
translating, and the reliability of translations. The essays range from descriptions and
analyses of translation as texts to theoretical statements. Some of the essays are not fully
consistent with each other as abstract arguments per se, but as pragmatic advisories to
intelligence operations they would all have been useful. In this context Quine’s argument
about the indeterminacy of translation and Jakobson’s response that reliable translation is
always possible — epitomized by his statement ‘all cognitive experience and its classification
is conveyable in any existing language’ (1959: 234) — constitute a key dialogue in the book
about the nature of translation. In many ways these two essays are the most important and
durable essays in the collection; both are foundational for the theory of translation and often
anthologized in translation studies.

The book addresses the extent to which translation is ‘possible’, ‘certain’, or ‘reliable’, and
the extent to which it is subject to indeterminacy; this is a central theoretical issue that translation
scholars grapple with and that translators themselves must think about deeply. In his essay
Quine uses the term indeterminacy only once, at the end of the essay, after he has discussed at
length all the contingencies of understanding what an utterance might mean; the term appears
in the phrase ‘indeterminacy of correlation’ (1959: 172). Quine’s stance on translation is
consonant with the most important shifts in scientific and mathematical thinking of the twen-
tieth century, epitomized in Einstein’s theory of relativity, Heisenberg’s uncertainty principle,
and Godel’s incompleteness theorem. These scientific theories and principles undermined
the certainties that until then people had assumed about the world in the domains of physics
and mathematics and by extension in social and cultural life generally. The principles articulated
by Einstein, Heisenberg, and Godel continue to serve as the foundation for the scientific
and technical revolutions that frame our lives and for our broad outlook on the social world.

It is telling that in his essay Quine uses other terms to signal indeterminacy, including the
term relativity (1959: 152), and that toward the conclusion of his argument he invokes sci-
ence: ‘The indefinability of synonymy by reference to the methodology of analytical
hypotheses is formally the same as the indefinability of truth by reference to scientific
method’ (1959: 170). In choosing to focus on the indeterminacy of translation thus, Quine
deliberately creates a discourse that evokes the great revolution away from positivism that
occurred in mathematics and the natural sciences in the first half of the twentieth century.
He signals his view that like the natural world, human life and the social world also
have uncertainty and relativity at their core because language itself, the defining characteristic
of human cognition, has its own forms of uncertainty, relativity, incompleteness, and
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indeterminacy in any act of communication. These uncertainties and relativities can be sym-
bolized by the indeterminacy of translation.'?

Quine’s arguments about translation are metonymic for language as a whole: they stand
for intralingual translation as well as interlingual translation and for communication internal
to a language community as well as communication across languages. This relationship is
underlined in Quine’s book on the topic that appeared the following year, namely Word and
Object (1960), in which he elaborates on the indeterminacy of translation directly. After a
preliminary consideration of terminology, the first substantive chapter is titled ‘Translation
and Meaning’ (pp. 26—79, sections 7-16). Quine turns immediately to translation as a way
to make points about communication ‘less abstractly and more realistically’ (1960: 27).
After considering fundamental aspects of language that pose problems related to com-
munication, he sums up as follows.

One has only to reflect on the nature of possible data and methods to appreciate the
indeterminacy. Sentences translatable outright, translatable by independent evidence of
stimulatory occasions, are sparse and must woefully under-determine the analytical
hypotheses on which the translation of all further sentences depends.

(1960: 72)

The chapter ends with a seven-page section titled ‘On failure to perceive the indeterminacy’,
which presents arguments that help ‘to make the principle of indeterminacy of translation less
surprising’ (1960: 78). Quine concludes with an irony that explicitly links the difficulties of
intralingual communication and translation.

The indeterminacy of translation has been less generally appreciated than its somewhat
protean domestic analogue. In mentalistic philosophy there is the familiar predicament of
private worlds. In speculative neurology there is the circumstance that different neural
hookups can account for identical verbal behavior. In language learning there is the
multiplicity of individual histories capable of issuing in identical verbal behavior. Still
one is ready to say of the domestic situation in all positivistic reasonableness that if two
speakers match in all dispositions to verbal behavior there is no sense in imagining
semantic differences between them. It is ironic that the interlinguistic case is less noticed,
for it is just here that the semantic indeterminacy makes clear empirical sense.

(1960: 79)

Therefore Quine effectively refutes the naive view that the goal of translation is to preserve the
‘meaning’ of a source text, challenging assumptions that such a goal is even possible in either
intralingual or interlingual communication.

In his work on translation thus, Quine sets not only translation but language itself with its
indeterminacies in the same framework as the relativities and uncertainties of postpositivist
theories about the natural world. In the closing statement of the chapter that outlines argu-
ments about the indeterminacy of translation Quine is also explicit that he repudiates
positivism, thus locating his work in a postpositivist context. Language — as demonstrated
concretely in translation — takes its place in the constellation of relativity, uncertainty, and
incompleteness that twentieth-century sciences and mathematics had posited. These
watershed realizations mark the break between a positivist world view and the post-
positivism of the contemporary world. For Quine translation is a metaphor, analogue, and
tool for establishing the larger uncertainties of all communication. Nonetheless Quine is
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also correct in perceiving that these indeterminacies are epitomized in translation and that
they are both literally and theoretically true of translation.

The status of Quine’s foundational work on translation indicates that translation studies
grew up within the larger postpositivist revolution that shaped formulations in the natural
sciences, the social sciences, and the humanities during the last century. Understanding this
nested structure of thought within which translation theory and translation studies as a dis-
cipline are situated is foundational for philosophers and for translation scholars alike. Indeed
the best philosophical discourses about language and translation speak eloquently to the
necessity of modern postpositivist frameworks in inquiry related to translation and com-
munication. Quine’s view of language and of the uncertainties of language is also influenced
both by Wittgenstein, as we will see, and by American pragmatism, a contribution to the
Eurocentric philosophical tradition that is original to philosophy in the US. This pragmatic
strain in Quine’s position serves translation studies well.

Because translation studies is a much more pragmatic field than philosophy and because
it includes both the theory and practice of translation, scholars and practitioners alike realize
that at the end of the day (or year), a translation must be completed. In many cases the
proverbial statement applies: a translation is never finished; it is just abandoned. Often
questions about the indeterminacy of translation are the sticking points of the practice of
translation. In the realm of translation theory, however, problematics related to uncertainty
have resulted in a rich array of questions that themselves have opened out into a variety of
domains and theoretical investigations in translation studies. For example, which of the
indeterminacies are linguistic (e.g. dependent on semantic fields, grammatical construc-
tions, linguistic asymmetries, and other features of language per se)? And which are cultural
(e.g. related to cultural prescriptions and proscriptions, and to other cultural asymmetries of
various types, from climate, social structure, material culture, customs, and religion, to
literary and textual forms)? Indeterminacy can also be indexed with reference to the
translator: the translator’s skill, knowledge of the source and target languages and cultures,
and knowledge of the subject matter of the source text, among other factors. Explorations of
these and other domains of uncertainty have been of central importance in the development
and articulation of modern translation theory, and they index the complexities underlying
translation theory.

Following Quine, translation theory thus indicates that translators will benefit from
having a somewhat sceptical view of their own certainties while translating. Translators are
helped by recognizing the indeterminacies that they inevitably face not only in relation to
the language and meaning of the source texts they work with but to the sufficiency of their
own knowledge, experience, and skills for creating the translations they produce. At the
same time, despite these insufficiencies and indeterminacies, translation entails decisions;
paradoxically the indeterminacies are also the locus of the power inherent in a translator’s
choices and agency. These foundational principles of translation theory go back to Quine’s
philosophical discourses and to the revolutions in the sciences and mathematics that he
invokes as a framework for his views of language and translation.

The potential benefits of understanding this relationship for the two fields of philosophy
and translation studies are reciprocal. Philosophers are enriched by considering the frame-
works of inquiry offered by translation studies, the insights built into contemporary trans-
lation theory, and the data these frameworks are founded on. Unlike philosophy, translation
studies has the strength of being grounded in tangible practices issuing in tangible products
and case studies. Although the theoretical dilemmas of indeterminacy in translation cannot be
‘resolved’, translation studies has constructed a broad base of empirical data documenting
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ways that specific translators at specific times in specific languages and cultures have
responded to cultural and linguistic asymmetries and to the difficulties and indeterminacies of
translation. Pragmatic examples and insights related to the theoretical problems of the
indeterminacy of translation are found in descriptive studies of translated texts, studies of
translators’ activities, common-sense observations of translators, and the self-reflection of
translators. Moreover, where a philosopher might be able to propose the consideration of a
problem in the abstract, translation studies scholars normally contextualize problems by
deploying specific examples of translations from multiple cultural contexts, thus assessing
both dilemmas and answers to theoretical problems with respect to a variety of concrete
frameworks."” Translators also frequently work across languages and cultures that are not
related and that hence are highly divergent both linguistically and culturally, making their
observations about language and culture less parochial than many philosophical arguments
about the same domains of inquiry. Not least of the strengths of translation studies and its
theoretical scaffolding for philosophy is that translators do in fact undertake what Quine
(1959: 148) calls ‘radical translation, i.e. translation of the language of a hitherto untouched
people’, including peoples of the past. Thus translation theory diverges from and remediates
some philosophical discourses because of its empirical grounding: as a field, translation
studies tests its theory with reference to empirical evidence.

Wittgenstein, the philosophy of language, and translation

Ludwig Wittgenstein (1889-1951) prefigured many of Quine’s positions on language dis-
cussed in the previous section, namely that language is often ambiguous or indeterminate in
its meaning and that the indeterminacies are varied in type. In his later and most influential
work, published posthumously in 1953 as Philosophical Investigations (hereafter PI) in a
bilingual (German and English) edition, Wittgenstein’s writing takes the form of a set of
numbered fragments of varied lengths related to discourses that frequently focus on language
and the difficulty of establishing meaning and achieving communication.

Typically Wittgenstein is both more metaphorical in his philosophical explorations than
Quine and more detailed as well. Thus, for example, Quine (1959: 148 and passim) develops
the hypothetical case of the ‘jungle linguist’, who is trying to understand and find a translation
for a ‘native’ utterance about a rabbit seen in the visual field. By contrast, even in his early
work, Wittgenstein starkly summarizes difficulties of communication and of comprehending
language across cultural difference and life forms through hyperbolic and puzzling state-
ments, such as ‘If a lion could speak, we could not understand him’ (P/ II xi 223).
Wittgenstein’s arguments about incommensurability and the problems of communicability
across languages are thus arresting but also challenging to parse. Nonetheless, for translation
studies these cryptic statements are acute: translators who work with difficult texts such as
complex arguments, dead languages, or poetry at times feel as if they are trying to understand
and speak for the lion, but even translators working with relatively easy texts confront
impasses pertaining to meaning. In contrast to this oblique way of making philosophical
points, at times Wittgenstein expatiates and is highly detailed in his arguments about
language, as we will see.

An Austrian, Wittgenstein went to Cambridge as a student in 1911 to work with philosophers
there, particularly Bertrand Russell, and was recognized almost immediately as brilliant. He
stopped his studies to enlist in the Austrian army when World War I began, drafting parts of his
first book in a prison camp. After the war his Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus (1922) was
published (originally, in 1921, in German), but the response was discouraging to him and
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accordingly he decided to try other professions, ultimately becoming a schoolteacher. His early
philosophical work is sometimes seen as a form of — or at least compatible with — logical
positivism, but after teaching school children for a number of years he returned to Cambridge in
1929 to resume philosophy on a very different basis, taking a postpositivist stance toward many
problems he had earlier felt could be resolved with certainty. Teaching schoolchildren between
his two periods at Cambridge, Wittgenstein had perhaps become more aware of the messiness of
language and the difficulties of communication, despite its manifest possibility.

Lecturing in Cambridge after he returned, Wittgenstein effectively became the founder
of a substantial movement in Anglo-American philosophy focused on new approaches to
the philosophy of language; Quine’s work falls in that school. In Wittgenstein’s later writing
he draws attention to the pragmatics of ordinary language, raising questions about the
actual usage of language. Implicitly he discusses differences that exist across languages (or
dialects and idiolects) by investigating the sorts of asymmetries that might be found across
what he calls ‘language games’ [Sprachspiele] associated with different ‘forms of life’
[Lebensformen], namely patterns of language use and representations that are adopted indi-
vidually or communally by members of a language community or by language communities
as a whole. His emphasis on use and pragmatics as the touchstones for language is expressed
clearly in his Philosophical Investigations, where he states that ‘For a large class of cases —
though not for all — in which we employ the word ‘meaning’ it can be defined thus: the
meaning of a word is its use in the language’ (P/ 43, original emphasis). He also focuses on the
often puzzling representations of ordinary language in relation to action and behaviour. All
these approaches to the meaning, usage, asymmetries, and pragmatics of language entered
into his subsequent philosophical discourses.

A substantial contribution by Wittgenstein to epistemology, the theory of language, and
translation theory is found in his work on concepts. Prefiguring the work of Quine,
Wittgenstein moved away from viewing language as a simple match between words and
objects. Where Quine focuses on the problem of understanding words in the context of ref-
erence and linguistic information, however, Wittgenstein’s discussions of concepts point to
the difficulty of understanding the same word in a variety of utterances and multiple contexts
in ordinary language. Among his signature examples, he discusses the German word Spiel
(pl. Spiele) and the English word game (pl. games), demonstrating that in both languages the
lexemes denote a wide range of activities that are not unified or defined by circumscribed
properties (i.e. necessary and sufficient conditions of the category) but rather by pragmatics
and observable forms that games take (PI 65-77). Thus Wittgenstein indicates that many
concepts are not defined by logical positivist definitions but by a cluster of shifting and loose
relationships, no one or small set of which is essential or sufficient for identifying members of
the category. He argues that the conceptual field of such concepts is constituted by ‘family
resemblances’ in which ‘the various resemblances. . . overlap and criss-cross’ and thus ‘form
a [conceptual] family’ (P 67). Note that Wittgenstein does not say that such concepts are
characterized by ‘prototypes’. Instead his conception of language and language usage avoids
privileging some of the conceptions of a specific culture at a specific time, say by invoking a
prototype of game which would mute the difficulty of understanding the meaning of an
utterance both within a language community and in a global context. Accordingly his ideas
about cluster concepts are more useful for translation studies than the investigations by later
scholars such as Rosch (1977) and Lakoff (1987).'¢

Wittgenstein’s Philosophical Investigations is of interest in translation studies partly
because it was published originally in an authorized bilingual edition. Thus it straddles the
boundary of two languages and ipso facto raises questions about language interface and
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translation.” Accordingly the edition (and Wittgenstein’s teaching) presupposes success in
finding ‘equivalents’, or at least satisfactory homologies, for coping with differences across
two (albeit closely related) languages and cultures, a task he accomplished for 30 years while
lecturing at Cambridge, despite the philosophical complexities that he writes about.
Paradoxically, however, his philosophical arguments do not grapple with the most difficult
aspects of the questions that he raises in his discussion of concepts that cluster around family
resemblances, namely that those fields of resemblance can be very disparate across cultures
that are significantly different in language family, history, and cultural traditions. In such
cases the use (and thus the meaning in Wittgenstein’s view) will be quite divergent and hence
particularly difficult to translate. Notwithstanding the fact that Wittgenstein avoids the pro-
blems of translating concepts that map differently across radically divergent cultures and
languages, his arguments clearly raise questions that translation studies must address in its
theory and practice related to asymmetrical conceptual fields in languages as well as asym-
metries in pragmatics related to the understanding or translation of ordinary language. This
aspect of Wittgenstein’s philosophy is thus key to important aspects of translation theory.
Wittgenstein’s focus on the functionalism of language is significant for translation studies
and is central to his concept of language games. He writes, ‘the term “language-game” is
meant to bring into prominence the fact that the speaking of language is part of an activity, or
of a form of life” (P 23, original emphasis). He then gives a list of language games that goes
far beyond assertion, question, and command, and includes such things as giving and obeying
orders, describing the appearance of an object, reporting and speculating about an event,
forming and testing a hypothesis, making up a story, making a joke, and translating, in
addition to ‘asking, thanking, cursing, greeting, praying’ (PI 23). He indicates that there are
countless kinds of sentence:
countless different kinds of use of what we call “symbols”, “words”, “sentences”. And
this multiplicity is not something fixed, given once for all; but new types of language,
new language-games ... come into existence, and others become obsolete and get
forgotten.
(PI23)

Wittgenstein emphasizes the open nature of language, the countless number of language
games, and the ever changing nature of language, all of which are essential for understanding
the practice of translation and formulating translation theory. It is essential in translation
theory to make room for all these types of slippage and variation in communication across
languages, cultures, and time. Moreover, in reminding us that translation itself is a language
game and that there is a recursive aspect to developing translation norms and translation
theory, Wittgenstein makes room in translation studies for many ways of playing that game
across time and space and semiotic forms.

The term ‘form of life’ [Lebensform] deserves additional comment in the context of
translation theory. Wittgenstein does not develop this concept at length, but his meaning is
nonetheless reasonably clear in his arguments. The flexibility of the term makes it useful in
theoretical discussions because it can be deployed to refer to any group that has cultural and
linguistic coherence. Thus it allows for nested structures of speech communities, including
dialect or regional groups or even groups linked by kin, religion, and so forth. It admits into
theoretical paradigms a great deal of variety and flexibility about what counts as a cultural
group whose patterns of usage must be accommodated in translation. Moreover, the term can
be used to refer to cultures across time. All these types and levels of cultural and linguistic
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translation are part of the complexity of translation and are encountered by translators who act
as mediators for the particularities of language usage and cultural forms. Such forms of
language must also be accommodated in translation theory.

The timeline of Wittgenstein’s work coincides with the beginning of modern linguistics,
which superseded philology as a field. Both in its early and late stages, Wittgenstein’s
philosophy served ‘first, as a critique of language’ (Biletzki and Matar 2016: 3.7). His
explorations of language led to the development of a broader field of interest in the philosophy
of language that transcended linguistic issues narrowly conceived. Anglo-American philo-
sophers of language, including Quine, continue Wittgenstein’s work, focusing on the concrete
use of language. Rarely discussing translation as such, philosophers in this school nonetheless
often identify and explore issues that translators face in working across languages and cul-
tures, dilemmas that are or should be included in translation pedagogy, and points that
translation studies is often called upon to address in its theoretical formulations.

A central achievement in the philosophy of language is the development of speech act
theory which illustrates the type of contribution that philosophy makes to translation theory
and practice. Growing out of Wittgenstein’s discussions of language games, many philoso-
phers of language have worked on speech act theory, notably Austin (1962), Searle (1969),
and Grice (1975). Discourses about speech act theory focus on the pragmatics of language
rather than the semantics: in this framework language is a mode of action and of doing things,
epitomized in the title of Austin’s How to Do Things with Words (1962). Where semantics
focuses on the linguistic information in a sentence, speech act theory takes up the functional
effects and the value of linguistic acts as utterances in context. Philosophers argue that the
meaning of a sentence or text is complex. It includes the linguistic meaning indicated by such
things as its grammar and lexemes, but as an utterance the text must also be considered in
terms of its contextual force or function. Thus, in addition to its locutionary (sentential)
meaning, it will have illocutionary meaning which depends on identifying the function of the
speech act involved. The locutionary meaning of an utterance might be interpreted in a variety
of ways — for example, from assertion to irony depending on context, as in the phrase ‘he’s
making the country great again’. The illocutionary force of the utterance disambiguates the
locutionary meaning, which often occurs semiotically in speech (say, by tone or gesture).
Moreover, an utterance has perlocutionary meaning associated with the speaker’s goal for the
recipient’s response and the (desired) effects of the utterance — for example, persuasion,
alarm, anger, and so forth.

In speech act theory, therefore, the meaning of an utterance has many layers. Ideally a
translator would attend to all three aspects of an utterance to be represented in translation,
namely the locutionary, illocutionary, and perlocutionary dimensions. Knowing the source
and target languages well enough to be aware of the asymmetries of the two languages with
respect to speech acts and being acquainted with a sufficiently wide range of means for
achieving these aspects of communication in each language are both essential in order for a
translator to decide how (or even whether) to represent these intertwined aspects of speech in
the target language. Like Wittgenstein’s arguments about the diverse fields of reference
in concepts and variations in the meaning of words, speech act theory points to the difficulty
of determining and communicating meaning in language and across languages. Thus
Wittgenstein obliquely contributes to some of Quine’s discourses about the indeterminacy of
language and translation as well.

The complexity of unpacking the meaning of an utterance is indicated by examples
showing that the locutionary form of a speech act can vary with respect to the same illocu-
tionary force and conversely that the illocutionary force can vary with respect to the same
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locutionary form. Although philosophers have discussed the implications of speech act theory
both abstractly and concretely in terms of specific examples (usually in English), they have
not yet adequately explored the ways that these features of language intersect across
languages and through translation, which would seem a minimal exercise for understanding
and theorizing the phenomenon in a sufficiently broad context. Clearly issues pertaining to
speech acts also can be and should be incorporated more usefully into the pedagogy and
practice of translation, and a more adequate theorization of the translation of speech acts —
which experienced translators accomplish all the time — remains to be undertaken in trans-
lation studies as well as philosophy.

Speech act theory intersects with the broadest functionalist approaches to language as
action, namely language as a means of doing things in the world at the geopolitical level. Thus
this aspect of the philosophy of language anticipated analyses of translations as examples of
political and ideological action and as exercises in cultural power. Such questions about the
politics and ideology of translation have motivated central discourses in translation studies for
three decades; in part motivated by cultural studies, many case studies have been generated,
resulting in significant theoretical formulations, as indicated at the beginning of this chapter.
The development of these discourses also is indebted to sociolinguistics and sociological
approaches to translation that both describe and theorize the pragmatics of translation. As a
consequence translation theory has become increasingly intertwined with frameworks from
the social sciences, a trend that is apparent throughout the field of translation studies inter-
nationally, but these aspects of inquiry also reflect the influence of the ideological tenor of
European Continental philosophy. In work exploring the implications of speech act theory,
translation studies is thus indebted not merely to the Anglo-American interest in the phil-
osophy of language but also to the political formulations of Continental philosophy and to the
social sciences as a whole.'®

Speech act theory is but one example of the areas explored in Anglo-American philosophy
of language that are of interest to translation studies scholars. Like the later Wittgenstein,
philosophers of language focus on the functional and social aspects of communication and
point the way toward deeper understanding of the cultural aspects of both language and
translation. They move beyond denotation to connotation and beyond conventional linguistic
implicatures to conversational implicatures. Translation studies enlarges these perspectives,
going beyond the local contextual implicatures to those at the level of the interface of
languages and cultures in geopolitical contexts. This pyramid of linguistic functions needs
further exploration and theorization in both philosophy and translation studies.

This brief foray into contributions by Wittgenstein and the Anglo-American school of the
philosophy of language illustrates that both before the publication of Quine’s 1959 article and
afterward philosophers had problematized communication in ways that support Quine’s
argument about the indeterminacy of translation, where translation can be seen both literally
as text production and also metaphorically as a means of exploring the fundamental nature of
language and the uncertainties in human communication as a whole. This trajectory is one
reason that translation theory stresses the importance of decisions and choices in translation
processes; in any act of translating, the various functions and implicatures of text in context
must be considered at both the local and geopolitical levels. Although translation is a
metonymic process and inevitably a representation of the source text will be partial
(Tymoczko 1999: 41-61), nevertheless translators want to make informed decisions about
their choices. Thus the intersections of the philosophy of language and the theory and practice
of translation are of key importance to translation studies. In turn, because translation
studies deals with communication across languages and cultures that are potentially highly
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asymmetrical, this survey indicates why knowledge of translation theory and practice can
benefit philosophers.

In both fields, moreover, one can see a tendency to extrapolate from awareness of the
general uncertainties in communication to a focus on the ideological entailments of language
and translation where the social implicatures of translation choices and the power of trans-
lation become signifiers of power and resistance. Thus influences in translation theory from
Anglo-American philosophy of language converge with theoretical trajectories related to
ethics and ideology, questions taken up in the following section.

Rawls, justice, and the ethics of translation

Because questions related to political and ideological aspects of translation have become
more central, ethics has constituted one of the most lively areas of discourse in translation
studies since the 1990s. The interest in ethics has also been heightened by exploration of the
engagement of translators in social issues, by interest in the intersection of language and
ideology, and by the increasingly global reach of the field of translation studies. Influenced by
cultural studies and literary investigations of postcolonial texts, as well as Continental phil-
osophy, translation scholars have explored ethical issues related to the role of translation in
decolonization and liberation movements; representations of other cultures in translation; the
role of translators and translation in situations of conflict including war; the intersection
between translation and power, resistance, and activism; the ethics of interpreting in courts,
tribunals, and asylum hearings; gender and translation; and other relevant topics.'®

The omission of focused attention to the sociocultural frameworks and ideological con-
cerns in the arguments of both Quine and Wittgenstein has thus become a limiting factor in
their ongoing usefulness for current theorization of translation. Although Wittgenstein and
his followers in the philosophy of language moved toward the inclusion of contextual con-
cerns in discussions of language, the contexts investigated were relatively small in scale.
Sociolinguistic implications were largely discussed in terms of personal contexts or gener-
alized aspects of language and culture rather than communication in the public sphere, the
interrelation of language and political or ideological facets of culture, social engineering via
language, and other large-scale social phenomena involving the ethics of language.

This blind spot about the ideology of language in relation to cultural power in much of
the work in the philosophy of language is particularly ironic in the case of philosophy in the
US during the second half of the twentieth century because the country was roiling with
political activism for decades during that period as a result of such things as the Civil Rights
Movement, the Vietnam War, the Second Wave of Feminism, and the so-called War on
Poverty. Although many Anglo-American philosophers were writing some of their most
significant works at the time and although many of them were activists, few engaged in
sustained philosophical examinations of the core ethical, political, and ideological issues of
the time. Later philosophers of language consider questions that relate to broad social contexts
more extensively and more directly than do Wittgenstein and Quine, but issues about the
ethics of language in relation to power and ideology are relatively muted in Anglo-American
philosophy.

The political philosophy of John Rawls (1921-2002), however, indirectly addresses the
ferment of his times and offers tools to address issues pertaining to ethics in relation to
translation theory and practice. In 4 Theory of Justice (1971/1999) Rawls makes the argument
that justice can be conceptualized via the concepts of fairness and equity, an approach relevant
to issues that translators face particularly when translating texts across languages and cultures
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with significant differentials in power and prestige. Rawls’s argument is to a large extent
abstract and oriented toward the organization of political systems, but nonetheless he raises
issues relevant to internal inequities debated in the US throughout the twentieth century as
well as to long-standing inequities in international relations. Rawls proffers no detailed ethical
principles or prescriptions, but his view of ethics turns on questions related to positionality as
a basis of equity and justice.

Rawls argues that positionality based on fairness and reciprocity (Rawls 1999: 447) is a
fundamental criterion for assessing the justice of social arrangements. He indicates that
fairness, equity, and reciprocity can best be judged by the willingness of members of a group
to establish social structures and practices without knowing what positions they will hold in
the resulting society. We can extrapolate that the same would be true in the case of trans-
national or transcultural circumstances as well. Such arrangements are key because in a social
context thus arranged a person should be satisfied that there is equity and fairness whatever
subject position the individual might subsequently achieve, hold, or be assigned from the
array of possible positions in the polity. Rawls posits therefore that liberal societies ideally
would establish their principles and frameworks of justice behind what he calls a “veil of
ignorance’ with respect to the positions that individuals would occupy (1999: 11, 118-23,
section 24).

Clearly when Rawls began his work, equity and fairness of subject positions were not at all
characteristic of the situations motivating social debates in the US or the world. Race, gender,
wealth, education, equality before the law, and war were all motivating factors for demon-
strations and protest turning on ethical issues resulting from unequal social conditions. The
inequities of race, gender, and wealth were appallingly clear, as was inequality before the law.
The US is of course not the only nation in the world for which this could have been said in the
second half of the twentieth century, nor has it been the only one since the end of the Cold War.
These questions were, however, burning issues in the US for decades as Rawls was for-
mulating his theory of justice and when his book was first published. In his political phil-
osophy, therefore, Rawls proposed an approach that attempts to achieve fairness and equity in
social issues with immediate and general ethical relevance and with implications for issues
debated in a lively manner in translation studies.

Although Rawls does not focus on translation in his discourses about ethics, his arguments
suggest frameworks for evaluating the ethics of specific translation strategies, translators’
choices, and the texts themselves that become part of global discourses through translation.
Rawls’s key principles of fairness and reciprocity in positionality can be used to reassess
practices for translating texts as well as patterns of texts chosen for translation. By extension
Rawls’s work also provides an index for assessing theoretical assertions or discourses pro-
moting specific translation practices that have emerged in translation studies either from
descriptive studies or prescriptive argument. Earlier I indicated that translation studies
scholars have explored the role of translations in the construction and exercise of power, the
framing of resistance, the engagement of translators in activism, and so forth. To some extent
these factors have been theorized as well (Tymoczko 2013), but there is a great deal of room
for additional work on issues pertaining to these questions in both translation studies and the
philosophy of language. Many of the case studies analysed by translation studies scholars
provide excellent data for further work in both fields.

Rawls’s view of positionality and ‘the veil of ignorance’, for example, can be used as a
point of departure for assessing the ethics and reciprocity of specific translation strategies.
One could ask how members of a specific culture — writers, citizens, or bilingual readers of a
text and its translation — would want a text of importance to themselves and their culture to be
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translated into other languages. Would they prefer a strategy that is literal or free? Would it be
preferable to adopt an approach to translation that involves formal equivalence focused on
linguistic criteria or dynamic equivalence focused on functional impact, as proposed in the
formulations of Nida (1964)? Similarly invoking the veil, one could ask whether key texts of a
culture should be transmitted via a translation strategy involving domestication to the
receiving culture’s norms or foreignization involving strict adherence to the source text’s
norms, as suggested in the formulations of Venuti (1995, 1998). And so forth. Moving beyond
binaries, one might ask what metonymies of the source texts of a culture would be imperative
for translation in the view of members of a source culture in lieu of privileging the response of
readers in the target culture (Tymoczko 1999: 41-61). In other words, how would members of
the source culture prefer to be represented in translation to the receiving culture?

To think about these choices entailed in translation from behind a ‘veil of ignorance’ that
prevents a translator from knowing whether the text to be translated is from the translator’s
home culture or elsewhere changes the stakes and the dynamic considerably. The resulting
choice of translation strategy and choices for specific decisions would be much more likely to
be equitable and just in the representation of the source text and its culture. When Rawls’s
‘veil of ignorance’ is invoked, the ethics of specific translation strategies has a much more
immediate relevance if the source text might be canonical in the translator’s own culture. The
question of representation associated with various translation strategies can thus be refor-
mulated for translation studies using Rawls’s terminology, resulting in more acute approaches
for assessing the ethics or justice of translation modalities. Indeed Rawls’s theory of justice
can actually be generalized as a tool for assessing any particular translation strategy advocated
by translation scholars or documented in the protocols identified in decades of descriptive
studies of translation. Recasting translation shifts in style, modes of discourse, abridgement,
omissions, and so forth in terms of justice and equity of representation and invoking a ‘veil of
ignorance’ about which culture is the source or receiving culture might hence be productive
for assessing the ethics of translation decisions, strategies, and working methods in general.

In my experience questions of this type generate lively discussion, particularly on the part
of bilinguals. Usually people do not want the important texts of their own cultures to be
represented in a defamiliarized way that would be jarring, awkward, or alienating for inter-
national readers; when asked, people usually express their preference for fluent but ‘accurate’
translations. Finding such a balance is obviously not easy, particularly when cultural or lin-
guistic practices of one culture are ipso facto offensive or alienating to another. Nonetheless
the questions lead outward to assessing the ethics of global cultural flows and to the exam-
ination of whether there is justice in the representation of both the central texts of powerful
cultures (including former colonial powers) and less powerful cultures. Such investigations
also lead directly to theoretical and practical questions about positionality and ethics: who is
asked to accommodate to what? How does the issue of accommodation (say, to offensive
material) relate to cultural power and inequities of subject positions geopolitically? How does
the question of translation strategies relate to the number of works from a culture that enter
general worldwide circulation in translation? These are all fundamental ethical questions
about translation that address the largest political and social frameworks within which we
currently find ourselves as a result of globalization. Some of these questions have in fact been
discussed in translation studies, but the formulations here suggest that approaches to trans-
lation decisions mediated by the principles of justice elaborated in the work of Rawls would
nuance established discourses in translation practice and scholarship considerably.”
Consideration of translation in terms of the formulations about justice by Rawls could deepen
and expand theoretical insights about ethics and ideology in translation studies. In turn
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considering justice in global contexts and global communication as mediated by translation
would deepen philosophical discourses as well, not least because the concreteness and
specificity of translations are useful as empirically grounded examples for philosophical
constructions.

Rawls’s perspective on justice thus streamlines the framework for discussion and adds clarity
to the dilemmas presented by cultural and linguistic interface within structures of power and
inequity. Rawls’s approach to equity and justice is less overtly ideological than related dis-
cussions by Continental philosophers; in fact his approach fits with the ‘ordinary language’
orientation of Anglo-American philosophy, which makes it more transferable to other dis-
ciplines. Moreover, coming at questions of ethics (in this case pertaining to translation and
translation theory) from such an angle mutes the necessity for allegiance to a particular
‘committed’ stance as a prerequisite for engaging with a set of philosophical arguments about
ethics. By contrast commitment to a definitive ideological framework is often implicit in the
work of Continental philosophers and assumed to be forthcoming from their readers. Thus the
work of Rawls offers a solid basis for a wide readership to discuss principles of ethics pertaining
to the philosophy of language; for selecting ethical strategies for translating and making specific
translation choices; for assessing, evaluating, and describing existing translations; for moving
toward greater justice in international discourse mediated by translation; and for building an
ethical theory of translation with geopolitical applicability.

Rawls’s test pertaining to positionality is simple, but applied to translation it entails con-
sideration of many complex parameters, as we have seen, including issues such as choice of
texts, choice of translation strategy, assessment of the publishing industry, the quality and
quantity of translations from diverse cultures, analysis of norms implicit in translated texts,
geopolitical power as reflected in translation practices, and reception of a translated text at
every level from the individual to the global market and world systems. As the case of
translation indicates, moreover, the approach to justice developed by Rawls can be used at
many levels: for personal, social, national, and global discourses. The advocacy for and
application of his principles of justice by translators and the field of translation studies would
constitute a major ethical step forward, as it would in many other fields and situations. Rawls
observes (1999: 447), ‘By giving justice to those who can give justice in return, the principle
of reciprocity is fulfilled at the highest level’. This might also be a way forward to justice with
respect to complex global issues that can be understood by ordinary citizens of our mul-
tilingual multicultural world.

Epistemology, translation, and philosophy

Here we consider very briefly questions related to epistemology, indicating again that
translation studies and philosophy will be mutually enriched by sharing inquiry into a subject
with which both fields engage. In the case of epistemology, groundbreaking research on
translation points to issues that remain to be adequately theorized in translation studies and
that bear discussion in philosophy as well.

It is well known that branches of knowledge are often not fully homologous across cultures
and languages. The discipline of history in China, for example, included the study of astro-
logy. One of the best studies documenting patterns of conceptual and epistemological
asymmetry that are revealed in translation is found in Scott L. Montgomery’s Science in
Translation: Movements of Knowledge through Cultures and Time (2000). Montgomery
begins with a sustained study of the history of translating astronomy in the West, tracing
the passage of Greek astronomy via Roman translations to medieval manuscripts in Latin.
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He contrasts that trajectory with astronomy in the East, namely the Syriac and Persian-Indian
translations and conversions of Greek knowledge, which later became the foundation for
Arabic science and mathematics. In turn during the later Middle Ages, Arabic scientific and
mathematical traditions transformed the medieval European Latin legacy that had come
directly through Roman translations. Thus Montgomery demonstrates that ‘the same’ sci-
entific materials were ‘known’ in many different ways in distinct linguistic and cultural
traditions. In his second case study Montgomery examines the origins of modern Japanese
science and the effects of language (Chinese, German, and English) on the developments of
Japanese approaches to science, focusing on chemistry.

The translation of science is an interesting point of entry into epistemology, because sci-
ence and mathematics are popularly viewed as the surest of the sure and hence would seem to
rest on common epistemological bases. Montgomery painstakingly demonstrates, however,
that in the passage across languages and cultures fundamental conceptualizations and prac-
tices of a scientific discipline often shift. This is, of course, a finding that Quine and
Wittgenstein would probably both have anticipated. Moreover, Montgomery shows that at
times asymmetries of language affect the content of scientific knowledge itself. Thus his
investigations use translation to raise questions about epistemology itself through exploring
the meaning of knowledge in terms of scientific materials that are generally held to be known
with the greatest convergence.”'

This is a concrete example of an epistemological crux at which concerted work in the two
fields of translation studies and philosophy would be profitable and mutually beneficial. Most
likely it would deepen theoretical understandings of epistemology in both domains. A close
study of the metamorphosis of subject matter and the significance of the shifts when knowledge
passes across languages and cultures through translation is a body of incisive evidence that
translation studies can contribute to the investigation, while philosophers have their own
contributions to make to theorizing the larger patterns relating translational transformations and
philosophical discourses about epistemology in general. Again the global reach of translation
studies in terms of the cultures and languages it investigates can make a substantial contribution
to the discourses of philosophy, and vice versa where philosophy potentially contributes
approaches to the vast field of data revealed by work in translation studies.

Montgomery’s conclusions about the dispersion of epistemological perspectives on science
are congenial in many respects to Pierre Bourdieu’s views of epistemology. Bourdieu invokes
the concept of the habitus, which he defines as ‘a system of lasting, transposable dispositions
which, integrating past experiences, functions at every moment as a matrix of perceptions,
appreciations, and actions and makes possible the achievement of infinitely diversified tasks’
(1977: 82-3, original emphasis). Involving both dispositions and practices, Bourdieu’s work
makes room for the cultural dispersion of systems of knowledge with resulting divergent
epistemological stances even in the natural sciences, which are attributable to framing effects
of the habitus. For his part Montgomery provides concrete data about the way that such
cultural asymmetries can create longstanding divergence and disparities between the epis-
temologies of specific cultures. Understanding epistemological asymmetries and their
relation to the habitus of both the source and receiving cultures is a central challenge in
translation, often requiring considerable initiative and creativity on the part of translators to
resolve. Findings from translation practice and the history of translation, such as those of
Montgomery, should be part of the basic data used by philosophers to investigate the epis-
temology of individuals and societies. Because the subject matter of translation studies is
concrete and its descriptive methods are empirical, translation data are a good foundation for
studies of epistemology.
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Conclusion

If we look back to the principles of translation theory listed at the beginning of this chapter
that have achieved consensus since World War II, we can see that almost all of them intersect
with the philosophical explorations discussed above. Both Wittgenstein and Quine discuss the
difficulties, ambiguities, uncertainties, and indeterminacies of understanding language
intralingually and interlingually. Thus their work is related to the first, second, and fourth
points of translation theory in the list: the anisomorphisms of language and culture, the
necessity for decisions and choices in translation, and the fact that equivalence in translation is
a posteriori. The third principle — the importance of scrutinizing function in considering
meaning — is a cardinal pillar of Wittgenstein’s later work and central to Anglo-American
philosophy of language, specifically speech act theory. The fifth point, that translation is a
metonymic process, follows implicitly from the first four principles of translation theory, and
thus all of the first half of the list is linked to philosophical discourses.

Although philosophical discussions pertaining to rules have not been explored here, they
are addressed in the work of Wittgenstein and Quine, as well as the philosophy of language as
a whole. In general philosophical discourses about language recognize the possibility that an
individual or society can stipulate normative language. Normative language would hence
encompass translation strategies as indicated above in the sixth point of translation theory,
namely that a specific type of translation equivalence can be prescribed to a translator (both
explicitly by an employer or a teacher or implicitly by cultural norms). Principle number 9,
that translation is an ideological and political form of cultural production, is also related
to many philosophical discourses, but they are primarily those elaborated in Continental
European philosophy rather than the Anglo-American discipline. Clearly, however, Rawls’s
political philosophy is highly relevant to this principle of translation theory, as the earlier
section on Rawls makes clear. The tenth point, that translation is a cluster concept, is actually a
foundational starting point for understanding translation that could be positioned first on
the list. This principle can be traced directly to the work of Wittgenstein. Although cluster
concepts have been explored extensively by linguists, often the treatment of this issue in
linguistics is much thinner than discourses in philosophy and translation studies. Ironically
this is the case because many linguists are more interested in theories of language than on data
pertaining to the diversity of languages per se.

Principles number 7 and 8, namely that translation is a form of rewriting and that translation
is best seen within the context of systems theory, were initiated within translation studies by
André Lefevere and Itamar Even-Zohar respectively, both translation scholars whose research
is foundational for the field. Their hypotheses gained assent as theoretical principles about
translation because they were validated by empirical research in translation studies (see
Tymoczko 2013 for references). These two principles of translation theory have proven useful
and durable and hence have become central to translation theory. Descriptive research on
translation has verified their significance in case studies of widely disparate materials across
time and culture. Principle 7 is indebted primarily to literary studies (though of course
‘rewriting’ is an extension of the capacity in ordinary language to express ideas in multiple
ways, a topic discussed widely in philosophy). Principle 8, the integration of systems theory
and translation theory, is part of a widespread trend in many disciplines, with systems ana-
lyses salient in cultural, social, and political theory, and in literary studies as well. Systems
studies was originally initiated in engineering.

Thus almost all the elements of translation theory that are widely accepted in the field of
translation studies intersect with philosophy, illustrated here with respect to Anglo-American

190



Translation theory and philosophy

philosophical traditions. Much of the same could be demonstrated with respect to other philo-
sophical traditions, and those intersections remain to be explored.

Quine’s focus on the indeterminacy of translation points to his perception of the com-
monalities of uncertainty, incompleteness, and relativity between communication and the
large cosmic frameworks within which human life plays out. This is an important starting
point for both translation theory and philosophy. It may be that human beings are able to
perceive and plumb the uncertainties of the universe because for hundreds of thousands of
years we have evolved the capacity to communicate with other groups of people despite
indeterminacy. This capacity has grown as human beings dispersed from their common home
in Africa and began to generate distinct languages. Our ability to accept the uncertainties
of communication, the indeterminacies of language, the difficulties of ‘accessing’ other
minds, and the incompleteness of linguistic utterances that bombard us daily has paved the
way for our more recent realizations that we are creatures in a cosmic realm that itself has
uncertainty at its heart. Our own abilities to communicate across language difference
despite indeterminacies have primed us for millennia to perceive, tolerate, and function as
communities despite the uncertainties of the social and material worlds. They have also
allowed us to navigate the uncertainties and relativities of mathematics and physics.

Focusing on the indeterminacies of communication by exploring multilingual contexts of
language — highlighted in the processes and products of translation — is central to recog-
nizing the complexities of language as a form of action in the world. The depth of those
complexities can only be fully realized by investigations of language that reach across all
the language families used by the human community. The uncertainties of language are
clear in considering the various cluster concepts that can be identified in broad cross-
cultural contexts where the use of prototypes breaks down because of the variety and
multiplicity of life forms and languages. The global reach and depth of international data
about languages and cultures in translation studies has the potential to offer correctives to
philosophical investigations and discourses limited by cultural or linguistic parochialism.
In addition the findings of translation studies related to the ethics and ideology of language
use and cross-cultural communication promise to add heft to philosophical discourses,
particularly in the Anglo-American tradition. Conversely the precision of vocabulary,
argument, and the long tradition of abstract discourse in philosophy can add rigour to
discourses and theories about translation.

The challenges revealed by examining the intersection of philosophy and translation theory
show that both fields have important investigations and parallel developments ahead and that
each field will be enriched by the findings of the other. The extensive overlap of concerns in
translation studies and philosophy indicates that mutual awareness of the discourses across
the two fields will improve translation theory and deepen inquiry in philosophy. In turn
appreciation of those intertwined explorations will be heightened by a mutual commitment to
the ethical principles of equity, reciprocity, and justice that allows us to value the positionality
of others across disciplines and across the world.

Notes

1 The term Eurocentric is used to refer to cultures around the world shaped primarily by European
linguistic and cultural traditions, as well as to European cultures themselves.

2 In translation studies there is a very large literature on each of the following points. See Tymoczko
(2013) for a more extended discussion of each theoretical issue enumerated below as well as
extensive suggestions for further reading on each aspect of translation theory discussed.
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3 An anisomorphism is a relationship in which there is no systematic (or isomorphic) one-to-one
relationship between two items, whether they are lexical, grammatical, or cultural features of texts
and cultural systems.

4 Where a ‘text’ is understood as being either oral or written, as well as creations in another medium.
The latter is, however, beyond the scope of this article.

5 There has been considerable debate in translation studies about equivalence and meaning. For
further reading on these issues see Tymoczko (2013, 2007: 265-309).

6 A lengthy treatment of this question is found in Tymoczko (1999: 41-61).

7 For example, in Hindu tradition it is impossible to separate the fields of philosophy and theology
(Flood 1996: 224-49).

8 Philosophical Investigations (hereafter PI) 67. See the following section, on Wittgenstein. A more
extensive discussion of cluster concepts in relation to translation is found in Tymoczko (2007:
54-106) and sources cited.

9 See Biletzki and Matar (2016) on Wittgenstein’s ‘anti-systematic’ approach to philosophy.

10 Many useful references to the literature of translation studies related to the specifics of translation
theory are found in the sources cited in Tymoczko (2013).

11 For example, the great linguist Roman Jakobson (1896-1982) and Anthony Oettinger (1929-) were
both refugees who contributed foundational essays related to translation theory.

12 Oettinger, a pioneer in artificial intelligence and machine translation, later served as a con-
sultant to the US National Security Council (1975-81) and the President’s Foreign Intelligence
Advisory Board, among other governmental positions associated with US intelligence and
security.

13 The importance of Quine’s arguments can be lost on readers because of the racism in his language
and examples: a ‘jungle linguist’ is trying to understand ‘a native’ with ‘an alien’ culture, whose
‘heathen tongue’ and ‘heathen term[s]’ the linguist is trying to construe. The problem is exacer-
bated by Quine’s alternation between this sort of language and the use of ‘a Martian’ as an
alternate paradigm for difficulties of communication (e.g. 1960: 47). In a global field such
as translation studies, Quine’s work would be more appreciated if his language were not so
objectionable.

14 1 am indebted here and passim to the careful reading given this essay by John M. Connolly, Sophia
Smith Professor of Philosophy Emeritus, of Smith College. Professor Connolly saved me from
numerous errors and helped to sharpen my arguments at various points.

15 See, for example, the various English translations of a single early Irish text in relation to their
diverse cultural and political contexts, discussed in Tymoczko (1999: 62-83).

16 A prototype approach to concepts is a modified form of the traditional philosophical approach
to defining concepts in terms of necessary and sufficient conditions which Wittgenstein
rejects. Because prototypes are culturally specific, this approach does not work well for trans-
lators in dealing with concepts where the prototypes can diverge significantly across cultures,
even in the case of closely related cultures. For example, one might argue that in the US football
American-style represents the prototype of a field game, whereas in most of the world (where
the game is played) the prototype of a field game would be football in the sense of soccer.
A more detailed discussion of cluster concepts in relation to translation is found in Tymoczko
(2007: 54-106).

17 Although the German manuscript of section I was prepared for publication by Wittgenstein in 1945,
at his instructions the book was published posthumously, appearing in 1953 with Wittgenstein’s
German text translated into English by G.E.M. Anscombe, his authorized literary executrix.
Anscombe’s translation reflects her deep familiarity with Wittgenstein’s thought derived from both
the German text and extensive exposure to his lectures and discussions that presented his arguments
and examples in Wittgenstein’s own English wordings.

18 On these issues see, for example, Tymoczko (2016), Graham (1985), and Inghilleri (2005).

19 See, for example, Baker (2006), Inghilleri (2012), Simon (1996), Tymoczko (1999, 2010), Tymoczko
and Gentzler (2002), and Venuti (1995, 1998).

20 The work of Venuti (1995, 1998) addresses some of these questions but within a very different
framework from that of Rawls. See as well the relevant works cited in Tymoczko (2013).

21 Montgomery’s study indirectly indicates why a great deal of innovative scientific inquiry in the
world is currently being conducted and published in English: a common link language facilitates
convergence in the epistemology of the subject under investigation.
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12
Context and pragmatics

Shyam Ranganathan

Introduction

Pragmatics, semantics and syntax are basic distinctions in linguistics. Syntax has to do with
rules that constrain how words can combine to make acceptable sentences. Semantics con-
cerns the meaning of words and sentences, and pragmatics has to do with the practical aspects
of communication — a matter so wide that pragmatics has been called the ‘wastebasket of
linguistics’, encompassing everything that does not neatly fit into syntax or semantics. Yet
the three are connected. Syntactic constraints in language can entail semantic constraints. A
language with (obligatory) gendered nouns (such as Latin-derived languages) introduces
semantic layers that are absent in a largely genderless language. In French, nouns are gen-
dered, so objects are either ‘masculine or feminine’, while in English they are not usually
either, and hence speaking about the same object in French or English is semantically different
to this extent. Semantic constraints can also influence the practical use we make of language.
The English third person singular pronoun ‘it’ is reserved for objects and not persons, and this
makes it difficult to talk about a single third person in English without characterizing them as
either ‘he’ or ‘she’ — pronouns that are inappropriate and misleading when referring to
someone who is (biologically, psychologically or as a matter of choice) non-binary. We can,
as some do, invoke ‘they’ (originally a third person plural pronoun) for such cases, but this is
semantically at odds with the plurality of ‘they’ and may thus be pragmatically infelicitous:
our interlocutors may believe we are speaking about a group when we use ‘they’ in this
progressive way. So while we may wish to easily separate syntax and semantics from
pragmatics, it is complicated.

The need for translation can arise for multiple reasons, even within a language. We might
want to replace an acceptable original statement with an equally acceptable new statement,
and the new statement (prima facie) will be a translation of the original statement. If we want
to engage in such intralingual translation to get our point across, our motivation is pragmatic.
But our interest in translation across languages is also prima facie a matter of pragmatics: we
often want to understand what is said in a far removed context using symbols that we do not
understand, and the correct translation will have the pragmatic effect of rendering something
foreign, domestic (Neubert and Rothfuss-Bastian 2003).
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To flush out the elements involved in working out the place of pragmatics in translation, I
shall distinguish between three possible criteria of translation: S, M and P. Because our
motivation for translation is often pragmatic, it is difficult to imagine the need for S: accuracy
in translation is about preserving syntactical features of a source text (ST), such that if the
syntax of a target text (TT) is not the same as the ST, then we have grounds for rejecting it as a
good translation. The reason this is implausible is that we typically feel the need for trans-
lation in cases where an original communicative act occurs in a source syntactic system that is
different from the target syntactic system, rendering the original syntax without some change
inaccessible in the target system. For instance, Sanskrit words are heavily altered to show their
syntactic properties to the point that word order does not matter. We cannot do this in English:
word order matters in English for word order is part of how we understand the relationship of
words within a sentence. We could not, for instance, write English matters word order in and
expect anyone to take the two sentences to have the same meaning. You can do that in Sanskrit
so long as all the sentential components are properly formatted as each word would have a tag
built into it that allows us to understand its relationship to other words in the sentence.
However, if we were to translate Sanskrit sentences word for word in the order they come into
English, the resulting sentences will likely not respect the rules of English syntax though the
individual translated words would be meaningful — and the result would certainly be prag-
matically infelicitous (uncommunicative), not just syntactically incorrect. If we expect the
syntax of a TT to be the same as the ST, then translation would apparently be impossible in
many cases. Far more plausible is M: accuracy in translation is about preserving the meaning
of an original, such that if the meaning of the TT is not the same as the ST, then we have
grounds for rejecting the TT as a good translation of the ST. Even when the source language
(SL) and target language (TL) are syntactically different, if we can produce a TT that has the
same meaning as the ST (perhaps, sentence for sentence, section for section), then we may
have good reason to believe that we can understand what is communicated in the ST, for, as
noted, semantics seems to constrain the pragmatics of what is said.

If T start out with an unscientific ST of poetry about flowers, and I end up with a TT thatis a
botanical catalogue of flowers, then I will have reason to doubt the accuracy of the translation
as these are prima facie semantically different: it is a failure by M. But the pragmatics of the
ST and TT in this case are widely at odds, in no small part because of the divergence in
meaning: poetry and botany occupy different communicative spheres of our lives. So on this
score, too, we might have grounds to doubt that translation in this case has been a success on
the grounds of P: accuracy in translation is about preserving the pragmatics of an original,
such that if the contextual use of a TT is different from the ST, we have grounds for rejecting it
as a good translation.

To fix such problems, we might desire to combine M and P so that an accurate translation
will preserve both meaning and pragmatics. But what preserves semantics in translation may
not preserve pragmatics in translation.

For instance, the Christian Bible in a devout Christian culture has a certain use, com-
municative and contextual cachet (as the culture’s most basic sacred text) that it will not enjoy
when semantically translated (by way of M) into the language of a devout Muslim culture,
even if the resulting translation is semantically equivalent to the original. Muslims will be able
to acknowledge such a translation as accurate by way of M, but they would reject it as their
most basic religious text. Similarly, the translation of the Quran into the language of a devout
Christian culture could be faithful according to M, but the Christians in such a culture would
not thereby give up acknowledging their Bible as their most basic religious text. Yet con-
servative Christians and Muslims in the two cultures would agree that the Bible and the Quran
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play isomorphic social roles in the two cultures (as the most basic religious text) — indeed, if
the Christians and the Muslims in these cultures want to disagree with each other about the
text each other should adopt as the basic religious text, they would have to grant that much.
But, surprisingly, if we were to adopt P, then we would thereby treat the Bible and the Quran
as translations of each other because of their isomorphic contextual roles as the basic sacred
book in the two cultures. This is prima facie absurd, but the absurdity requires an explanation.
Otherwise, it is a mere prejudice.

Naive views about translation are frustrated because neither M nor P seem to be without
problems (not to mention that S is not an option), and merely combining them seems
implausible as they seem to be in competition with each other. What complicates the matter is
that meaning, context and pragmatics are (philosophically) controversial. What you take to be
pragmatics depends in part on what you take to be semantics, as pragmatics is the use we can
make of meaning in a context, while semantics — meaning — is context-transcendent (Szabo
2006). So we might agree to M, for instance, but arrive at very differing translations if our
picture of meaning differs. But correlatively, what we take to be the pragmatics of a text or an
utterance to be translated will not be absolutely divorced from its semantics, as the pragmatics
is the use of such meaning. Hence we might agree to P and yet arrive at different translations
of an ST due to their differing accounts of the ST’s semantics. There is no way to consider the
question of pragmatics in translation in isolation from questions of meaning.

In this chapter on pragmatics and context as it relates to translation, I will take a closer look
at M and P, after reviewing historical perspectives on semantics and pragmatics. M and P are
translation-theoretic counterparts of two divergent approaches to the relationship between
semantics and pragmatics. M is associated with the prioritization of semantics in an account of
pragmatics (semantics-first), while P is associated with a prioritization of pragmatics in an
account of semantics (pragmatics-first). The trouble with M as we shall see is that it sacrifices
P, and the problem with P is that it sacrifices M — and either way something about the con-
textual significance of an ST is lost in the process. We shall review recent research in
translation theory that recommends a bridge principle in the assessment of translation to help
us be selective about the semantic and pragmatic features of an ST that are to be preserved in
translation. This strategy leads to acknowledging a distinct meaning to be preserved, defined
in part by pragmatics. We arrive back at M but not without taking P seriously.

Historical perspectives

Gottlob Frege may be seen as an early proponent of a semantics-first approach. In his ‘Uber
Sinn und Bedeutung’ (Frege 1892: translated as ‘On Sense and Reference’, 1980), for
example, he famously proposes that proper names have a sense and a reference. To take a
standard example, ‘Mark Twain’ and ‘Samuel Clemens’ have the same reference — the man in
question — but express different senses, where the sense of a proper name is, roughly, the way
in which one represents its reference to oneself. It is this that explains the difference in
‘cognitive significance’ between ‘Mark Twain is identical to Mark Twain’ and ‘Mark Twain is
identical to Samuel Clemens’ — both are true, but the latter is informative, in a way in which
the former isn’t, to someone who doesn’t associate the same ‘modes of presentation’ with
‘Mark Twain’ and ‘Samuel Clemens’ and thus doesn’t know that the two names denote one
and the same man. (Frege’s view is challenged by Kripke (1980).)

Frege’s account leaves little room for pragmatics, it seems — sense and reference do all the
communicative work. But Austin (1955) showed, with his theory of speech acts, that mere
meaning does not tell the whole story. Consider the making of a promise. Arguably, the words
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‘I promise to take you to lunch’ have the same meaning in the performance of a play as they do
in a conversation with a colleague at work, but only in the latter context do they place the
speaker under an obligation. Austin also noted that most meaningful claims, such as ‘it is raining
outside’, are never true in isolation: rather they are true or false when they are statements (said at
a particular time and place by some persons), and this shows us that the pragmatics of language
use is important to questions of truth — but also more broadly to the question of what we are
talking about. Similarly, Paul Grice later showed that there is a host of pragmatic implicatures in
communication — implications that are understood by listeners, which go beyond the mere
meaning of what is said (Grice 1961: §3; 1975: 24). An example of such implicature is my claim
in English that ‘I am full” when someone asks me whether I want a second serving of food.
Those who understand English will typically infer, pragmatically, from this declaration that I do
not want more food (true in this case) even though I did not say that I did not want more food.
Here the implicature reveals a distinct meaning (7 DO NOT WANT MORE FooD) with its own truth.

Both Austin’s and Grice’s observations show how semantics alone is insufficient to
account for communication, truth and even meaning: rather pragmatics fills the gap.
Pragmatics is largely context-bound and hence the pragmatics of language cannot be
abstracted from contexts of use: rather it has to do with the impact language has on language
users’ use in the context of utterance. The importance of pragmatics is prima facie evidence
for P. In response to this kind of insight, philosophers in the early part of the twentieth century
began moving away from a semantics-first theory to a radical pragmatics-first approach called
functionalism, according to which the meaning of a word is its effect on a speaker. It was
explored and defended in C.K. Ogden and L.A. Richards’ The Meaning of Meaning (1923)
and in Bertrand Russell’s Analysis of Mind (1921). If functionalism were true, then we would
have to collapse the meaning of a term with its influence on us. Ludwig Wittgenstein in his
unpublished notes shows why this account is too crude. He writes: ‘If I wanted to eat an apple,
and someone punched me in the stomach, taking away my appetite, then it was this punch that
I originally wanted’ (quoted in Monk 1990: 291). In conflating the meaning of a word with its
influence on us, an apple’s ability to remove our appetite would be equivalent to an injury that
does the same thing. Wittgenstein’s (1958) own view in his Philosophical Investigations, with
its focus on ‘meaning as use’ (Investigations 43), is in line with a stress on pragmatics.

Much of contemporary philosophy of language can be characterized as a debate between
the proponents of a semantics-first position and those who are more open to the importance of
pragmatics (see Salmon 2005). In the post-Wittgensteinian world, it is difficult to find pro-
ponents of functionalism. Yet it is popular outside of philosophy. The linguist J.R. Firth
accounts for meaning thus: “What do the words “mean”? They mean what they do’ (1964:
110). This view has been taken up with vigour among translation theorists — for example,
Susan Bassnett:

In translating . . . it is the function that will be taken up and not the words themselves, and
the translation process involves a decision to replace and substitute the linguistic
elements in the TL. And since [a] phrase [in English] is, as Firth points out, directly
linked to English social behavioural patterns, the translator putting the phrase into French
or German has to contend with the problem of the non-existence of a similar convention
in either TL culture.

(Bassnett 2002: 27)

Bassnett concludes: ‘The emphasis always in translation is on the reader or listener’ (2002: 30).
But Bassnett is not alone. We find a similar position defended by Eugene Nida. Nida’s
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Toward a Science of Translating, with Special Reference to Principles and Procedures
Involved in Bible Translating (1964) is one of the most cited works in Translation Studies over
the last fifty years. Nida endorses a functionalist account of meaning (Nida 1964: 37), cites
other theorists who agree and, more importantly, proposes a functionalist criterion for
evaluating translations (Nida 1964: 162—4). This trend of adopting functionalism is mirrored
in skopos theory, according to which what normatively guides translation is not fidelity to the
ST but rather a goal (Greek skopos) that is a result of the negotiation between the translator —
who is in all matters related to translation an expert — and the agent who commissions the
translation. The commissioning of a translation, on this account, assigns a purpose both to the
ST and the process of translation, and the norms that govern a translation are those set out by
the commission of the translation (Vermeer 1989: 174—84). This approach to textual recon-
struction might be called localization by others who endorse M. Companies and businesses
have to engage in the process of localization to render their products user-friendly for a target
market, and this process will arise out of a dialogue between the commissioning agents and
the facilitators of localization, who should be knowledgeable about the pragmatics of the
target culture. But for skopos theory, this is also the core of translation.

Critical issues and topics

In this section, we will investigate the challenges and conflicts that arise from semantics and
pragmatics in translation. These are the critical issues of translation in relation to pragmatics,
and the topics we shall address are the indeterminacy of translation and possible pragmatic
solutions.

Consider the translation of South Indian kinship terms, from languages such as Tamil. In
Tamil, one’s parent’s same-sex siblings are considered parents, not aunts and uncles. One’s
mother’s older sister is one’s ‘Periyamma’ (‘periya’ is BIG, ‘amma’ iS MOTHER: BIG MOTHER) and
her husband would be ‘Periyappa’ (8iG FaTHER). One’s mother’s younger sister is ‘Chiththi’
(smarL moTHER) and her husband is your ‘Chiththapa’ (sm4LL F4THER). Likewise one’s father’s
brothers would be respectively ‘Periyappa’ or ‘Chiththapa’ (if they are older or younger than
your father) and their wives would be your ‘Periyamma’ or ‘Chiththi’. Your mother’s brother
is your ‘Mamma’ and his wife ‘Mamy’, which are also the terms of address that juniors would
use for their unrelated seniors in informal settings. One’s father’s sister is one’s Aththai’ and
her husband (in high-caste Tamil) is ‘Athimbeér’ (a term that also refers to one’s older sister’s
husband) or more standardly ‘Athai kozhunan’. What is the right translation of these terms? In
English, we would collapse most of these into ‘aunt’ and ‘uncle’, but this would not translate
the literal meaning of these expressions. The problem is that the pragmatics of ‘big mother’ in
English is not at all what it is in Tamil. (Indeed in Tamil, unlike in English, with the rare
exception of ‘big brother or sister’, the concepts of B/G and sm4LL can also generally do for
‘older’ and ‘younger’.) A literal translation will consist in loss of meaning and distortion;
nevertheless, translating ‘big mother’ as ‘aunt’ is semantically inaccurate and would result in
a pragmatic loss of implications of parental intimacy, care and responsibility involved in
acknowledging one’s big mother.

Quine (1960) had noticed a similar problem in his Word and Object: we can arrive at
competing incompatible translations that are consistent with the totality of (empirical)
evidence with no (possible) evidentiary way to decide the case. This is the empirical com-
ponent of what Quine dubs the ‘indeterminacy of translation’ (see Chapters 7 and 8, this
volume, for further discussion). Translations of ‘Periyamma’ into English as either ‘big
mother’ (literal translation) or ‘aunt’ (pragmatic, functional translation) are likely examples of
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this kind of indeterminacy, as these are not compatible in English and yet both are suggested
by the evidence. The indeterminacy here arises because we are faced with equally bad or good
literal and pragmatic translations that are not compatible. Given that the pragmatics of our
expressions are context-bound and often particular to languages and cultures, we should not
be surprised that translators will be faced with such dilemmas in translation as a matter of
course and, moreover, that we are led to these dilemmas because both the literal and pragmatic
translations of expressions are suggested by the evidence.

Problems like this are what motivate the adoption of P and the rejection of M by translation
theorists: we get rid of the dilemma of indeterminacy by merely siding with the user-friendly
pragmatic translations. If we reject M, we would reject trying to semantically translate
‘Periyamma’ as (the infelicitous) ‘big mother’ and settle for ‘aunt’ when we are moving from
Tamil to English.

One might try to justify this kind of translation via M by identifying a sentence in Tamil and
a sentence in English as semantically equivalent on the grounds that they have the same truth
conditions. There may be a sentence in English about one’s aunt that is true and false in
exactly the same cases as a Tamil sentence about one’s Periyamma, and while the words ‘aunt’
and ‘Periyamma’ are not semantically equivalent, the sentences they occur in may be taken as
a single unit. Sentences such as ‘My aunt is coming for dinner’ and ‘My Periyamma is coming
for dinner’ seem to share a truth condition (said by me, in a specific context — when my
mother’s older sister is coming for dinner) and hence are translations of each other.

A problem with this approach is that it sacrifices ‘compositionality’: the principle that the
meaning of a sentence is a function of the meanings of its parts. Compositionality is a central
tenet of a semantics-first approach, for it explains how the meaning of words, not their use, is
central to the meaning of what is said. Disregarding compositionality in favour of treating
sentences as units is to move into an Austinian frame where we take the context-relative
utterance of a sentence as critical to understanding its significance. Then it is the pragmatics of
these sentences that allows us to treat them as translationally equivalent, and so we are
committed to P, not M. Récanati (2010) argues that, in general, the way we understand the
significance of sentences is by grasping their contextual use, which overrides composition-
ality. This is a pragmatics-first approach to significance that would license P.

So P on balance looks like the more honest way to understand how a Tamil sentence about
one’s Periyamma is translatable into an English sentence about one’s aunt as equivalent
statements. P does not require us to pretend that such sentences share a meaning;: it rather asks
us to judge the accuracy of the translation purely on pragmatic grounds.

The problem with P is that on its own it is absurd. It is absurd because it does not guarantee
that a TT has to be a derivation of an ST. If a conclusion is derivable from premises, logicians
say that the premises and conclusion relate to each other as a valid argument. In this case, if the
premises are true, the conclusion has to be true. (Validity is not about whether a premise is true
or whether they can be true, and hence valid arguments can contain within them claims that
are necessarily false, like contradictions, and even claims that cannot be true or false, such as
commands: P1 Ifyou had better run, then take the umbrella; P2 You had better run; Therefore,
take the umbrella. They can contain interrogatives: P1 7o be or not to be, that is the question.
Therefore, to be or not to be?). So, for instance, the inference g therefore ¢ is a valid inference
for this reason, as are many rules of inference (such as modus ponens: if p then g, p therefore g).
If translations conformed to A, then an accurate TT would be a mere semantic restatement
of an ST and would hence have to meet the minimal requirement of being a deductive
derivation from the ST. Hence if the Christian Bible ST is true, then the candidate Christian
Bible TT would be true too. (This is a minimum standard, for TTs can meet it and fail to be
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accurate STs, when, for instance, they are partial translations of the ST. Yet it is rational to
expect it as a minimum requirement of translation.) But if the Christian Bible ST is true, it
does not follow that a TT Quran is true; and correspondingly if a Quran ST is true, it does not
follow that a Bible TT is true. Yet this is exactly what we would have to contend with if we
adopted P: we would have to put up with the notion that the Bible and the Quran are inter-
translations in respective conservative Christian and Muslim societies irrespective of the fact
that we cannot derive the one, logically, from the other. So P is objectionable because it is
irrational: it violates a most basic standard of reason, namely validity. But defenders of P
might note that the problem here is not P but functionalism. If we adopt Récanati’s approach,
then we only ever treat an SL and TL utterances as equivalent when they share a truth con-
dition relative to a context of use. So it would seem in such cases, the TT could never be false
if the corresponding ST is true. Yet it is not clear that this defence is successful.

When we evaluate validity, we are not typically evaluating statements but rather prop-
ositions in the abstract: it is the relationship of these propositions in the abstract that can entail
each other. So, too, with translation. Translation does not obviously take statements as its
objects. When we convert statements in one language into another, we are engaged in (what
we could call) interpretation. An example of such activity is simultaneous interpretation
(when, for instance, an interpreter converts what an SL speaker says into corresponding TL
sign-language for a deaf audience, in real time). Is this not mere hair-splitting? Why is this
pairing of SL and TL claims not also a form of translation? The difference between
interpretation and translation is the preservation of truth (as we find in valid deductions). As
Davidson notes in his ‘A Nice Derangement of Epitaphs’, when people err in speech, we
interpret what is said much like Récanati later claims: we understand the content of what is
said as what we take to be true in the context, and we ignore the error (Davidson 1996: 472-3).
So, too, with interpretation: the goal is to follow the content of what is said in context, and so
interpreters would be obliged to ignore errors of speech when producing interpretations (this
is an aspect of the ‘principle of charity’: see Chapter 7, this volume, for further discussion).
While to avoid absurdity translations need to be derivable from an ST, in the case of
interpretation, the TT correction is not derivable from the ST but the ST usage. Interpretation
is guided by pragmatic considerations that characterize P. Also in the case of translation, we
are often interested in preserving errors for two reasons. First, in the translation of science or
philosophy, we are often unsure what is true or relevant, so we are not in a position to match
sentences on the basis of their truth or relevance — even when relativized to a context. Second,
errors can be important for the translator to preserve. For example, the translation of the
testimony of a witness in a court case that sanitized the witness’s errors would be tantamount
to tampering with evidence that bears on the credibility of the witness. Yet P, with no concern
for meaning, takes us here.

Current contributions and research

P and M are the odd couple of translation. If we choose either, we land in trouble: preserving
literal meaning and pragmatic features of the ST is a competitive endeavour. If we save literal
meaning, we often sacrifice pragmatics, and if we save pragmatics, we often sacrifice
meaning.

The plausible solution to this problem of needing both M and P is to propose a bridge
principle that leads us to account for, and preserve, both the semantic and pragmatic features
of'the ST. So we assess the accuracy of the translation not in terms of M or P but in terms of the
bridge principle.
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The bridge principle in the Translation Studies literature has been called a ‘text-type’
(Holmes 1988: 74—6; Laviosa-Braithwaite 2001: 277—8; Neubert and Shreve 1992; Reiss
1981). A text-type is like a genre, except it has widespread institutional recognition and
pertains to structural features of texts that exceed what is usually understood under the
heading of a ‘genre’. Examples of text-types include the philosophical text, the novel and the
scholarly paper on natural science, and text-types can include among them sub-text-types:
biology or chemistry texts may be sub-types in the natural sciences.

In acknowledging that texts come in types, we are not committed to the notion that a single
text is characterizable by only one type — nor are we committed to some sort of functionalism
as early defenders claimed (Reiss 1981). Plato’s Republic, for instance, seems equally a great
work of literature and of philosophy, and acknowledging text-types brings us to this
appreciation. Rather the utility of acknowledging that texts come in types is to allow us to
choose a type as the governing type in translation, which allows us to treat contrary text-type
features of a text as contributing to the governing type’s objectives. A text so viewed through
the lens of a type that we elect as the governing type may be called a work: something whose
translatable content is determined by the governing type.

If we choose to read Plato’s Republic as primarily an example of philosophy, we then
treat the poetic, dramatic, comedic, historical and empirical-scientific aspects of the text as
contributing to its philosophical objectives. The ST so understood would be a work of
philosophy that we can thereby translate into a TT. Our goal is to reproduce a TT that has the
same text-type features of the ST including the subservient features: hence the literary and
other text-type features of the text (what we identified as subsidiary types) would be repro-
duced in so far as they aid the philosophical objectives of the text (which we chose as the
governing type). But the reason we have to choose just one type as the governing type is that
there can be conflicts between differing types in a text that come to light in translation: type,
of a text may render the literal, linguistic meaning salient, while type, brings attention to
its pragmatic features, such as implicature. As noted in the literature, and in our previous
investigation, we often cannot preserve both in translation — translation is a series of ‘moves,
as in a game’, where ‘every single move is influenced by the knowledge of previous
decisions’ (Levy 2000). In choosing one type as the governing type, we decide in advance
how such conflicts are to be resolved. There may hence be multiple treatments of the same text
as differing works that result in differing translations, but, as these were produced according
to differing text-type considerations, they do not conflict. Correlatively, there may be multiple
alternate translations of the same work that are, by virtue of the single governing type under
which they were produced, equivalent.

A text-type, one that we elect as the governing type, serves as a protocol for designating
features — pragmatic and semantic — of an ST to be preserved in a TT. Moreover, in so far as we
are able to recreate a TT that has the relevant text-type features of the ST, we can call upon the
text-type as providing rules for the preservation of content that show how it is that the TT is a
genuine translation of the ST. So, looking back on our example of translating texts from Tamil
that contain familial terms such as ‘Periyamma’, the invocation of text-types as a mediating
principle in translation shows that there is no absolute answer to the question of what the
correct translations of such terms are: rather the question of whether ‘aunt’ will do for
‘Periyamma’ has to be judged relative to the type that we elect as the governing type. It may be
that in certain works, ‘aunt’ is the best translation for ‘Periyamma’, while in others, ‘big
mother’ would be preferable, given the text-type theoretic objectives. But either way, the right
translation will be determined not by fiat, nor on the basis of its effect on the audience, but by
what is salient in an ST understood via the governing type.
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Looking back on our example of purely pragmatic translation from the ST Bible into the TT
Quran, we can see why this is implausible. It is hard to imagine a text-type that would license
this type of transition — though a priori we cannot rule out that in the translation of some texts,
perhaps texts of comedy, fiction or drama, it may be that the pragmatics of an ST Bible
quotation necessary for the objectives of the governing type is best served by a quote from the
Quran in the TT, given the target language and audience. If, for instance, the intelligibility of a
prayer by the audience is crucial for the intelligibility of a work of drama, the purposes of
translation would be served by using a prayer that the TT audience could identify, which may
not be what the ST audience would easily identify.

Yet it may seem that we are back to the absurdity that led us to a dissatisfaction with P,
choosing translations on the basis of pragmatics that are not in any straightforward sense
equivalent to the ST. But our set of theoretical resources is now richer, for we can invoke the
governing text-type to show that the pragmatics of the TT should in some important and non-
trivial sense reflect those of the ST. Relative to the text-type considerations, we could identify
duly produced translations as being derivations of the ST. But, no doubt, the dissatisfaction
can be reframed again too: the problem with pairing parts of the TT with parts of the ST on the
basis of pragmatic considerations is that we are helping ourselves to features of a text that are
by definition context-bound. So there is no obvious sense — even with a bridge principle — to
the idea that we can preserve the pragmatics of an ST in translation.

A solution to this problem has been defended at length in response to the usual criticisms
about the feasibility or determinacy of translation in Translation Studies and philosophy
(Ranganathan, 2007, 2011). This solution is to treat the translatable content of a work — a
text viewed through the lens of a governing type — as having a distinct kind of meaning:
textual meaning, which is the meaning of the work from the perspective of this governing
type. And just as literal meaning has uses that go beyond literal meaning (irony and
metaphor, for instance), so too does textual meaning function pragmatically beyond the
scope of its textual significance. But it is only textual meaning, according to this solution,
that we preserve in translation. For example, ‘Plato’s forms’ and ‘Plato’s ideas’ are inter-
translations in philosophy not because they share a linguistic meaning or because the
pragmatics of ‘form’ or ‘idea’ in wider English are the same (one can say ‘that’s a great
idea!’, but ‘that’s a great form!” is infelicitous), but because they share the same pragmatics
relative to the text-type of philosophy. The common (governing) text-type use of these
phrases yields a textual meaning, which can be shared by an analogous construction in
another language — a target resource use that a translator may even need to institute if no
previous usage is available. It may be that the pragmatics of such a translation end up being
culturally infelicitous and perhaps even jarring for the target audience (especially if their
philosophical intuitions are anti-Platonic). But this is not the fault of the translation, for the
wider cultural pragmatics of the ST are not anything that the translator always has to pre-
serve. If they are relevant in specific cases, they contribute to a certain textual meaning,
which comes apart from wider pragmatic considerations in translation.

As meaning transcends context while pragmatics does not, textual meaning is something
that we can preserve in translation. Textual meaning preserves the constituent literal-semantic
and pragmatic features of a text in so far as their use is highlighted by the governing text-type
(including subsidiary-type uses). Textual meaning preserved in translation would pass the test
of validity: if an ST of a certain textual meaning is true, then the corresponding TT with the
same textual meaning would also be true. The difficulty is that in endorsing this approach we
renounce trying to translate textual pragmatics — the practical role that a work enjoys in its
source culture in the absence of governing-type considerations. But we get to this austere
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position by understanding how the pragmatics of the text relative to a governing type is a
distinct kind of meaning: textual meaning.

Main research methods

Mere adherence to M (assuming that linguistic meaning is what M preserves) would pro-
duce TTs that are unintelligible in proportion to their pragmatic divergence from the
pragmatics of the ST. Mere adherence to P would yield absurd results. Thinking about
translation as something that takes works under a governing type as objects avoids both
problems, for such translation treats the governing type as determining how a TT can be
equivalent to a ST (relative to that type) — and while the resulting TT may not always be
culturally felicitous, it can be understood if the target audience has knowledge of the rel-
evant type. It follows that linguistic competence in an SL and a TL are insufficient to
produce an acceptable translation. One needs knowledge not only of the relevant source and
target semiotic systems but also the relevant text-types. In one respect, we should not be
surprised. Linguistic competence in English is not sufficient to understand most English
texts of philosophy, chemistry or even poetry. Except for the odd prodigy, it takes an
introduction into a text-type to render such texts intelligible. But we now see why it is not
because we lack linguistic knowledge that reading chemistry, poetry or philosophy for the
first time is difficult — in the cases of philosophy and poetry, novices usually know most if
not all the words used. Until we understand a text-type, we are unable to evaluate how the
semiotic resources of a text are used to express textual meaning, and our failure to
appreciate textual meaning renders such texts opaque. In the case of many challenging types
of text, whether law, philosophy, empirical sciences or mathematics, it often takes years of
study to appreciate the type in question — we learn about the type by being challenged to
understand several works of the same type. What they have in common is the type, and this
is what we learn about via long-term, advanced study.

But as translating by types involves electing one as a governing type while relegating
contrary types to subsidiary roles, it would seem that translators need to specialize not only in
a type but also have knowledge of types that play subservient roles relative to one’s chosen
type. It would seem, then, that the kind of knowledge that translators share is very general, and
that we should avoid overgeneralizing strategies of translation based on narrow areas of
translation research (Snell-Hornby 1988: 14). What translators have in common is the need to
select a governing type and understand the role of subsidiary types. The kind of rules that
emerge from the specific constellation of types will depend upon the ranking of types.

The importance of type theoretic knowledge has not been lost on translators, who often
specialize in specific types of text. Indeed, it would seem that it behoves translators to
familiarize themselves with text-types in order to apply them in translation. Most philosophy
is translated by professional philosophers (Large 2014), and this is not an accident — who else
would be able to figure out what is to be translated where philosophy is concerned? Yet it
appears that we have a new challenge — one that requires research: the individuation of a type.

We can put the problem thus. To translate philosophy, for instance, we need to appreciate
the text-type of philosophy. But philosophers disagree about what philosophy is. If we require
some type of agreement on what the type of philosophy is in order to locate it, then there are
apparently as many text-types of philosophy as there are schools of philosophy, or even
individual contributions to philosophy. Thus we are in danger of trivializing the idea of a
‘type’ of text that is philosophy, for our effort to locate it may lead us to regard each individual
philosophical work as belonging to its own sui generis type.
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A similar problem has been identified by Hans-Georg Gadamer (1990): as ‘poetry’, ‘sci-
ence’ and ‘philosophy’ are merely words in our Western cultural and linguistic tradition, we
have grounds to be sceptical not only that works from other cultures exemplify poetry, science
and philosophy, but also that we have any means to adjudicate whether they do.

One promising solution that shows how text-types can be individuated despite these dif-
ficulties is to identify text-types with disciplines, as explored in the Indian tradition. According
to Patafijali’s 200 CE Yoga Sutra, yoga, or ‘discipline’, is a practice that we can undertake from
differing perspectives, which thereby enables us to isolate content for inquiry (for a philoso-
pher’s tranlsation of this text, see Patafijali 2008). The content so identified is objective in the
sense that it is not determined from a single perspective but is converged upon from differing
perspectives. Contemporary disciplines, such as mathematics or philosophy, are examples of
such practices that we can undertake from differing theoretical vantage points, from which we
can triangulate on objects of research. This approach allows us to identify a discipline in the face
of controversy, for the discipline is what renders the controversy intelligible: it allows us to take
differing sides in a debate. For example, the discipline of philosophy, on this account, is not
beholden to any individual perspective on what philosophy is, but rather this discipline is the
procedural aspect of engaging in philosophical disagreement that individual perspectives have
in common and thus provides a common foundation upon which to build competing structures
and thereby disagree about what philosophy is without talking past one another. Hence a dis-
cipline such as philosophy, so understood, cannot be rejected because the question of what
counts as philosophy is controversial: the discipline makes the controversy possible. In iden-
tifying a discipline, we have thereby identified the text-type of philosophy.

Recommendations for practice

‘Translation’ is a term often used loosely. We have had occasion to distinguish interpretation
and Jocalization from translation. An ST that is interpreted into a TT preserves truth as the
interpreter sees it. An ST that is localized into a TT serves a function desired by the com-
missioner of the localization. A translation of an ST into a TT can and often has to preserve
errors — either, for example, as evidence or because we are not sure what is true in many cases
of translation. P sheds light on both interpretation and localization, but we also need M
in order to avoid the absurd results of merely preserving pragmatics in translation.

We have also discussed Quine’s ‘indeterminacy of translation’, but, with the idea of text-
type meaning in hand, it is worth another look. According to Quine, even at the limit of all
possible empirical evidence, there would still be competing and incompatible, yet equally
acceptable, translations of any given text (Quine 1960: 27). But a textual approach can avoid
this concern. Quine’s emphasis on empirical evidence is another way of talking about fixing
translation by way of paring contextual word usage in the SL and TL — what Quine called
‘analytical hypotheses’ (Quine 1960: 68). This is a version of P. Given the trouble associated
with P, we can see how it is that Quine can generate a sceptical conclusion in the face of all the
empirical evidence: translations according to P are translations that violate validity, and
derivations that are invalid can produce conclusions that are not consistent with their premises
(such as p, therefore not p). Hence there is no guarantee of consistency between STs and TTs
on this account, and hence no guarantee of the consistency of competing TTs — even and
especially on the basis of the pragmatic (empirical) evidence. But in switching to a text-type,
we identify textual meaning to be translated and the translation of text-type theoretic meaning
ensures that resulting TTs have the same text-type meaning as the ST: STs and TTs will always
be consistent with each other, and competing TTs produced by the same text-type procedure
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would be equally consistent — no room for indeterminacy here as a matter of equally sup-
ported, inconsistent translation. Hence the first order of business of a translator (whom we
assume to be knowledgeable both about the relevant semiotic systems (languages included)
and about types) when confronted with a text to translate, is to:

(1) designate one type as the governing type,
and then:
(2) identify subsidiary types and their instrumental roles.

The designation of the governing type in a translation is a choice, and one with consequences.
If we choose, say, to read a journal article in chemistry as dramatic fiction, our efforts to
translate it will be frustrated, for we will not be able to identify a plot. Hence the choice of a
governing type can either be acceptable or not. An acceptable choice for a governing type
reveals to us something about the structure of a work as a semantic totality. It does not follow
from this that acceptable choices will always reveal the workings of subsidiary types at play:
some works are poorly written and a translator might have to contend with translating an
imperfect work. But evaluating the merits of a work as a contribution to the literature is
something only possible once we identify a governing type and look for subsidiary types. And
we can always draw a distinction between cases where we have merely misunderstood the
governing type of a work, and when we are confronted with a poorly written work: in the latter
case, we see its faults relative to the governing type, while in the former, we see ourselves at
fault for incorrectly reading the text via a certain candidate type.
We can next look at:

(3) isolation of translation units.

Translation units are the smallest parts of a text to be treated as indivisible. In some cases,
these may be words (especially technical terms), in other cases, sentences, and in others yet,
whole passages. Such units are salient in light of (1) and (2).

Finally, what remains is:

(4) the recreation of the work in a target semiotic system by way of (1), (2) and (3).

We know we have succeeded when, translation unit for translation unit, the constituents of the
units play the same role relevant to the governing and subsidiary types.

Future directions

As we have seen, ideas from non-Western contexts can shed light on problems in translation
theory. A largely underexplored future direction is to look to ideas from outside of the tra-
dition in which puzzles about translation are generated for their solutions — solutions we learn
about by translation.

Related topics

Wittgenstein; Quine; Davidson; Derrida; translation theory and philosophy; equivalence; meaning; the
translation of philosophical texts.
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Further reading

Hickey, L. (Ed.) 1998. The Pragmatics of Translation. Toronto: Multilingual Matters. (Collection of
articles from translation theorists on the relevance of pragmatic considerations to translation. It
draws from the famous pragmatics-first theories of the day.)

Olohan, M. 2015. Scientific and Technical Translation. Abingdon: Routledge. (A recent example of
text-type specific translation research.)

Salmon, Nathan U. 2005. “Two Conceptions of Semantics’. In Semantics vs. Pragmatics, edited by Zoltan
Gendler Szabd, 317-28. Oxford; New York: Clarendon Press; Oxford University Press. (A classic
description of the difference between semantic-first and pragmatic-first approaches in philosophy.)

Simms, Karl (Ed.). 1997. Translating Sensitive Texts: Linguistic Aspects. Amsterdam: Rodopi. (SENS-
ITIVE TEXTS is an example of a class of texts, not a kind. The collection includes articles that explore
functionalist strategies.)
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13
Culture

Sergey Tyulenev

Introduction

Culture is one of the most problematic concepts in the humanities. Different people define it
differently. Even worse, its very ontology remains debatable. Does culture really exist oris ita
Western construct forced upon the rest of the world? If culture does exist, where is it located?
Is it a set of observable patterns of human activities? Or is it in the minds of people? Or is it
some sort of superorganic phenomenon, existing independently of individual members of a
collectivity and imposing its dictates upon them?

Despite these fundamental doubts and its elusive essence, culture is one of the central con-
cepts in the humanities and various approaches to studying it thrive and proliferate. The paradox
of the concept was pithily expressed by a leading anthropologist of the twentieth century,
Clifford Geertz (1926-2006): ‘Though ideational, [culture] does not exist in someone’s head
[thus, being too private and difficult to reach and generalize]; though unphysical, it is not an
occult’ — rather it is an ‘acted document’ which is ‘written not in conventionalized graphs of
sound but in transient examples of shaped behavior’ ([1973] 1993: 10).

As a working definition for what follows, culture is understood as an integral part of human
social existence, as ‘ways of acting, thinking and feeling which are transmitted from gener-
ation to generation and across societies through learning, not through [biological] inheritance’
(Albrow 1999: 6).

An analysis of cultural aspects of translation has to take into consideration, first, indi-
vidual translators’ cultural commitments (whether conscious or sub-/semi-/unconscious)
and, second, since culture is an intrinsically social, that is, collective, phenomenon, inter-
actions of translation and culture and their interdependencies. Importantly, in both per-
spectives, cultural aspects of translation or the translator are socially determined and this
has its epistemological and methodological repercussions — that is, the primacy of the
sociological stance over the psychological and the derivative nature of the latter from the
former (Tyulenev 2014: 17).

Culture is a set of values and ideas shared by a collectivity and one of the major factors
making that collectivity more than just a gathering of individuals. One of the earliest theorists
of culture, Wilhelm Wundt (1832—-1920), emphasized that such aspects of culture as language,
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religion and custom are ‘those mental products which are created by a community’ and are
‘inexplicable in terms merely of individual consciousness, since they presuppose the recip-
rocal action of many’ ([1912] 1916: 3). In the German-American anthropologist Franz Boas’
(1858-1942) words, ‘[w]e must understand the individual as living in his culture; and the
culture as lived by individuals’ (1989: xx). Individuals are introduced into a culture, through
the process of enculturation — that is, absorbing the culture in which they are brought up. The
culture then governs their behaviour: they may conform to or reject it or partly the former and
partly the latter, but their culture constitutes the very framework of their experiences and
actions. Culture is so deeply interiorized that the selection of available behavioral options is
‘only exceptionally conscious and rational’ (Kluckhohn 1949: 26).

The notion of culture has a long and controversial history, which is responsible for several
critical issues still relevant today. Among the most important issues are: defining culture; the
question of why culture is one of the key notions in the humanities and, since we are con-
cerned with translation, also in Translation and Interpreting Studies (TIS); and, finally, how to
demarcate cultural and social aspects of translation and culturally and sociologically informed
approaches in translation research.

Defining culture

There is a broad range of definitions of culture. When in the early 1950s two American
anthropologists, Alfred Louis Kroeber (1876—1960) and Clyde Kluckhohn (1905-60), took
stock of the definitions of the term ‘culture’ and its synonym ‘civilization’ which were in
circulation, they discovered no fewer than 164 (Kroeber and Kluckhohn 1952). All of those
definitions, despite their differences and various emphases, agree that culture is somehow
opposed to nature or biology, captured in the phrase ‘nature vs. nurture’.

Culture is associated with everything human; culture is seen as the dividing line between
the human species and the rest of the animal kingdom and indeed the entire universe. In the
words of Kroeber, ‘[c]ulture is the special and exclusive product of men, and is their dis-
tinctive quality in the cosmos’ ([1923] 1948: 8). This shows why culture is so important in the
humanities: it can be safely called the principal uniquely human phenomenon. Although some
animals do manifest ways of organizing their social life, which may remind us of human
culture, the extent is never comparable to what culture means for human society. In sociology
and anthropology, culture has been considered a human ‘substitute for the instincts whereby
most other living creatures are equipped with the means for coping with their environment
and relating to one another’ (Inkeles 1964: 66). The human mind is ‘wired’ for culture;
without culture we would not be what we are both as a species and as individuals (Pagel
2012). Culture is thus ‘a truly human existence that goes beyond the merely “natural” con-
dition of animals’ (Scott 2011: 11).

Let us look at the main directions in defining culture:

(1)  The first and literal meaning of the term ‘culture’ comes from the Latin term ‘colere’
which means ‘to till’ or ‘to cultivate’ as in ‘to till/cultivate land’. In this sense, the term is
still used in agriculture when one speaks of cultivation of plants, their ‘culture’, or in
biology to mean artificial media with nutrients in which bacteria or tissue cells are grown.

Based on the literal meaning, a series of metaphorical meanings developed and these
are used whenever human culture is discussed. The underlying rationale for all the defi-
nitions of human culture has always been some degree of ‘the tempering of man’s “natural”
instincts and desires by an arbitrary imposition of will’ (Wagner [1975] 1981: 21).
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It is possible to speak about the culture of an individual. As one can cultivate land, one
can cultivate one’s mind, faculties, manners etc. and thereby develop one’s culture.
Consequently, the term ‘culture’ can be understood as arts and skills — that is, what is
seen as the highest human achievements, as opposed to the rest of the human mundane
material existence. Famously, Matthew Arnold (1822-88) described culture as ‘a pur-
suit of our total perfection by means of getting to know [ . .. ] the best which has been
known and said in the world’ ([1869] 1932: 6). It is in this sense that the term is used
when one speaks of ‘men of culture’. This usage, although it persists, is largely
dismissed nowadays as elitist (‘culture in the “opera-house” sense’: Wagner [1975]
1981: 21), sexist and less useful in anthropology and sociology as well as in other
humanities, such as cultural studies (where such notions as pop culture or mass culture
are included into culture) and TIS.

The notion has been applied not only to individuals but also to entire collectivities.
Some societies were seen as having a higher level of culture than others (referred to as
‘primitive’ or ‘barbaric’). Within one and the same society, groups were compared in
terms of how ‘cultured’ they were (in sense (3) above) and what contribution, if any,
they were making to the overall culture of their society.Especially widespread, such
understanding of the term ‘culture’ was implied when ‘cultured’, European or
Western, nations were opposed to ‘primitive’ or ‘savage’, almost always non-
European, nations. This was done by European nations, who put themselves higher
than the nations with which they came into contact during the age of great geographi-
cal discoveries (the fifteenth to the eighteenth centuries). Today, this usage is largely
deprecated as colonialist (Said 1994).

In this meaning, one can speak of a culture or cultures (plural). Boas was the first to
start using the term ‘culture’ in the plural, referring to differences between different
peoples and advocating a relativistic approach to studying cultures. The relativistic
approach questions the comparison of different cultures in terms of superiority/infe-
riority. Rather, it is claimed, cultures should be appreciated on their own terms. In this
sense one speaks of, say, the Hungarian culture or the Kazakh culture.

The term ‘culture’ was also used to mean collective identities. Cultures were under-
stood as having a sort of collective physiognomies (Apollonian or Dionysian, mega-
lomaniac or paranoid, as the American anthropologist Ruth Benedict (1887—1948)
described some of the cultures she studied (Benedict [1934] 1989)). This approach
was, however, criticized as essentialist — that is, making the entire collectivity look
uniform, akin to stereotypification. While scientists no longer understand cultures as
collective personalities, different collectivities are usually stereotyped by other collec-
tivities in this or that way, and these stereotypes are studied today in imagology
(Leerssen n/d; Doorslaer, Flynn and Leerssen 2016).Translation is one of the platforms
which allow different cultures to meet, although not always unproblematically. For
example, national cultures, referred to as the ‘spirit’ (Geist or esprif) of a nation,
were seen by Wilhelm von Humboldt (1767-1835) as crystallized in great works of
literature. He wrote that languages ‘first reach into the usual habits of life, after which
they can be improved on ad infinitum into something nobler and more complex by the
spirit of the nation that shapes them’ (cited in Levefere 1992: 137). Humboldt believed
that it was this spirit that was virtually untranslatable, precisely because different
nations have distinctly different spirits.

Contributions considered among the highest human achievements (sense (3) above)
are said to belong to world culture — that is, to the culture of humanity as a whole.
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To register and protect world culture is the purpose of UNESCO. The UNESCO
Operational Guidelines for the Implementation of the World Heritage Convention
include in world culture monuments (architectural works, monumental sculptures
and paintings) and ensembles of monuments and sites that are works of humanity or
the combined works of nature and of humanity (WHC 2015: 1IA, 45, Article 1). In a
comparable but not necessarily similar way, the applicability of the concept of culture is
studied in the context of this globalizing world of ours (Featherstone 1996). Such
approaches consider cultural processes, which ‘transcend the state-society unit and
can therefore be held to occur on a trans-national or trans-societal level’ (ibid.: 1).
These are so-called ‘third cultures’ — that is, ‘conduits for all sorts of diverse cultural
flows which cannot be merely understood as the product of bilateral exchanges between
nation-states’ (ibid.). The concept of culture is applied to a sociological view of the
world as a social system (Wallerstein 2004). It is possible to think about such global
cultural phenomena as economic and financial flows in the global market with its stock
exchanges operating internationally, information flows coordinated by mass media or
ideas gaining international currency, such as democracy, peace etc. (see Arjun
Appadurai’s contribution to Featherstone 1996: 295-310).

The term ‘culture’ in its most encompassing meaning denotes the way of life of a
society, including material, intellectual and spiritual phenomena. Edward Tylor defined
culture as ‘that complex whole which includes knowledge, belief, art, morals, law,
custom, and any other capabilities and habits acquired by man as a member of society’
(1871: 1). This meaning is closely associated with the notion of (human) civilization. It
is believed that in Europe during and after the Enlightenment (reaching its apogee in the
eighteenth century), as religion was giving way to secular knowledge, culture or
civilization came to replace it as the repository of ultimate values. An interesting
instance of this is found in how John Ray, an Egyptologist, describes the Rosetta
Stone, one of the most popular objects in the British Museum:

For a part of its history in the museum it was displayed without a glass cover, so that
visitors could touch its surface. Nowadays this is not encouraged, but the museum
has enterprisingly placed a replica in the King’s Library for those who feel the need
to run their hands over the inscriptions. It is as if this ancient piece of granite has
become the modern version of a religious relic. Religious relics in the Middle Ages
were a centre for the tourist industry, and they spawned replicas and souvenirs. The
stone is no exception. There are postcards, facsimiles, booklets and imitations
everywhere on sale. [ ... ] Such things are the takeaway equivalents of the pieces of
cloth which have touched a famous icon or a bone of one of the Apostles.

(2008: 4-5)

An object of culture is treated as a religious object.

Finally, Talcott Parsons (1902-79), a leading sociologist of the twentieth century,
suggested considering culture as part of studying society and thus using the term
‘culture’ more rigorously and in connection with other phenomena of human social
existence. When working on his theory of social action, Parsons singled out three
aspects contributing to social behaviour ([1951] 1959) — physical, social and ideational.
The physical component belongs to the realm of the biological and psychological in
social actors taken as individuals. The social is to do with interactions of individual
actors (the root of the words ‘society’ and ‘social’ comes from the Latin word ‘socius’,
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meaning a companion or ally, implying a relationship between two or more people) and
with the formation and existence of various institutions. The ideational element is the
domain of ideas and values transmitted by means of symbols, rituals and other con-
ventionalized practices, which inform social actions. This ideational realm is what
Parsons suggested denoting by the term ‘culture’. He suggested dividing labour in
the social sciences: the individual component should be studied by psychologists,
acts and interactions should be studied by sociologists, while ideas and values — that
is, culture — should be studied by anthropologists.

Although such neat division of labour never worked, Parsons’ inscription of culture into the
overall structure of human society turned out to be productive. Despite the ambiguity of the
term ‘culture’, Adam Kuper sees the notion as a success story in the humanities:

[While other venerable concepts have mostly faded out of the social science discourse,
even a postmodernist can talk unselfconsciously about culture (in quotes if necessary, but
still . . . Compare the fate of personality, social structure, class, or, most recently, gender).
Indeed, culture is now more fashionable than ever. Other disciplines have taken it up, and
a new specialty, cultural studies, is devoted entirely to it.

(2000)

There are several features about the notion of culture, which make it a convenient concept
(and this also helps us appreciate its importance in the humanities). Notably, it is sufficiently
capacious to theorize differences between peoples and social groups without falling into
anything as controversial as the notion of race: culture is learned, not part of the biologically
transmitted genetic material. At the same time, while allowing us to talk about difference, the
notion also allows us to talk about what all humans share — human culture (vs. nature).

Culture and translation

To appreciate further the significance of the concept of culture in the social sciences in
general and in TIS in particular, it is helpful to remember the place of culture in society as
theorized in sociology following in the footsteps of Parsons. Culture is seen as a repository
of ideas and values which the individual makes his or her own in the process of encul-
turation. As a sum total of interactions of the individual with their family and various social
institutions, typically beginning with schools in modern societies and continuing with their
professional environments all the way to their death, society mediates between social actors
and the cultures with which they come in contact. Society is, thus, a translating agent itself.
In this sense, it is possible to speak of intergenerational translation, when sons and
daughters learn how to be socialized humans from their parents and their superiors
(Habermas [1970] 1988: 146).

Bronislaw Malinowski (1884—1942) theorized society as having basic and derived needs.
Basic needs are immediate physiological needs of human individuals and their collectivities.
These needs are met by establishing social institutes. For example, the human need to
reproduce is met by a system of kinship. Derived needs are those which develop in order to
prescribe individual actors’ behaviour in order to meet basic needs — for instance, rules of
marriage are established which offer individuals choices as regards their reproduction.

Translation functions as a mechanism of making the individual aware of the institutes
embodying derived needs so that he or she can meet his or her basic needs. However, the term
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‘translation’ should be understood broadly, not only as a mechanism of interlingual com-
munication. Jakobson’s ([1959] 2012: 127) tripartite classification of translation types is
helpful here. According to it, translation can be

e intralingual (explaining one word with other ones, typical in unilingual dictionaries:
e.g. ‘integrate is to combine one thing with another’);
interlingual (between different languages, e.g. between Russian and English);
intersemiotic (between one sign system into another, for instance making a film version
of a book, thus translating from a verbal sign system into an audiovisual sign system).

In the individual’s enculturation, intersemiotic and intralingual types of translation are
especially important. A newly born baby learns a language by correlating extraverbal reality
in general and signs in particular (gestures or facial expressions) with words and simple
phrases, and intersemiotic translation is the mechanism making this correlation possible.
Later, the child acquires more complex vocabulary by being told what a ‘difficult’ word
means with the help of ‘simple’ words; this is re-wording, or intralingual, translation.
Translation is, therefore, an indispensable part of enculturation, helping humans to meet their
basic need of growth.

Translation is also a key social mechanism in meeting one of the basic human needs —
communication (not listed by Malinowski 1944: 91). Communication is ubiquitous in human
society; without communication humans cannot become human (see the phenomenon of so-
called feral children, like Mowgli, Rudyard Kipling’s memorable character) and find it hard to
survive (see Daniel Defoe’s Robinson Crusoe, who clearly had a need for companionship).
That is why to be a hermit is always an exceptional superhuman religious feat.

Humans communicate diatopically (across space), diachronically (across time), diastrati-
cally (across social classes), diamesically (across different media) and diaphasically (across
different stylistic registers). Indeed, we communicate even intrapersonally — that is, with(in)
ourselves. Friedrich Schleiermacher wrote in 1813 that translation is an indispensable
mechanism enabling communication between people speaking different languages or dia-
lects, between different social groups (‘classes’) and between compeers who differ in
‘opinions and sensibility’; moreover, ‘we must sometimes translate our own utterances after a
certain time has passed, would we make them truly our own again’ ([1813] 2012: 43).

Edward Sapir (1884—-1939) considered means of communication in society and catalogued
‘the primary communicative processes of society’ (1949: 104-5). The most basic ones are
language and gesture (in the broadest sense: a manipulation of any visible and movable part of
the body). There are also two more communicative processes, according to Sapir: the imitation
of overt behaviour — that is, doing what others do — and social suggestion of a way of acting,
whether in a conformist or rebellious fashion. Sapir provides an example of churchgoing, which
a person may initially do simply by overtly imitating others’ behaviour. Later, the person may
rebel against this socially imposed custom, yet even the rebellion is socially suggested in the
sense that it is done against the background of the socially offered option. Sapir adds:

The importance of the unformulated and unverbalized communications of society is so
great that one who is not intuitively familiar with them is likely to be baffled by the
significance of certain kinds of behavior, even if he is thoroughly aware of their external
forms and of the verbal symbols that accompany them. Iz is largely the function of the
artist to make articulate these more subtle intentions of society.

(1949: 106, emphasis added)
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Interpreters’ and translators’ work also includes mediating extraverbal as well as verbal types
of communication with all their cultural subtlety (Poyatos 1997).

Sapir goes on to discuss three main classes of secondary techniques of facilitating primary
communicative processes (1949: 106—7): (1) language transfers are facilitated by writing or
Morse code, which allow us to speak where actual speaking is impossible (over space or
time); (2) symbols, such as wigwagging, railroad lights, bugle calls in the army etc., help to
communicate, avoiding among other things the verbosity and ambiguity of natural languages,
in special technical situations; and (3) certain physical conditions and devices are created to
enable or extend communication (railroad networks or telecommunication allow communi-
cation between people who otherwise would not be able to communicate).

Strangely, Sapir does not discuss translation as one of the ways to enable/facilitate com-
munication, yet when he writes about the globalization of human communication through the
development of the secondary techniques, he (in the very last paragraph) cannot avoid the
problem of the diversity of world languages:

The import of the obstacles [to communication] in the modern world is undoubtedly the
great diversity of languages. The enormous amount of energy put into the task of
translation implies a passionate desire to make as light of the language difficulty as
possible. In the long run it seems almost unavoidable that the civilized world will adopt
some one language of intercommunication, say English or Esperanto, which can be set
aside for denotive purposes pure and simple.

(1949: 109)

Translation is mentioned (only mentioned!) by Sapir, then, when he talks about the diversity
of languages as an obstacle to the modern world’s communication. It is probably because he
nursed his hope for one international language that he did not consider translation among the
means of communication, one of which it undoubtedly is.

Translation (in a broader sense) is an important means of communication both within a society
and between societies. Intrasocietally, translation helps people communicate intralingually and
coordinate their verbal and non-verbal behavior; translation is also a mechanism of transmitting
culture to the individual via society, and culture is the very substance of what translation does in
society for all of its individual members (society translates its cultural values to individuals in the
process of enculturation). Intersocietally, translation is an indispensable means of crossing lin-
guistic and cultural boundaries (more on this dimension of translation’s cultural function shortly).
Yet, paradoxically, until recently, translation was hardly ever factored into discussions of inter- and
intercultural communication, at best only tangentially (Sapir’s discussion is a typical example).

The importance of translation for culture works the other way round: culture is important
for translation and for TIS. One of the major ‘turns’ which signified a departure from pre-
dominantly linguistic approaches to the study of translation is dubbed the ‘cultural turn’
(Bassnett and Lefevere 1990: 4). After the initial period of theorizing translation primarily as an
interlingual transfer, it was realized that translation needed to be considered also in the context
ofintercultural exchange. A variety of cultural aspects of translation started being discussed, and
culture gained the status of an important factor influencing translation.

Intercultural functioning of translation

Cultures, the realm of ideas and values, were understood early as hybrids. At the end of the
nineteenth century, Adolf Bastian (1826—1905) insisted that cultures, like races, are never
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pure as they are products of not only their own evolution but also of diverse interactions with
other cultures (Kuper 2000). Sometimes cultures learn from other cultures what they consider
to be better practices or ideas for more efficiently adapting to their natural or sociopolitical
environment. For instance, eighteenth-century Russia aspired to be one of the most influential
European powers and borrowed from Western Europe in order to boost its economy and have
a better army and navy (Tyulenev 2012). Yet the picture is more complex. First, it is not
always cultures at less advanced stages of development that borrow. For example, European
colonists of North America learned to cultivate corn from Native Americans (Lowie [1917]
1966: 67-8). Second, what is borrowed is not necessarily of immediate utilitarian significance
as is the case with converting to adventitious creeds and religions or accepting foreign aes-
thetical values (adapting extraneous styles of clothes or trends in the arts). The cultural
exchange, thus, is a complex network of mutual exchanges (Tyulenev 2012: 95—6, note 40).

Borrowing is omnipresent in the history of human cultures. Although cultures are stable,
they are influenced sometimes quite radically by contacts with other cultures (Boas [1928]
2004: 132-67). Robert H. Lowie (1883—1957) analysed such phenomena as psychology,
racial differences and geographical environment from the point of view of their responsibility
for cultural change. He concluded that all ethnographic evidence points to contact of peoples
as the principal stimulus of cultural evolution (1966: 66-97).

Alexander Goldenweiser (1880-1940) argued that since the dawn of human history, cul-
tures develop through borrowings from one another:

[It is a] universal fact that any local culture, however firmly rooted in its own physical
environment, depends upon other cultures for numerous articles of need, use, or luxury,
brought in through barter, war, or chance, as well as for ideas, customs, rituals, myths,
and what not, which percolate from individual to individual, or from tribe to tribe, in the
course of their historic contacts, whether regulated or not.

(1937: 448)

If so, it is necessary to study the dynamics of cultural change (Boas [1938] 1965: 4) and, one
must add, mechanisms of cultural exchange.

The latter aspect of the evolution of cultures is especially important for TIS, with its focus
on translation as a mechanism of intercultural communication (more on this shortly).
Generally, translation is underplayed in the humanities or reduced to interlingual transfers.
For instance, Kroeber admitted that ‘[t]he speech faculty makes possible the transmission and
perpetuation of culture’, that ‘language helps bind societies together’ ([1923] 1948: 9) and
that the role of translation is that of interlingual mediation.

TIS studies translation as a factor of both cultural evolution and intercultural exchange,
especially from the 1970s onwards, when, from previously accentuating translation as a
linguistic process, translation came to be considered principally in its cultural aspects. A
translated text (source text) as well as a translating text (target text) came to be viewed as the
verbalized products of their respective sociocultures. For instance, in skopos theory, elabo-
rated by German translation scholars Katharina Reiss (1923—) and Hans Vermeer (1930—
2010) (Reiss and Vermeer [1984] 2014), both the source and target texts were discussed in
terms of their functions and corresponding stylistic characteristics. The skopos theorists
claimed that translation had to be studied in the context of its intended function (or goal, hence
the name skopos, which in Greek means ‘goal’) in the target culture. A business contract is a
legal document and it is drawn up differently in different languages; it has to be translated in
such a way that its legal function would be reflected, hence the translator should use the style
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and linguistic features (legal formulae and terminology) of the target culture rather than
follow those of the original (see ‘Current Contributions and Research’ below).

Translation issues are realized to be of paramount importance in anthropology and eth-
nography as well, especially in their methodologies. Geertz wrote that ethnographic accounts
inevitably carry ‘signatures’ of their authors (1988: 9), because ultimately the anthropologist
is translating non-academic accounts and, often, foreign narratives into academic and Western
idioms (ibid.: 130).

Sometimes ethnographic research is explicitly referred to as a study of the translation of
culture. This is, for instance, the title of a collection of essays in honour of the eminent
anthropologist E. E. Evans-Pritchard (1902-73) — The Translation of Culture (Beidelman
1971). For Evans-Pritchard himself, translation was primarily a process in which semantic
problems were to be resolved (1965). Semantic problems, to be sure, are of primary concern
for an ethnographer who constantly faces the challenge of explaining a culture expressed to
him/her in one language by means of another language. Evans-Pritchard’s and similar uses of
the term ‘translation’ may be responsible for or, at least, indicative of why broadening the
term ‘translation’ from interlingual exchange to intercultural transfer occurred: translating the
semantics of cultural terms was reconsidered as translating the semantics of entire cultures.
With the emergence of a discipline which sees its focus in translation as interlingual process —
that is, TIS — the usages of the term ‘translation’ in broader senses, known as ‘cultural
translation’, have been seen as endangering — hollowing out — the term ‘translation’ in the
narrow sense of interlingual transfer (see review of criticisms in Sturge [1998] 2009).
Discussing Homi K. Bhabha, Anthony Pym calls cultural translation ‘translation without
translations’ ([2010] 2014: 144).

Yet in present-day anthropology, there have been attempts to take into account translation
theories as developed in TIS (e.g. Rubel and Rosman 2003). Similarly, TIS borrows ideas
from anthropology (and other social sciences) which help it theorize and practise translation
in new ways. A prime example is the notion of thick translation. The entire ethnographic
endeavour was called by Geertz ‘thick description’ ([1973] 1993). He borrowed the concept
from Gilbert Ryle and applied it to ethnographic methodology, explaining that unlike ‘thin
description’, which amounts to naming observed phenomena, ‘thick description’ interprets
them. He gives an example of somebody contracting the eyelids on one of their eyes (this is a
thin description tantamount to naming the action). A thick description would be saying that
the person experiences an involuntary twitch or is signalling something (winking). Thick
descriptions are the object of ethnographys; it studies

a stratified hierarchy of meaningful structures in terms of which twitches, winks [ . .. ] are
produced, perceived, and interpreted, and without which they would not [...] in fact
exist, no matter what anyone did or didn’t do with his eyelids.

(Geertz [1973] 1993: 7)

This interpretive rendering of phenomena of one culture into another was borrowed by
translation scholars, especially those championing postcolonial approaches. In his famous
article ‘Thick Translation’, originally published in 1993, Kwame Anthony Appiah, writing
about translation in academic environments where students are introduced to literary works of
different peoples and different periods, argued:

A thick description of the context of literary production, a translation that draws on and
creates that sort of understanding, meets the need to challenge ourselves and our
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students to go further, to undertake the harder project of a genuinely informed respect
for others.
([1993] 2012: 341)

The notion of thick translation was later applied to theorizing translation in similar post-
colonial contexts (e.g. Cheung 2007) and in translating ‘the other’, understood in a more
generalized inclusive fashion (e.g. in discussing feminist translation, Wolf 2003).

Current contributions and research

Culture as a notion has played an important role in the evolution of TIS. Initially, TIS almost
entirely concentrated on studying linguistic properties of translation; translation was mostly
defined as an interlingual transfer. Later, it was realized that translation was much more than
toggling between words and phrases of one language and another. Words represent cultures.
One of the major schools of thought of the 1970s and 80s which insisted on broader con-
ceptualizations of translation as an intercultural phenomenon was the above-mentioned
translation functionalism developed in Germany, the key representatives being Reiss,
Vermeer, Justa Holz-Ménttéirri and Christiane Nord. The functionalists emphasized trans-
lation as a means of communication, and texts were viewed in terms of their functions in
source and target sociocultural contexts. The functionalists saw translation as an intercultural
activity which was supposed to adapt source texts to new cultural environments, if necessary,
modifying them quite radically. Language was seen as an instrument of expressing meanings.
The translator was viewed as an expert in intercultural communication.

Translation was also considered against the cultural backdrop of its production in poly-
system theory, elaborated originally by Itamar Even-Zohar and his followers in Tel Aviv,
Israel. This school developed ideas of Russian formalism which theorized national literary
systems as complex structures, including not only ‘high’ literature but also ‘lower’, or less
sophisticated, literary genres (popular, children’s literature etc.). All these literary genres were
considered as systems (that is, networks of literary products written according to specific
conventions, e.g. Bildungsroman, detective novel) within the entire national literary poly-
system, or a system of systems (poly- meaning multi-).

In literary studies, translations were one of the less noticeable and less studied forms of
national literary systems. Yet, as was shown by the scholars of the Tel Aviv School and, later,
by a number of followers in the Low Countries (hence, another name of this approach: Tel
Aviv-Leuven School), translation can be an important system in the national literary poly-
system. In some periods, translation moves centre stage in the national polysystem; some-
times, it can be less influential, yet it is always there and contributes to the dynamic of the
overall polysystem.

Another important tenet of the Tel Aviv—Leuven School is that translation is a fact of the
commissioning (mostly, target) culture. It follows that translation should be studied taking
into consideration the sociocultural backdrop of the commissioning culture, which may
manipulate a given source text while translating it. Hence, another name of the school — the
‘manipulation’ school (see the title of an important collection of papers — The Manipulation of
Literature: Studies in Literary Translation, Hermans 1985).

It will be noted that in the cultural turn, the term ‘culture’ was mostly (but not always)
understood in sense (3) above. For instance, in their introduction to an influential collection
of essays, Translation, History and Culture, Susan Bassnett and André Lefevere saw the goal
of their volume as ‘trying to rethink the role of translation in literary studies’ (1990: 1).
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Yet a broader understanding of the term ‘culture’ (senses (6) and (7): culture as a way of life of
a society and culture as a domain of ideas and, hence, ideologies) began to influence TIS
research. That is why in Bassnett and Lefevere’s collection, we find contributions on feminist
and postcolonial issues of translation.

This view of translation as part and parcel of the commissioning culture led to a next, logical
step — taking into consideration a number of issues which were seen as socially determined. The
French-Canadian translation scholar Annie Brisset was among the pioneers of what she termed
the sociocritical approach to the study of translation. She proceeded from the premise that
translation as a discursive act is ‘fundamentally bound to the time and place of its realization’
([1990] 1996: 3). 1t is, therefore, important, while examining and assessing a translation, to take
into account the institutional constraints that influence(d) the translation (ibid.: 4).

The cultural turn blossomed into a rich area of research into various cultural influences on
translation and translation’s influences on culture. Applications of the principles of the critical
discourse analysis (Mason 2003) considered the interaction of language and ideology in
intercultural communication. In the wake of postcolonialist approaches in the humanities,
translation was studied as practised at the crossroads where the colonizer met the colonized. It
was perhaps one of the major paradigms of analysis which debunked the hitherto widespread
naive view of translation as a bridge-builder. In the colonialist contexts, as it was shown,
translation could be used by one culture to dominate another (Cheyfitz 1991). Yet translation
could be used to turn the tables and resist various forms of colonialism or other forms of
ideological subjugation (Spivak 1993: 179-200).

Main research methods

One of the main achievements of the cultural turn in TIS was opening possibilities for
descriptive, rather than prescriptive, research. This development was primarily caused by
turning to historiographical research into translation. The main purpose of previous theori-
zations of translation was working out a set of rules or principles which had to be observed by
translators or by automatic translation programmes (in machine translation) in order to pro-
duce translations of a required quality. Obviously, when one speaks of translation as it was
practised or theorized in past periods, the main goal was to describe what actually happened
rather than what should have happened.

Methodologically, the new approach required radical changes. Notably, the notion of
equivalence came to be reconsidered or completely renounced. Translation, as it turned out,
was not always about achieving equivalence or at least not equivalence understood narrowly
as linguistic correspondence of units of the source text with units of the target text. Outside
translator training environments where linguistics-based prescriptivism reigns supreme
(Venuti 2012: 391), the methodology of the study of translation shifted from comparison of a
source text with its renderings into other languages to attempts to understand how a particular
rendering of the source text was/is influenced by the target culture from the moment of the
selection of the source text (the questions asked are: who selected it and why?) through
the process of translation (who translated it and how? What determined the choice of the
translator(s)? According to what principles, whether verbally formulated or implied, was
the translation carried out?) to the reception of the target text in the target culture.

This type of methodology paved the way to more socioculturally contextualized approa-
ches to studying translation. Translation praxis and theory have been studied in their natural
social ‘habitat’. Methodologically, this means that every instance of translation and every
translating agent or an agent influencing the translation process (e.g. the commissioner,
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publisher, editor etc.) are to be viewed sociologically. Methods may be quantitative — for
example, translation flows are studied (Casanova 2002; Heilbron 1999). It will be noted that
qualitative methods are as important, yet they are applied in such a fashion that individual
cases are examined as part of a larger sociocultural picture. This larger picture includes the
place translated texts occupy in a particular culture (Even-Zohar 1990; Bassnett and Lefevere
1990); or translation is viewed as an interface of dominated and dominating cultures (Israel
2006); or the roles that translation plays in realizing various cultural policies, such as being a
factor enriching the target culture (Berman 1984), helping to form a cultural identity (Brisset
[1990] 1996; Gentzler 2008) or cultural gatekeeping, participating in different forms of
censorship (Merkle 2010), are examined.

Recommendations for practice

The main pitfall in discussing cultural aspects of translation has so far been a largely com-
monsensical understanding of the notion of culture leading to uncritical applications of the
term. Therefore, the translation student has to define the notion of culture whenever
embarking on a project focusing on cultural (in whichever meaning of the term) aspects of
translation/interpreting.

It should also be remembered that cultural aspects are always related to collectivities. It is
necessary, therefore, if the focus of research is on culture, to consider case studies or indi-
vidual translators and translations as typical or atypical against the background of the cultures
which constitute their backdrop (see ‘Main Research Methods’).

Future directions

Among the possible future directions of culturological research into translation, the following
can be suggested. It is productive to speak about translation in the context of the travelling of
ideas between cultures (sense (4)). Virtually any case of interlingual translation is an instance
ofthe exchange of ideas. There have been attempts to identify possible scenarios (Even-Zohar
1990: 47; Tyulenev 2014: 36—40). More research is needed to develop these models.

Translation plays an important part in creating and appreciating different nations’ contri-
butions to world culture (see sense (5) above). There have been projects which focused on
translation as a major mechanism of collecting humanity’s cultural treasury, such Goethe’s
ideas about Weltliteratur [world literature] (Berman 1984: 87—110), but this role of translation
so far remains understudied.

Intralingual translation between a national culture and its subcultures is yet another area for
research. Cultures as understood on a large scale (sense (4)) can be divided into smaller
cultures or subcultures. For instance, Soviet culture had many subcultures and each social
class can be seen as having its own culture — for example, the intelligentsia or the working
class. Translation must play a role in mediating between cultures and their subcultures and
between one subculture and other subcultures. What this role may be is still to be investigated.

As applied to translation one could speak of a professional culture of translation which
is formed collectively by all professional translators worldwide, translation theorists and
academic translator training programmes, which become especially influential with the
internationalization of student populations in virtually all regions of the world, student and
academic exchange programmes etc. Yet one can speak of national translation subcultures
and translation amateur subcultures (Nord 1991). What are the relations between the trans-
lation culture, national translation (sub)cultures and amateur translation (sub)cultures?
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Translation can and should be studied as a mechanism of social enculturation (individual
<> society <> culture: sense (7) above). Such direction of research invites us to define
translation in a broader sense — as not only interlingual but also intralingual (within one and
the same language) and intersemiotic (between various media).

Translation and a new techno-human culture is a nascent domain of research. In 1958, Felix
M. Keesing wrote that ‘the machine age or industrial revolution of modern times certainly
must be placed as a “second” great period of cultural dynamics’ (1958: 103). He suggested
calling this new ‘world-wide phase of cultural growth “modern civilization” by contrast with
the earlier “civilization”, or “Western civilization” with its ‘strong fresh tendency which is
culturally centripetal, bringing peoples and cultures at the ends of the earth into contact’
(1958: 104). To appreciate translation’s place in the modern civilization, TIS needs to go
beyond its preoccupation with the interlingual type of translation, mostly limited to regional
and bilingual case studies. A promising direction of research is examining translation’s
behaviour in multilingual, multicultural and multisemiotic environments and processes. A
step towards this goal is an attempt to establish a comparative branch within TIS which will
help to overcome various forms of its present-day compartmentalization and centrifugal
tendencies (Tyulenev and Zheng 2017).

Related topics

Current trends in philosophy and translation; context and pragmatics; meaning; the translation of
philosophical texts; translating feminist philosophers; machine translation; literary translation; philos-
ophy of translation.

Further reading

Kuper, A. (2000) Culture: The Anthropologists’ Account, Cambridge, MA and London: Harvard
University Press. (A thorough study of the evolution of the term ‘culture’ and its meanings in several
traditions.)

Jenks, C. (2005) Culture [second edition], London and New York: Routledge. (A short yet compre-
hensive and updated introduction to the notion of culture.)

Bassnett, S. and A. Lefevere (eds) (1990) Translation, History and Culture, London: Cassell.
(A foundational text of the cultural turn in TIS.)
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14
Equivalence

Alice Leal

14.1 Introduction

The issue of equivalence amongst languages has enjoyed different statuses in translation
studies (TS) since it emerged in the 1950s — most notoriously in Roman Jakobson’s and Jean-
Paul Vinay and Jean Darbelnet’s works — as one of the cornerstones of translation practice,
translator training and translation criticism (Snell-Hornby 1988: 18-19; Windle and Pym
2011: 16; Leal 2012: 39). Numerous intricate equivalence typologies appeared in the fol-
lowing decades in an attempt to systematise the concept and produce a tool to assist practising
translators, train aspiring translators and assess translation quality. Some of the most
renowned examples include Eugene Nida’s, Werner Koller’s and Otto Kade’s typologies
(Leal 2012: 41-2).

Equivalence remained in the spotlight at least until the paradigm shift of the early 1980s,
whereby Hans Vermeer and Katharina Reif3’s functionalist approach moved the focus away
from equivalence between source and target texts to the skopos of the translation — that is, the
purpose that it was intended to fulfil in the target culture. Referring to Vermeer’s skopos
theory, Mary Snell-Hornby explains that

[w]ith this approach a translation is seen in terms of how it serves its intended purpose,
and the concept of translation, when set against the former criterion of source-language
(SL) equivalence, is more differentiated and indeed closer to the realities of translation
practice.

(Snell-Hornby 2006: 53)

Today, equivalence is either seen sceptically, as the unachievable goal responsible for the
negativity associated with translation, or used as a blanket concept that simply describes an —
however unrealistic —ideal relationship between source and target texts (Leal 2012: 39, 43-4).

Lying beneath the surface of these different outlooks on equivalence are different notions of
language, which in turn are largely taken for granted in the works where they emerge. Indeed,
if we look at some of the equivalence typologies mentioned above, little is said about the
functioning of language itself; instead, equivalence is presented almost as a natural property
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shared by all languages. Steiner (1998: 290) reminds us that ‘theory of translation’ has always
treated the issues of ‘the nature of the relations between “word” and “sense” (. . .) as trivial or
resolved or of another jurisdiction’. This, he adds, does not necessarily amount to TS being
negligent or unsophisticated. Rather, a ‘mature’ theory of translation would ‘presum/e] a
systematic theory of language (...), [bJut the fact remains that we have no such theory of
language’ (1998: 294).

However, when we look to philosophy of language (PL) to understand how the concept of
equivalence amongst languages may have developed from antiquity until today, the opposite
seems to apply. In other words, with a few exceptions, numerous thinkers have dedicated
themselves to explaining the functioning of language but not to proving whether there can be
equivalence amongst languages. Therefore in this chapter we will concentrate on several all-
time notions of language in PL to infer consequences as far as equivalence is concerned. In
order to achieve this, the distinction made by Steiner in After Babel: Aspects of Language and
Translation (1998) between so-called universalist and relativist theories of language will be
of utmost importance.

For Steiner (1998: 76-7), in PL there have been ‘two radically opposed points of view’,
namely ‘one [which] declares that the underlying structure of language is universal and
common to all men’ and one which ‘holds that universal deep structures are either fathomless
to logical and psychological investigation or of an order so abstract, so generalized as to be
well-nigh trivial’: hence a universalist and a monadist or relativist matrix respectively. For
universalists, ‘translation is realizable precisely because those deep-seated universals, gen-
etic, historical, social, from which all grammars derive can be located and recognized as
operative in every human idiom, however singular and bizarre its superficial forms’ (1998:
77). Monadists or relativists, in turn, understand translation as a ‘convention of approximate
analogies, a rough-cast similitude’ (1998: 77). Steiner stresses that neither of these matrices
exist in an entirely pure form; most theories of language will, to some degree, present traces of
both simultaneously (1998: 77-78).

How can we use Steiner’s dichotomy to understand equivalence amongst languages? If we
took universalism and monadism or relativism (henceforth simply ‘relativism’) as two
extreme, self-excluding poles, universalism would presuppose a notion of language that
allows for perfect one-to-one equivalence — not only between two languages or between sign
and thing but, firstly and more importantly, between language and the world (Ricoeur 2006:
17). There would be a common, public source of meaning shared by all natural tongues, so
words and sentences from a given language A and a given language B that led to the same
meanings would be equivalent. ‘Pure relativists’ in turn would deny the existence of a
common, stable source of meaning; rather, meaning would be generated in language use and
would vary so dramatically from language to language that equivalence would not only be
impossible but also irrelevant.

For the sake of the argument, matters have been generalised in the previous paragraph. Yet,
as Steiner stresses, the dichotomy universalism versus relativism is by no means watertight
and both tendencies are present in most theories of language af once. Indeed, any postmodern
reflection is aware of the fact that dichotomies in the sense of self-excluding poles are a
fallacy. The objective here is thus to look into different theories of language in terms of traces,
symptoms of these universalist and relativist matrices.

It will become clear that predominantly universalist theories tend to strive to find or to
create a stable, reliable source of meaning. In other words, they aim to unlock the mystery of
the functioning of language, to find its lost origin, or to create a logical system, an ideal
language to rid natural tongues of their elusive character. The search for this ‘lost link’ can
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ultimately be understood as the search for objective translatability and equivalence amongst
languages (Steiner 1998: 251-2, 318). For Jacques Derrida (1997: 3), these approaches — in
all their diversity — can be labelled ‘logocentric’, mostly because they ‘assig[n] the origin of
truth in general to the logos’. Strict equivalence ineluctably entails some form of logocentrism
(and it has taken multiple forms, as we will see in the next sections).

Similarly to Steiner, Paul Ricoeur sees the paradox of human language as follows. Our
‘universal ability [is] contradicted by its fragmented, scattered and disorganised execution’,
which leaves us with two ‘paralysing alternatives’, namely ‘the diversity of languages’ is such
that untranslatability ensues or languages share a ‘common fund’, which puts us either on the
‘original’ or on the ‘universal language’ tracks (2006: 12). These ‘paralysing alternatives’
will permeate this chapter; we shall return to their ‘paralysing’ character in Section 6 below.

One last remark before we embark on this journey. This chronological overview of
different notions of language — and their respective consequences for equivalence — devised
by various Western thinkers should ultimately be a source of insight for TS. As Wilson
(2016: 6) puts it, ‘[t]o turn to a discipline outside one’s own is frequently seen as a vital
strategy for theorists in the humanities’. And the link with philosophy should go beyond the
ones suggested by Pym (2007: 24), namely (1) that translation has been used as a metaphor
by philosophers; (2) that we make use of philosophical discourse in our discourse on
translation; and (3) that the translation of philosophical texts is a key subject in both dis-
ciplines. The link proposed here, following Derrida’s argument below, is one of strict
dependence — translation is philosophy and philosophy is translation:

What does the philosopher say when he is being a philosopher? He says: What matters is
truth or meaning, and since meaning is before or beyond language, it follows that it is
translatable. (. ..) The origin of philosophy is translation or the thesis of translatability,
so that wherever translation in this sense has failed, it is nothing less than philosophy
that finds itself defeated.

(Derrida 1985: 120)

14.2 The classical paradigm: language as representation and the
legacy left for Saussure

The idea of an all-embracing logos as the source of human language goes back to Heraclitus
and Parmenides (Braun 1996: 5-8; Hoffmann 2003: 27). For them, language is logos, as the
place where word and reality represent each other univocally. The logos remains constant and
is an irrevocable part of our being, thanks to which we are able first to think and then to speak
(Braun 1996: 7). Speech is the direct representation of thought; the former is secondary,
derivative of the latter. The function of language is thus reduced to one of reference, of
representation of reality. What was in the spotlight, then, was not language but the logos, the
source of and condition for the existence of language (Braun 1996: 5).

Plato confirms, especially in his Cratylus (fourth century Bc), this notion of language as a
mere representation tool. However, he admits that language does not reflect reality perfectly;
it is not fully faithful to reality and hence should not to be trusted — so much so that, for him,
knowledge lies outside the realm of language: it precedes language (Partee 1972: 114). Plato
does not seem to come to a definite conclusion as to whether language obtains its meaning
through nature or through convention, though he does appear to suggest that ‘the correctness
of names takes precedence over custom’ (Partee 1972: 117; Plato 1921: 386, 435). This
‘correctness’ is to be found in the natural origin of language — that is, etymology — in the
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‘name-givers’, who named everything according to nature (Plato 1921: 411a, 436¢). Further,
according to Partee (1972: 122), Plato believes that ‘present language seems to be a corruption
of an original fidelity to nature’ and that ‘[nJames have been so twisted that the original
language might appear to be a barbarous tongue to present speakers’ (Plato 1921: 397). As
Partee (1972: 132) explains, ‘[Plato] admits that custom reigns over certain provinces of
language’ but, at the same time, ‘refuses to dignify any human convention as a universal’.

Also in Plato’s Sophist, language is understood as an imitation of the world; it is ‘truth-
knowing and truth-speaking’ (Nye 1998: 3). In this work, Plato does not propose a clear-cut
distinction between speech and thought but, rather, asserts — very much like his predecessors —
that speech is the representation of thought, that thought is the ‘conversation of the soul with
itself” (Plato 1921 263e). Unlike his predecessors, however, he stresses that language and
logos are not the same (Braun 1996: 9); instead, he associates the logos either with speech or
with an idea of a ‘gathering of elements’, of composition, such as the spelling of a word
(Hoftmann 2003: 29).

Aristotle develops Plato further and shifts the focus further away from the logos.
Particularly in his De Interpretatione, he argues that what remains constant and is the same for
all individuals are prelinguistic, mental impressions in our minds. Further, these impressions
correspond to reality in a natural way and hence guarantee the validity and safe recovery of
meaning (Braun 1996: 10; Modrak 2001: 20—1). Signs in turn do not refer directly to reality
but to these mental impressions, and the equivalence between both is established conven-
tionally, traditionally (Braun 1996: 10—-11; Modrak 2001: 13—14). In other words, spoken
words are like ‘affections of the soul’, and these affections match things in the world; there is a
‘likeness’ between meaning and reality (Modrak 2001: 13). Aristotle explains that ‘spoken
sounds are symbols of affections in the soul, and written marks symbols of spoken sounds’
(Aristotle [1963] 2002: 16a3), confirming the hierarchy of thought—speech—writing.
Moreover, coming closer to the question of equivalence, Aristotle maintains that

just as written letters are not the same for all humans neither are spoken words. But what
these are in the first place signs of — affections of the soul — are the same for all; and what
these affections are likenesses of — actual things — are also the same.

(Aristotle [1963] 2002: 16a3)

This quotation summarises not only Aristotle’s theory of language but also the concept of
language generally attributed to the classical paradigm.

The classical paradigm is hence commonly associated with the idea that thought comes first
and is independent from language, whereas language is secondary, derivative of thought.
Also, written words are secondary to spoken words. Understandably, this notion of language
tends to be dismissed as simplistic and superficial. However, newer readings, particularly of
Aristotle’s works, such as the one proposed by Deborah K. W. Modrak (2001), reveal that
there are significantly more intricacies to his theory of language than meet the eye. By looking
at his entire oeuvre and scrutinising numerous cognitive aspects of his reflections on
language, she argues, for instance, that these ‘affections of the soul’ can be understood both as
universal and individual (Modrak 2001: 248). In other words, these sensory representations
that we have in our minds, however individual, carry universal content in them, and this
universal content allows communication to take place. So in Steiner’s vein, we could claim
that even Aristotle’s universalism was not fully without relativism.

Traditionally, however, these classical theories of language are referential and universal.
What varies is the source of universalism — the stable source from which meaning stems and
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which remains constant across all languages. Whereas Heraclitus and Parmenides focused on
the logos, Plato found the source of meaning in etymology and in the essence, the nature of
things — according to which the givers of names named everything in the world. Aristotle
emphasised the importance of the mental representations of the world that inhabit our minds,
the ‘affections of the soul’, as he called them, which in turn represent reality in our minds.

We could therefore argue that within the classical paradigm, truly understanding an
utterance or written text entailed searching for this stable source of meaning — be it the logos,
the essence and nature of words, or the mental representations of things in the world. It
entailed, in other words, finding equivalence between the source of meaning — outside
language — and the spoken and then the written word. Let us not overlook the importance of
this ‘outside language’, for language was seen then as a mere tool for representation. In effect,
in the Cratylus (Plato 1921: 439b) we read that ‘[hJow realities are to be learned or discovered
is perhaps too great a question for you or me to determine; but (.. .) they are to be learned
and sought for, not from names but much better through themselves than through names’.

If we embrace Steiner’s thesis that reading and speaking in general are acts of translation
(1998: 49-50), it is easy to extend this notion of equivalence inside a single language to
interlingual translation. Indeed, in Partee’s view, Plato believed that ‘[m]inor differences in
sounds and syllables count for little; the languages of different countries point to a common
truth’; also, ‘[i]f the meaning or essence remains the same, we can alter freely a few syllables
or individual sounds’ (Partee 1972: 120, 122).

Many have claimed that the belief in equivalence in TS stems from the classical paradigm —
particularly from the traces of the classical paradigm that remained in Saussure’s structuralism
(Derrida 1997: 29-44; Rodrigues 1999: 186; Lages 2007: 211; Leal 2014: 81-94). On the one
hand, Saussure did break away from the classical tradition of direct association between a
word and the corresponding perception of reality in the world by emphasising that languages
are not mere lists of terms, and that there is no reality, no pre-established ideas before and
outside language. In other words, Saussure claimed that there is no essence beyond words
governing them, and that each language articulates its own meanings. On the other hand, he
did keep the watertight oppositions signifier—signified and speech—writing, overvaluing
speech and everything that binds a sign to its sound (Derrida 1997: 30—44; Leal 2014: 87-9).
Again, to return to Steiner, universalism and relativism go hand in hand, but because of the
abovementioned dichotomies that remained the cornerstones of Saussure’s theory of
language, he tends to be associated with universal, transcendental meanings. Furthermore, it
seems to have been this notion of sign and language that underpinned the concept of
equivalence as it emerged in TS in the mid twentieth century. Let us now look into different
reactions to the classical paradigm in order to understand its legacy and its effect on current
notions of language and equivalence.

14.3 Reactions to the classical paradigm: an important interstice
from Isocrates to Humboldt

For many contemporary thinkers, it makes little sense to speak of thorough theories of
language or of a philosophy of language before the nineteenth century. In effect, numerous
anthologies in PL open with Gottlob Frege — see, for instance, Soames (2010) and Lee (2011).
However, this does not mean that there is a hiatus as far as reflection on language and our
discussion on equivalence here are concerned. Nye (1998), for example, includes excerpts by
Jean-Jacques Rousseau and John Locke in her anthology before moving on to Frege. Braun
(1996) goes further and underlines the important role played by Isocrates, Cicero, William of
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Ockham, Jakob Bohme, Thomas Hobbes, Francis Bacon, John Locke, Gottfried W. Leibniz,
Giambattista Vico, George Berkeley, David Hume, Johann G. Hamann, Johann G. Herder and
Wilhelm von Humboldt in developing a philosophy of language. For Braun (1996: 12), there
were two main streams of reaction to the classical paradigm, namely nominalism (Ockham,
Bacon, Hobbes, Locke and later Berkeley and Hume) and rationalism (especially Leibniz).

In short, nominalist thinkers associated language with mental, private ideas and went
against the classical paradigm by defending three theses: (1) that signs do not represent things
in themselves but, rather, these ideas that we have of the world; (2) that the same signs do not
necessarily lead back to the same private ideas in two different people or situations; and (3)
that language does not reduce to the /ogos and is not secondary to it (Braun 1996: 11-12).
Discussing Locke, Nye (1998: 3—4) explains that ‘there are no metaphysical forms, only ideas
in individuals’ minds’, and that it is thanks to Locke that we begin to ask questions such as: ‘if
the choice of a sign is conventional and if ideas are private entities accessible only to the
person who has them, how is common meaning possible?’; and ‘does language create reality,
or does language reflect reality?’ (Locke 1998: 18—19). Locke does not propose a way out of
this dilemma, but the denial of metaphysical forms, of a stable and external source of
meaning, obviously puts into question the ‘classical’ notion of equivalence discussed in the
previous section as relativism starts to emerge. Nevertheless, let us not forget that ‘nom-
inalism’ comprises widely different approaches. Bacon’s, for example, clearly had more
universal aspirations than Locke’s (Steiner 1998: 208). What we should bear in mind here is
that nominalism sows the seed of relativism in that it ‘is a protest against any sort of meta-
physics’ (Rorty 2000: 23).

In contrast to nominalist thinkers, rationalist thinkers see language as a means to perception —
that is, language is necessary for one to be able to think and to perceive the world. Leibniz
claims that language is intersubjective (and communication is possible) because beneath
the surface of every tongue lies a universal language, which in turn follows strict logical-
mathematical principles, the so-called characteristica universalis [universal characteristic]
(Steiner 1998: 73; Braun 1996: 14). Therefore with rationalism we go back to the classical
paradigm in terms of a predominantly referential function of language. Leibniz nonetheless
goes further than his predecessors and devises the characteristica universalis as well as a
scientia generalis [universal science], whereby the latter represents universal knowledge
(Braun 1996: 15). As far as equivalence is concerned, this return to the classical paradigm not
only reaffirms the possibility of perfect equivalence amongst languages, but it also lends
equivalence, even if only aspiringly, a scientific character. With the reflections of rationalist
thinkers, the dreams both of a universal language and of a rigid and strictly logical way to
systematise natural languages are born. At the same time, as Steiner (1998: 78) reminds us,
Leibniz need not be exclusively associated with the universalist matrix as he stresses that
language is ‘not the vehicle of thought but its determining medium’, and that tongues ‘differ
as profoundly as nations do’. In other words, in his quest to systematise the universal semantic
system inherent to every tongue and hence establish the source of perfect equivalence
amongst all natural languages, he was aware of the unique character of each language — a
glimpse of the relativist matrix that casts a shadow over the possibility of equivalence.

Going back to Braun’s list of thinkers who left their imprint on PL, the reader will have
noticed that a few do not belong to either nominalism or rationalism. Braun stresses that they —
Isocrates, Cicero, Boéhme, Vico, Hamann, Herder and Humboldt — all went against the
classical notion of language, each in their own way. Due to space constraints, we cannot take a
closer look at these thinkers’ theories, but let us make a few considerations as far as equiv-
alence is concerned.
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Isocrates and Cicero go against the classical paradigm in that they emphasise that language
is not static, not a mere vehicle to describe things. Also, for them, language and thought are
inseparable, and so are language and culture — Cicero in particular advocates that language is
derived from culture and simultaneously creates culture. The logos is no longer the bearer of
truth; instead, the truth reveals itself through the synthesis of linguistic wealth [copia ver-
borum] and world knowledge [scientia copiae rerum], a process which takes place when we
use language (Braun 1996: 19-21). So the universalism attributed to the classical paradigm is
questioned, making equivalence amongst languages slightly more complicated but certainly
not impossible.

Vico follows Cicero and reasserts equivalence whilst going against the classical paradigm.
He devises a metaphysics of perception, whereby language is a mode of thought and a product
of fantasy. It is hence pre-logic and its origins trace back to myth and fantasy. The real world
is the world of language as a human creation, so there is always congruence between word
and object, linguistic expression and reality (Braun 1996: 22-3).

Bohme and Hamann too criticise the classical paradigm and make an even stronger claim
for universalism, for they advocate that language is a reproduction of the word of God.
Speaking and understanding (and translating) are hence tasks that involve recovering God’s
word, the Ursprache [original language] hidden in every natural language (Steiner 1998: 80;
Braun 1996: 22, 24-6). The belief in the logos — this time a mystical, divine Jogos — returns
and nurtures the belief in equivalence amongst languages.

From yet another perspective, Herder can be said to make a claim for equivalence as well.
For him, thought is linguistic. Unlike Kant, he contends that there is no reason without
language. Similarly to Vico and Hamann, he places emphasis on the origin of language and
claims that different tongues are part of a single whole (Braun 1996: 26). Steiner argues that
Herder ‘never shook himself free of the enigma of the natural or divine origin of language’
(1998: 81), and it is his reliance on this enigma that lends his theory of language a universalist
touch. On the other hand, Herder stresses ‘the irreducible spiritual individuality of each
language’ (Steiner 1998: 81) as well as the fact that each language reflects the world in its own
particular way — which obviously compromises the claim for equivalence.

Steiner reminds us that ‘the short years between Herder’s writings and those of Humboldt
are among the most productive in the history of linguistic thought’ (1998: 82). He goes on to
mention thinkers (such as William Jones, Friedrich von Schlegel and Madame de Staél) who
anticipate Humboldt’s work on language — and for Steiner (1998: 82—-3), Humboldt is one of a
few thinkers who actually contributed something new and comprehensive to the debate on
language. In many ways, these thinkers pave the way to out-and-out linguistic relativism,
which culminated in the Sapir—-Whorf hypothesis (see Section 5).

For Braun (1996: 27), Humboldt’s chief contribution was to understand language not as
a means to achieving an objective but as the objective in itself. Steiner in turn considers
Humboldt’s notion of the ‘third universe’ to be key — that is, a space between ‘the phenomenal
reality of the “empirical world” and the internalized structures of consciousness’ (1998: 85).
Humboldt’s concept of language, when seen solely through this perspective, is thus universal.
His renowned circular argument nonetheless is clearly relativist — that ‘civilization is uniquely
and specifically informed by its language; the language is the unique and specific matrix
of its civilization’ (Steiner 1998: 88). In other words, different languages engender
different worldviews in ways that cannot under any circumstances be considered equiv-
alent. In Steiner’s view, it is this duality, along with Humboldt’s lack of ‘demonstrable
proof” and ‘verifiable concepts’ (1998: 88, 89), that makes these theories not incisive
enough. Both Braun and Steiner agree that numerous language theories — both relativist
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and universalist — stem from Humboldt. Here Braun (1996: 28) lists pragmatism, the
contemporary notion of transcendental philosophy of language, structural linguistics
(from Saussure to Chomsky) and the work of Sapir and Whorf, who in his view proved
Humboldt’s reflections empirically. Steiner (1998: 89-91) focuses on the impact that
Humboldt had on Cassirer, Trier and Weisberger, but also on Sapir and Whorf. We will
look at the influence that Humboldt exerted on future theories of language, both univer-
salist and relativist, in the next two sections.

14.4 Linguistic turn and pragmatic turn: the various faces of
universalism

As mentioned above, PL as we know it today begins in the late nineteenth and early twentieth
centuries, when it developed chiefly in two directions. The first can be summarised as the
radicalisation of the modern sign theory in the sense of characteristica universalis associated
with a predominantly empirical language theory — without being a mere repetition of
the classical paradigm (Braun 1996: 29). The second, on the other hand, is marked by the
rediscovery of the historical-pragmatic dimension of language and is responsible for
the pragmatic turn in philosophy of language. The former can be labelled more ‘equivalence-
friendly’, the latter less so. However different these two tendencies may be, their similarities
united them in the so-called linguistic turn in philosophy. In other words, both hold that
language and thought cannot be separated. More importantly, both understand that all
philosophical problems are, first and foremost, linguistic problems and that philosophy is, in
reality, language criticism (Braun 1996: 29).

Frege, Steiner reminds us (1998: 140-1), relied heavily on the classical paradigm and on
‘Platonic idiom’ and defended the thesis that there must be an external, timeless and constant
source of meaning somewhere — a ‘third realm’. Access to this realm would be the key to
equivalence amongst languages. As Soames (2010: 12—13) puts it when explaining Frege’s
notion of language: ‘senses, including the thoughts expressed by sentences, are public objects
available to different thinkers. (.. .) It is this that is preserved in translation’. In other words,
Frege radicalised Leibniz’s project, aiming to improve the incompleteness and inexactness of
natural tongues through a logical language to represent thought with mathematical precision.
Both Soames (2010: 20) and Nye (1998: 4) stress the important role that Frege played in
taking the classical notion of language further and sowing the seeds of analytic philosophy.
As far as equivalence is concerned, the duality pointed out by Steiner remains relevant.
Whilst Frege paved the way to a more sophisticated, scientifically minded and mathematical
notion of equivalence, his findings led to the questioning of the very premises that would
allow for equivalence in the first place. Let us now see how this duality manifests itself in
different currents associated with analytic philosophy.

Analytic philosophy is characterised both by the strictly logical analysis of language and by
the search for some sort of ideal language. It ‘has been among the most influential [currents] in
modern philosophy’ (Steiner 1998: 212) and stems from that Platonic notion that natural
tongues are deceptive and treacherous — hence the need for a rigorously constructed meta-
language for philosophical propositions. Any progress made in this way would directly lead
to progress as far as equivalence is concerned. The analytic project could be interpreted, from
the point of view of TS, as an attempt to render equivalence achievable precisely by freeing
natural tongues of their elusive character — as mentioned in Section 1.

Following Frege, Bertrand Russell set out to create an ideal, logical and, most importantly,
formally correct language so that it could finally fulfil its sole purpose of representing things
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(Braun 1996: 34-5). For him, ‘to use a name is not to describe an object, but simply to refer to
it’, because ‘language is a vehicle for expressing one’s thoughts, rather than a social insti-
tution’ (Soames 2010: 29-30).

The early Ludwig Wittgenstein advanced analytic philosophy with his thesis that behind all
tongues lies a universal language with a general logical form, which in turn sets the limits of
our world (Wittgenstein 1922: 5.6-5.641; Braun 1996: 36). For Steiner, both Russell’s and
Wittgenstein’s early works can be described as a ‘correspondence theory’ in which ‘language
is (...) a one-to-one picture of the world [and] propositions “are like” the things they are
about’ (1998: 219-20). Therefore, both for Russell and for the early Wittgenstein, equival-
ence should be a matter-of-fact property of natural languages. Indeed, in Tractatus 3.343 we
read that ‘[d]efinitions are rules for the translation of one language into another. Every correct
symbolism must be translated into every other according to such rules. It is this which all have
in common’ (Wittgenstein 1922).

Rudolf Carnap took analytic philosophy in a different direction, referred to as logical
empiricist and positivist or also as Ideal Language philosophy (Steiner 1998: 217; Braun
1996: 39). As Soames puts it, Carnap advanced ‘analyticity — labelled logical truth — and
synonymy — labelled logical equivalence’ (2010: 43). Most importantly, however, Carnap
worked on a strict and purely logical metalanguage for philosophical propositions. Beneath
the surface of Ideal Language philosophy — and of analytic philosophy as a whole — was the
hope of doing away with the deceitful character of natural languages, to find a solution to the
old Platonic dilemma (a hope that lives on today — Rorty 2000: 22). This in turn would solve
the equivalence enigma, making the ‘transfer’ amongst languages clearer, more objective and
scientifically verifiable. However, in order to understand a sign, we inevitably need to resort
to other signs — Derrida’s différance, discussed in Section 6 — and this severely impairs the
project of establishing a trustworthy and constant source of truth and meaning — be it a
metalanguage, an artificial language or a ‘third realm’ outside language.

Ordinary Language philosophy emerges, then, as a response to Ideal Language philosophy
and represents the historical-pragmatic turn that philosophy of language took in the twentieth
century, as noted above. Others refer to it as the pragmatic or pragmatic-hermeneutic turn
because, unlike Ideal Language philosophers, whose approach was solely logic-oriented,
Ordinary Language philosophers focus on the pragmatic aspects of language, on its actual and
multifaceted use by speakers. In other words, there is no longer any normative wish to
regulate some sort of ideal language, nor is there a logic that precedes language (Braun 1996:
39-41). As Steiner asked, even though both currents agreed that philosophical problems
stemmed from the elusive character of natural languages, ‘[hJow can we construct an ideal
language without first describing accurately and exhaustively the procedures and confusions
of ordinary discourse?’ (1998: 217-18).

The influence of the later Wittgenstein (of the Philosophical Investigations ([1953] 2009))
on Ordinary Language philosophy is undeniable. According to Wilson, in Wittgenstein:

[lJanguage is shown to be constituted by its activities, so that we can speak of language-
games (...) (P 23); a language-game only makes sense against a form of life (P/ 19);
concepts are seen as blurred and linked by family resemblance, rather than as essential
(PI 67), grammar can be both surface and depth (P/ 664); meaning is physiognomy
because the meaning of an utterance depends on the words that we choose to use (P/
568); it becomes more important to look than to think (P/ 66); it is possible to make a
surveyable representation, a description of what has been seen (P/ 122).

(Wilson 2016: 102)
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It is as Braun (1996: 40) stresses: the later Wittgenstein has a lot in common with Humboldt,
as both claim that meaning is to be found in the use of language, in its rules, in the community
that uses it — hence meaning is language immanent and is to be understood pragmatically.
This great shift in Wittgenstein’s notion of language is highly symbolic of the duality
universalism—relativism proposed by Steiner. From the Tractatus to the Investigations,
there is a movement from the possibility of perfect equivalence to its impossibility. Wilson
(2016: 42-3) summarises the shift as far as translation is concerned:

Translation becomes an exercise in anthropology. The translator must forsake the
crystalline beauty of the world of the Tractatus, where translating from one language to
another would be a matter of substitution, an exercise in calculus (7L-P 3.343), for the
‘rough ground’ of the world of the Investigations, where meaning has to be investigated
case by case in the world of everyday transaction (P 107).

Ordinary Language philosophy was developed by John Searle and J. L. Austin in particular
(Braun 1996: 42). Austin proposed the concept of ‘performative utterances’, stressing the
performative character — as opposed to the referential character — of language (Austin 1998).
These performative utterances, which do not simply describe or evaluate reality but, rather,
create action, are at the heart of his speech act theory. By classifying utterances according
to their locutionary (i.e. ‘a certain sentence with a certain sense and reference’), illocutionary
(i.e. ‘utterances which have a (conventional) force’, such as ‘informing, ordering, warning”)
and perlocutionary (i.e. ‘what we bring about by saying something, such as convincing,
persuading, deterring’) force, Austin concluded that all possible utterances have illocutionary
force (Austin 1975: 109).

Departing from the conviction that speech acts follow rules and are intentional, Searle
systematised Austin’s speech act theory, intensifying the pragmatic turn by depicting
language as action and placing emphasis on speakers’ intentions (Braun 1996: 42; Leal 2014:
124). Searle explains that

[s]trictly speaking, whenever we talk about the metaphorical meaning of a word,
expression, or sentence, we are talking about what a speaker might utter it to be, in a way
that departs from what a word, expression or sentence actually means. We are therefore
talking about possible speaker’s intentions.

(1979: 77)

Rosemary Arrojo and Kanavillil Rajagopalan’s discussion of Searle’s theory of language
(2003: 113) is particularly relevant to our reflections on equivalence. In their view, Searle’s
theory of meaning rests upon a linguistic dogma whereby signs naturally have literal
meanings. This firm belief in literalness manifests itself especially clearly in three moments in
Searle’s writings: (1) Searle’s disagreement with Austin as far as illocutionary acts are con-
cerned; (2) his disagreement with Keith Donnellan’s propositions about the issue of reference;
and (3) the combination of Grice’s pragmatics and the speech act theory, which in turn led to
the notion of indirect speech acts. For Arrojo and Rajagopalan (2003: 120), these three key
moments are underpinned by a universalist notion of meaning as a stable, constant source
objectively available to all speakers at all times.

In terms of equivalence, Ordinary Language philosophy embraces the duality universalism—
relativism proposed by Steiner. Its pragmatic character generally speaks against equivalence;
if language is action and depends on its ordinary use by speakers, it is impossible to determine
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‘the’ meaning of a given sign or sentence and then proceed to find its equivalent in another
language (Braun 1996: 44). On the other hand, however, meaning is perceived more as
public than as private commodity, to use yet another important dichotomy from Steiner (1998:
207-15) to which we will come back in Section 7. For this reason, Ordinary Language
philosophy could be seen as equivalence-friendly because, as Arrojo and Rajagopalan assert
of Searle, if we believe in the possibility of constant, literal meanings that are publicly
available to everyone, equivalence between two languages would be a natural next step (let us
remember here the notion of ‘logocentrism’ as used by Derrida, mentioned in Section 1).

As Braun explains (1996: 44), speech act theory paved the way both to Paul Grice’s theory
of conversation implicatures and Jiirgen Habermas’ theory of communicative action and
universal pragmatics. Grice’s implicatures refer to the discrepancies between what a speaker
means to say and what the speaker’s utterance actually means. His theory of meaning (Grice
1957, 1968, 1969) in all its diversity (Chapman 2005: 1-9) relies heavily on the notions of
intention and literal meanings. For this reason, his contribution leads to similar conclusions,
as far as equivalence is concerned, to the ones drawn apropos of Ordinary Language
philosophy.

As for Habermas, he ties his notion of meaning not to intention but to the acceptability of
speech acts (2003: 232-3). There is an important shift from the perspective of the speaker
(Grice’s intention) to a more global, intersubjective perspective. What does this mean for
equivalence? Looking into Habermas’ theory of truth and knowledge (Habermas 1999), he
avoids the age-old problem of the referential character of language by stating that a prop-
osition is true if it accurately represents the reality to which it refers in the real world but not
in a metaphysical way. Instead, his epistemological realism is grounded on pragmatics
(Habermas 2003: 343—81), which, at first glance, might appear to speak against the possibility
of equivalence amongst languages. Again, let us remember the later Wittgenstein, who shows
that there can be no purely semantic meaning because utterances are bound to their respective
contexts. However, Habermas’ pragmatics is universal in the sense that it attempts to stipulate
universal conditions for mutual understanding. Therefore language users in general —
regardless of the individual tongues spoken — share these conditions for mutual under-
standing. Does this strengthen the case for equivalence or, as Steiner puts it in relation to
linguistic universals (1998: 110-11), simply describe common traits of natural languages
which, nevertheless, are a far cry from point-by-point correspondences between them? We
will come back to this question in Section 7.

14.5 Sapir and Whorf, Quine, hermeneutics: the shifts towards
relativism

The twentieth century also witnessed pivotal moments in which relativism became central,
undermining the possibility of equivalence amongst languages. One of these moments is
represented by the Sapir—Whorf hypothesis, which Steiner names the ‘Humboldt—Sapir—
Whorf hypothesis’ because of its affinities with Humboldt’s theory of language (1998: 98,
106 — and see Braun 1996: 28). ‘No two languages are ever sufficiently similar to be con-
sidered as representing the same social reality’, explains Sapir (1985: 162). From this point of
view, comparing languages aiming at establishing equivalence is an exercise in futility,
because ‘[1]inguistic patterns determine what the individual perceives in his world and how he
thinks about it (. . .) [and] these patterns vary widely’ (Steiner 1998: 92). For Ricoeur (2006:
14-15), what Whorf and Sapir came up with was a ‘theory of the untranslatable’ because of
the ‘non-superimposable character of the different divisions on which the numerous linguistic
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systems rest’ — in other words, because of the impossibility of equivalence amongst
languages. Both Ricoeur and Steiner arrive at the conclusion that, if the Sapir—Whorf
hypothesis were entirely correct, interlingual communication and learning a foreign
language would be impossible tasks — in which case bilinguals would be schizophrenics
(Steiner 1998: 98; Ricoeur 2006: 15).

Willard Van Orman Quine’s theory of indeterminacy of translation brought about another
moment that put the equivalence project into question. Steiner (1998: 283) includes Quine in
his short list of people who have made a significant contribution to translation. For him, ‘the
separation between semantics and pragmatics is a pernicious error’ (Quine 1987: 211), thus
questioning the possibility of context-free literal meanings upon which the notion of equiv-
alence rests.'

Another development that constituted a shift towards relativism is that of existential her-
meneutics. Until Edmund Husserl, language was not considered a condition for the possibility
of perception, neither did it limit or determine perception. After Husserl, language becomes a
prerequisite for self-perception and for the perception of the world. Ernst Cassirer, for
example, sees language as one of the transcendental conditions for one’s world experience
(together with religion, art, science and myth) (Braun 1996: 47). Similarly, for Martin
Heidegger we only exist and understand our existence in language. Braun (1996: 50) thus
speaks of a pragmatic hermeneutic turn, whereby the universality of reason is left behind and
pluralism and relativism become more prominent.

Hans-Georg Gadamer develops Heidegger’s reflections further and stresses the tran-
scendental function of language: language is neither the depiction of an already given,
language-free world, nor is it a manipulable sign system. Language does not refer to some-
thing external but obtains its meaning from within itself, in itself. Things become clear only in
language because everything is conditioned by language — nothing exists outside it. For Braun
(1996: 50-1), we can speak of a dialogic-pragmatic turn — ‘dialogic’ because things can only
acquire meaning and be defined in language, so they may have a meaning for me, but in
dialogue this meaning is faced with the meaning of the other, and the boundaries of under-
standing melt into each other, making mutual understanding possible. Meaning is hence
constructed and redefined in each and every communicative situation. The growing interest in
Walter Benjamin’s 1923 ‘The Translator’s Task’ in the second half of the twentieth century
underlines this ‘reversion to hermeneutic[s]” (Steiner 1998: 250).

Steiner draws insight particularly from Heidegger but also from Benjamin to devise his
‘hermeneutic motion’ in translation (1998: 312-435), a way of depicting the process of
translation that sheds light on our discussion on equivalence. He calls it a ‘hermeneutic of
trust’ (1998: 319). Confronted with a text to be translated, Steiner explains, we are ‘pu[t] off
balance’ by that ‘a-prioristic movement of trust’, so we ‘lean towards it’, we ‘encircle and
invade cognitively’; we then ‘come home laden, thus again off-balance’, because we took
‘from “the other”’and added ‘to our own’, making the system off-tilt’ (1998: 316). So trust
leads to violence, to invasion, which in turn leads to embodiment. The fourth movement of the
hermeneutic act, ‘restitution’ in and through translation, ‘must compensate (.. .) if it is to be
authentic’ (1998: 319, 316). In it ‘a new synthesis emerges’ which ‘belongs integrally to
neither language’ but is ‘charged with currents of meaning more universal’ than the two
tongues in question (1998: 349).2

Comparing the translator’s quest to Antigone’s trespassing on the sphere of the gods,
Steiner suggests that the translator ‘does violence to the divinely sanctioned division between
languages (what right have we to translate?) but (. ..) affirms, through this rebellious nega-
tion, the final, no less divine, unity of the logos’ (1998: 349). Equivalence is hence not an a
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priori possibility — translating has little to do with finding equivalent words in another
language or accessing a stable source of meaning outside language. Equivalence is none-
theless achieved, established through translation, thanks to which we can ‘rebelliously affirm
the unity of the logos’. This is relativism with that hint of universalism necessary for an
everyday task like translating not to descend into chaos. Indeed, Ricoeur proposes the epithet
‘despite everything’ — translation is a ‘despite everything’ task (2006: 18). We will come back
to the similarities between Steiner and Ricoeur in the next section.

14.6 Contemporary thought: equivalence in postmodern discourse

Contemporary philosophy has refined and attacked the notions of language (and of equiv-
alence) discussed thus far in different ways. As Best and Kellner (1991: 18-20) explain, the
domination exerted by Marxism, existentialism and phenomenology in the 1950s and 60s was
gradually replaced by the ‘linguistically-oriented discourses of structuralism’, which in turn
aimed at ‘objectivity, coherence, rigour and truth’. Poststructuralism emerged as an attack on
these structuralist, scientific pretensions which not only ‘attempted to create a scientific basis
for the study of culture’ but also ‘strove for the standard modern goals of foundation, truth,
objectivity, certainty and system’ (Best and Kellner 1991: 20; Leal 2014: 24-8; in many ways,
this battle against scientism is ongoing — see Rorty 2000). In this sense, poststructuralist
discourse has made pivotal contributions, particularly to the relativist matrix discussed here,
though not as a unified front but, rather, as individual developments with numerous common
traits but also important differences. Indeed, the notions of difference, disagreement and
heterogeneity are key in poststructuralist discourse (Lyotard 2003: 6; Leal 2014: 302-10),
hence the difficulty for any unified account of trying to represent it. Therefore let us con-
centrate on two thinkers who have developed the relativist matrix further in different ways:
Derrida and Ricoeur (whose disagreements have resulted in heated debates — see Joy 1988).

In the 1960s, Derrida radicalised the linguistic turn by claiming that ‘there is nothing
outside of the text’ (1997: 158). So not only did he acknowledge that all philosophical
questions are, first and foremost, linguistic questions, questions about language and in
language, but he also attributed our entire existence to language, to a ‘system of writing’ from
which there is no escape (1997: 30-44). As Glendinning (2004: 6) puts it,

[1Janguage has come to the centre of every philosophical problematic because everything
that seemed solidly to render its status as essentially unproblematic, everything that had
assured us that it is what we thought it should be, namely the system of signification of an
order of pure intelligibility (classical ‘meaning’), an order traditionally grasped in terms
of the divine word or logos, has begun to melt into air.

As mentioned above, because of Derrida’s notion of philosophy and translation as one, the
key concepts that pervade his oeuvre are all relevant to our discussion on equivalence:
différance, trace/track and double bind are probably the most obvious ones. Différance, the
‘misspelt” French word, refers to meaning as a process of both deferring (one sign leads to
another sign ad infinitum) and differentiating (signs are told apart by their differences to other
signs) (Derrida 1967: 297-305). Trace/track plays a central role in the process of différance,
as signs refer to what they are not, to an absence made present; they ‘carry’ with themselves
the traces of other signs, not references to ‘reality’ — signs are but traces of other signs (Derrida
1997: 66—7, my emphases). From this perspective, the origin or source to which signs are
believed to refer — and which in turn works as the very basis for the notion of equivalence
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amongst languages — is a non-origin. There is no ‘outside-language’ or ‘outside-the-text’ to
which to anchor signs.

Does this mean that equivalence is impossible for Derrida? He often refers to equivalent
words in different languages (see, for example, 1997: 134). This is where the double bind
comes into play: understanding, and hence translating, entails translatability and untran-
slatability simultaneously. We cannot help but establish a relation with others, translate them,
make them our own, but at the same time we cannot help but maintain their otherness, their
alterity — they are, after all, untranslatable. It is as though, for Derrida, every attempt to
establish equivalence would entail a movement towards appropriation and a movement
towards understanding that full appropriation is impossible. Accordingly, he sees translation
as ‘regulated transformation’ and not as ‘some “transport” of pure signifieds from one
language to another’ (Derrida 1981: 20). Translatability ensures the survival of the text — that
is, the possibility of this ‘regulated transformation’ allows the text to live on, even before
translation, simply as the transformation through which any text goes when we read it.
However, total translatability (or total equivalence) would cause the text to disappear, whereas
total untranslatability (the impossibility of equivalence) would lead to the immediate death of
the text (Derrida 1979: 102-3). Foran (2012: 81) summarises this point as follows: ‘language
must be unique and self-referential in that it cannot be totally subsumed into another language,
yet it must also be able to reach beyond itself to another linguistic entity’. So Derrida’s
‘solution’ to Ricoeur’s ‘paralysing alternatives’, mentioned in Section 1 and discussed in the
next paragraph, is to live with both simultaneously. Indeed, he later says: ‘I don’t believe that
anything can ever be untranslatable — or, moreover, translatable’ (Derrida 2001: 178).

Ricoeur’s notion of linguistic hospitality also encompasses the duality translatable—
untranslatable but in a different way from Derrida’s (Ricoeur does not care much for this
dichotomy, as we will see — Ricoeur 2006: 14). ‘Linguistic hospitality’ is the space where we
give up the hope of filling ‘the gap between equivalence and total adequacy’ and enjoy both
‘the pleasure of dwelling in the other’s language’ and ‘the pleasure of receiving the foreign
word at home, in one’s own welcoming house’ (2006: 10). As mentioned in Section 1,
because Ricoeur feels that the dichotomy translatable—untranslatable leaves us with nothing
but the ‘paralysing alternatives’ of universalism or relativism, he proposes that we focus on
the dichotomy ‘faithfulness versus betrayal’ instead (2006: 14).

Ricoeur posits that in order to criticise a translation effectively, we would have to compare
source and target texts to a third text, ‘the bearer of the identical meaning, supposed to move
from the first to the second’ (2006: 34). However, as argued above, no theory of language has
ever managed to locate or (re)create this ‘third place’, and therein lies the ‘paradox’ of
translation, asserts Ricoeur, for equivalence is always and only ‘supposed equivalence’
because there is no ‘demonstrable identity of meaning’ (2006: 22) — ‘[a]n equivalence without
identity’, he says (2006: 22). So a good, faithful translation ‘can only aim at supposed
equivalence’, which in turn leads him to the conclusion that equivalence is never a priori
because it is produced by translation (2006: 34-5). This conclusion takes us back to Steiner’s
hermeneutic motion discussed at the end of Section 5. Instead of choosing to live in a
relentless double bind between translatability (and the possibility of equivalence) and
untranslatability (and the impossibility of equivalence), as Derrida does, Ricoeur (similarly to
Steiner) prefers to work with the notions of ‘supposed equivalence’ and ‘equivalence without
identity’. Steiner too reminds us of the impossibility of verifying equivalence, for ‘to dem-
onstrate the excellence or the exhaustiveness of an act of interpretation and/or translation is
to offer an alternative or an addendum’, but ‘[t]here are no closed circuits in natural language,
no self-consistent axiomatic sets’ (1998: 428).
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For Derrida, the first non-logocentric notions of language emerge here, in poststructuralist
discourse. To give up the logos means to abandon the quest for a stable source of meaning — an
‘identity of meaning’ in Ricoeur’s words — and one such abandonment entails the rejection
of equivalence as well. Yet, as we have seen, neither Ricoeur nor Derrida do away
with equivalence completely. As Christopher Norris puts it in relation to Derrida, post-
structuralism resides in driving the Saussurean project to its limit and challenging (but
not fully abandoning) its premises whilst keeping ‘logical rigour’ (Norris [1982] 2002:
30, 145). Relativism and universalism come together yet again.

14.7 Closing remarks on an open question

Let us end our journey here with three more reflections proposed by Steiner in After Babel,
namely on the question of whether meaning is private or public (1998: 169-215), on the issue
of the elusive character of language (1998: 215-47) and, finally, on the question of intimacy
(1998: 47-50).

The dilemma surrounding the public or private character of meaning is probably as old as
the debate on language itself, as we have seen in Section 2, and has permeated reflection on
language since. The more public meaning is, the more likely it is for equivalence amongst
languages to be realisable. In Modrak’s reading (2001: 248), this dilemma is already for-
mulated in Aristotle, for whom our ‘affections of the soul’ are universal but carry individual
content as well. Similarly, Wittgenstein insists that meaning must be predominantly public if
language is to communicate anything ([1953]2009: 256-314). Humboldt, on the other hand,
contends that beneath the surface of language use lie largely private entities. Commenting on
Humboldt, Steiner proposes the image of ‘an iceberg largely under water’, and goes on to
conclude that ‘[m]eaning is at all times the potential sum total of individual adaptations’ and
that ‘all communication “interprets” between privacies’ (1998: 181, 206, 207).

In Steiner’s view, this ‘private language’ dilemma fuelled the quest for precisely the
opposite: ‘unambiguous and universal codes of communication’ (1998: 208), as we have seen
in Sections 3 and 4. Even though this quest has achieved little in terms of establishing
‘universal codes of communication’ and the unequivocal possibility of equivalence, Steiner
insists that we should not ‘diminish the importance of the public elements of language’
because ‘[i]f a substantial part of all utterances were not public (...), chaos (...) would
follow’ (1998: 214, 215).

What does Steiner’s conclusion say of natural languages and of the possibility of equiv-
alence amongst them? It says that our languages encompass large amounts of idiosyncrasies,
preventing them from being properly systematised — which in turn makes strict equivalence
impossible. Indeed, commenting on some of the more logical approaches discussed in this
chapter, Steiner asserts that ‘the logician is out of sorts from the start” because language has
little to do with logic (1998: 225). There is nothing in language that prevents us from uttering
out-and-out nonsense, lies, counter-factual hypotheticals, conditionals; quite the opposite: it
equips us with the tools to say all that, to ‘say anything’ (Steiner 1998: 227). This happens
because ‘[t]he directly informative content of natural speech is small’, so we speak about what
is not, what might be, etc., and this is one of our ‘greatest (. . .) tools by far’ (Steiner 1998: 231,
234). Steiner sees the ‘looseness’ of natural languages as an evolutional advantage ‘crucial to
the creative functions of internalized and outward speech’, so that ‘new worlds are born
between the lines’ (1998: 238, 239). Steiner therefore advocates that we should have little to
do with truth postulates and logical systematisations, with language as code, information and
communication, for language is also about what is nof said, what is concealed and blurred,
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what is said ‘only partially, allusively or with intent to screen’ (1998: 240). Thus the elusive
character of language need not be seen as a hindrance to the development of objective notions
like equivalence and verifiably good translations but, rather, as the very reason why there are
so many languages in the first place and why translation is possible. It is as Friedrich
Nietzsche explains in his seminal ‘On Truth and Lying in an Extra-moral Sense’ (Nietzsche
1989: 246-57): the lack of correlation between reality and language, along with our ability to
say anything, calls for the existence of multiple languages.

Caught between these key dichotomies — universalism—relativism, public—private,
translatability—untranslatability — the postmodern reader cannot help but be wary of self-
excluding opposites. Derrida’s suggestion seems particularly fitting for practising translators:
aware of the impossibility of total translatability, total equivalence, we cannot help but strive for
it when we translate. If we let ourselves get carried away by the second terms in these
dichotomies, we might feel discouraged to translate or even to communicate at all. At the
same time, as translators we must be aware of the moments of aporia associated with the first
terms of these dichotomies and understand equivalence as a construct made possible by
translation rather than as a prerequisite for translation to take place or as an all-embracing
measure to assess translation quality. As for translation theorists and translator trainers, insisting
on equivalence — as well as on any notion of unequivocal identity of meaning — as an a priori,
universal parameter is not only naive but also potentially unethical, given the negative con-
sequences these views have brought about: the low status of translators in society and the overall
sense of failure commonly associated with translation (Leal 2014: 273-4, 297-8).

One last remark on future perspectives and the question of ‘intimacy’. Machine translation —
which largely amounts to the ability of a computer to establish equivalence between two
languages — has progressed a lot in recent years, along with neuroscience and neurolinguistics.
Indeed, current research in neuroscience suggests that aspects of Chomsky’s theory of universal
grammar may find confirmation in the functioning of the human brain (Ding et al. 2016).
However, the question formulated by Steiner in the 1970s and mentioned at the end of Section 6
remains: will this progress towards one side of our dichotomies (universalism, public, trans-
latability) ever be substantive enough to lead to the systematisation of languages and the
establishment of direct equivalence amongst them? If so, Steiner says, ‘the immense diversities
of languages (. . .) can be interpreted as a direct rebellion against the undifferentiated constraints
of biological universality. In their formidable variety “surface structures” would be an escape
from rather than a contingent vocalization of “deep structures™’(1998: 300).

In light of this scenario, I would like to leave the reader with Steiner’s reflection on the
notion of intimacy as ‘confident, quasi-immediate translation’ thanks to which ‘the external
vulgate and the private mass of language grow more and more concordant’ (1998: 48).
Intimacy may help strengthen the equivalence-friendly sides of the dichotomies discussed
here — universalism, public, translatability. Has globalisation and the omnipresence of the
internet brought about a new notion of intimacy — some sort of ‘cyber intimacy’ that brings
together individuals from different parts of the globe? Take platforms such as Facebook,
which is available in the exact same format in dozens of languages. Future research might
bring contributions in this area, showing how the virtual revolution (Krotoski 2013) has
affected the age-old notions of equivalence and translatability.

Notes

1 For more on this, refer to Chapter 7, this volume.
2 See Chapter 16, this volume, for a discussion of the feminist critique of Steiner’s imagery.
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Joanna Drugan

Introduction

The first edition of the standard English-language reference work for the discipline, the
Routledge Encyclopedia of Translation Studies (1998), had no entry under ‘Ethics’; the term did
not even figure in the index. The substantially revised and augmented 2009 edition corrected
this omission, with Moira Inghilleri and Carol Maier contributing an article on the topic. Their
introduction suggested Inghilleri and Maier would pay attention to the practice of translation
and interpreting: ‘Ethical practice has always been an important issue for translators and
interpreters, though historically the focus of concern has been the question of fidelity to the
spoken or written text” (2009: 100). Yet their entry was actually concerned with summarising
the best-known theoretical reflections on translation ethics, notably the contributions of leading
(mainly European/US) scholars Baker, Berman, Chesterman, Levinas, Pym, Spivak and Venuti.
The entry concludes with a call to ‘shift the debate from questions of impartiality and loyalty to
questions of justice’, and to fix where possible on ‘the instrumental and utopian social and
political goals that translation and interpreting can help to adjudicate’ (2009: 103). Other
landmark reference works in Translation Studies continue to address ethics only within articles
on other topics where it is relevant, such as ‘Courtroom Interpreting’ or ‘Translator Training’
(e.g. The Oxford Handbook of Translation Studies: Malmkjer and Windle (2011)).

For a handbook of Translation Studies and Philosophy, though, ethics must be a central
concern. Translation is a topic of strong theoretical interest for philosophers working on ethics
or language, but it is also a practice which affects philosophy (philosophers rely on trans-
lations to read canonical works on ethics, for instance) and one which itself involves ethical
decision-making by those doing the interpreting and translating. Given this complex
relationship between ethics and translation, clarity matters. Perhaps unusually for academics,
or indeed translators, Inghilleri and Maier nonetheless gave no definition for the term ‘ethics’
in their discussion, though of course they were only considering the subject as it related to
Translation Studies and might have believed a shared working understanding could be taken
as read. The present chapter, in a collection directed at both philosophers and translation
scholars, will start from the definition provided by Roger Crisp in the Routledge Handbook of
Philosophy (1998).
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Crisp divides the general topic of ethics into three parts: (1) ethics and meta-ethics, (2)
ethical concepts and ethical theories and (3) applied ethics. As well as being an area of
philosophy, ethics broadly refers to the ‘systems of value and custom instantiated in the lives
of particular groups of human beings’ and more specifically to one in particular of these
‘systems’, morality, which involves ‘notions such as rightness and wrongness’ and moral
principles. Meta-ethics refers to the attempt to ‘articulate what constitutes ethics or morality’.
It is related to other areas of philosophy and to the question of whether philosophy even has a
contribution to make to ethics. In Crisp’s view, ‘once we have some grip on what ethics is, we
can begin to ask questions about moral principles themselves’ — that is, ethical concepts and
theories such as duty, moral judgement, autonomy and ethical relations to others; but also, at a
broader level, topics discussed since ancient times such as eudaimonia. Crisp translates
eudaimonia as ‘happiness’, though others have suggested ‘flourishing’, ‘welfare’, ‘well-
being’ or the ‘happy/blessed/good life’ — an illustration of the central role played by trans-
lation in the very discussion of ethics. Crisp’s third category, applied ethics, has been around
since ancient discussions of how philosophy might apply to ‘real life’ but became more
prominent in modern philosophy from the 1960s, with increasing attention paid to contem-
porary practical issues, including professional ethics.

Elements of Crisp’s definition are apparent throughout the development of Translation
Studies as a discipline and the growing attention it has paid to ethics. This history will now be
outlined chronologically, highlighting key works and scholars. Following this chronological
account, the next section of the chapter will identify the main ethical themes and concerns
which have attracted attention in Translation Studies thus far.

Ethics in Translation Studies: historical development and key figures

Translation Studies is a young discipline, even if interpreting and translation have taken place for
millennia. Edwin Gentzler locates the establishment of the academic discipline in Belgium and
Holland in the early 1970s (2014: 14), with the period between the Second World War and the
1960s representing a ‘pre-discipline’ which paved the way for its emergence. Gentzler takes care
to acknowledge that this is the picture for Western Translation Studies, and that ‘translation
probably began as “discipline” within international trade’ in Chinese, Persian, Turkic, Greek,
Roman, Indian and other languages thousands of years earlier (2014: 14). This chapter will focus
on Translation Studies in Gentzler’s modern sense, as an object of academic study in universities,
in industrialised and mainly capitalist countries. It seems important in ethical terms to
acknowledge this and other limitations, particularly in this chapter. The author only has access to
academic work on ethics and translation published in English or French and is a mother tongue
speaker of (Scottish) English working in the UK. Like any other account of ethics in relation to
translation, this summary is a partial one which is inevitably influenced by the available and well-
known earlier scholars who worked, or were translated then published, in my languages. This
need to acknowledge one’s own influences (and influence) has begun to attract attention in
Translation Studies in recent years. In relation to research ethics, for instance, Mellinger and
Hanson (2017: 13-21) stress that research in translation and interpreting risks bias, error and
incompleteness given the dominance of Western, Educated, Industrialized, Rich and Democratic
(WEIRD) populations, both among researchers and in research samples. The convenient WEIRD
acronym has no M for Male, but gender ought to be acknowledged too. Few female scholars are
cited in accounts of work on ethics from the early days of Translation Studies, an absence which
is all the more striking when we note modern female researchers’ enthusiastic engagement with
the theme. Among others, André Lefevere (1992) has argued that handbooks such as this one
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play a role in creating and sustaining the canon. As Siri Hustvedt points out in relation to literary
works, ‘the idea of a book’s “greatness”, its inclusion in the canon of Western literature,
necessarily affects a person’s reading of the book’ (2017: 444). The following whistle-stop tour
does retell the established story of ethics and Translation Studies but attempts to bring it up to date
and weave in new voices with the more diverse developments in the discipline since the 1990s.
Before the 1970s, significant ‘pre-discipline’ debates of relevance for ethics centred around
the importance, desirability or impossibility of linguistic equivalence or fidelity in work such as
that by Jakobson (1959) on translatability or, often, by those translating religious texts such as the
Bible translator and Christian scholar Nida (1964). As the young discipline grew across Europe
and the US, religious and literary translation attracted the bulk of scholarly attention. Different
positions on the emerging Translation Studies concepts of formal, dynamic and pragmatic
equivalence were partly driven by ethical considerations, notably for translators of religious
texts. Israeli polysystemists Even-Zohar (1979) and Gideon Toury (1978) emphasised ideas of
dominance and competition in literatures and genres and between translated and non-translated
works. French-American literary theorist George Steiner drew on hermeneutics to reflect on
translation issues with a clear ethical dimension such as trust, resistance and ‘aggression’ (1975).
By the mid 1980s, theorists increasingly addressed questions of ethics directly as such.
Functionalists focused on ideas such as the ‘ethics of service’, where service was variously to
the translation brief, commission or client (Reiss and Vermeer 1984/2013). Inspired by the work
of'the German theorist Friedrich Schleiermacher, French translator Berman (1984/1992) argued
that translation necessarily involved ‘deforming tendencies’ and failed to present ‘I’Autre en
tant qu’Autre’ (the Other as Other), a powerful image to which later scholars would return in
their reflections on whether translation could be ethical, while Theo Hermans edited a landmark
collection of essays on the ‘manipulation’ of literature and the ‘marginal’ position of translation
(1985) in which several contributions reflected on questions of ethics in relation to literary
translation. Lawrence Venuti’s body of work on translator (in)visibility and the desirability of
highlighting differences between different cultures and languages also drew explicitly on ethical
arguments to make his case (1986). At the decade’s end, the collected work of Levinas (1989)
kindled a new discussion of the translator as an agent with ethical responsibility, who ought to
act ethically in encounters with the Other, following its publication in new English translations.
With the 1990s, a broader range of voices began to be heard in the discipline, introducing
fresh linguistic and cultural perspectives and drawing out new aspects of ethics in relation to
translation theory and practice. From Canada, Luise von Flotow (1991) and Sherry Simon
(1996) continued the focus on literary translation but introduced a combination of post-
structuralist theory and feminism to question ethical aspects of translation practice in relation
to gender. Postcolonial translation theorists including the Bengali scholar Gayatri Spivak
(1987) drew on deconstructionist ethics and social activism to frame translation in both ethical
and political terms. Brazilian comparative literature specialist Arrojo (1994) joined Venuti in
directly challenging the marginalisation of the translator, using an appeal to ethics to argue for
authorial recognition for translators. A number of landmark works examining interpreting
practice also began to be published during this decade, highlighting the ethical challenges and
importance of such interactions (e.g. Wadensjo 1998/2013). By the turn of the century, the
Finnish scholar Koskinen had made the link between the growing body of work on post-
modern approaches, ethics and translation, stressing the importance of ethics when founding
assumptions in the discipline were being brought into question: ‘Ethics is needed precisely at
that point when the explanatory power of fidelity peters out’ (2000: 20).
One of the pivotal ‘turns’ in the development of Translation Studies as a discipline was
associated with calls for a ‘return to ethics’ around the time of the new millennium. A 2001
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special issue of the leading journal The Translator, edited by Anthony Pym, argued that sig-
nificant changes in society, science and technology required new reflection on the relation
between translation and ethics. As well as Pym’s own introductory call, Andrew Chesterman’s
contribution suggested four ‘theoretical models’ for ethical translation practices (representation,
service, communication and norms) and outlined a stirring Proposal for a Hieronymic Oath
(2001: 139-54). Increasing globalisation, massive growth in translation and associated ethical
questions were also the focus for Irish theorist Cronin (2003), while questions of ethics and
translation in relation to conflict, resistance and social change were addressed by Baker (2006)
and Inghilleri (2005). Interest in ethical aspects of translation and interpreting mushroomed
around this time and in the decade that followed, with edited collections and special issues of
journals directly addressing the topic, including a special issue of the French language journal
TTR in 2004, Sandra Bermann and Michael Wood’s collection of essays on Nation, Language
and the Ethics of Translation (2005), a special issue of The Translator on ‘non-professionals’
translating, edited by Luis Pérez-Gonzalez and Sebnem Susam-Saraeva and including a sus-
tained focus on ethical considerations of activist and non-professional practice (2012), and
Mona Baker and Carol Maier’s special issue of the Interpreter and Translator Trainer devoted
to ethics in training contexts (2011). Other recent scholarship has explored translation and the
translator in relation to questions of ethical concern, such as empowerment and inclusion
(Tymoczko 2007), activism and commitment (Boéri 2008), development (Marais 2014),
ecology (Cronin 2016), justice (Inghilleri 2012) and migration (Inghilleri 2017). Nor has the
focus on literary translation and ethics been lost among this recent blossoming of interest, with
the new English translation of earlier work on ethics, politics and poetics by Meschonnic (2011)
bringing his ideas to a wider readership, for example.

In contrast to the early focus on ethics in relation to literary and religious translation by a
small number of Western European scholars, the first two decades of the twenty-first century
have witnessed the extension of concern to a wider range of ethical issues as well as the
beginning of a project to ‘decentre’ Translation Studies (Wakabayashi and Kothari 2009),
with debates featuring more diverse contributors from a wider range of cultures, nations and
languages. In this, developments in relation to ethics in Translation Studies have mirrored
those in related disciplines such as Communication Studies (Rao and Wasserman 2007). Also
in contrast to the early focus on the translation of literary and sacred texts has been a stronger
new focus on professional translation and interpreting practice as a legitimate topic of
scholars’ concern. Heike Walker’s translation of Anthony Pym’s (1997) lectures at the
Collége international de philosophie in Paris, On Translator Ethics, focuses attention on ‘the
translator’s professionalism in philosophical terms’ (Pym 2012: 2). Rebecca Tipton’s and my
special issue of The Translator suggesting the new theme of ‘Translation, Ethics and Social
Responsibility’ (2017) is an attempt to consider how an important debate in applied ethics, on
social responsibility and corporate social responsibility, might apply to translation, while
Tipton’s 2017 collection, edited with Carmen Valero-Garcés, brings sustained attention to
ethics in relation to public service interpreting and translation. Along with work by Mustapha
Taibi and Uldis Ozolins on community translation (2016), these offer new perspectives on
an areas of translation practice which have previously been neglected by researchers and
where ethical challenges are prominent.

Ethical themes and questions in translation theory and practice

The next section summarises the main ethical themes and concerns which have been the focus
of attention in Translation Studies thus far but also includes the professional practice of
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translation and interpreting. The initial emphasis in the academic discipline was firmly on
ethical considerations when translating literary and religious texts. Researchers later went on
to tackle a wider range of issues and challenges in relation to translation theory but also began
to devote serious attention to professional practice. Theoretical developments were thus
occurring alongside greater deontic attention to ethics in the translation and interpreting
profession. This reflected the spread of the academic discipline of Translation Studies and the
concurrent growth of what was increasingly described as the language-services industry.
From the 1990s, an increasing number of professional associations for translators and
interpreters were established internationally and, like most such bodies, they saw part of their
role as codifying, and sometimes regulating, ethical professional conduct.

This section thus moves on to the latter two categories identified in Crisp’s 1998 account of
ethics: ethical concepts and theories and applied ethics; but it also challenges his separation
of the two. It is difficult to conceive of a discussion of ethical concepts and theories in relation
to translation which entirely excludes applied ethics, because there are critical links between
the interpreting and translation professions and Translation Studies. Academics naturally look
to professional practice to inspire, inform and test theoretical reflections on translation ethics.
The relationship is not one-sided or parasitical, though. Translation Studies has made an
important contribution to the profession, and this is perhaps particularly true in relation to
ethics. Notably, academics bring a less directly engaged or partial perspective and an
understanding of the historical and philosophical context which can illuminate difficult
debates in the industry, whether these are emerging current challenges or perennial problems
which can be better understood by taking the long view. They can examine professional codes
critically, comparatively and independently of the associations which draw them up.
Importantly, they educate students of translation and interpreting about ethical aspects of
practice and thus have a significant role, and ethical responsibility, in the future ethical
development of the professions.

Chesterman (1993: 1) has previously pointed out the risks in such academic engagement,
railing at ‘the long tradition of confusion in translation studies, between descriptive and
prescriptive aims’; it is significant that he targeted this criticism precisely at scholarly work on
translation ethics. This confusion is arguably also endemic in philosophical ethics, of course.
Ethics has long been concerned with ‘the advocacy of particular ways of living or acting’, as
Crisp recognises in his discussion of ethical concepts and theories (1998). The main themes
which have attracted the attention of philosophers through the centuries, according to Crisp,
will now be used as a framework to structure the following snapshot of ethical themes and
questions as they relate to translation. The aim is to present a broad-brush descriptive account
while acknowledging that there is an inherent danger of prescribing or reinforcing what is
worthy of attention in the study of ethics, philosophy and translation.

At the heart of ethics since Greek philosophers enquired into eudaimonia (‘happiness’ in
Crisp’s preferred translation) has been ‘the question of what makes for a human life that is
good for the person living it” (ibid.). Crisp acknowledges this long history in Western ethics
but focuses more directly on the modern tradition of consequentialism — that is, ‘we are
required by morality to bring about the greatest good overall’. Depending on how we define
‘the good’, this leads to a wide range of views about how we ought to live or act. Theories of
the good or the good life (and their opposites, ‘the bad’/evil) are present in Translation Studies
in discussions of topics such as translator responsibility and agency, the ethics of translating
religious or missionary texts, translation in situations of conflict, translator and interpreter
conduct in ethically challenging contexts and the roles and responsibilities of educators.
Translation theorists have differed on what constitutes the good in relation to translation
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decision-making and practice just as philosophers have for other domains or areas of life. This
has been a particularly rich source of inspiration and debate in interpreting studies (Wadensjo
1998/2013; Angelelli 2004a).

Crisp goes on to oppose consequentialist views (based on ideas of ‘the good’) to
deontological ones (based on ideas of ‘the right’). He explains the difference by pointing to
deontological theories’ claims that ‘we should keep a promise even if more good overall
would come from breaking it’ (1998). A parallel might be seen here to debates in Translation
Studies around such ideas as the tension between the translator’s moral agency and duty of
impartiality (see, for example, Chesterman’s (2015) critique of Inghilleri’s work, contrasting
deontic and utilitarian approaches). Crisp situates a later reaction in philosophical ethics
against consequentialist and deontological ethics, and a return to ancient Aristotelian notions
of the virtues during the second half of the twentieth century, when philosophical attention
turned to the elaboration and analysis of virtues and related concepts (for example, charity,
honour, integrity, prudence, trust, truthfulness). In Translation Studies too, consideration of
such virtues can be observed in the attention devoted to broader themes including charity
(attention to pro bono, volunteer and community translation), integrity (in relation to social
justice and social responsibility, for instance) or issues of trust and truthfulness.

In all the above, it is clear how intimately Translation Studies’ focus on ethics is intertwined
with examples and illustrations from translation practice, and it is indeed in relation to applied
ethics that Crisp’s illustrations correspond most directly to debates in Translation Studies.
While recognising that ethics has always been applied to real life, he focuses in his account on
philosophical ethics since the 1960s and the interest in ‘detailed discussion of particular issues
of contemporary practical concern’ (1998). The areas of medicine (particularly issues
involving life and death) and advances in science and technology (particularly information
technology, risk and the responsibilities of scientists), both highlighted by Crisp, have drawn
substantial attention from both academics and practitioners in relation to translation ethics. In
relation to medicine, first, it is unsurprising that this profession, with its more developed
ethical infrastructure and training, has provided a rich source of reflection in relation to
translation ethics. Interpreters and translators who work in the medical domain are engaging
with a profession where ethics is considered deserving of serious attention and where ethical
challenges are often acute. In relation to advances in science and technology, second, issues of
applied ethics have been the focus of work in Translation Studies on ethical integration of new
technologies such as machine translation and speech recognition; the impact on translation
quality and access of emerging technologies; ownership of translation resources in relation to
their exploitation by technology providers; and, indeed, the role of translation in ethical
communication of scientific discoveries and knowledge across languages.

Crisp situates the more recent development in applied ethics of such detailed discussion
of particular issues in medicine or technology as part of a wider movement involving research
into the ethical requirements of particular occupations, including some which have previously
not been subject to much philosophical attention (Crisp mentions business, journalism,
law and sport). In Translation Studies too, there has been a similar development of a more
outward-looking approach, with academics increasingly considering how those from a range
of professions who rely on translators and interpreters are affected by this interaction, the
ethical dimensions of such connections and the impact on users and intermediaries of all
kinds. In this, work in Translation Studies reflects a preoccupation in philosophical ethics
with human relationships, between individuals but also between society, state and individuals.
Here, Crisp mentions such familiar themes as the ethics of the market (see the work by Abdallah
(2011), Cronin (2003, 2016), Gentile (2017) and others on the broader political and economic
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context in which translation is commissioned, performed, financed, accessed and used). Other
topics he suggests under the area of human relationships may not thus far have been the focus of
significant attention in Translation Studies, but there is a body of emerging work on such areas
as the ethics of sexuality in relation to translation (work on ‘queering’ Translation Studies or the
ethics of translating pornography) which suggests this picture is changing. One significant site
of human impact which has increasingly been a focus for philosophical ethics is the planet and
those who live on it or will live on it in future. Again, while not all of the areas Crisp highlights
under this heading appear to be directly relevant for a discussion of ethics in relation to
translation, some of the themes he suggests are also drawing the attention of researchers in
Translation Studies, such as development ethics, ecological philosophy, obligations to future
generations and sustainability, particularly in relation to technology.

Notably absent from Crisp’s main themes and areas, however, are some of the dominant
debates in Translation Studies, particularly in relation to applied ethics. Naturally, Crisp could
not cover all areas of importance in philosophical ethics in his relatively brief Handbook
chapter, and his selection is necessarily subject to his own inherent biases and focus as well
as those of his discipline; this is something he recognises from the outset. However, the
difference in focus between Crisp’s selection for philosophy and the ethical issues which have
dominated discussion in Translation Studies might perhaps illuminate what is distinctive or of
unusual significance in relation to translation ethics. Most obvious among the key areas in
which the Translation Studies focus on ethics seems somehow distinct from that of philo-
sophical ethics (at least in Crisp’s presentation of that field) is the more sustained deonto-
logical focus in relation to the translation and interpreting professions. This is to be expected
given the more direct link between Translation Studies and one related set of professional
activities, something which does not exist for academic philosophy and any single profession.
Ongoing work makes clear this firm connection between the practice and theory of trans-
lation. Academics have drawn on novel research methodologies to be able to investigate
professional interpreting or translation ethics in sifu (e.g. Angelelli’s 2004b study of
healthcare interpreting in US hospitals, with an emphasis on ethics), but practitioners too have
played an important part in studying and analysing the nature of translation and interpreting
duties or obligations (for instance, practising translator Chris Durban devoted a chapter to a
detailed applied discussion of ‘Ethics’ in her 2010 guide, with Eugene Seidel, to how to
become a Prosperous Translator). Professional associations such as the American Translators
Association have developed training and accreditation programmes in relation to ethics with a
clear deontological emphasis, while researchers including the Canadian Julie McDonough
Dolmaya (2011) have paid ongoing attention to codes of ethics or Continuing Professional
Development requirements in relation to ethics.

The deontological focus has not been limited to professional practice of translation and
interpreting, though. It is also particularly apparent in wide-ranging discussions of the ethics
of provision by non-professionals of all types (O’Hagan 2011). Translation and interpreting
are unregulated activities in most countries, so that untrained, unqualified (and often unpaid)
providers are commonly used (Taibi and Ozolins 2016). Even where translators and
interpreters are subject to some degree of formal registration or have access to training and
qualifications, there are inevitably substantial exceptions where professional providers are not
an option. This is due to factors such as the high number of languages now needed, many of
which do not have any corresponding formal qualifications or even agreed written forms;
fluctuating demand for some language pairs making professional practice unviable; and the
cost of provision. This challenging context has been exacerbated by soaring demand for
information globally in the internet age. The large numbers of unqualified or ad hoc
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translation providers, such as child language brokers and volunteer bilinguals, are frequently
pressed into service in natural emergencies, conflicts and other high-stakes situations, where
ethical decision-making can be particularly fraught or demanding but where no training or
support are available. A significant body of work has focused on the ethical issues related to
these sorts of non-professional translation and interpreting from a deontological perspective.
Important themes explored here include: the ethics of translating out of the mother tongue into
rare languages, and from ‘dominant’ to ‘less dominant’ languages; ethical considerations for
trained professionals working alongside non-professional providers; the role and duties of
interpreter and translator trainers; ethical challenges for non-professional providers and their
clients in particular settings such as courts or police work; and the role of translation in
language preservation and social inclusion. This is another area where the close ties between
the academic discipline and translation and interpreting practice have been significant.
Notorious miscarriages of justice and tragedies have been attributed in official reports
internationally to inadequate provision of translation and have led to academic reflection on
the ethical duty to prevent their recurrence.

The ethical issues seen as important by philosophers, according to Crisp, and in Translation
Studies are marked by differing levels of emphasis on technology. While Crisp indicates that
the ethical implications of technological developments have been an important theme for
philosophers, they have been more prominent in debates on translation ethics. The ethical
implications of emerging technologies have increasingly been the focus of work in relation to
interpreting, too, as speech recognition and remote-video interpreting technologies have
developed and begun to be used more widely. The rise of machine translation (MT) and the
concomitant focus on post-editing and translation quality have regularly been considered in
terms of their ethical implications for a range of affected parties including translators,
language-service providers, software developers and end users. Scholars have studied the
ethical dimension of related human deskilling, issues of confidentiality and ownership
of intellectual capital or products, and the appropriate use and limits of technologies such as
MT and computer-assisted translation tools. Ethical aspects of human—machine interaction
have drawn increasing attention as the technologies have become more pervasive and suf-
ficiently reliable to be integrated in professional workflows, in at least some conditions. The
impact of technology on interaction between humans has been an important topic too. Debate
here has centred on the ways different players in the production and use of translation have
agency, influence or power, and how the increasing reliance on technological tools is affecting
this picture. Others have directed attention to translator/interpreter relationships with clients,
users and other affected parties when the technology has a greater role and impact.

Many of these questions about ethical aspects of new technologies are difficult to separate
from broader sociocultural issues. Technological developments have occurred alongside, and
played a part in, major ongoing shifts in social structures, migration patterns, trade, infor-
mation and employment. The world is increasingly connected. Pym has argued (2001) that a
key factor in the ‘return to ethics’ in Translation Studies has been growing acknowledgement
of the importance of intercultural communication in this context and of communication being
about much more than language. Translation Studies, as an ‘inter-discipline’, has drawn here
on related developments across a rich array of other academic fields including business ethics,
communication ethics and sociology. The ‘social’ and ‘cultural’ turns in Translation Studies
emphasised differing cultural understandings of ethical behaviour and different historical
traditions and conceptions of ethics, for example, though there continues to be frustratingly
little communication across languages and intellectual traditions on this point, at least in
Western Translation Studies. That a discipline concerned with translation continues to

250



Ethics

communicate overwhelmingly in one /ingua franca, English, is in no small way ironic, but it
also raises important questions in relation to ethics. Who is published, read and cited in
Translation Studies, whether in relation to ethics or any other topic of interest to the discip-
line? What does this mean for power, access to information, education and the future ethical
development of both the academic discipline and the translation industry? Such questions are
increasingly considered worthy of attention. Work on language and rights, translation policy
in a changing political climate and the effects of market conditions on translation provision
and democracy has often invoked broad ethical concepts such as fairness, justice and trust.
The move away from the ‘conduit’ model of interpreting towards a more engaged or even
activist participation in translated encounters has been framed in terms of ethical respons-
ibility or duty, as have calls for translator visibility, engagement and social or political act-
ivism. In this view, the translator is inevitably implicated in political and ethical terms and
bears responsibility for his or her choices and behaviour, whether at the level of the individual
assignment or, more broadly, in the resulting impact on society. Translation Studies is a
discipline which places text at its centre, so it is not surprising that scholars have turned to
narratives and texts of various kinds to understand and guide difficult ethical choices. Mona
Baker’s introduction of a narratological approach (2006), based on developments in
Communication Studies, offers one novel way to understand the reasoning behind ethical
decision-making in translation. Codes of practice have also been an important area of study,
though they are recognised as insufficient guides, as they are unable to include all possible
situations, even if a single ethical response were feasible. Key concepts in the codes such as
accuracy, confidentiality and impartiality require interpretation and are likely to be under-
stood differently. Moreover, the various codes sometimes contradict or undermine one
another, and may come into conflict with higher-level ethical duties such as safeguarding, so
the ongoing exercise of informed ethical judgement by practising interpreters and translators
is essential.

Informed exercise of ethical judgement by academics has also been the topic of some
debate in Translation Studies in recent years, whether in their roles as public intellectuals (for
example, around interpretations of the Israel boycott in relation to Translation Studies events,
publications and scholars) or in relation to research ethics when working across languages and
cultures. There are manifold possibilities for conflicting ethics or different ethical under-
standing in such endeavours. Some scholars have adopted a deontological approach here,
setting out in some detail recommended ways of working ethically as Translation Studies
researchers. Such attempts call to mind the limits of translator codes of conduct, however.
Translation Studies is an inter-discipline which draws on multiple other disciplinary per-
spectives, all with their own approaches to ethics, in order to examine translation, an area of
practice which itself encompasses all industries and types of human communication; as such,
ethical conduct is unlikely ever to be satisfactorily codified or static. There is still no
agreement on the central question of whether translation can ever be ethical (since it involves
compromise and betrayal of either source or target text) or is an ethical act par excellence,
enabling communication and understanding across languages and cultures where there would
otherwise be none.

Conclusion and future directions

The blossoming of research on translation ethics has if anything underscored the gaps in
knowledge. Chief among these is the need for broader perspectives to illuminate ethical issues
and approaches. As in philosophy (e.g. Park 2013), work on ethics in Translation Studies has
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neglected important bodies of knowledge from different linguistic or cultural perspectives.
Chinese, Japanese, Russian and other strong ethical traditions remain conspicuous by their
absence in relation to translation, at least in Western Translation Studies, yet the skills to
translate canonical works are unusually available in this discipline. Translations with
informed commentaries might provide fresh insights from long-standing traditions. A broader
array of perspectives in other terms is also likely to be fruitful: this might mean discussing
work by academics in philosophy and Translation Studies from a wider range of backgrounds
(for instance, in terms of age, culture, gender, language, sexuality or social class). But it might
also mean including the perspectives of far more other parties in translated encounters: users
and readers of all kinds, clients and commissioners, those affected by translation and those
who cannot access translation when they need it.

The social and political context in which translation and interpreting are commissioned and
performed is also likely to carry on raising important ethical questions. Ongoing technological
and environmental developments will continue to affect translation and interpreting in unpre-
dictable ways with unforeseen ethical implications. High levels of migration and our increas-
ingly diverse societies involve ethical issues as well as cultural, economic, linguistic, political
and social ones, and all these factors will continue to interact in complex new ways. Researching
these areas will not be straightforward, and research conduct will continue to merit serious
reflection. Crisp’s distinction between ethics and applied ethics does not hold true for trans-
lation, where the boundaries between academic theory and professional practice are more fluid.
Translation Studies is likely to continue to look to other disciplines with established ethical
training and support, such as medicine or social work, for inspiration and understanding of how
to achieve a helpful balance between theory and practice. The developing conversation between
philosophy and Translation Studies offers a rich source of data (translation ethics as a topic of
study), methods of analysis and helpful support: philosophy can bring an informed under-
standing of ethics to bear on translation theory and practice, and assist Translation Studies in
making connections between translation, other professions and other academic disciplines.

Related topics

Translation theory and philosophy; culture; equivalence; feminism; the translation of philosophical
texts; mysticism, esotericism and translation; toward a philosophy of translation.

Further reading

Inghilleri, Moira. 2008. ‘The Ethical Task of the Translator in the Geo-political Arena’, Translation
Studies 1 (2): 212-23. (An account of the relationship between the social, the ethical and the
political, based on military linguists’ translations in the context of the ‘war on terror’, this highlights
many of the current debates in Translation Studies.)

Koskinen, Kaisa. 2000. Beyond Ambivalence: Postmodernity and the Ethics of Translation. Tampere:
University of Tampere. (An informative critical discussion of some of the leading contributions in
Translation Studies, notably the work of Pym and Venuti in relation to ethics.)

Meschonnic, Henri. 2011. Ethics and Politics of Translating. Translated and edited by Pier-Pascale
Boulanger. Amsterdam/New York: John Benjamins. (An engaged and thoroughly illustrated expla-
nation of what it might mean to translate ethically.)

Pym, Anthony. 2001. ‘The Return to Ethics in Translation Studies’. In The Return to Ethics, edited by
Anthony Pym, special issue of The Translator 7 (2): 129-38. (Includes Pym’s call for renewed
attention to ethics, and Chesterman’s proposal for a ‘Hieronymic Oath’.)
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16
Feminism

Valerie Henitiuk

Introduction: an exchange of words and women?
Mitiarjuk and Sanaaq

In the early 1950s, a 23-year-old Inuk' named Mitiarjuk (1931-2007) is asked by a Catholic
missionary newly arrived in her northern Quebec settlement of Kangirsujuaq to draw up lists of
words and phrases to help him learn the Inuit language. This creative and independent-minded
woman quickly grows bored with her limited, not to mention culturally foreign task. The more
or less passive role of furthering someone else’s goals is rejected in favour of a more equitable
co-production of knowledge. In what in fact constitutes a striking act of self-assertion, Mitiarjuk
takes up the valuable tool of syllabic writing that she has only just acquired (and which
complements her considerable oral narrative skills) and instead begins conceptualizing and
writing out stories. The original priest moves on, others take his place, but Mitiarjuk continues
to express herself, over the space of some two decades. Sanaag would eventually comprise
48 interlinked episodes concerning a young widow (who remarries early in the story), her
daughter, and their small community in the 1920s, detailing the period of initial contact between
Inuit and missionaries, the imposition of a market economy, and the impact of government
intervention that would forever alter their lifestyle. Profoundly impacted also over that time
period has been Inuit language use, along with traditional expressions of gender and gender
roles, sexuality, and naming, as we will see below, all reflected in meaningful ways in the
translations (along with their paratexts) of Mitiarjuk’s text.

Sanaakkut Piusiviningita Unikkausinnguangat — the full title reads literally ‘a fictional
story about the old ways of Sanaaq and her family’ — was first published in its original
Inuktitut only in 1984, with the close involvement of Bernard Saladin d’ Anglure, a Sorbonne-
trained anthropologist who founded the seminal journal Inuit Studies in 1977 and is well
known for his work on shamanism and the ‘third gender’, or ‘third social sex’, among Inuit.
He was made aware of Mitiarjuk’s initial stories as early as 1956, through contact with the
priest who had collected them. By 1962 (Saladin d’ Anglure 2002: 9), he had taken them up as
his doctoral project, under the general direction of none other than Claude Lévi-Strauss, often
called the father of modern anthropology. Saladin d’ Anglure encouraged Mitiarjuk to carry on
writing, eventually himself shaping her work for publication in both Inuktitut and, almost
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twenty years later, his own French version. It would take yet another decade before English-
language readers finally gained access to this significant woman-authored, minority-language
text, through Peter Frost’s 2014 relay translation.

The late-twentieth- and early-twenty-first-century emergence on the world stage of successful
Inuit-Canadian women such as the artist Kenojuak or environmental leader Sheila Watt-Cloutier
may suggest a sudden shift from more typically subordinate positions. However, Inuit culture has
always valued female roles, in terms of contributing vital skills to their community and passing
along accumulated wisdom (see, e.g., Jackson 1996 [1994]: 39).? Sanaaq itself readily chal-
lenges a wide range of preconceptions that readers, whether Inuit or gallunaat, may hold. In its
author we have a woman who never attended school but would go on to become an important
educator, particularly of her people’s language. Mitiarjuk had from childhood mastered both
masculine and feminine life skills: as the eldest child in a family with no sons, she had been
taught hunting and fishing along with traditional sewing and other homemaking techniques.
Further, contrary to the customary practice of brides joining the husband’s family, her own
marriage was uxorilocal. This atypically gendered upbringing coupled with her well-developed
creative abilities (Mitiarjuk’s talent as a soapstone sculptor is also appreciated) allowed her to
offer an engrossing as well as uniquely comprehensive record of the day-to-day life of all
members of her community, both male and female, so it is no surprise that Saladin d’ Anglure
showed an early interest in her writing and went on to produce a French translation and even-
tually to have his student produce an English one. And, finally, she creates a literary work:
Sanaag has been called ‘the first Inuit novel ever written’ (see the publisher’s website at https://
uofmpress.ca/books/detail/sanaaq), despite the fact that Mitiarjuk herself would never have read
a novel nor indeed any works of literature other than those of an ecclesiastical nature at the time
she began to write. Although there are various positive (even impressive) aspects to her life story,
this author’s agency and voice are problematized throughout her text’s translation journey.

The involvement of the Church in Mitiarjuk’s life and writing is far from irrelevant to my
concerns here, given her early adoption of Catholicism, not to mention the long, closely
intertwined history of translation studies with biblical translation. Feminists have highlighted
the male-centred language and tropes of established religion in order to demonstrate its often
misogynist nature, and they have insisted on more inclusive language in modern versions of
the Bible (see, e.g., Simon 1996: 124-31 and von Flotow 2000); recent scholarship has also
looked at gender inclusivity in the Qur’an (see, e.g., Hassen 2011).

In After Babel, George Steiner describes the work of Levi-Strauss as being based on social
structures understood ‘as attempts at dynamic equilibrium achieved through an exchange of
words, women and material goods’ (Steiner 1975: 302). While the reference here is to the
workings of an entire society, the notion of words and women being passed between and
among the men or institutions who hold the balance of power is also directly relevant to an
understanding of the fate of women writers in translation. It is important to bear in mind that
Frost had previously been Saladin d’ Anglure’s MA student and, having no Inuktitut, worked
exclusively from his former supervisor’s French translation. This unique woman’s text comes
to English-language readers exclusively through two successive and closely connected (white)
male translators, neither of whom is a literature specialist, much less possesses a background in
either translation studies or women’s studies. Saladin d’Anglure has enjoyed a long and dis-
tinguished anthropological career, with his translation and other writings being grounded in that
specific expertise and backed by the academic establishment he so effectively represents.
Although Frost is an experienced and conscientious French-English academic translator, his
own formal training has also been in anthropology (personal correspondence). Complicating
matters in an interesting and important way, Saladin d’ Anglure positions himself in all of his
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research as a passionate reader of gender on various levels. While not intending to dismiss the
very real contributions of either of Mitiarjuk’s existing translators, it is worthwhile to consider
how the text might read were English-language readers to have access through a more direct
route, or one less influenced by a single authority, or one more explicitly informed by feminist
theory, or even — dare I suggest — through an actual female lens.

The way in which the newly literate Mitiarjuk deliberately and determinedly assumes her role
as preserver/transmitter of cultural memory for her own community stands in stark contrast
with the more typically imposed role of native informant in anthropological research. In crafting
her own response to the priest’s original request, Mitiarjuk turns the tables on what Talal Asad
has characterized as the ‘asymmetrical tendencies and pressures in the languages of dominated
and dominant societies’ (1986: 164). She prefers to use her mother tongue to create not long
lists of isolated, deracinated, decontextualized words and phrases but instead coherent stories
about the types of people and settings she recognizes; she rejects a unidirectional relationship
in which she would play the passive, voiceless native. Mitiarjuk immediately puts her new tool
of literacy to specific, almost idiosyncratic use to expand its reach and power rather than slavishly
doing what is asked of her by the gallunaaq priest, erstwhile figure of absolute authority.

This is of course not to deny that power hierarchies and patriarchal institutions and prac-
tices exist and are deeply implicated in the fate of her text. As I discussed in ‘Translating
Woman: Reading the Female through the Male’, citing Annette Kolodny, reading is a learned
social process,

an activity heavily influenced by what we are taught and the type of texts to which we are
exposed: “We read well, and with pleasure, what we already know how to read, and what
we know how to read is to a large extent dependent on what we have already read’ [ .. . ].

(Henitiuk 1999: 473)

My concern here is with the way this particular Inuit woman’s text has or has not been read
and transmitted, because her mediators are not only not women but also not well versed in
feminist critical theory, thus untrained in how to read women’s writing and what specifically
to read for, both what is written and the often meaningful silences between.

Any translation necessarily involves manipulation (Hermans 1985), conscious as well as
unconscious choices that affect the resulting text and thus how it reaches a new readership —
this is not intended as criticism along the lines of traduttore traditore (i.e. the omnipresent ‘the
translator is a traitor’ theme) but is simply descriptive of the act’s essential nature. What may
well elude readers of these two published translations of Sanaaq is the centrality of the
protagonist’s experience as a woman and thus her experience of and reaction to patriarchal
attitudes and power hierarchies. Mitiarjuk describes, for instance, such gendered life crises as
having to reject an unwanted and overly insistent suitor; an unmarried pregnant woman being
rejected by the Church; and the eponymous heroine being beaten by her husband, so badly
that she must be sent thousands of kilometres south to the hospital for several weeks.
Presumably such episodes are what led the Times Literary Supplement reviewer to describe
Mitiarjuk’s book as ‘an even rarer marginal literature’ than might be expected, namely,
‘feminist Inuit fiction” (Anon. 2014: 32). But Sanaaq is made available to non-Inuktitut-
speaking readers exclusively by a male, highly privileged gallunaaq academic — whether at
one or two removes (since Frost is in effect translating Saladin d’Anglure rather than
Mitiarjuk herself) — and thus the opportunity for a more feminocentric reading is lost.
In Saladin d’Anglure’s postface from 2002, he acknowledges that his author provides ‘an
original female viewpoint on Inuit life and psychology’ and goes on to lament that this is ‘too
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often described by men and by people from outside Inuit culture who have underestimated the
contribution of women and ignored their viewpoint’ (translated in Frost 2014: xvii). How
ironic, then, is the fact that both her translators are men, and men from outside that culture,
although Saladin d’ Anglure admittedly knows Inuktitut and has spent a considerable amount
of time in Inuit communities. Further, it is hard not to notice the absence of Mitiarjuk’s own
voice in all of the paratextual matter (reproduced, in English, in Frost’s version) in his French
translation, despite their close working relationship over a period of four decades.

Feminism and translation

The foundational work of Sherry Simon (1996) and Luise von Flotow (1997) on the intersection
of gender and translation, now some twenty years old (itself drawing on earlier essays by, e.g.,
Godard 1984, Lotbinieére-Harwood 1991, Levine 1991 and Arrojo 1994), continues to inspire
scholars working on a wide range of theories, texts and contexts (see, e.g., Mezei 1986,
Chamberlain 2000 [1988], Henitiuk 1999, Sardin 2009 and von Flotow 2011). Translators
informed by feminist thought have brought to light a wealth of previously unknown women’s
writing from around the globe. Feminists have usefully addressed what it means to be a woman
translator, in cases where the source author is male and his text explicitly or even implicitly
misogynous, but also where the source author is female and previous critical response has been
unfairly dismissive or even non-existent. Further, translation itself has rightly been proposed as
a means for resisting overly restrictive social constructions and thus for re-evaluating and
challenging the status quo. Translation (or retranslation, as the case may be) in such cases
functions as a critical act that offers the possibility of ‘recontextualizing the ideology of the
original text’ (Levine 1991: 3) as well as of its reception. It has been argued that, since women
have always had to ‘translate’ a hostile patriarchal discourse in order to express experiences
unrepresented in mainstream literature, they are uniquely sensitive to the role language plays in
constructing power relations as well as meaning. This leads to the notion that women occupy a
privileged space from which to critique the limits of a given discourse, especially one based on
harmful binaries, and to articulate previously silenced views. Based on these and related ideas, a
variety of ways have usefully been explored of increasing awareness of women, women’s
writing and how it has been read and mediated.

Authority and originality remain highly gendered concepts, informed by questions of
difference and dominance, and because of their double marginalization, women translators
may be well positioned to write and act transgressively. Feminist translation can function and
indeed has functioned as both critique and creative innovation. Translation has sometimes
been likened to rape, to an act of colonizing brutality perpetrated on a text: a translator must
capture and penetrate the original in order to possess it (see, e.g., Lotbiniére-Harwood 1991
and Arrojo 1994; also see Mezei 1986 and 1988 on ‘translation as betrayal” and Henitiuk 1999
and 2015 on male translators’ deliberate or inadvertent stifling of women’s voices and
themes). This rhetorical figure, while seeming to preclude women from successfully trans-
lating anything at all, has nonetheless proven to have great subversive potential. Feminist
translators have paradoxically located their challenge to patriarchal oppression in aggressive
appropriation of an otherwise recalcitrant text.

The fact that translation has traditionally been conceived of as a lesser act of procreation or
reproduction than the autonomous production that an original text may represent necessarily
problematizes many of the positive connections suggested above and underscores a range
of complex political implications (see, e.g., Chamberlain 2000 [1988], discussed below).
Throughout history, women have often turned to translating precisely because they have been
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barred from direct authorship. This then raises questions central to both feminism and
translation, about voice, visibility, gatekeeping, autonomy, agency, and so on.

In the 1970s, the women’s movement and subsequent feminist debate over socially con-
structed sex roles gave rise to new conceptions of gender as a set of conventional behaviours
and characteristics that function to create an individual and limit that individual’s identity as
either masculine or feminine. The focus during that initial paradigm (again, for both feminism
and feminist translation studies) was on biased treatment of women within a patriarchal
culture and society, and the onus (certainly by the 1980s) was on women translators as well as
writers to correct the then prevalent representation of their sex. A second paradigm, dating
from the 1990s, rejected simple binary oppositions and destabilized gender itself as a
meaningful category. Since then, the emphasis has been on diversity (of sexual orientation,
class, ethnicity, race, and so on), underscoring the range of socio-political factors that con-
struct gendered identity. Translation itself began to be understood as a performative act, with
serious attention being paid to how contingency and instability are encoded in language.

If Western society has only recently come to understand that gender is, rather than a
reductive binary, in fact a continuum (almost as plural as are feminisms), long-established
Inuit culture and beliefs may have been more fluid on this topic. As suggested above, a major
theme of Saladin d’Anglure’s career-long research has concerned what he terms ‘le troisiéme
sexe social des Inuit’ [the third social sex among Inuit], which he argues inherently troubles
any simplistic gender duality. In Inuit culture, it was, for example, a common practice to raise
children according to the gender of their namesake,” rather than their biological sex; Saladin
d’Anglure also describes a traditional belief that a foetus could change its sex at birth
(sipiniq). On a perhaps more straightforward level, he points specifically to our author as
among those whose gender is less easily classified:

A Kangigsujuaq (au Nunavik) par exemple, il y avait Mitiarjuk, une femme inuit qui
avait tout appris de la chasse et du maniement du kayak ou du traineau a chiens avec son
pere, souvent malade, qu’elle suppléa jusqu’a son mariage (il n’y avait pas de garcon
dans sa fratrie), quand Naalak, son mari, accepta de venir vivre chez ses beaux-parents et
d’étre le pourvoyeur de la famille.

(Saladin d’Anglure 2007: 167)

In Kangiqsujuaq (in Nunavik), for example, there was an Inuit woman named Mitiarjuk,
who had learned all about hunting and how to manage a kayak or a dogteam from her
father, who was often ill and whom she replaced as the family’s provider until her
marriage (there were no boys among the siblings), when her husband Naalak agreed to
come live with his in-laws and assumed that role.

(translation mine)

As is common in colonial contexts worldwide, missionaries worked quickly to put a stop to
many traditional practices, imposing marriage customs and gender roles prevalent in the
colonizing, hegemonic culture.

Feminism and translation studies

Possibly owing to this country’s history of both colonization and official bilingualism,
Canadians (especially within Quebec) have played a significant role in elaborating feminist
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approaches to translation studies, with groundbreaking work produced by Barbara Godard,
Susanne de Lotbiniére-Harwood, Annie Brisset, and others. Much of this early writing
emphasized a profoundly creative practice that experimented with translating not only
French/English but also masculine/feminine, and resisted any single solution. In place of a
strictly linear path toward the logical, correct interpretation, there is a strong underscoring of
the playfulness of a multivalent translation process and what it has to say about the ever
shifting relations between cultures and between the sexes. In particular, Godard’s coinage of
the term ‘womanhandling’ posited a ‘feminist translator, affirming her critical difference, her
delight in interminable re-reading and re-writing, [who] flaunts the signs of her manipulation
ofthe text[...] inabid to challenge and even replace the stereotypical view of a translator as
‘modest, self-effacing’ (1990: 91). In place of such stereotypes we find the translator as an
active participant in creating meaning (Godard 1990: 94), who, by performing the complexity
of gender, opens up space for new feminist readings. Sherry Simon’s 1996 Gender in
Translation: Cultural Identity and the Politics of Transmission and Luise von Flotow’s
Translation and Gender: Translating in the ‘Era of Feminism’, published only one year later,
build on this work and remain essential reading. Von Flotow’s 2011 collection Translating
Women and her subsequent 2016 volume Translating Women: Different Voices and New
Horizons (co-edited with Farzaneh Farahzad) bring the discussion up to date, with essays
addressing women in their varied roles as authors, characters, and translators.

Lori Chamberlain’s influential 1988 article, ‘Gender and the Metaphorics of Translation’,
details how the inferior status of both women and translation has given rise to metaphors that
are overtly sexualized and inherently biased. Drawing on notions of fidelity as a conceptual
framework, coinages such as the seventeenth-century ‘les belles infideles’ [lit. the beautiful
unfaithful ones; note that ‘belles’ is a feminine noun], which suggests that only the ugly can be
counted on to be faithful, not only characterize translations as untrustworthy but also point to
amisogyny underlying the theoretical discourse. Aggressive, male-dominated imagery can be
identified from St. Jerome, who describes the translated text as a slave captured and brought
home in triumph, through George Steiner, who conceptualizes translation as invasion,
extraction, even penetration (1975: 303), and beyond. Even our discipline’s most basic terms
of ‘source’ and ‘target’ language/literature suggest doing violence to a text: as translator
Gregory Rabassa once reminded us, targets are typically understood at something one shoots
at in order to kill (1989: 5). As has been underscored in various venues, there are many other
possible images and approaches to conceiving of the translation process that could prove
more fruitful. For example, alternative metaphors such as ‘a song sung in harmony, a dance of
approximation, sub-version, a twin voice, good sabotage, a clearing of mist, an erotic
engagement, a spiritualization, a coupling’ (Ouriou 2010: 3) offer very different ways of
understanding both the process and product of translation and could point to elements that our
own standard terminology may have blocked from view.

Sex and sexuality comprise a developing sphere of interest in translation studies. See, for
example, the range of essays in Santaemilia (2005) and Larkosh (2011) (von Flotow 2009
provides a helpful overview as well) that explore important theoretical gaps in prior research
on translation and gender, including the (re)negotiation of sex, gender, and translation, along
with taboos and censorship, and point out intersectionality with race and ethnicity. The same
criticism that was levelled at feminism in earlier decades, namely that of being almost
exclusively white, Western, and middle-class and thus caught up with a particular, limited
set of concerns, can be applied to translation studies. The discipline is now being challenged
to be more inclusive, to incorporate, draw from, and work with texts, scholars, and approach-
es originating in many parts of the world beyond Western Europe and North America. One

261



Valerie Henitiuk

reason it is helpful to focus on an Inuit text in a chapter on feminism and translation is that this
serves as a salutary reminder that even within these hegemonic geographic regions there exist
cultures and languages, not to mention gender identities, that have also long remained largely
unknown to translation studies.

(In)visibility and naming

Translation by definition makes visible but, as with any implicitly political act, rarely in a
fully unproblematic way. Someone has to select texts and authors, from specific languages
and cultures, to be translated. Someone has to produce the translation, into another specific
language, and then someone has to agree to publish it. With all the pressures arrayed against
them, including the low likelihood of even being given the chance to write, how many female
authors have texts that actually get translated, through which mediators, and for what pur-
poses, ostensible or otherwise? It is neither a simple nor transparent matter to counter the
long-standing effects of linguistic, cultural, economic, and gendered obscurity.* Further,
despite the very best of intentions, where the power differential is as extreme as in the case of
an unschooled Inuk and a Sorbonne-trained academic, there is a very real risk of oppressively
‘speaking for’ the Other.’

An example of a woman author with close connections to the top of the hierarchy being
rendered in an overly simplistic and deeply unsatisfactory way may be helpful here. In recent
years, scholars have detailed the problematic translation history of Simone de Beauvoir’s Le
deuxieme sexe [The Second Sex] (see, e.g., Simons 1983 and Bogic 2010 and 2011). The
argument is that, despite its undeniable and ongoing global influence, this ‘bible of feminism’
(see, e.g., Rodgers 1998: 59) has been radically decontextualized and thus diminished when
translated into English. The initial English translation, a bestseller for Knopf (only four years
after its original 1949 publication) by zoologist Howard M. Parshley, has served as the basis
for much feminist (not to mention anti-feminist) thinking and action, despite the fact that it is
an abridged (by approximately 10 per cent) and decidedly partial reading. The publisher was
keen to have a version it felt would be accessible to an American public, which had been
primed by the recent appearance of the Kinsey Report on male sexuality to be interested in
learning about female sexuality. It was assumed from the outset that US readers would be
impatient of the French philosopher’s more nuanced arguments, and thus Parshley was
directed to excise significant sections and themes, shaping the English-language version in
particular ways. A long-awaited new translation by Constance Borde and Sheila Malovaney-
Chevalier, Paris-based English teachers and authors of various textbooks for English as a
Second Language and of cookbooks, whose previous translation experience was slight,
appeared in 2009. The general consensus is that the retranslation is not an improvement (see,
e.g., Bogic 2011). If even key books by such respected intellectuals as de Beauvoir suffer such
a fate, this does not bode well for translation of women writers more generally.

At least we do have two readings of The Second Sex in English, however flawed, and since
the original exists in a widely spoken language, comparisons can be readily made. The case of
texts in minority or lesser-taught languages is even less promising, in that they are typically
granted only one chance at being rendered into a given major language. Whether that
publication is a failure or a success, the odds of the market demanding another version
or a champion stepping forward to insist on it are slim.

A close analysis of translators’ attitudes as expressed in prefaces, introductions, and notes
usefully reveals the gendered ways that readers have been led to understand and respond
to female authors, often with a negative impact on the reader’s reception and experience
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of a text. Due attention to the mediation involved in a specific image of author and work being
offered up for consumption helps us bear in mind the inherently untransparent nature of the
act of translation. These paratexts tend to function implicitly if not explicitly to reveal aims
and objectives as well as biases (see, e.g., Henitiuk 2011).

It is not unusual to find women authors characterized as less skilled or more culturally/
politically naive than they actually are. Note that Mitiarjuk went on to publish almost two
dozen booklets (primarily pedagogical resources) and was part of the team that produced
Lucien Schneider’s important Inuktitut—French dictionary; she was also awarded an honorary
doctorate from McGill University. Yet although Saladin d’Anglure acknowledges many of
these facts, overall he presents her as coming out of nowhere, unconnected to other work
going on at the same time, including literary production by other Inuit. Neither is it incon-
sequential that the copyright to both his French translation and Mitiarjuk’s original Inuktitut
version is held by the anthropologist, or that even the English translation is presented as
something akin to a co-written production (interestingly, no biographical or other information
is provided on Frost, which only underscores Saladin d’ Anglure’s role).

Saladin d’Anglure also characterizes Mitiarjuk as spontaneously producing a novel,
which is problematic on two additional levels. First, there has been a long-standing ten-
dency in various times and places to categorize women’s writing into particular, often
devalued genres, and, second, is Sanaaq in fact a novel? In Mary Eagleton’s introduction to
the ‘Gender and Genre’ section of her 1996 Feminist Literary Theory: A Reader, she
reminds us that women in the Western literary tradition have always had or been seen to
have a special relationship with the novel (Eagleton 1996 [1986], 137-43). Its development
in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth century is closely tied to middle-class women,
both positively (i.e. white, middle-class women were able to write in the privacy of their
homes) and negatively (i.e. the genre lacked status and was deemed to require less intel-
lectual rigour than other genres such as poetry). Feminist critics have famously challenged
dismissive evaluations of women novelists and their literary production, not to mention
their female readerships (see, e.g., excerpts from Moers, Armstrong, Mitchell, Jacobus, and
Felski in Eagleton’s Reader). Therefore any translation that so identifies an Inuk woman’s
prose must in some way address this gendered history and context and be examined with a
critical eye. Saladin d’ Anglure himself introduces his author’s work as ‘un roman atypique’
[an atypical novel] (2002: 5) and argues that he was obliged to give it ‘la forme et la fluidité
d’un roman pour grand public’ [the shape and flow of a novel for general readers] (ibid.: 11),
which should and does give pause. In any case, as Martin (2014) has rightly noted,
Mitiarjuk’s book (whether in the original or either of its translations) may not look to readers
like any other novel they’ve ever seen, being instead ‘a long work of prose fiction restrained
in its exploration of the characters’ psyches’. As such, we may find that it fundamentally
challenges expectations as much generic as ethnocentric.

I have written elsewhere about some challenges involved in the translation and circulation
of classical Japanese women writers, whose works form that country’s literary canon and,
through translation, are read globally. The fact of female authorship cannot be separated from
an understanding and appreciation of their work without the risk of misrepresenting both
Japanese and world literary history. While there are now numerous translations in various
languages, perhaps none has truly done justice to their masterpieces; it is no accident that
virtually all of the translators for these authors have been men. In the case of Sei Shonagon, of
the some fifty versions of her Pillow Book that exist in European languages, only a handful
have been by women (Henitiuk 2012). My 2008 article ‘Going to Bed with Waley: How
Murasaki Shikibu Does and Does Not Become World Literature’ (Henitiuk 2008) posits
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Virginia Woolf as the absent, impossible translator of The Tale of Genji. The argument is that
Woolf’s reading, had we access to such a thing, might have opened up for English-language
readers an entirely other — not to mention immensely enriched and enriching — conception of
both author and work.

Women writers have often circulated in the public sphere only through somewhat
camouflaged identities — note, for instance, that both Murasaki Shikibu and Sei Shonagon are
sobriquets — and Inuit naming has its own peculiar history. Saladin d’Anglure provides his
author’s name in full as Salomé Mitiarjuk Attasi Nappaaluk. Traditionally, Inuit are given a
single non-gender-specific name, usually that of someone who has recently died, although
they often use kinship terms instead of proper names among themselves. When missionaries
began baptizing new converts in the latter half of the nineteenth century, most Inuit were given
Christian names. Then, in the early twentieth century, the government of Canada assigned
each Inuk a ‘disk number’ in the form of a dog tag they were to wear around their necks at all
times. In the 1960s, the government initiated what is known as ‘project surname’, which
forced family names — usually those of a father or grandfather — on all Inuit. Therefore Sanaaq
is frequently catalogued under Nappaaluk, and many news stories or other sorts of entries
about our author use that name. Valerie Alia’s extensive research in what she terms ‘political
onomastics’ offers various examples of Inuit women expressing dismay and incomprehension
at being suddenly told they bear the name of their husband’s grandfather (see, e.g., Alia 2005:
264). Traditional naming practices, however, have in fact carried on underground, beyond the
reach of the patriarchal institutions of power and control. Interestingly, despite its undeniable
ethnographic interest, Saladin d’Anglure ignores this history entirely in his preface and
postface, and the cover of both the English and French translations provide Mitiarjuk’s given
and family names without comment. (The 1984 publication in Inuktitut, with its bilingual
cover, gives the author’s name as Mitiarjuk Nappaaluk in the French title but Mitiarjuk alone
in her language.)

‘But there’s one that | don’t name’: sexuality, censorship, and elision

The role of both anthropologists and translators is to interpret unfamiliar works, cultures, and
traditions, by definition that which may initially prove impenetrable to readers. In her
important study of how these two disciplines intersect, Sturge (2014) quotes Clifford Geertz
as rightfully pointing out that an anthropologist cannot count on shared knowledge and thus
‘is faced with the unattractive choice of boring his audience with a great deal of exotic
information or attempting to make his argument in an empirical vacuum’ (Geertz 1973: 36).
Inuit having a unique and complex culture, even today only very partially known by
qallunaat, a significant amount of explanation, paraphrase, or other forms of mediation by
external experts is generally deemed essential for comprehensibility. Such mediation can
also, however, readily take the form of elision and censorship, which constitutes a third
option: the silencing of troublesome or poorly understood voices or themes.

Particular choices made by Mitiarjuk and by translators on her behalf are important and
worthy of attention, and I would like now to tease out one intriguing example of (self-)
censorship. In a passage halfway through the book in which a traditional game played with
small animal bones is described, our author takes pains to name all of the bones each
character manages to obtain: for example, some are shaped like dogs, known as gimmin-
guat, some like seals, nassinguaq, and others like women, arnanguat. Mitiarjuk’s narrator
also comments: ‘ilangalli uqannginakku’ (Nappaaluk 1984: 127), which is rendered in two
different ways by Saladin d’ Anglure in his 1969 PhD dissertation. We first find a gloss of
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the Inuktitut as ‘mais certains d’entre eux, je ne les dis pas’ [but some of them, I don’t say]
(Saladin d’Anglure 1969, vol. 2: 166), and then in the anthropologist’s ‘free translation’
(ibid., vol. 1: 265) as: ‘mais il y en a un parmi eux que je ne nomme pas’ [but there’s one of
them that I don’t name; in the Inuktitut original, the direct object here is in fact singular, not
plural, so the initial gloss would appear to be in error’]. The translation is accompanied by
Saladin d’Anglure’s ‘ethnographic commentary’ on the facing page explaining that there
are three bones called ussulutuq [or utsulutuq], or ‘vulva’ (ibid., vol. 1: 264), and that the
author opts not to name them since she was at that time writing for a priest.

The postface of Saladin d’Anglure’s full French translation of Sanaaq includes a section
titled ‘Le fond de I’oeuvre et le non-dit qui I’entoure’, or ‘the content of the work and all that
remains unsaid’. Here he explains that it was only at his prompting back in 1965 that Mitiarjuk
had clarified the name of that particular bone, that she had in fact originally concluded the list
of bones by writing: ‘il y en a encore un dont je n’ose pas donner le nom’ [there is still one
whose name I don’t dare give] (Saladin d’Anglure 2002: 280). And in the body of Saladin
d’Anglure’s published translation, in place of the original self-censorship, we find a
straightforward bilingual rendering of the full list:

des gimminguat (figures de chien [dog figurines]), un aquviartulutuq (figure de personne
accroupie [figurine of a person kneeling]), un sappa (coffre a bagages [storage box]), une
qullig (lampe a huile [oil lamp]), un kaivvasuk (figure d’adolescent [figurine of an
adolescent]), un illaulusuk (figure de feetus [figurine of a fetus]), un utsulutug (figure
de vulve [figurine of a vulva]) et un kuutsitualik (figure de déhanché [figurine of a
disabled person]).

(2002: 170)

One can well imagine that by 2002 it was no longer the case that the priests were her primary
readers, or perhaps the times had simply become somewhat less prudish, but something
important is lost here. To my mind, what is significant throughout this exchange is not only
how aware Mitiarjuk was of her readership but also how she insists on the integrity of the
cultural practice being described, even at a time when she feels unable to name all its parts.
For instance, in her initial writing she could easily have entirely omitted any mention of the
bone with the awkward name/shape but opted not to do so, thus paradoxically ensuring that it
is kept in plain sight.

At first glance, the English version appears to go full circle, restoring on some level the
original’s coyness, with the body of the text reading simply and (to the vast majority of
readers) opaquely: ‘a gimminguat, an aquviartulutuq, a sappa, a qulliq, a kaivvasuk, an ill-
aulusuk, an utsulutuq and a kuutsitualik’ (Frost 2014: 121). Unlike the French version, the
English defines all Inuktitut terms only in the glossary found at the back of the book, whether
at Frost or his publisher’s behest. For the term in question, we find if we flip the pages: ‘little
bone, figurine of a vulva’ (ibid.: 221). Further, Saladin d’Anglure’s separate preface and
postface have been combined into a single foreword (again, it is unclear whether this was
the choice of the translator or the publisher), which means that English readers who begin
at the beginning are in effect told to watch for this reference as they read on. So far so good,
but the manner in which the heading of this section has been rendered in English brings us
up short. Frost gives this as: ‘Content and Implicit Surrounding Details’ (Frost 2014: xii).
A tremendous amount of ink has been spilt in feminist criticism from Simone de Beauvoir
to Héleéne Cixous to Julia Kristeva to Nicole Brossard about everything that may be left
unsaid/unspoken in women’s writing and the multiple, complex reasons for such silences.
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Accordingly, to render the expression ‘non-dit’ by the anodyne ‘implicit details’ is, if not
disingenuous, at the very least cloth-eared.

Despite the strong, central roles women traditionally held in Inuit communities, censorship
and especially self-censorship nonetheless do have particular valences for women. McGrath
(1997) explains how, in order to circumvent cultural taboos against women calling attention to
themselves, most female Inuk autobiographers record only their childhoods, or wait until
advanced old age before attempting to write about their lives. It is possible that Mitiarjuk used
these stories of Sanaaq and her daughter Qumagq to fictionalize her own childhood, allowing
her to describe her life as a woman while avoiding violation of a taboo. The lack of cultural
background for understanding Inuit writing in general and for seeing culture-specific patterns
can result in inaccurate translation, not to mention unfairly negative appraisals of literary
quality, and this is only exacerbated where texts authored by women are concerned. As
McGrath rightly notes, even if it is sometimes relatively easy to see and appreciate the nar-
rative structure of a man’s text, based on well-known legends, other reference points may be
‘almost entirely overlooked because we are unfamiliar with the bulk of Inuit folklore’ (1997:
226). And the case of women’s writing is even more dire:

It could well be that Inuit women use patterns of narrative that are not as easily
recognized, or that are unknown outside the culture because the majority of non-Inuit
who recorded Inuit oral literature were male missionaries and male anthropologists who
had no interest in or access to the female domain.

(McGrath 1997: 226)

In another, earlier reference to Geertz, Elaine Showalter suggests that ‘[a] genuinely “thick”
description of women’s writing would insist upon gender and upon a female literary tradition
among the multiple strata that make up the force of meaning in a text’ (1988: 350). Although
this feminist critic is not speaking of translation per se, her comment certainly applies to a
linguistic activity intrinsically concerned with textual analysis and interpretation. A politi-
cally informed and intentional reader of this literature could potentially offer a version that
brings out and analyses layers of the text hitherto downplayed — layers that include not only
literary but also explicitly gendered aspects. A review of the specific text that concerns us
here, written by Inuk scholar Norma Dunning, helpfully underscores how ‘the violence laid
upon Sanaaq [during the beating by her husband] changes the tone of the story’ (2014: 271).
I have written elsewhere about the dangers of male translators being blind to feminocentric
discourse systems (see, ¢.g., Henitiuk 1999), and the array of male mediators (i.e. three different
missionaries; Saladin d’Anglure himself; his initial doctoral supervisor, Jean Melaurie; his
research director, Levi-Strauss; his publisher, Alain Stanké; and, finally, his student Frost) with
their hands all over Mitiarjuk’s text is far from a minor point in this literary translation his-
toriography. Regardless of the fact that something of great value has been accomplished in
actually making Sanaaq available to be read outside of Inuit communities, certain aspects of this
text’s mediation from Inuktitut through French to English are inherently problematic. It is
clearly essentialist and wrong to claim that one must be biologically female to translate
accurately the voice of a woman author (see Kinloch 2007 on whether one must be gay to
translate a gay author). Nonetheless, an awareness of the issues brought into the debates around
gender and translation over the last few decades should surely be considered imperative to a full
reading of this early and rare fictional text authored by a female Inuk. Anything short of full, and
fully sensitive, engagement has a direct, and negative, impact on the journey this text takes on its
way into the hands of its English-language audience, limiting their experience as readers.
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Conclusion

Since quite early in the discipline’s history, translation studies scholars have been exploiting the
premises of feminist theory and practice to argue for a more nuanced and sophisticated under-
standing of language and culture in general and the sexual politics of translation more specifi-
cally. Oppressive structures, practices, and attitudes are exposed as products of an ideology all
the more insidious for remaining too long unacknowledged and unchallenged. This chapter has
introduced a unique woman’s text from a little-known language and culture, that of Inuit in
northern Canada, in order to illustrate some of the dangers of readings that may or may not be
properly informed by feminism and a full awareness of power hierarchies. In so doing, it has
discussed the intersection of feminist theory with the discipline of translation studies, drawing on
the particular history of Mitiarjuk’s Sanaaq from Inuktitut through French to English in order to
underscore a number of points about how silences, slippages, and places of indeterminacy in
both texts and paratexts must be identified and taken seriously. Feminist translation studies is
well positioned to explore these implications, to name and articulate them, and has not only taken
up this challenge over the past several decades but must continue doing so.

Notes

1 Inuk is the singular form of Inuit, a term that in Inuktitut means ‘the human beings’. Formerly called
Eskimos (that term remains current in Alaska), Inuit are a circumpolar, traditionally semi-nomadic
people living in Canada, the US, Russia, and Greenland. Non-Inuit are known as gallunaat (singular:
qallunaaq), or ‘heavy eyebrows’ (NB: the etymology is uncertain); depending on the context, this
term gallunaat can refer to Whites or simply anyone who is not Inuit.

2 This should not be taken to imply that Inuit women’s lives were idyllic in any way; they were, for
example, subject to often punishing ritual taboos (see, e.g., Aodla Freeman 1996 [1994]): 249, on the
‘very heavy’ rules traditionally prescribed for young women, and on the fact that women in general
were required to be ‘patient and to work without ever complaining’). Many traditional stories,
including the widely told tale of Sedna, reference women who either refuse to marry or choose to
flee their husbands.

3 As discussed below, traditional Inuit names are not gender-specific.

4 For a compelling argument about inclusion as it relates to this very volume of essays, see Carolyn
Shread’s chapter on ‘Translating Feminist Philosophers’ (Chapter 20, this volume).

5 My own implication, as a gallunaaq scholar, in the overweening authority so readily assumed by
Saladin d’Anglure and others in the earlier generation of Inuit studies must of course be acknowl-
edged, with a view to foregrounding the importance of intersectionality for feminist translation
studies.

6 1am indebted to Marc-Antoine Mahieu, of INALCO, for this and many other helpful clarifications of
the Inuktitut.

Related topics

Translating feminist philosophers.

Further reading

Santaemilia, José, ed. Gender, Sex and Translation: The Manipulation of Identities. Manchester:
St. Jerome, 2005. (This volume explores gendered and sexual identities and their relationship
to ideologies and power hierarchies.)

Sardin, Pascale, ed. Traduire le genre: femmes en traduction. Special issue of Palimpsestes 22, 2009.
(This special issue offers ten case studies of works and writers in French and English, from the
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eighteenth century to the present, bringing a gender-oriented approach to translation and trans-
cultural studies.)

von Flotow, Luise, ed. Translating Women. Ottawa: University of Ottawa Press, 2011. (A diverse
collection of essays that provides a much needed update on the foundational texts related to gender
and translation from the late twentieth century; the contributors variously and innovatively apply
feminist theory to the study and practice of translation.)

von Flotow, Luise and Farzaneh Farahzad, ed. Translating Women: Different Voices and New Horizons.
London: Routledge, 2016. (This collection continues the important work of von Flotow 2011,
examining the impact of “Western’ feminism on translation in other cultures.)
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17
Linguistics

Kirsten Malmkjcer

Introduction/definitions

Linguistics is the academic discipline that investigates language in each of its major manifes-
tations — speech, writing and signing — and in terms of each of its aspects — sound (not directly
relevant in signing and writing), structure and meaning — and of its place in the society and in the
individual. Like any science, linguistics works by way of an interplay between observation,
description, hypothesis formation, hypothesis testing and the formulation of theories. This
process is circular in the sense that once a theory is formed, it guides observation. Observation is
never theory-neutral: what you think you know (your theory), along with what interests you,
guides your manner of understanding what you observe and subsequently describe. What
prevents the process from being viciously circular is surprise, a major player in scientific
advance: If you observe something that should not be the case given what you think you know,
you will typically seek for an explanation and perhaps revise your theory.

Linguistics has several sub-disciplines, which will be introduced below. As indicated
above, three major, traditional subdivisions are sound, structure and meaning, but modern
linguistics also deals with language in use in societies (sociolinguistics), by individuals
(psycholinguistics) and in texts (text linguistics, discourse and conversational analysis, and
genre analysis). In addition, historical linguistics deals with the history of languages, and
comparative or contrastive linguistics is concerned with comparisons between languages,
something that can be done with a focus on any of the linguistic sub-disciplines.

Philosophers have defended the relevance of linguistics to philosophy on the grounds that
some philosophical problems revolve around the nature of language, and that linguistic
theory may incorporate solutions to these problems (see e.g. Katz (1965). Furthermore,
Higginbotham (2002: 578) points out that the detailed study of a variety of human languages
has enriched philosophers’ understanding of logical form.

The sounds of language: phonemics, phonetics and phonology

The sounds of language are the subject of the sub-disciplines of linguistics known
as phonetics, phonology and phonemics. The international phonetic alphabet (IPA)
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chart (freely available from the website of the International Phonetic Association (www.
internationalphoneticassociation.org/content/ipa-chart) under a Creative Commons Attribution-
Sharealike 3.0 Unported License, Copyright © 2015 International Phonetic Association)
lists phonemes, the smallest units of sound in language capable of causing a difference in
meaning (see Barry 2006 for a discussion of the controversies surrounding this concept).
These are usually represented between slashes (e.g. /p/ for the so-called bilabial plosive
that is the first sound in ‘pal’). Phonology is the study of how these minimal sounds
combine to form syllables and words, which are usually presented within square brackets
(e.g. [pal]). The rules for phoneme combination differ between languages, so even though
phonemes as such may be language-independent, their realisations in words differ between
languages.

One of the reasons for ‘foreign accents’ is that someone speaking a language that is not
their language of habitual use may import into that language the phonemic habits of the
language that is their language of habitual use. Pronunciation practice can help alleviate
this and is therefore useful for interpreters (and spies and language learners). Ear training is
an important part of pronunciation training, because unless you can hear how a native
speaker pronounces the words of their language in natural speech, you are unlikely to be
able to imitate them; and since humans are much better at hearing the distinctions that
matter in their own language than they are at hearing those which do not matter in their own
language, effort often needs to be made by learners to learn to perceive important dis-
tinctions between sounds in the language that they are learning. However, Brown (1977: 14)
points out that eye training is equally important: ‘It is immensely helpful for most listeners
to see the speaker’s face as the speaker is talking’; this is because the vocal stance, the
shape of the lips and the movements of the tongue and mouth, contains clues to the sounds
being made and the words being spoken. Trainee interpreters can therefore benefit from
studying these facial/vocal stances; and the absence of these clues to meaning may be
partly responsible for the faster onset of fatigue that has been identified in remote inter-
preting compared to situations where the interpreter is able to see the speaker (Braun 2013;
Moser-Mercer 2003).

Words, clauses and sentences

The structure of words, clauses and sentences is the subject of morphology (word structure)
and of syntax or grammar (clause and sentence structure). Morphology deals with the
combination of morphemes, the smallest meaningful parts of language, in words, and
grammar deals with how these words can combine in clauses and sentences. There are many
different types of grammar, but the main division between them is between descriptive and
theoretical grammars, also often referred to as a distinction between surface (or descriptive)
and theoretical grammar. Surface grammars describe how a language has been and is being
used in spoken and written text, although typically not beyond the sentence level (larger
stretches are dealt with in discourse, genre and text analysis; see below). Theoretical
grammars tend to be concerned with language structures in general and with relating the
structures of individual languages to these more general structures, which, in turn, are often
related to the so-called language faculty of humans. The grammars developed by the
American linguist Noam Chomsky are theoretical and focused on language in the mind,
whereas those developed by the British linguist Michael Halliday are predominantly
descriptive and socially oriented. The distinction relates, very roughly, to one between
sociolinguistics, the study of language in use in human societies, and psycholinguistics, the
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study of language in the individual; however, the distinction is by no means absolute; for
example, Hallidayan, or systemic functional grammar, which is clearly focused on language
as used by individuals in society, makes claims about the human meaning potential, a
notion that is not so different from the idea of the language faculty, although the orient-
ation of the further explanation provided in this conception of grammar is decidedly social.
According to systemic functional grammar (see e.g. Halliday 1978, 1985), the human meaning
potential has three main components: the ideational, or experiential, the interpersonal and the
textual, which orient towards three aspects of the environment, namely ‘field’, what is going on
(ideational or experiential), ‘tenor’, who is taking part (interpersonal), and ‘mode’, the part that
the language is playing (textual). Field, tenor and mode define the ‘register’ of a piece of
discourse — that is, the configuration of linguistic resources that groups of speakers typically
associate with a situation of language use. The notion of register is closely, if not precisely,
associated with the notion of genre (see below). Hallidayan grammar, or systemic functional
grammar, has become immensely popular within the translation studies community, especially
in China (see e.g. Zhang 2015; Webster and Peng 2017).

The smallest grammatical unit of a language is the morpheme, and morphemes may be free
or bound. Free or lexical morphemes are those, like ‘man’, which can occur on their own.
Bound, or grammatical morphemes cannot stand alone — for example, ‘-ly’ in ‘manly’,
‘happily’ and so on. Some morphemes, such as the plural morpheme in ‘men’ or the past-tense
morpheme in ‘went’ cannot be divorced from the graphic form of the word. In morphological
analysis, these combinations are written as ‘{man} + {PLU}’, and ‘{go} + {PAST}’
respectively. Morphemes constitute or form words, and words can be classified according to
their so-called “part of speech’ — strictly speaking a misnomer, since what is at issue is word
classes, albeit defined with reference to their function. The parts of speech were originally
defined by the Roman grammarian Priscianus Caesariensis, commonly known in English as
Priscian, who, in the sixth century, adapted Greek grammar to Latin (Dinneen 1967: 114-15).
For English, the Cambridge International Dictionary of English (1995: xiii—xviii) gives the
following ten parts of speech with their main purposes:

Nouns: refer to people, things, qualities etc.

Adjectives: describe and inform about phenomena

Pronouns: can substitute for a noun(-phrase) or proper name

Determiners: are used before nouns to indicate definiteness and/or quantity

Verbs: ascribe actions or states to someone or something

Adverbs: inform about time, place, or manner of an action or state

Prepositions: indicate directionality, place and relationships between phenomena

Conjunctions: link language units (words, phrases, clauses)

Exclamations/interjections: indicate emotions or are used conventionally in greetings (*hi”)
or formulaically (‘please’)

Combining forms: add to words or parts of words to change or add meaning (prefixes and
suffixes (rarely also infixes)

Other languages have other, fewer or additional word classes; for example, Danish and
German both make much use of discourse particles, a category that does not exist in English
(and whose uses and functions are only loosely comparable to those of the English discourse
markers, like ‘oh’, ‘well’, ‘now’, ‘then’, ‘you know’ and ‘I mean’). Interesting issues may
arise from differences like this between languages that form translational pairs in a translator’s
work. For example, the opening clauses of Hans Christian Andersen’s story, ‘Nattergalen’
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(1848, ‘“The Nightingale’) contain two discourse particles next to each other, highlighted here:
‘I Kina ved du jo nok er Kejseren en kineser’ (gloss: in China know you xx xxx is emperor
DEFINITE.ENDING a Chinese). In a selection of translations, these clauses are rendered as
follows:

Corrin: In China, as you probably know, the Emperor is Chinese
Dulcken:  In China, you must know, the Emperor is a Chinaman
Haugaard: In China, as you know, the emperor is Chinese

Shaw: In China, you know of course, the emperor is Chinese
Spink: In China, you know, the emperor’s a Chinaman

These valiant attempts reflect that ‘jo’ indicates that whatever is being communicated is
already known by both parties, and Corrin’s translation, especially, suggests that ‘nok’
indicates probability; but neither of these explanations of what is indicated are translations,
and the expressions proffered for ‘jo nok’ are not as straightforwardly translations as the
remaining parts of these sentences are — as suggested by the variations in the inserted clauses
compared to the lack of variation (leaving aside the choice of expression of the nationality of
the emperor) in the surrounding clause.

Words form groups or phrases consisting of a head and one or more pre- or post-modifiers.
For example, in the nominal group or noun phrase (NP), a noun will be the head word,
typically pre-modified with at least a determiner and perhaps also with one or more
adjectives, and perhaps post-modified with a prepositional group as in ‘The pleasant young
man in the corner’. In this NP, ‘man’ is the head word, ‘The’ is a determiner and ‘pleasant’ is
an adjective; both pre-modify ‘man’; ‘in the corner’ is a prepositional group which post-
modifies the head noun, ‘man’. Phrases or groups like this form elements of clauses, which,
in the English clause, are subject, verb or predicator, object, complement and adjunct. The
subject and object are typically realised by a noun phrase or nominal group, the predicator
by a verbal group, the complement by an adjectival or adverbial group, and the adjunct by
adverbial or prepositional groups. These groups also have specific structures. Clauses form
sentences, either by co-ordination, when each clause is ‘free’ or capable of standing alone,
or by subordination, where one clause is ‘bound’, or ‘subordinate’, to the other and unable
to stand alone. For example, in ‘I was hiding behind a tree and I saw you’ the two clauses are
co-ordinated (are in parataxis), and both ‘I was hiding behind a tree’ and ‘I saw you’ could
be used on its own; in contrast, in ‘Hiding behind a tree, I saw you’ the first clause, ‘Hiding
behind a tree’, cannot be used on its own; it is subordinated to the second clause, ‘I saw
you’; the relationship between these clauses is called hypotaxis. A free clause in English
must indicate tense in the verb (past or present), which ‘was’ does (past tense) but which
‘hiding’ does not do. In some languages — for example, in Chinese — the verb does not
indicate time (other parts of Chinese clauses can of course do so). The English clause must
also indicate definiteness, either indefinite, as in ‘a tree’, or definite, as in ‘the tree’. In some
languages, again, this is not necessary. For example, in Polish, nouns do not need to be pre-
modified with a determiner. Such differences rarely cause difficulties in translating because,
for example, the context is likely to contain information about time, which is indicated in
English by the tense of the verb, and about participants’ familiarity with objects of the
discourse, which is suggested in English by determiners. Other grammatical issues, such as
the positioning of verbs at the ends of some clauses in German can cause problems for
interpreters, who may be forced to wait for the verb before they can begin to interpret.
However, the co-text and context may suggest what the verb is going to be.
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Meaning: semantics

Linguistics deals with meaning in its branch of study known as semantics, but although lin-
guistics and philosophy share this nomenclature, the two differ radically in their approaches to
the study of meaning. In philosophical semantics — at least in its analytical branch — the main
task is to provide an account of what speakers know when they know meaning and of how they
can come to know it (Davidson [1973] 1984: 125); but in linguistic semantics, the aim is rather
to group words and relationships between words according to their meanings (which are taken
to be known). For example, ‘dog’ is a so-called hyponym of the superordinate term, or
hypernym, ‘animal’; and ‘gold’ is a hyponym of'the superordinate term, ‘metal’. When attention
turns to relationships between language and the world in linguistic semantics — for example,
to how a dog or gold might be identified — proposals can been made about how the meanings
of words can be analysed into smaller parts called components, an endeavour known as
componential analysis. For example, ‘man’ contains the meaning components, or semantic
markers, ‘adult’, human’ and ‘male’, whereas ‘woman’ contains the meaning components
‘adult’, ‘human’ and ‘female’; and each of these components might itself be further analysed.
From a philosophical point of view, this is unsatisfactory because, as Malakoff and Lewis
(1983: 190) point out, it is possible to know what they call ‘the Markerese translation’ of a
sentence without knowing the conditions under which the sentence would be true, which is what
they believe we need to know in order to approach the development of a theory of meaning.
Meanwhile, linguistic semantics operates happily with combinations of componential analysis
and analyses of semantic fields. For example, the field of mammals can be conceived of as
organisable into increasingly finely distinguished subclasses (e.g. cats, dogs, whales . ..) and
further subdivisions of these (e.g. of dogs into poodles, retrievers, boxers, setters and so on). The
relationships between members of semantic fields are known as sense relations. Sense relations
include sameness of meaning (synonymy), oppositeness of meaning (antonomy), the ‘kind of”
relation (hyponomy) and the ‘part of” relation (meronymy). Among the opposites, some are
gradable and others absolute. For example, ‘dead’ and ‘alive’ are in principle not gradable (it is
not possible, in principle at least, to be more or less dead), whereas ‘cold’ and ‘hot’ are gradable.
Synonymy is very rare in languages, because languages seem to resist it, so that if two terms
should happen momentarily to mean the same, they swiftly take on different nuances or register
positions. ‘Deep’, for example, does not mean precisely the same as ‘profound’, at least not if
collocations and contexts of use are taken into consideration; you cannot really fall into a
profound hole. Pairs like “vixen’ and ‘female fox’ seem to be synonymous and exchangeable in
many contexts, but Frege ([1891] 1977: 23) argues that although <2, “1+1,” “3-1,” “6:3” stand
for the same thing . . . the different expressions correspond to different conceptions’. Of course,
this raises concerning issues for the notion of translation between what we view as different
languages, because in these, the forms of expressions that are considered translation equivalents
(a notion that is discussed elsewhere in this Handbook) almost always differ; on the other
hand, Frege argues elsewhere that ‘The same sense has different expressions in different
languages or even in the same language’ ([1892] 1977: 58), and by ‘sense’ Frege means ‘mode
of presentation’ ([1892] 1977: 57). Here therefore Frege appears to throw a lifeline to translators
and translation scholars.

Meaning: pragmatics

A later addition to linguistics, related to semantics, is pragmatics, the study of language in
use. Interest in this area is probably as great or greater in linguistics than in philosophy,
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and it is an area that translation studies has also found approachable. Pragmatics originated
with the so-called natural-language philosophers, most of them based in Oxford, who started
to look for progress in the study of meaning outside of the formalisms that had halted progress
in philosophical semantics, as they saw it. The first major work in this area is the theory of
speech acts developed by J. L. Austin in the 1930s and expounded in a series of twelve
William James lectures that Austin gave at Harvard University in 1955. These lectures were
published in 1962 under the title How to Do Things with Words. Here, Austin (1962: 3) reacts
to what he calls ‘the descriptive fallacy’, according to which a declarative sentence is always
used to describe something and must always be either true or false. Austin points out that
many declarative sentences neither describe, report nor state but do very different things such
as promising, warning and betting (Austin 1962: 5). Austin calls such utterances performa-
tives or performative utterances, and although these may be explicit about the act that is being
performed (‘I bet you ten pounds that Jones will win the tournament’), many are much less
explicit, as, for example, a shout of ‘Fire, fire’. But this shout is just as much a warning as the
explicit form, ‘I warn you that there is a fire’ would have been; it is simply an implicit per-
formative. In fact, every utterance is either an implicit or an explicit performative, because it
would be possible to begin every declarative utterance by saying ‘I state that’ or ‘I declare
that’. Ergo every utterance is a speech act. Both Austin and, later, Searle (1969) drew up lists
of broad classes of speech act and of rules for their performance. For example, for promising,
Searle suggests the following rules:

A promise can only be made in an utterance that predicates a future act on the part of the
speaker (you cannot promise to do something yesterday).

A promise can only be made if the hearer would prefer that the speaker do what they are
promising to do to them not doing it (otherwise it is more of a threat).

A promise can only be made if it is not obvious to both hearer and speaker that the
speaker would do the act that is being promised as a matter of course (in the case of most
couples (probably), it would be odd for one of them to promise their partner not to be
unfaithful to them today).

A promise can only be made if the speaker intends to do the action that is being promised
(otherwise the promise is not sincere, that is, not a real promise).

Clearly, knowledge of rules like these is essential for a speaker to be able to function
effectively in a speech community, and they must be understood, explicitly or implicitly, by
translators and interpreters. Further, speakers need to know when these rules are being
exploited in what Searle (1975) refers to as ‘indirect speech acts’. For example, in ‘Is that your
coat on the floor’ spoken by a parent to a child, the child will know that one of the rules for
questioning is that the speaker must not already know the answer to the question and will
therefore look for a different act that the parent may be engaging in, such as reprimand. That
anyone should want to use an indirect rather than a direct speech act may be due to con-
siderations of politeness. The same indirect speech acts may not, however, function in
different languages. For example, a compliment about an item of clothing may in some
cultures suggest that the speaker is asking for the item to be given to them; and repeatedly
answering in the negative to an offer of food, which in some cultures may simply be polite,
may in other cultures result in the answerer going hungry.

Given the differences between languages that have been discussed briefly above, as
well as a multitude of other differences of detail between them, the question of interlingual
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translatability has often been raised, along with questions about relationships between
language and thought, or, more radically, between language and what people perceive as
reality. Here, attention must be given to three further areas of linguistics that are of relevance
to translation studies in relation to philosophy, namely sociolinguistics, psycholinguistics and
text and discourse analysis.

Sociolinguistics

There have been attempts in philosophy to account for language origins with reference to one
inventive individual gradually working out how it might be possible for him (or her) to share
ideas with other people (see e.g. Locke [1690] 1960: Book Three, Chapter II; Bennett 1976:
137-9). In contrast, Wittgenstein ([1953] (2009): 244-71) argues that language is necessarily
social. In any case, as Grayling (1982: 186) points out, it is difficult to imagine how the
complexity of thought required to develop a language could be experienced by a language-less
creature; it is much more likely that thought and language developed contemporarily; certainly,
language as we know it is a social phenomenon, and, as such, it is the subject of socio-
linguistics, the study of language in society, of how language is used among pairs and groups of
speakers — for example, women (Coates 1986; Coates and Cameron 1988), teenagers
(Sagliamonte 2016) or people of specific regions (Trudgill 1984). Language develops and
undergoes change through interpersonal interaction, and different groupings of speakers often
give rise to different varieties of the same language. In sociolinguistics, we encounter the
notions of language variety according to location, the subject matter of dialectology, and
according to use, the subject matter of register and genre analysis. Each of these poses
interesting opportunities for creativity for translators. Dialect and accent (that is, the grammar,
lexis and pronunciation used by groups of speakers in particular locations) raise questions
about how one might represent the speaker of, for example, Cockney in translation, given that
this particular dialect, with its distinctive accent, is very precisely defined as confined to a
specific area of London: how do you ‘translate’ an area lying within hearing of the bells of
St Mary-le-Bow into, say, Swedish? Even if a dialect, with its accent, of Swedish were chosen,
it would obviously relate to quite a different geographical location. Of course, understanding
(in the sense of being able to comprehend what is being said) accents and dialects is vital for
interpreters, who may be required to interpret for speakers who use them. Registers — that is,
the selection of language choices that given speaker groups consider appropriate to specific
situations — may differ equally across languages and cultures. For example, in British aca-
demic circles it is common for students to speak to their lecturers in rather familiar terms and
to call them by their first names, a practice which, in my experience, students with back-
grounds in some mainland European and Middle Eastern countries find difficult to adopt.
Equally, parent—child relationships and consequent speech habits differ markedly between
cultures. Register differences are also at least partly responsible for the impression that some
British people may form that people from certain other cultures are overly direct or abrupt or
even impolite (see House 2005). These issues raise interesting philosophical questions about
personality in relation to language: do we adopt a ‘realist’ position according to which per-
sonality is, at least momentarily, a fixed phenomenon, underlying but not affected by mode of
expression, or do we adopt an ‘antirealist’ position according to which the surface evidence of a
personality is all that there is to personality. In the former case, a person’s personality, or identity,
remains stable whatever language they are speaking; in the latter case, a person’s personality
is affected by the language they are using (for opposing views on this issue see Pavlenko 2014
and McWhorter 2014). How we answer these questions may also impact on translators’ and
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interpreters’ translation decisions: for example, if we believe that a very accurate translation of
what a person has said may offend the addressee, would we be morally right or wrong if we
were to take the risk of a providing a fairly free translation? These speculations take us naturally
to the topic of language in the individual, the concern of psycholinguistics.

Psycholinguistics

Psycholinguistics is concerned with the organisation of language in individual brains,
language processing, language impairments, the acquisition of language (by young children),
bi- and multilingualism and with the learning of second and subsequent languages.
Investigations of language organisation in the mind may with time yield results that speak to
the interesting quasi-philosophical questions of how to distinguish one language from
another, how many ‘languages’ an individual needs to understand to function in society
and so on; and the results of investigations of modes of language learning are helpful for
people devising language-teaching syllabuses, including those aimed at translators and
interpreters. Individuals’ emotional and political attachment to their languages are also
interesting and informative topics to study in quests for understanding feelings of belonging
and national loyalties; implicit or, indeed, explicit understandings of these associations have
at times led conquerors to impose their language on the conquered and to forbid or minimise
the use of the conquered people’s own language. In this respect, there is clearly considerable
overlap between socio- and psycholinguistics.

Language impairments can have surprising effects on translation and interpreting. Ardila
(2018: 277) reports that:

Idiosyncratic disturbances in the ability to translate have been documented in aphasic
patients. Paradis, Goldblum and Abidi (1982) analyzed two patients ... [who]
alternately suffered severe word-finding difficulties in one language while remaining
relatively fluent in the other. They retained good comprehension in both of their
languages at all times. They were able to translate correctly and without hesitation from
the language they could speak well at the time into the language unavailable for
spontaneous use, but were unable to translate from their temporarily poor language . ..
into the language they could speak quite well at the time. Aglioti, Beltramello, Girardi
and Fabbro (1996) reported a bilingual patient . .. [whose] mother tongue was Venetian,
whereas her L2 was standard Italian. The patient had more difficulties when translating
into her mother tongue than into her second language.

As he points out, this finding is surprising if we assume, as is often done, that it is easier to
translate into one’s mother tongue than out of it. Ardila (ibid.) adds that:

In language therapy it has been documented that recovery of a word in one language
usually generalizes to the other language for cognate words (e.g., English “fruit’, Spanish
‘fruta’), but not for non-cognate terms (e.g., English ‘pencil’, Spanish ‘lapiz’) (Roberts and
Deslauriers 1999) suggesting that cognate words have a common brain representation in
bilinguals. However, this cognate effect is variable across patients (Hughes and Tainturier
2015) probably depending upon the specific patient’s bilingualism characteristics.

For translation and interpreting, an immensely interesting observation is that whatever form
of bilingualism a person may present — it may be bilingualism from birth or bilingualism as the
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result of later learning; and it may be balanced bilingualism, where both languages are known
equally well insofar as that can be established, as opposed to a situation where one language is
known better or used more habitually than the other — bilingualism does not come with a
guaranteed ability to translate (Toury 1984). This is important for translation studies insofar as
it attests to the fact that translation and interpreting are special skills, something confirmed in
Valdés’ (2003) study of young interpreters, all of whom were bilinguals but only some of
whom enjoyed and/or excelled in interpreting; on the other hand, it raises difficult quasi
philosophical and ethical questions about the notion that every normal adult speaks their
language perfectly: are some people (even monolinguals) in fact especially gifted linguis-
tically? And if they are, wherein does their giftedness lie? And does the extra activity of
translating that some bilinguals excel in go some way to explaining or, more accurately,
justifying claims that language learning is good for the intellect generally? Generalisations in
these politically and culturally sensitive areas are not to be made lightly.

As far as language processing is concerned, findings in translation studies research show
that reading for translating is different from reading for comprehension (Schaeffer et al.
2017); it takes more time to read for translation, as people fixate for longer on words in the
source text, leading to an overall longer gaze time in the case of reading for translation than in
the case of reading for comprehension. As Lykke Jakobsen and Jensen (2008: 116) point out,
this suggests that ‘a fair amount of pre-translation probably enters into the reading of a text as
soon as it is taken to be a source text for translation’. Hypotheses concerning the control that
bilinguals and translators have of the activation of their languages may be made as a result of
this type of research; and it is possible that the differences referred to above between com-
parable bilinguals’ translating ability may at least partly be a matter of such control.

Genre analysis, text linguistics and discourse and conversational analysis

Genre analysis, text linguistics and discourse and conversational analysis are concerned with
the organisation of language into stretches of text that are recognised as befitting particular
situations or serving specific social or professional purposes.

Genre analysis

Of these phenomena, genre is the more specialised insofar as a genre, in the technical sense
developed by Swales (1990), is a grouping of texts that are ‘owned’ by so-called discourse
communities (Swales 1990: chapter 2 and passim). A discourse community is a community
that is held together by its special interests, which are catered for by the genres it owns, rather
than by co-location, as in the case of traditional communities. Therefore the genres owned by
the discourse community are especially important, not only for the exchange of information
but for the very existence of the community. Nevertheless, a genre that is common to different
cultures may differ considerably in how it is realised or shaped linguistically between them.
For example, a genre as simple as the greeting may have highly culture-specific realisations,
and this raises questions for translators. When a German or Austrian speaker wishes someone
‘griil Gott’ (roughly ‘God bless you’), the most suitable translation into English is often a
simple ‘hello’, because the function of greeting is served by this expression in (many forms of)
English; but if the speaker is, for example, a monk, ‘God bless you’ might be equally or more
suitable. This highlights the extent to which translators rely on aspects of context, as well as the
extent to which ‘meaning’, at least if understood in terms of the effect utterances have on the
world, is dependent on the sam