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Foreword: translation and/as advocacy


Catherine Boyle and Sarah Maitland


What does it mean to advocate – in translation, for translation, through translation? What does advocacy look like for those who do the translating or for those whose work is translated? To what extent is translation itself a form of advocacy? These ‘what’ questions are the driving force for each of the contributions in this collection. Yet, as you will see, answers to these questions do not come easily because whenever we talk about advocacy in connection with the academic theorization, professional practice and/or pedagogy of translation, prepositions always proliferate – in, for, through – and this is clear across the small but growing number of popular and scholarly works to have addressed the topic so far.


Advocacy is something that translation researchers advocate for (see, for example, von Flotow and Josephy-Hernández, 2018, who call for increased levels of gender awareness and sensitivity in audiovisual translation professional practice) or which takes place in particular contexts of public life where cultural encounter is present (see Blackledge and Creese, 2020, on multilingual interactional encounters between private citizens negotiating complex bureaucratic systems and the advice workers charged with supporting them). It is also something that trained language professionals do, as in the case of bilingual health advocates who educate providers about the needs of culturally sensitive healthcare provision and ensure that patients and healthcare workers can communicate in a common language.[1]


When it comes to the conditions of a given translation contract, it is something that professional translators call for, as in the successful petition by Veronica Liu of Word Up Community Bookshop and the Dominican Writers Association, which together called for a Dominican–American Spanish translation of Angie Cruz’s Dominicana rather than the more common model of translation into Standard Peninsular Spanish.[2] In the words of Antonia Lloyd-Jones (in Gasper Bye, n.d.), meanwhile, advocacy means acting as a ‘cultural ambassador’ for the literature the translator translates, supporting the writers of that literature and the literary agents from the places where that literature originates to find publishers and promote their work in translation. Across all these interventions on the topic, advocacy points to the things that go into, around, in advance of and after the act of translation.


The term ‘advocacy’ as we know it in English today comes by way of the Medieval Latin advocatia, which itself is a derivative of advocare – to ‘call’, ‘summon’ or ‘invite’. Advocacy owes its definitional diversity – the proliferation of prepositions – to the multifarious ways in which a call for change in or involving translation can both be made and received. Together, these calls represent a summons to reflection – on the causes and effects of translation – and an invitation to consider different ways of thinking and being – through and thanks to it.


This collection offers eight such invitations, spanning extended contributions from five practising translator-academics, one interview with the founders of a translation-focused YouTube channel, one full-length work of theatre translation, and an afterword from the founder of the Out of the Wings Collective and Principal Investigator of the Language Acts and Worldmaking project. Eight forms of advocacy in all and eight ways in which advocacy is either present in particular contexts of existing translation or is otherwise argued for in contexts yet to be materialized. In ‘Advocacy as legal argument: the judicial interpretive task of the translator’, Sarah Maitland invites readers to go on a journey of philosophical reflection on the interpretive role of the translator as an ‘advocate’ – in the legal sense – for both the text of the translation and the author whose work is translated. Analogous to the dialectical processes of interpretation and argumentation, understanding and explanation that accompany the judicial process, the complex task of translation requires the translator to make a judgement and to defend that stance transparently in the court of public opinion. As a mode of doing that both requires and gives rise to modes of thinking, translation exists at the nexus of theory and practice, and this is reflected in a deliberate interweaving across the structure of the collection of critical reflection with the needs and opportunities of concrete translation contexts.


With ‘Between’, which we present in its entirety, Beverley Costa and Teresa Murjas model precisely one such context – in the guise of a multilingual play written collaboratively by members of UK-based performance company Around the Well and featuring stories rooted in the real-life experiences of public service interpreters.


In ‘Advocating for translations in languages education’, Katie Brown locates the space of advocacy within the higher education classroom, where, in a context of language learning, translation emerges as an important tool in the development of critical understanding of one’s own language and culture in relation to another. By looking not only at linguistic questions but also at the whole process of moving a text from one audience to another, she argues, the Modern Languages classroom can facilitate debates fundamental to the process of intercultural understanding. Through a case study drawn from her own teaching work in a university setting, she demonstrates how an awareness of translation, including the process which leads to publication, can enhance and expand students’ critical thinking about the way they read texts and open up new perspectives on the contribution that literature makes in the target context of the UK. Lisha Xu and Tom Boll each take a historical perspective to consider the advocacy work of translators in the first and second halves of the twentieth century.


In ‘Advocacy and collaboration; Stanley Burnshaw’s The Poem Itself’, Boll takes the editorial production process of Burnshaw’s 1964 primer in poetic modernism as the starting point for reflection on a form of advocacy performative of Burnshaw’s own interpretive stance – with regard not only to the anthology’s selection of poems (in French, German, Spanish, Portuguese and Italian, from the previous 150 years) but also to the forms of collaboration with individual contributors (translators, associate editors) and publishing institutions through which the publication would be filtered.


In ‘Advocacy and recognition: S. I. Hsiung, a translator of the Chinese diaspora’, Xu argues that in this literary figure of the early decades of the twentieth century, and in his translations of Peking Opera in particular, struggles for recognition and more equitable forms of cultural encounter are embodied. Here, advocacy emerges in the condition of cultural in-betweenness experienced by the diasporic translator and which gives rise to a fruitful disruption of the status quo.


With ‘Advocating intercultural dialogue through translating artist-activist practice’, Sophie Stevens introduces the notion of the ‘teacher-translator-academic’ as an advocate for translation as a mode of enhanced critical inquiry on the part of students and, through a case study of translation in linguistically and culturally embedded contexts encompassing artist-activist performance practice and hashtags and slogans associated with the feminist movement in Uruguay, argues for a pedagogical approach that embraces the decentring possibilities of classroom translation methods that focus not just on the product of translation process but also on the expansion of horizons that comes with the doing of translation practice. Together, Stevens and Brown show the significant contribution that an understanding of translation methods can make to university-level study and how including translation on the curriculum for a range of subjects can initiate new lines of inquiry, research and professional practice.


In ‘Translators Aloud: advocating for translation, translations and translators’, Katie Brown presents an interview with the founders of Translators Aloud, a YouTube channel hosting videos of translators reading from their work, whether published or seeking a publisher. The channel was started by translators Charlotte Coombe and Tina Kover in May 2020 and features more than 300 translators reading from works originally published in or translated into 45 different languages. In the words of Kover, Translators Aloud works to counteract ‘not just the tendency of larger publishers or the reading public to overlook the contribution of translation, but the tendency that many translators themselves have to be extremely self-effacing, to downplay their own role in the world of publishing and as creative artists’. Through a cascading flow of advocacy operationalized on their YouTube digital platform, the objects of advocacy become both the translators to whom Coombe and Kover have given voice and the translated works, together with their boutique publishers, which the translators showcase through their own contributions.





____________________


[1] Such as the Barts Bilingual Health Advocacy and Interpreting Service in London, UK.


[2] As Tiffany Troy (2021) reports, one of the consequences of the practice by American literary publishers of selling the Spanish world rights to large-scale publishers based in Spain is that the translations that are produced through such contracting processes tend to be wrought in Standard Peninsular Spanish. The campaign by Liu and the Dominican Writers Association was successful: Seven Stories Press was able to purchase the translation rights, and the translation by Dominican translator, writer and Spanish lecturer Kianny N. Antigua was published in 2021.
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Advocacy as legal argument: the judicial interpretive task of the translator





Sarah Maitland


Overview





We tend to think of advocates as people who argue publicly in favour of a particular cause. In jurisprudence, professional advocates champion the case of a particular person or legal entity before a court or tribunal. In both conceptualizations, advocacy is about taking up a voice on behalf of someone who is absent or whose voice has been silenced. In that intimate moment that characterizes the act of reading, the texts we read, consider and later translate are also silent, just as their authors are absent from the proceedings. It is the translator who must advocate for both the author and the text.


Focusing on the translation of the dramatic works of nineteenth-century Cuban-Spanish Romantic writer Gertrudis Gómez de Avellaneda, this chapter is a meta-reflection on what it means for the translator to advocate for the meanings they construct within the text-for-translation. I argue that the dialectical processes of interpretation and argumentation, understanding and explanation, that accompany the complex task of translation succeed in geolocating the translator within the time and space of reading. Advocacy emerges as a profound investment in the text as the site of the clues we need to understand it and, if we are lucky, ourselves.





Introduction


We tend to think of advocates as people who argue publicly in favour of a particular cause. In UK government parlance, they are often known as tsars – people who have been granted special powers to address identified problems in society by making recommendations in response to a particular need. We might view them simply as people’s champions. In jurisprudence, professional advocates champion the cause of private individuals or established legal entities by pleading their case before a court or tribunal. They, too, use reasoned argument to make public their support of another. Think of the counsellor at law, who advises clients on how to proceed within a given set of legal circumstances, or the public defender, appointed to represent those who cannot reasonably represent themselves. Here, as in the political realm, representation is understood as a discourse that is asserted on behalf of constituencies who does not have the opportunity, or the power, to speak for themselves. Whether in law or in civil society, it seems, advocacy is about interceding for the sake of another. Of course, not all advocates intercede in the same ways and not everyone agrees with the approach they may take. Advocates must be prepared to justify their stance when questioned. This is precisely what legal advocates do when they argue their case in response to contrary views mounted by opposing counsel. The space of advocacy is thus a relational space, for it takes place on the plane of debate and is shaped only in response – to a status quo to be supported or rejected.


Underlying every act of advocacy is a dialogic of argumentation, for it implies, above all, an exchange of (sometimes diverging) views accompanied by a rationale for the opinions being expressed. The space of advocacy is therefore also one of contestation for it crystallizes only in the absence of agreement and in the presence of a conflict. At stake in this conflict is the articulation of a position in the face of uncertainty. Through debate and deliberation, uncertainty is ended with the rendering of a decision. In a trial, which is merely the codified form of the broader phenomenon of conflict (Ricoeur, 2000, p. 130), everything is up for determination – not just the putative facts of the case but also what counts as a relevant fact within it. These facts do not exist as objective truths to be apprehended; they are positions to be taken with respect to the conflict at hand.


Viewed from this perspective, the trial is a drama in which the major players must judge for themselves, and on behalf of those they represent, the significance for the case that each fact holds. Since that which is deemed significant is a question hotly contested, the facts of the trial are, in Ricœur’s terms, ‘charged with meaning, hence interpreted’ (2000, p. 123). Four interlinked terms have so far made an appearance and each plays an important role in the unfolding drama: uncertainty, conflict, meaning and interpretation. The principle of uncertainty surrounds the facts of the case; the meaning of the facts of the case is to be decided by the advocating parties to the conflict, and because meaning does not speak for itself, the sense, content and import of the facts of the case must be imputed and defended, which is to say, judged. To ‘judge’ within this setting is to opine. But since opinions must be expressed about something, before engaging in an act of judgement one must first make an assessment (Ricœur, 2000, p. 127). Judgement thus bears a hierarchical quality: it is the expression of a preference, an evaluation or, in Ricœur’s terms, an ‘approbation’ (2000, p. 127). It is the construction (and articulation) of a truth and a subscription to it, since to judge is not just to opine and assess but also ‘to take a stand’ (2000, p. 128). By taking a stand – in other words, by making a decision within a space of uncertainty and in the face of contestation – the advocate asserts a particular interpretation of events, arguing that their construction of meaning in the case is better, more probable, more plausible and more acceptable than another (2000, p. 113). Just as form follows function, the advocate’s argument follows from their interpretation. How they have understood the case, how they impute relevance to this or that element, where they attribute responsibility and to whom, and what they believe all of this means for the conflict at hand influences the stance they will take in public defence of their interpretation.


An analogous dialectic of interpretation and argumentation is also expressed on the plane of translation, where the uncertainty at the root of the conflict is over the ‘facts’ of the text-for-translation and their meaning – that is, how the text should be translated. When the law is silent and does not speak for itself, we call on someone to make it speak – to interpret its meaning for us, in the context of a conflict. The text-for-translation is also silent since, by definition, a text that is to be translated has been written by someone other than the translator, in another time and place and in another language. The translator’s task is to translate its meanings into a new text, a second text, to be written in a different time and place and in a different language. Consider that texts do not speak; people do. If the text is silent, then its meanings are uncertain and their significance is yet to be determined. It requires a reader (in this case the translator) to make it speak – that is, to judge what it is about, to interpret its significance, in a new language and for the benefit of a new audience in a new time and place, and to defend this conceptualization in what is given in the translation. Since the text is not a truth res ipsa loquitur, it is a mystery to be unravelled, a possibility to be interpreted. Different translators will translate different texts in different ways. The translator knows that the text can always be translated differently. The case for a different way of conceiving of the text must be mounted and an argument must be made for how its meanings have been understood. For this reason, Ricœur writes that:




[t]o show that an interpretation is more probable in the light of what we know is something other than showing that a conclusion is true. [. . .] It is an argumentative discipline comparable to juridical procedures used in legal interpretation, a logic of uncertainty and of qualitative probability. (1976, p. 78)








Participating in this ‘argumentative discipline’ means bringing an end to uncertainty by making a decision with regard to the text and its meanings. As with the trial, the translator makes this stand in the face of opposition, advocating through the translation their interpretation of events in the text-for-translation. In the most relevant sense, then, the translation is the argument. It is to the argumentative discipline of translation and the judicial interpretive acts of advocacy in which the translator engages that this chapter is addressed.


Doubt and/in translation


At the opening of a trial, Ricœur writes, we do not yet know the facts of the case, nor do we fully understand the conflict that is at its heart (2000, p. 109). The purpose of the trial is to establish the facts of the case and their significance for all concerned (2000, p. 109). A ‘non-violent verbal battle’ (2000, p. 109) ensues in which the different parties to the conflict set out their arguments and the judge issues a ruling. At the opening of the trial, we might say, everything is uncertain; by the end of the trial, a verdict is pronounced and with it the uncertainty is ended (2000, p. 109). The most immediate effect of this speech act ‘is to decide a conflict – that is, to put an end to uncertainty [. . .]’ (2000, p. x). As a form of written discourse, translation is also a speech act pronounced by a translator. ‘Uncertainty’ results primarily from the translator’s reading of the text-for-translation, from the so-called ‘source’ text on which the translation is based. This uncertainty underlies questions such as ‘What does this or that element mean?’ or ‘Why does this or that character behave in this or that way?’ and it feeds anxieties as to the sociocultural, linguistic, historical and geographical locatedness of the source text and what an audience speaking a new language in a new time and place will make of it. Uncertainty in translation is grounded in the notion of doubt and it is at its most acute in what we might refer to as the yes, but factor – ‘Yes, but doesn’t it also mean something else?’ – which is really another way of asking, ‘Couldn’t it be translated differently?’ Here, as in the trial, where ‘every judgement calls for a but beyond itself’ (Ricœur, 2000, p. 128, emphasis mine), it is the very existence of doubt – and with it the invisible presence of contrary (and potentially valid) points of view – that creates a foundation for conflict, since every translation also contains within it the possibility of its own equal and opposite.


It is the principle of uncertainty in translation that confirms the judicial interpretive character of the translator’s task because, while all texts have meaning, this meaning is only meaningful in the context of a reader interpreting their meaning in the here and now of reading. In other words, texts do not mean things independently or transcendentally. They mean only in the space of convergence when, in Ricœur’s terms, ‘the world of the reader and the world of the text merge into one another’ (2003, p. 378). But – that word again – in this space of uncertainty, the distance between the two worlds is not swallowed in the reading; the two sides, and the gap between them, remain. The gap itself is only bridged.


I want you to imagine a text. It can be written in any period and its author can be living or dead. Let us agree, however, that this text is going to be translated. Before the translation can be written, the translator must first read the text and establish both what it ‘means’ and how its meanings can be translated meaningfully for its new audience. We must bear in mind in this imagined textual scenario that the author’s relationship to the text (and the text’s relationship to its reader) is not analogous to that of a speaker and an interlocutor. In spoken discourse, the addressee of a speaker’s speech – the second person you – is determined in advance by a properly dialogical situation in which the meaning of the speech and the meaning of the speaker are one and the same. Our text, by contrast, is not a case of spoken discourse; here, discourse has been inscribed and in the passage from spoken discourse to written inscription we no longer have a speaking subject – an author – who is co-present with the addressee – the reader. To the extent that the addressee of a written text is unknown, and its readership potentially limitless (Ricœur, 1976, p. 31), there is no immediacy of interlocution, only a text, detached from its author.


This detachment has profound consequences for the translator. The question ‘What does the text mean?’ is now complicated by the fact that the verbal meaning of the text and the mental meaning of its author are not the same. This ‘semantic autonomy’ (Ricœur, 1976, p. 29) means that the author’s intention and the meaning of the text cease to coincide because the text is no longer the voice of someone present as a speaker is present in a dialogue:




Inscription becomes synonymous with the semantic autonomy of the text, which results from the disconnection of the mental intention of the author from the verbal meaning of the text, of what the author meant and what the text means. The text’s career escapes the finite horizon lived by its author. What the text means now matters more than what the author meant when [they] wrote it. (Ricœur, 1976, pp. 29–30)








This does not mean, however, that the text can mean anything, or that the text itself is authorless. Ricœur is careful to remind us that the dissolution of the intentional fallacy should not be replaced by the fallacy of the absolute text. It is still a discourse ‘told by somebody, said by someone to someone else about something’ (1976, p. 30). It is a human-made object, not a natural element. The authorial meaning is the counterpart of the verbal meaning and they must both be understood in terms of one another (1976, p. 30). The problem for the translator, however, lies in the fact that ‘[i]f the objective meaning is something other than the subjective intention of the author, it may be construed in various ways’ (1976, p. 76). It is up to the reader, therefore, to take an active stance with regard to what the text offers. Like the orchestral conductor ‘who obeys the instructions of the notation’ (1976, p. 75), the text becomes a musical score that gives rise to a performance. These ‘instructions’ are not of the author strictu sensu but the text, and the orchestral performance that obtains from ‘obeying’ the musical score is not the same as the musical score itself. Understanding the meaning of the text is not about merely repeating the event of the author’s writing of the text but generating an all-new performance event, that of appropriating the text, and its meanings, in the here and now of reading. ‘In other words,’ Ricœur writes, ‘we have to guess the meaning of the text because the author’s intention is beyond our reach’ (1976, p. 75).


The guess character of translation


We are not accustomed to conceiving of translations as ‘guesses’. We most often think of translations as standing for, or in place of, the texts they translate, such that the two texts – the author’s text and the translator’s text – become conflated in the phenomenon of the translation. It is for this reason that the dust jackets of so many works of translated literature do not bear the translator’s name because the translation and the text it translates are thought to be one and the same. For all intents and purposes, we assume, the translation is the text. Yet the clue is in the copula of the verb to be – ‘this (translation) is (the same as) the text’ – which embraces simultaneously both that which the translation is like and that which it is not (Ricœur, 2003, p. 6). As with the principle of uncertainty in the drama of the trial, the judicial interpretive character of the translator’s task is further confirmed through the possibility of equal and opposite conceptualizations of the text-for-translation. The translation as copula is both (a version of) the text and it is not. It is a text in its own right and it is a text that owes its existence to the text that comes before it. It both speaks for the text-for-translation and it speaks for itself. It is neither fully original nor is it fully derivative. It is something else besides.


We can conceive of this something else besides as a form of ‘guess’ because returning to the situation of the author cannot resolve for the reader what the text means in the here and now of reading. It behoves the translator to partake in an altogether different effort to make meaning of the text. As Ricœur explains:




The text as a whole and as a singular whole may be compared to an object, which may be viewed from several sides, but never from all sides at once. Therefore the reconstruction of the whole has a perspectival aspect similar to that of a perceived object. It is always possible to relate the same sentence in different ways to this or that other sentence considered as the cornerstone of the text. A specific kind of onesidedness grounds the guess character of interpretation. (1976, pp. 77–8)








‘Interpretation’, here, is about taking a view – parti pris – on the meanings the text offers. As with the trial, the ‘facts’ of the text are unknown; its meanings have yet to be determined, and it is up to the translator to establish beyond all reasonable doubt that the conceptualization of the text they advance in the translation is the most appropriate, on the balance of probabilities.


Let us now place our imagined textual scenario within a concrete context of translation practice. The text is a Spanish-language comic play by nineteenth-century Cuban-Spanish Romantic writer Gertrudis Gómez de Avellaneda (known popularly today as La Avellaneda), El millonario y la maleta (Gómez de Avellaneda 1870/1981), which I am translating as The Millionaire and the Portmanteau. Written in 1870, but never performed during the author’s lifetime, the play is a witty comedy set in a small town outside Madrid in the mid-1800s and tells the tale of the long-suffering widow doña Policarpa, a formidable woman of a certain age, high sensibilities and modest means. Policarpa is possessed of a singular desire: to see her three daughters wed as soon as possible, and preferably to the most eligible bachelor. When news breaks of the impending return of former resident and millionaire magnate don Esteban Cañizares, Policarpa contrives to lodge him at her home, in the hope of securing him a wife among her three daughters (any daughter will do). The whole town turns out to welcome the wealthy businessman and secure his financial backing for their many schemes – everyone, it appears, wants a piece of the man – and while an expensive case of mistaken identity indeed leads to a marriage, it is not quite the match Policarpa imagined. As part of my wider effort to translate the complete dramatic works of La Avellaneda, what might the judicial interpretive character of the translator’s task look like in the case of The Millionaire and the Portmanteau? I want to recall my opening argument regarding uncertainty, conflict, meaning and interpretation and their relationship to the notion of translational judgement (Figure 1).


[image: Illustration]


Figure 1. Constituent dimensions of the judicial interpretive task of the translator.


The principle of uncertainty surrounds the meaning of the facts of the case, which must be imputed and defended by the advocating parties to the conflict. Since meaning does not speak for itself, it must be judged. Judgement in this context is the verbal expression of a preference (argumentation), when faced with a range of possible options, for one conceptualization (interpretation) of the facts of the case over another (Figure 2).
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Figure 2. Dialectic of interpretation and argumentation informing the judicial interpretive task of the translator.


By staking a claim as to how the facts of the case have been understood within this space of uncertainty (and in the face of contestation), the advocate argues that their construction of meaning in the case is better, more probable, more plausible and more acceptable than another.


If we agree that from the moment of publication, and with the passage of time, a text such as Gertrudis Gómez de Avellaneda’s El millonario y la maleta becomes autonomous with respect to its author’s intentions, then the task of translation is to consider not what the author ‘meant’ at the time of writing in 1870 but what the play might mean to the reader in the monological silence of the here and now of reading in the twenty-first century. In short, it is not about retrieving meaning, in other words, but making it. In a complementary fashion, the task of interpretation for Ricœur ‘is to reconstruct the internal dynamic of the text, and to restore to the work its ability to project itself outside itself in the representation of a world that I could inhabit’ (2008, p. 18). Whereas mutual understanding in the domain of spoken discourse relies on a speaker and an addressee sharing the same time and space, no such dialogism is shared between the text and the reader, since the reader must speak in the author’s place. Since the meaning of the author and the meaning of the text no longer coincide, the reader must make present what is absent, perceiving a world ‘in which I could project my own most possibilities’ (2008, p. 34). In the case of El millonario y la maleta, the reading I is the translator and to ‘inhabit’ the play is to construct (rather than retrieve) meaning within it.


The translator’s GPS


At this point, I want to introduce a guiding metaphor, that of the satellite navigation device, or sat nav. On a smartphone, the sat nav is provided as part of the default mapping application. In many cars, sat nav screens are installed somewhere along the dashboard. The user enters the address of where they want to go and the system provides turn-by-turn voice or visual instructions that the user can follow until they reach their destination. The user comes with the questions and the sat nav gives the answers. What is interesting about sat nav technology, and it is here that we circle back to the judicial interpretive task of the translator, is that, in order to get a user where they are going, the sat nav also needs to know exactly where the user has been, since rather than showing the user how to get to a particular place, what the sat nav actually shows is the user’s current position in space and time relative to the position they would rather be. It is for this reason that sat navs are described most accurately as global navigation satellite systems.


One of the most common global navigation satellite systems is the Global Positioning System (GPS) which is owned by the United States government. When a user operates a GPS receiver, the device establishes a connection with satellites orbiting the Earth. Wherever you are on the planet, and provided there is an unobstructed line of sight, four or more GPS satellites will be ‘visible’ to the device at any one time. Each of these satellites transmits information about its current position. The user’s GPS device receives these signals and calculates the distance between the device itself and the satellites, based on how long it took for the signal to arrive. It uses this information to pinpoint the user’s location on the Earth, relative to the satellites, and it uses this to calculate where the user is geographically, and how far away the user is temporally, with respect to the desired destination. What this means is that, despite the ostensible objective – to lead us to a given geographical location at some future moment in time and space – GPS devices in fact require us to locate ourselves in the here and now.


In the mythology of ancient Greece, we might have turned to the god Hermes for similar guidance. As the god of fertility, thieves, travellers and lies, Hermes wears many hats (the epitome of double jobbing). Often depicted as handsome, with feathered sandals which he fashioned himself, a golden staff for herding cattle, and a cap with the ability to render its wearer invisible, he was the son of Zeus and known for his athleticism. As the fastest of the gods, it was Hermes’s job to ferry messages between Olympus and the people of Earth by crossing the boundary separating the two. His role was imperative – to translate divine mysteries beyond the capacity of human words into terms that mere mortals could understand. Without such a messenger, the two realms would remain forever at a distance, mutually mysterious and mutually incomprehensible. The first task of hermeneutics, the philosophical method which takes its name from Hermes, is concerned with bridging gaps in understanding – with interpreting the mysterious and making it accessible. As a hermeneutic project, translation also involves interpreting a mystery, in my case a series of mid-nineteenth-century plays written in Spanish, and making it meaningful to English-speaking audiences today. In a hermeneutic sense, the first task of La Avellaneda’s translator is to facilitate understanding between the language of the source text and the language of the translation’s audience. But since meaning cannot be transported wholesale from one context to another, there is something else that the translator does. La Avellaneda’s plays, as with every play, every text, are a product of their time, a product of their place in the world at one particular moment. They are representative of a community of thought and reflective of a particular set of assumptions and beliefs.


What does it mean, then, to geolocate oneself as an English-speaking translator in the twenty-first century, in London, where I live, in Belfast, where I am from, relative to a text-for-translation – El millonario y la maleta – written by La Avellaneda in Spanish in 1870? What impact does the positionality of the translator within their unique moment in time and space have on the nature of the translation that is produced? These questions, framed by my example of the GPS device, are strongly suggestive of the hermeneutic project at the heart of translation practice, for all translations, as with all acts of cartography, start with a mystery, a question to be answered, an uncertainty to be filled. In my case, it is La Avellaneda’s dramatic works on the English-speaking stage that bear the quality of uncertainty. While she is best known for her prose, her theatrical works do not form part of the dramatic repertoire and are not generally known to English-speaking audiences or critics. Indeed, as Rauch observes, if her theatrical works have received little critical attention, ‘then her comedies have been nearly [completely] ignored by scholars’ (2003, p. 155). To ‘inhabit’ the world projected by El millonario y la maleta is to construct its meanings from the present place of the translator, geolocated in the here and now of reading with respect to the ‘elsewhere and the elsewhen’ (Johnston, 2009, p. 65) of the written inscription that is the text. It is an act of inhabitation that is filtered through the translator’s own realm of experience, for as the translator I can no more come to the text without pre-existing knowledge through which to frame the subjective experience of the reading present (Jauss, 1982, pp. 145–6) than I can travel back in time to ask La Avellaneda what she meant when she wrote it. From this perspective, all I have is the text and the text does not speak. As the reader, I must make it speak to me.


In Act I Scene iv*, doña Policarpa, desperate to marry off her daughters Mónica, Rosa and Gabriela, announces that a potential suitor – don Esteban Cañizares – will soon arrive:






	POLICARPA:


	(Con gravedad cómica.) Escuchad. Aquí viene también Gabriela. —¡Escuchad (Entra Gabriela) todas, hijas de Policarpa! ¡Escuchad las palabras de Policarpa, vuestra Madre!







	GABRIELA:


	¡Jesús, qué tono!







	ROSA:


	Todas escuchamos.







	POLICARPA:


	¡Un millonario! ¡Un coloso de fortuna! ¡Un non plus ultra de riqueza puede ser vuestro esposo!







	POLICARPA:


	(With comic sobriety.) Listen up, everyone. Ah, here comes Gabriela, too. —Listen up (Gabriela enters) everyone, come girls! Heed the words of Policarpa, your mother!







	GABRIELA:


	Jesus, what a screech!







	ROSA:


	We’re listening.







	POLICARPA:


	A millionaire! A colossus of a fortune! A non plus ultra of riches could be your husband!








I cannot help but hear the voice of Alison Steadman’s Mrs Bennet in the BBC1 television adaptation (Pride and Prejudice, 1995) of Jane Austen’s 1813 novel, exclaiming Mr Bingley’s fortune of four or five thousand a year, or the flicker of excitement that circulates among the society party guests when they hear of Mr Darcy’s ten thousand a year. I also cannot help reading the reaction of Policarpa’s daughters through the prism of the Bennet sisters:






	ROSA:


	(Mirándose al espejo.) Si el millonario es hombre de gusto, me parece…







	MÓNICA:


	Si no se compactan en el cacumen las nebulosas preocupaciones con las densas de la insipiencia, para desviar las rectitudes del juicio de las infalibilidades del acierto…







	GABRIELA:


	Por mi parte renuncio al millonario y a todos los maridos posibles. (Act I, scene iv)







	ROSA:


	(Looking at herself in the mirror.) If this millionaire is a man of good taste, then I’ll think about it…







	MÓNICA:


	So long as the nebulous clouds of day-to-day preoccupation do not clash in his cranium with the dense fog of insipience, and rectitude of mind strays not from the infallibilities of knowledge…







	GABRIELA:


	Well, for my part, I renounce this millionaire and all other potential husbands entirely. (Act I, scene iv)








My inhabitation of the play in this scene is that, as with the stark contrast between each of the four Bennet sisters, the different reactions of Policarpa’s daughters – Rosa’s vanity, Mónica’s pomposity and Gabriela’s apparent lack of interest in the topic of marriage – create the foundation for the comic events that ensue. But, as the translator, I remain at a distance from the play and my response results from a particular way of reading – a hermeneutic strategy. Faced with this distance, the only elements in my control are my own imputations, my investment in the text as the site of the clues I need to understand it.


A dialectic of understanding and explanation


I want to return us to the notion of advocacy in translation, by way of a legal maxim: hard cases make bad law. It is only the especially hard cases that reach the judiciary. Other, ‘less difficult dilemmas’ tend to be tackled through diversionary instruments or by consensus between the actors involved (Brazier, 1997, p. 341). In hard cases, legislators are often called upon to weigh in on the debate and to respond to demands for a change in the law. The legal maxim hard cases make bad law raises the possibility that more law is not always the right answer and that legislating hastily in the wake of a difficult case can lead to unintended consequences. A hard case is ‘[w]hen none of the legal dispositions drawn from existing laws seems to constitute the norm under which the affair in question might be placed’ (Ricœur, 2000, p. 111), when, in other words, the questions posed do not have their answer in the law and it is left to the judge’s discretion to decide under what rules the case should be placed (2000, p. 122). Discretion, Ricœur argues, is the reply to the silence of the law (2000, p. 112). We find our translational correlate when, faced with the silence of the text, the translator must apply discretion to decide what the text means to them. In the context of a hard legal case, judgment takes place after a deliberation – it implies a serious and careful reflection that culminates in the issuing of a ruling (2000, p. 129). Judgment, in this sense, is the terminal phase of the deliberative course (2000, p. 129). If translation is also a necessary reply to the silence of the text, and if the translator, too, issues a ruling following the deliberative passage from reflection to judgement – in the translation – then what we might describe as the ‘legal effect’ of what is written in the translation is not just to put an end to uncertainty by attempting to resolve a conflict through deliberative process. It is also the rendering of a decision as to how the text has been understood and a making public of this decision in the only place where such a decision-making process can be inscribed: the translation.


It is Ricœur’s argument that ‘the interweaving’ of interpretation and argumentation on the juridical plane is symmetrical to a dialectic of understanding and explanation on the plane of the text (2000, p. 125). Understanding is a private matter, a matter for the individual, whereas explanation is a public matter. Understanding is about an individual’s comprehension vis-à-vis the text, a subjective synthesis of the text’s potential for meaning, while explanation is about explication, of articulating this range of meaning to another. As Ricœur argues: ‘We explain something to someone else in order that [they] can understand. And what [they have] understood, [they] can in turn explain to a third party’ (1976, p. 72). The essence of advocacy, in a similar vein, is to explain to others how we have understood the status quo and, perhaps, how we propose to change it in the hope that they will join us in our understanding. Viewed from this perspective, the translation that is produced by the translator becomes an act of advocacy aimed at a public – the audience of the translation – and it results from how the translator has understood the text in the privacy of reading. In the passage from private to public, and from understanding to explanation, the translator ceases to be a reader and becomes a writer (Figure 3).


[image: Illustration]


Figure 3. Circular process of reading and writing inherent in the act of translation.


That which has been understood in the text is now explained in the writing of the translation, and this translation produces a second reader – the translation’s audience – instantiating an all-new dialectical engagement between a reader and a text. What is ‘explained’ in the translation, meanwhile, is the ‘truth’ of neither the text nor the author but the outcome of a deliberation that has been applied to what the text offers to the translator, or, in Ricœur’s terms:




Understanding has less than ever to do with the author and [their] situation. It seeks to grasp the world-propositions opened up by the reference of the text. To understand a text is to follow its movement from sense to reference: from what it says, to what it talks about. (Ricoeur, 1976, pp. 87–8)








The text is static; it remains in a state of suspended animation until such time as a willing reader takes up the challenges that it offers. Actualized thus, the text is rendered contemporaneous to the translator as its present reader. As such, understanding is not so much a mode of knowledge as a mode of being (Ricœur, 1976, p. 4). The translation that results from this process is not concerned with resolving what things ‘mean’ in the text per se – knowledge – only what these things mean to the translator as the text’s reader – being. The question ‘What does the text say?’, in this sense, gives way to the possibility of a much more interesting enquiry: ‘What does the reader say?’ If the private matter of understanding is revealing not of the author, or really of the text, but of the translator’s being, and if the public matter of explanation is directed at a third party with the express aim that they, too, might understand, what layers of complexity can we now add to our study of advocacy in translation?


Understanding into the text


As in the juridical sphere, translational advocacy concerns the representation of something that is absent, of a phenomenon that does not speak, and yet which, nevertheless, must be spoken for – not the author but the text. As a form of explanation that follows a translator’s understanding of the text, the translation becomes a form of public argument – in support of one way of seeing and being among others. We tend to think of translation as service provision; we want a particular text to be understood in a given second language, so we engage a translator to initiate the transfer. But in many cases, particularly in the literary and theatrical fields, translation has a declared interest. It can be about creating or building an audience for a particular playwright, or it can be about shining a spotlight on a particular topic or set of issues enshrined within a given play.


In the case of my project, my aim is to build an audience for Gertrudis Gómez de Avellaneda, a celebrated Romantic writer regarded as one of the greatest of her generation but refused a place in the Real Academia Española de la Lengua. Born in 1814 in Puerto Príncipe, Cuba, she is perhaps best known for her first published novel, Sab (1841), ‘the only feminist-abolitionist novel published by a woman in 19th century Spain or its slaveholding colony Cuba’ (Davies, 2001, p. 1). She was considered both unconventional and brilliant, at a time when it was difficult for a woman to be either of those things. By creating an opportunity for English-language readers and English-language theatre spectators to engage with the work of this writer, my broader aim is to make a contribution towards enhanced female representation in translation, on stage and in print. Given that the literary market is comprised of so few translations, and that of these even fewer are authored and translated by women, enshrined within my aims are both a status quo that my project seeks to oppose and an alternative reality for which it seeks to advocate. To locate both within la Avellaneda’s corpus of plays is, on my part, an act of hermeneutic trust. It is my statement of belief that within the corpus an answer can be constructed to the questions that I myself pose. The corpus itself will remain unchanged, but how it has been operationalized in the service of my agenda will say much about the belief system that drives my enquiry.


Consider the effect this has on the non-active verb to understand. If, as Ricœur contends, ‘[i]t is always possible to argue for or against an interpretation, to confront interpretations, to arbitrate between them and to seek agreement, even if this agreement remains beyond our immediate reach’ (1976, pp. 78–9), then any claim to knowledge we may associate with a translation must be reduced, since in translation, as in life, not all readings are equal. The ‘private matter’ of the translator’s individual engagement with the text is rendered in the translation as a public ruling – but only in the sense that the guess character of translation requires the translator to judge certain elements in the text as more important than others (1976, p. 77). To make meaning out of what has been understood is itself a commentary on the object of understanding, such that the non-active verb to understand transforms into an active prepositional verb – to understand into – that identifies more transparently both the translating subject doing the understanding – the translator – and the object of their understanding – the text. Ricœur argues that, ‘if it is true that there is always more than one way of construing a text, it is not true that all interpretations are equal. The text presents a limited field of possible constructions’ (1976, p. 79). This places a particular responsibility on the shoulders of the translator, for not only must the translator be prepared to defend their reading of the text, but the translation itself – which is the product of their reading – must also be defensible. As Ricœur reminds, judging is deciding (2000, p. 127); it means bringing an end to uncertainty through reasoned decision. If the translation is the translator’s issuance of a ruling vis-à-vis their understanding into the drama of the text, this means that the translation must do the job of speaking for itself. The translation must be its own closing argument, the space where all internal debate between the translator and the text is closed and, as with the verdict that brings an end to the trial, the moment where conjecture must cease.


‘Asked and answered’ is an evidentiary objection in United States law designed to prevent opposing counsel from unduly influencing juries by asking the same question multiple times or from using their witness interrogations as opportunities for rhetorical grandstanding. Yet when faced with Gertrudis Gómez de Avellaneda’s El millonario y la maleta as my text-for-translation, my text-to-be-understood, I must do precisely this. I must identify questions about the text and I must produce a translation that provides an answer – my answer – to the questions I myself ask (Jauss, 1982, p. 146). The main comic conceit in the play is a case of mistaken identity. In the opening scene, we learn of the imminent return of former resident and titular millionaire don Esteban Cañizares. We also realize that, despite Gabriela’s declaration that she has no interest in taking a husband, this is in fact because she is in love with Emilio, whom she has encountered in Madrid six months previously when she travelled there with Policarpa’s friend and neighbour doña Cayetana. Now, just as Policarpa and Cayetana make their final preparations in advance of don Esteban’s arrival, they are informed by don Crisanto that he has already seen don Esteban descending from his carriage. How can he be sure it is don Esteban and not someone else? they ask. Crisanto replies that it can be no other for the man was well dressed and the vehicle carried a portmanteau bearing the initials E and C:
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