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Friedrich Schiedermacher’s lecture ‘On the Different Methods of Trandaing' was ddlivered to the
Royd Academy of Science in Berlin on 24 June 1813.1 Energetic, systematic and fecund, it has
become a locus classicus for much thought on trandation. Numerous subsequent theories have
echoed the German preacher’s centrad and conclusive dictum: ‘ Either the trandator |eaves the author
in peace, as much as possible, and moves the reader toward him. Or he leaves the reader in peace,
as much as possible, and moves the author toward him'.2 The firs movement could cruddly be
cdled foreignizing or literdig (more word-for-word); the opposed movement involves the
domedticating or naturdizing functiondism of ‘doing what the author would have done if he had
belonged to the target culture’ (more sense-for-sense). Whatever the terms, Schieilermacher’s clear
preference was for the firsd method, that of moving the reader by applying rdative literdism. His
ided trandation should retain something of the source text’s foreignness. Most of those who have
since used or referred to Schleiermacher have expressed the same basic choice, preferring relaive
foreignizing to relative naturdization.

My purpose here is not to disagree with the preferences of Schiedermacher and his followers.
Nor do | have any red dispute with those who favour naturdization. | am not overly interested in
Szing up one method againg the other. What redly concerns me is the basic binarism of the choice
itself. Why did Schleiermacher recognize only two substantial methods? Why did this geometry of
parsexig before him? Why has it survived after him?

These are my questions. They could be asked of many other theorigs. | raise them now with
respect to Schieermacher precisdy because his text is energetic, sysematic and fecund. It might
yidd answers with the same qualities. But what is a stake here is not particularly complicated. My
basic hypothess is that Schielermacher’ s two opposed methods suppress a hidden middle term, the
living trandator, and that the whole of Schielermacher’s text is designed to slence that middle term.
If 1 can break open the text, the resulting vision might then be projected onto the entire line of binary
trandation theories, ending with the most recent, found in Venuti. All the binarisms might thus be
seen as dlencing middle terms. The project is Smple yet not without ambition.

My am requires a specid kind of reading, sometimes focusing on Schieiermacher in his specific
higtoricd setting, sometimes going beyond him into the generd fidd of binary trandation theory, then
seeking the unity of both moments. Let mefirst explain the reasons for this gpproach.

No great clams should be made for Schleiermacher’s origindity. The basic distinction between



two movements had been formulated by Goethe some four months prior to the Berlin lecture, and
the generd Germanic preference for the firs method, moving the reader, had certainly been
expressed in amilar terms by Herder. The lecture was very much part of a moment in German
letters, participating in a genera atempt to oppose German Romantic aesthetics to the belles
infideles of French Neoclassiciam. If the good method was to be German (literdist, predominantly
from Greek), the not-so-good method was unmistakably French (naturdizing, more frequently from
Latin).

This nationdigtic oppostion was made dl the dronger by the Nagpoleonic invason, which
Schlelermacher opposed. The matter was quite immediate. On 24 June 1813, as the lecture was
being ddivered in Belin, the future of Europe hung in the badance. Napoleon had made
congderable advances at the battles of Litzen and Bautzen the previous month; on 4 June he had
sgned the Pleswitz armigtice; the Prague congress was to open on 5 July. The question in Berlin
was what kind of peace should be sought with the French. We know -Schlelermacher probably did
not know as he spoke - that Ngpoleon was using the armitice to build up his army; we adso know
the French were to have new victories a Dresden in late August and at Leipzig in October. But for
Schleermacher and his audience, in Berlin on 24 June 1813, the fighting might well have been over.
Theirs was a moment to debate about what kind of nation or Sate they wanted a humiliated Prussa
to be. And Schleermacher, to tell dl, was not looking for compromises. He had little contextua
reason to look kindly upon a French trandation method.

Does this mean Napoleon explains Schieermacher? The war Stuation was certainly pertinent,
but so were many other contexts. One could seek illuminaion in Schleiermacher’s theology, his
Protestant hermeneutics, his own trandations of Plato, his work as a trandation critic, his
relaionship with the king, and so on. Attention should dso be paid to certain juridicd traditions and
ethnic tensons that we shall meet further down the track. Ngpoleon was only one of many factors
that we can group together as ‘local context’.

Of course, every trandation theory has asmilar series of local contexts. There have been many
immediate reasons for turning to a binary modd of trandation methods. The loca reasons can
explain the turning. In this case, Ngpoleon can explan the specific binarism of German versus
French. Yet we must dso explain how and why a whole series of trandation theories has tended to
turn in terms of twos, and why Schleiermacher’s text in particular has remained pertinent - or has
become newly pertinent - well beyond anything to do with Ngpoleon. The loca contexts exit, but
they cannot provide dl the answers to our questions.

If we dring historica trandation theories together, we get a very different kind of context, as
vadt asit is abstract. Beyond his specificaly Germanic antecedents, Schielermacher’ s separation of
two dternatives connect with a network reaching back at least to Cicero’s “ut interpres / ut orator’.
Usudly expressed as fiddity to one of two levels, the basic binarism regppears in more recent pairs
such as ‘formd’ versus ‘dynamic’ (Nida), ‘semantic’ versus ‘communicative (Newmark), ‘anti-
illusory’” versus ‘illusory’ (Levy), ‘adequate versus ‘gppropriate (Toury), ‘overt’ versus ‘covert’



(House), ‘documenta’ versus ‘ingrumentd’ (Nord), and ‘resistant’ versus ‘transparent’ (Venuti).
Not al these twentieth-century theorists follow Schleiermacher’s preference; most of them would
accept clines going from one pole to the other, with a whole series of middling strategies. Yet the
badc binaism remans anyway, not just in the mode of thought but more importantly in the
generdized refusd to consder the trandator, or the place of the trandator, as a viable third term.
No great effort is needed to fit Schieermacher into this quite contemporary context. The history of
trandation theory thus brings us to a second kind of local context, the trandation studies of our own
day and age.

This means Schledermacher’s lecture is dready embedded in our contemporary context.
Although the words | have in front of me, in German, are perhaps the same as they were in 1813,
their import has inevitably been modulated, for me, by what | have read from or of those words: the
versions trandated by Vaentin Garcia Yebra, André Lefevere or Antoine Berman; the public
readings and commentaries by Ortegay Gasset, Lawrence Venuti, and severd others. | cannot help
but recaive the text that functions, dl forty odd pages of it, within the trandation studies of our
shared present. The two loca contexts - 1813 and the present day - are thus aready connected,
since both areimbricated in the long history of abstract trandation theory, and both bear on the text.

Of course, if | were happy about this existing connection, | would have no reason to draw
atention to it. Things might as wdl say as they are. Hidtoricd theories could happily go on
conjugating each other, with never so much as a wink to any concrete trandator in any concrete
society, nether in 1813 nor now. Yet there is something fundamentaly wrong with this kind of
connection between historica contexts. Theories don't do anything; people do things with theories.
An dternative kind of linkage must be a work.

How important is the relation between Schleiermacher’s lecture and its Napoleonic context of
1813? We can certainly consgtruct an image of is origind reception - its ‘implied receiver’ -, but no
one in our shared presant, as far as | know, is vitaly interested in debating whether Berlin should
have welcomed Napoleon, whether Prussia should have a French-speaking king, or how Germanic
culture might best achieve culturd supremacy. The problems we bring to Schleermacher are quite
different, or should be. If anyone is to pay attention to what we are doing - and | think trandation
studies should be speaking to more than just trandation scholars - the problems we bring to texts
must be of importance to oursalves and, hopefully, to our age. And if truly important, they should
not be hidden or depersondized. If | am intimately concerned by one aspect of Schleiermacher’s
text, there isagood chance that othersin our shared loca context will be smilarly concerned. In the
end, we are the only active connection between the historical contexts. Ours are the only problems
that redlly count. If not, why read and re-read these theories of the past?

As chance would have it, a wilfully individuad mode of reading is particulaly wdl suited to
Schleiermacher’ s text. His arguments sheathe a series of open questions that beg persond answers.
Depersondized readings tend to sort, andyze and historicize these questions. Some ask about
Napoleon so as not to talk about more recent invasions. Y et once a reasonable amount of work has



been done to understand the questions - the local context of 1813 must be respected -, one can
indulge in the luxury of answering afew of them directly, asif they had been asked here and now.
We can understand Ngpoleon but then answer on the basis of Bosnia, for example. In fact, we must
do this, snce the text we have before us dready functions here and now. The most vitd issues are
dready present. Schlelermacher’s questions might be an expresson of his age, but some of them
can be answered in our own.

This gpproach forces me to consder two separate things. On the one hand, | must read the text
asit exigts, as| find it here and now. On the other, | must relate the text to certain socid logics that
could make 1813 pertinent to our Situation today.

| start with what the text could be about.

Armin Paul Frank has quite correctly pointed out that Schieermacher’s binary precept does
remarkably little to help empiricd trandation andyss. It comes with no lig of text features
exemplifying dther trandation method; we have no reference to any actud trandation; and as for
moving authors or readers, the empirica redlity is tha, as Frank puts it, ‘the reader either dts or
stands or waks with a book of trandations in his hand, as arule equidistant to his eyes .3 The idea
of moving people must be a mere metgphor for trandation, just one link in along chain of metaphors
srung across Schledermacher’s text and down through the history of binarisms. Indeed, snce
Schleiermacher makes no reference to any actud trandation, his text is perhaps nothing but a chain
of metgphors, without a stable object. He gets us s0 involved in mobile figures that we seem never
to come to grips with trandation itself. On the practicd levd, thetext is rather empty.

Yet this is an excessvely unhappy concluson. If Schleermacher is not particularly useful for
understanding trandations, perhaps his profundity lies esewhere. | sugpect histext, despiteitstitle, is
not primarily about trandation at al. What if its references to trandation congtituted a metaphor for
something e ss? We would then have a dightly longer chain of metaphors, or perhaps a sequence of
‘metas’ in search of a‘phor’.4 But where should we then find a resting place for the philosopher’s
references?

Let us suppose Schleiermacher’s prime concern is not trandation as such but something as
vague and as vast as asense of living in acommunity, a home, at ease with onesdf and with others,
in the present and in the future, but most importantly within certain limits, particularly the spatid limits
of community as place. Let me summarize this complex concern as a problematic of socid
‘belonging’. Thisisaconvenient supposition because numerous exiles, displaced persons, Bosnians,
Serbs and Croats are currently very interested in culturd belonging. | have even been interested
enough to relate the term to trandation processes® So there is a certain current and persona
interest in making Schieermacher tak about belonging. The result is rather curious. Rather than
manipulate metaphors to say something about trandation, his text can be seen as manipulating
trandation as a metgphor of belonging. From this perspective, the apparently metaphorica
movements of readers and authors become the real movements of people from one frame of



belonging to another. After dl, if people didn't move, there would be no trandation. Perhaps
trandation, as a metgphor, does no more than express the movements of people. When
Schleiermacher talks about moving authors and readers, it is ultimately because some authors and
readers - as physical people - redly do move.

This could be a rather upsetting reversal of priorities. Trandation is supposed to be the prime
interest of those of us who willingly cadl oursdves trandation scholars. | doubt, however, that
trandation is what we are most concerned about as citizens and physica people. Some of us may
have been born with an innate interest in the subject - there are strange people wandering around
trandation sudies -; some of our financing might come from inditutions that see trandation as an end
in itsdf; but | suggest that belonging is a far more general and even more serious concern. Most of
us are here because of discontent with non-trandative modes of belonging to aliterature, to a culture
or to acommunity. | further suggest that the officia bodies financing us are interested not directly in
trandation but in encouraging one mode of belonging or another. If thisis a least partly true, our
gpparent reversal of Schleiermacher’s ‘meta and ‘phor’ is not as isolated or perverse at it could
Seem.

Some might dill object that, as trandation scholars, we study subjectivities, subject positions,
and other things that should not be confused with anything as grossy nai ve as ‘physcd peopl€e,
neither moving nor sedentary. Two quick replies should suffice (we have along way to go). Firs,
anyone who says subjects cannot belong to two places a once - and we shadl see how
Schleermacher says this - is dready confusing physcd with mord redity. If there are only two
movements, it is primarily because a physicd person can't walk backwards and forwards at the
same time. Second, the idea of physica people by no means excludes the andys's of subjectivities.
As aphysca person | can't be in two places a one, but as a trandating subjectivity | can dance
over many places, smultaneoudy backwards and forwards, untethered to any auctorid ‘1-here-
now’.

Schleiermacher does in fact develop a quite complex theory of subject positions, particularly
when congtructing the kind of place to which people should belong and the kinds of foreignness they
should thus experience. This happens right a the core of the text, a the point where the two
methods are outlined and the preferred method is explained and defended. Let us momentarily
suspend the surrounding arguments. Let us see what is said at this point, and how it issaid.

Schleiermacher’s literdigt trandator - the good trandator - follows the source text as closely as
possible so that readers may experience what Lefevere, trandating Schielermacher, renders as ‘a
sense of the strange, ‘this feding of being faced with something foreign’ (‘ das Geftinl des fremden’,
‘dal3 sie audandisches vor sich haben').6 The difficulty with this method is that such literdism (‘the
trandation follows the turns taken by the origind’), as the highest and mogt difficult art, comes close
to the easiest and most foolish, that of nai ve trandationese. Trandators risk going too far, betraying
themsalves and their language. They risk upsetting what Lefevere labels ‘the most ddlicate bdance,



strangdly trandating what Schieiermacher cdlls ‘diefeinge Linie, the finest of lines.” But this balance
or line, says Schieilermacher, will be upset in any case ‘ because everyone drikes that balance alittle
differently’, ‘well jeder sich diese Linie etwas anders zieht' 8 Lefevere' s redrawing of the line as a
baance is unfortunate for our reading, snce lines tend to concern belonging in a way that baances
don't. Yet Schlelermacher’s gpparently unavoidable risk, be it upsetting abalance or crossing aline,
isin any case expressed in a number of rather peculiar ways, as a series of rhetoricd questions,
each involving a metgphor of one kind or another, many of them requiring answers. Here is the way
he describes his preferred trandation method:

... man muf3 gestehen, dieses mit Kunst und Maal3 zu thun, ohne eigenen Nachteil und ohne
Nachtell der Sprache, dies igt vidlecht die grofde Schwierigket die unser Uebersezer zu
Uberwinden hat. [...] Wer moéchte nicht seine Muttersprache Uberdl in der volksgemalesten
Schonhelt auftreten lassen, deren jede Gattung nur fahig ist? Wer mochte nicht lieber Kinder
erzeugen, die das véterliche Geschlecht rein darselen, ds Blendlinge? Wer wird sich gern
auflegen in minder leichten und anmuthigen Bewegungen sich zu zeigen ds er wol konnte, und
biswellen weniggtens schroff und seif zu erscheinen, um dem Leser so angdt6llig zu werden as
ndthig it damit er das Bewul¥sain der Sache nicht verliere? Wer wird sch gern gefalen
lassen, dal? er fur unbeholfen gehdten werde, indem er sich befleildget der fremden Sprache
S0 nahe zu bleiben ds die eigene es nur erlaubt, und dal?3 man ihn, wie Eltern, die ihre Kinder
den Kungspringern Ubergeben, taddt, dal3 er seine Muttersprache, andatt se in ihrer
heimischen Turnkung gewandt zu Uben, an ausl&ndische und unnattirliche Verrenkungen
gewohnel Wer mag endlich gern gerade von den gréfen Kennern und Mestern am
miladigsten beléchdt werden, dal3 Se sein mihsames und voreiliges Deutsch nicht verstehen
wirden, wenn se nicht ihr helenisches und romisches dazu ndhmen! Dies dnd die
Entsagungen die jener Uebersezer nothwendig tbernehmen mul3, dies die Gefahren denen er
Sch aussetzt, wenn er in dem Bestreben den Ton der Sprache fremd zu haten nicht die feingte
Linie beobachtet [...]°

... it will have to be admitted that to achieve this with good measure and in an artful manner,
without disadvantage to on€'s language or onesdf, is probably the biggest difficulty our
trandator has to overcome. The attempt seems to me to be the strangest form of humiligtion a
writer who is not a bad writer can impose on himself. Who would not like to dlow his mother
tongue to stand forth everywhere in the most universaly appeding beauty each genre is able
to give? Who would not rather dre children who are their parents pure effigy and not
bastards? Who would willingly force himsdf to gppear in movements less light and degant
than those he is capable of, to gppear diff and brutd, a least at times, and to shock the
reader as much as is necessary to keep him aware of what he is doing? Who would put up
with being thought clumsy by trying to say as dose to the foreign language as his own
language dlows? Who would suffer being accused of bending his mother tongue to foreign




and unnaturd didocations indead of skillfully exercgng it in its own natural gymnastics - not
unlike parents who abandon their children to acrobats? Findly, who would like to be exposed
to the compassonate smiles of the greatest masters and experts who would be unable to
understand his laborious and ill-consdered German if they were unable to supplement it with

their Latin and Greek? These are the sacrifices every trandator is forced to make, these are
the dangers he exposes himsdf to when he fails to observe the most ddicate baance in his
attempts to keep the tone of the language foreign.10

The metaphors that | have put in italics seem to make the preferred trandation method quite a
terrible thing. But where did this plethora of negeative metaphors come from? What are they doing
here?

Mog of the images had been dumming around trandation theory for many years. Compare the
centra part of the above passage with Dryden’s well-known criticiam of literdism (‘ metaphrase’) in
1680:

‘“Tis much like dancing on ropes with fettered legs aman may shun afdl by using caution; but
gracefulness of motion is not to be expected: and when we have said the best of it, ‘tis but a
foolish task; for no sober man would put himsdf into a danger for the gpplause of escaping
without bresking his neck.11

Like Dryden, Schieiermacher refers to unnaturd movements, to the trandator as a sSdeshow
performer. He smilarly recognizes these as the ‘dangers of literalism (‘these are the dangers he
exposes himsdf to...”, in the above passage). And yet, since Schieiermacher ultimately supports the
literdism that Dryden shuns, he ironizes these negative vaues in two ways. Firg, he mixes in a
bizarre isotopic complex based on the family (mother tongue, unnaturd children, children
abandoned to acrobats). Second, he sneaks in a quite positive aim: ‘to shock the reader as much as
is necessary to keep him aware of what he is doing' (i.e. so readers know they are reading a
trandation), announcing what amounts to trandative diendaion effects. And then, the ‘dangers are
described as ‘renunciations (' Entsagungen’). Lefevere trandates these as ‘the sacrifices every
trandator isforced to make . Something peculiar is happening here.

Schielermacher’ sterm ‘ Entsagungen’ would normdly be suited to renouncing a pleasure. It may
be compared, for example, with a puritan ‘Kolonie der Entsagung’ (‘ renunciation colony’) where
meat, tobacco and alcohol were outlawed.12 Although Schieiermacher’s metaphors in the above
passage would perhaps suggest a more erotic range of pleasures, his idea of renunciation could ill
be dmilar to tha of the ‘renunciaion colony’ (we will come to the important difference in a
moment). Thiskind of renunciation is not necessarily a sacrifice. A sacrifice is aloss, determined by
a baance shedt, in accordance with the long-standing idea that the trandator can't convey
everything and so has to ditch something. A renunciation, on the other hand, is a more mora action,
defining aline one could cross but chooses not to. As a Protestant preacher, Schleiermacher would



no doubt have preferred this second reading.

Yet we gill have to define his line, the one Lefevere converts into a baance. And we have to
ask what side of it Schleiermacher was standing on.13 Schieiermacher doesn’t do much to help us
here. His mixing of metaphors in the above passage, one of the lighter moments in prose, merely
uses irony to get severd quite serious arguments out of the way, as if the traditiona objections to
literalism were a sevies of rhetoricd questions to which we al knew the answers. Yet do we know
how to answer these questions? Do the various metaphors enable us to decide one way or the
other?

Schleiermacher’s text digtributes vaues that are strongly poditive or strongly neggtive. In the
above passage, the pogitive paradigm comprises mother-language beauty, paternd lineage, easy and
elegant movement, acceptance, naturdness, and customary exercise. These vaues would idedly
offset as many negative values comprisng an dternative paradigm, balancing the rhetorica questions
(gnce Lefevere introduces baances). We could thus arrange the vaues in terms of pardld ligs like
the following, leaving the more problematic terms in German until we know how to trandate them:

mother-language beauty ?

‘ das véterliche Geschlecht’ ‘Blendlinge’ ?

light and degant iff and bruta

accepted (forgotten) ridiculed (remembered)

‘hemische Turnkung’ ‘aud &ndische und unnattrliche Verrenkungen’
naturd gymnastics foreign and unnatura didocations

greatest masters and experts laborious and ill-considered

(naturd) (unnaturd)

Even limited to these few terms, the negative paradigm seems awkwardly digtorted. Although
Schleermacher reminds us severd times that unnaturad movements can lead to ridicule, dthough he
perturbs this negativity by associating ridicule with remembrance, with the pogtive vaues of
dienation effects, he says very little aout the negation of the mother language and ‘das véterliche
Geschlecht’ (Lefevere's ‘parents pure effigy’). In fact, the only negative vaue he offers on this
particular horizontd level is the word ‘Blendlinge (plurd of ‘Blendling’), whatever that means.
Hence two questions. First, why is Schleermacher so slent about the negation of mother and
father? And second, why are ‘Blendlinge here on the ‘unnaturd’ sde, when one sense of the
German term is, as Lefevere knows, ‘naturd children’? Exactly what are these ‘Blendlinge’, and
where do they beong?

In the locd context of 1813, dl the above rhetorical questions should probably have been
answvered in favour of mother-language beauty and ‘das véterliche Geschlecht’, ‘parents pure
effigy’ for Lefevere, ‘paternd lineage for dmost everyone ese. Does the difference redly matter?
Everyone is supposed to like - and be like - their parents, and dad is supposed to like - and be like



- mum. The superficid recaiver or even trandator, superficidly male, is thus supposed to cry out
agang the very thought of engendering ‘Blendlinge. But how should we answer, now that we have
peeked beyond Lefevere's trandation and know at least the difference between mother-language
beauty and ‘das véterliche Geschlecht’, not to mention the differences that might give us a non-
maternd beauty (snce ‘véaerlich’ should mean ‘paternd’). If mum and dad are not amilarly
baanced, what will the result be? If only we knew what sort of danger or renunciation these
‘Blendlinge actudly involved. Here lies the crux of the problem, the question that results from dl
others. Let's make sure we understand the question, the nature or unnaturalness of ‘Blendlinge,
before saying whether or not we would prefer to produce any.

One way of gpproaching difficult terms is to trandate them or to see how they tave been
trandated. Garcia Yebra renders the ‘Blendlinge sentence as follows: ‘¢Quién no prefiere
engendrar hijos que muestren genuinamente € lingje paterno, antes que mestizos? .14 And Berman:
‘Qui ne préférerait engendrer des enfants présentant avec pureté la lignée paterndlle, plutét que des
sang-méés? 15 L efevere, as we have seen, puts things alittle differently: ‘Who would not rather sire
children who are their parents pure effigy, and not bastards? .16 All these trandations are
potentidly judifiable. Yet they differ sgnificantly in rhetorical force, and rhetoric is of some
importance when draddling the finest of lines (or driking the most ddicate of baances). Are
‘Blendlinge’ just the technicd ‘children of mixed blood” expressed in Cadtilian and French, or the
more abrupt and less specific ‘bastards of English? Why does Lefevere use the verb ‘sre’, whichis
surely more suited to horses than to human propagation yet perhaps aso underscores the presumed
maleness of Schlelermacher’s interlocutor? Garcia Y ebra and Berman seem to take the question
serioudy; Lefevere projects rather more than Schleermacher’s petty irony. When using these
trandations, much depends on the vaues we sow across this peculiar word ‘Blendlinge’ and its
surrounding semantic fied.

Lefevere's ‘bagards, to sart with the most surprisng term, is not entirdy out of place.
Certainly not a nice word, it does have some redeeming ambiguities. Informa expressonslike ‘Y ou
lucky bastard!” suggest it's not al bad. Further, according to a citation from Life surfacing in
Webgter, ‘ The nicest thing an Aussie can call you is abloody fine bastard’ .17 So for Audtrdians, of
which I’'m one, the ogtensible insult could even convey affection, perhaps ensuing from the shared
illegitimacy of ill-gotten gains or geographica didocation. Although more specificdly a child born
outside of wedlock, a bastard can aso be ‘a hybrid, especialy an accidenta or inferior ong' .18 Yet
this second frame moves the term away from semes of humanness. Hence, perhaps, Lefevere's
choice of ‘dre’, to go dong with this movement, once more in the interests of balance. The kind of
bastard Lefevere is talking about seems more like a crossbred horse than an illegitimate human. But
the etymology of ‘bagstard’ blurs even this digtinction. The thirteenth-century origin is often given as
the medievd Latin ‘bastum’, ‘packsaddl€’, corresponding to the Medieva English ‘bast’ and the
modern French ‘bét’, alowing ‘bastard’ to be read as ‘ child of the packsaddi€’, the child conceived
while travelling and not in the marriage bed. A movement away from the marriage bed - the
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marriage of mother tongue and fatherland, of bdanced and smilar likeness - risks producing
bastards, and these might be ‘Blendlinge' .

| mugt confess a certain persond interest in the idea of illegitimacy ensuing from traved. | mysdf
have dred a child, as Lefevere would have us say, wdl away from anything | would cdl home. To
compound the illegitimacy, my daughter is of mixed blood. When Schleiermacher asks his rhetoricd
guestion about who would want to produce ‘Blendlinge’, when a certain implied receiver should
step out from 1813 and disclaim any desire to create mixed children, bastards, acrobats, things siff
and stuck out along way from home, how should | answer the question? Should | seek repentance
for having produced a ‘Blendlingin’ (or having used the word)? But the problem is not just mine.
And we dill need to find out about the term.

Garcia Yebra's ‘megtizos and Berman's ‘sang-méés’, perhaps less upsetting than Lefevere's
‘bastards , are neverthdess intriguing in their gpoparent neutrdity. The Cadtilian ‘mestizo’ dates from
the American conquests, probably from 1600 when it was used by Garcilaso d Inca, himsdf a
mesizo and sometime trandator from Quechua into Cadtilian. The Robert dates ‘sang-mé@é from
1798, defining it as ‘a person resulting from the crossing of different races (especidly the white and
black races)’.19 ‘Métis, the dosest given synonym, is asimilarly late arriva in French, coming from
Portuguese or Cadtilian at the beginning of the seventeenth century. The near synonym ‘mulére , a
more specific mixture of back and white, came from Cadtilian in the same period, bringing with it a
hidden stratum of ‘young mul€, which nevertheless seems to have no relation to packsaddle
bagtards. The English terms ‘mestizo’ and ‘mulatto’ dso came from Cadtilian. The further synonym
‘hdf-caste’ was derived from the sixteenth-century Portuguese ‘castal, meaning ‘race, breed,
ancestry’, dso found in Cadtilian. This rich and productive semantic fied, even without the most
abusive terms, dates from the great colonid powers of Europe, with the individua terms following a
peculiar trandatio imperii from language to language, colonizer to colonizer. The terms moved
because people moved and mixed. But what then of ‘Blendlinge', from alanguage that, as Bismarck
knew, had colonizers but no red colonies?

Grimms dictionary (1860) follows this generd movement when it describes ‘Blendlinge’ as
‘habschlachtige kinder [haf-cast children], mulatten’. But ‘Blendling’ is dso glossed as ‘nothus,
hibrida, ubr iV, bastart [bastard] und zwitter [hermaphrodite!], wodurch die reine, nattirliche art
getribt und gemischt wird, von menschen, thieren und pflanzen [of people, animds and plants, in
which the pure, naturad species is blurred and mixed]. in diesem wort gewahrt man deutlich den
zusammenhang zwischen blenden und blanden (s. blind) [showing the relationship between the verbs
‘blenden’ and ‘blanden’].’20 This latter mixing of verbs is of some interest. The German * blenden’
means ‘to blind, to dazzle, to shine, to glitter like false gold (‘Blend€’),” or ‘to deceive . The other
verb, ‘blanden’, ‘to mix’, is alogt form followed through in the English ‘to blend’. The blending is
somehow blinding. The line or border between pure species is blurred, obscured, made fuzzy. The
ontologica problem of pure categories is thus fundamentaly related to the episemologica problem
of percaiving purity, of defining or obscuring the (linedl) difference between categories. In 1900 we
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find the Muret-Sanders German-English dictionary listing ‘Blendling’ as not just a ‘Bastard’ or
‘Mischling’ but dso a‘Blender’ (‘ someone who deceives, who makes something look better than it
is) and even ‘asilly or credulous person’, presumably someone taken in by the deception.?! Paul’s
1992 dictionary?2 underscores the racid readings by dating ‘Blending’ to the language of
seventeenth-century dog breeders, dthough he dso offers the rather engaging syntagm * Abenteurer,
MUrigganger und Blendlinge', perhaps trandatable as ‘ adventurers, idiers and Blendlinge' .

If this wide semantic range can be projected onto Schleiermacher, the result is more than the
colonidist mix that colours our reading. ‘Blendlinge are most interestingly associated with a rather
exotic kind of commerce, perhaps originaly of fancy dogs but so of the kind carried out by people
who are vagrant, idle, adventurous, deceptive, dy, cunning and showy, living off deviant kills, no
doubt like travelling acrobats who make children perform dl sorts of strange tricks, perhaps like
bad trandators. The register is decidedly suspect. Now that we know more or less what
‘Blendlinge means, we might as wdll leave the term untrandated, to maintain its polysemy.

In light of this extended range, Lefevere's ‘bagtards’ at least brings out some of the bizarre
possibilities conceded in Schleermacher’s choice of words. Although the good German receiver is
probably sill supposed to cry out againgt wayward ddliance, there remains something quite
fascinating in dl these movements avay from home. Blendlinge might be inferior, they might mideed,
but they could dso offer agood ded or agood time. One wonders if Schleiermacher could entirely
suppress their apped.

As we have noted, the philosopher-preacher describes Blendlinge and their strange associates
as ‘Entsagungen’, renunciations that trandators must make, as well as ‘ Gefahren’, risks or dangers
to which trandators expose themsdves. But how is it that the renunciaions in this case do not
correspond to substantiad dangers? If we were talking about meat, tobacco and acohoal, as in the
‘renunciation colony’, the danger would perhaps be the thing renounced. Y et here the danger is the
act of renunciation itself, ance what is renounced is none other than the pure category, the non-
Blendling, be it of nature, race or language. The trandator renounces good honest home life and
decidesto run risks. As an act of sdf-sacrifice on behdf of those condemned to Say a home, thisis
surely not al bad. It would be rather like Soviet spies risking exposure to capitaist decadence, or
censorship committees risking exposure to pornography so thelir home societies might remain pure.
A fine axceticiam! These are not unambiguous forms of renunciation, and Schieermacher
gppreciates the ambiguity. He admits that ‘since dl good is mixed with some bad', the trandator
should smply try to get as much of the good and as little of the bad as possible. Impeccable advice.
But as we follow through this ethics of impurity, who can redly be sure which sde is good - for
whom? - and which is bad. And where do the Blendlinge lie? Do they bring more good than bad?
Schldermacher is, after dl, arguing in favour of a literdigt trandation method associated with this
term. His argument must express a least some discontent with non-Blendlinge, with the natura
belonging of closed family life.



Lori Chamberlain has glossed the above passage about Blendlinge (actualy ‘bastards’, since
she unguestioningly cites Lefevere' s trandation) as if Schleiermacher were amply saying tha ‘the
trandator, as father, must be true to the mother-language in order to produce legitimate offspring’ .23
This reading is only possible if one overlooks the textud function of the rhetorica questions. Within
the questions, Schleiermacher does indeed project his implied receiver as a man concerned about
engendering pure children; he does indeed presuppose that legitimacy and purity are superior
vaues. But these values are only for the non-trandator, for the writer who can avoid the ambiguous
dangers and renunciations of trandation. Many problems ensue if we follow Chamberlain’s reading
and project these vaues directly onto Schleiermacher’s trandator, either good nor bad. Gendered
readings of isolated passages are not enough. On the leved of the text as awhole, Schleiermacher’s
family scene certainly has German playing mother language, but then Prussa, perhgps dso the
Germany to be, takes up the role of fatherland. Legitimacy is a territorid as well as gendered
concern. The naturd product of mother and father is a child in the process of growing up,
developing ‘natura’ movements by peforming ‘customary’ exercises, idedly according to the
nature and customs of a particular national space. But, intimates Schlelermacher in 1813 - a context
of no concern to Chamblerlain -, this mother is more like a nurse or a surrogate, snce the German
language has to be deveoped for intellectud activities before its family can be formed with dl due
propriety: ‘ So lange die Muttersprache fr diese noch nicht gebildet ist, blelbt digenige Sprache die
partielle Muttersprache 24, for as long as German was not sufficiently developed for the work of
red intdlectuds, it was only a partiad mother langauge. Nor, we should add, were the German dtates
a complete fatherland in any strong politicd sense of the term, given ther fragmentation and the
presence of Napoleonic armies. Their child was necessarily ‘ein werdende Volk’ 25, a people with a
future, a people whose vaues were to be more than those inherited from the past. Since the mother
is not a red mother, the father is not yet an entirely legitimate father, and the child is caled upon to
become rather more than a‘pure effigy’ of its parents, there can be no question of Smply opposing
the impurity of Blendlinge to the unblemished virtue of any immediady hagopy family. Non-
trandation, dthough potentidly pure, is not a viable solution in this case. The naturd German child is
perhaps adso a bastard. Schielermacher’s rhetorical questions, posing a choice between home and
away, could not be answered clearly because neither of its terms was clear. Good and bad lay on
both sides. The preacher could only state the problem and move on to more metaphors.

This is why Schieermacher poses the question of Blendlinge but falls to recruit them into any
programme of action. Although he could have good reason to include some intercultural subjectsin
a defence of literalism, and perhaps even a hidden inclination to do 0, he does precisdy the
opposite. Elsawhere in the text, away from the actud ste where the Blendlinge are formulated, he
takes rather unnaturd pains to exclude them and everything that could be associated with them. It is
an interesting and informative suppresson.

We have seen that the foreignizing trandaion method recommended by Schiedermacher -
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moving the reader rather than the author - is to be German, opposing the implicitly French method
of naturdizing foreign authors. Schleermacher’s palitical oppostion to French expangoniam in
Germany was entirely congruent with his arguments againgt French annexation through trandation.
His preference for the more literdist trandation method is thus a preference for one particular way
of condructing a nationd place, and an argument againgt another. Y et thisis no smple pitting of the
good German againg the bad French. If there is nationdism here, it is progressve and didectic
rather than datic or backward-looking. Despite decontructionist or Benjaminian readings of
Schleiermacher, no origin or fal is a sake. The god is very cearly the future, expressed in not
dtogether gratuitous military terms. ‘wir konnen nicht zuriikk und miissen durch’ 26, there was no
going back for the Germans. Since the primary oppodtion is not between nations as such but
between two ways of developing nationd identity, Schleiermacher’s is a second-degree nationalism,
a differentiation - in something like the mathematicad sense - of the moving geopoalitical frontier
separating France and Germany. Yet it is nationaism nevertheless. French trandators are supposed
to bring foreign authors into the French fold; German trandators have to make their readers travel to
meet foreign authors. The two methods belong to two cultures separated by a thin and much
chalenged line. Not a baance but aline, aborder.

The idea of different kinds of movement taking place in France and Germany is not entirey
metaphorica. Over and above nationd preferences with respect to trandation strategies, French
centralism has long tended to bring foreign intdlectuas into a common fold, notably Paris, whereas
the lack of a German cultura capital has traditionaly been a mgjor reason for the outward journeys
of many readers, writers and trandators as reader-writers. Underlying or perhaps expressing such
differences, the French tranamisson of citizenship is preferentidly through jus solis, whereas the
Germany of outward movements attaches far greater weight to jus sanguinis. A centraized culture
asociates belonging with land and takes others in; an outward-looking culture extends its belonging
over distance and thus follows blood-ties rather than geography. A foreign child born in France can
be French; a foreign child born in Germany will usudly remain foreign. These questions are worth
talking about because they are being debated and chalenged as | write.2”

| have no dedre to leave French and German cultures permanently characterized in this way.
Nor do | want to suggest that Schleiermacher was expressng some essentid Germanness. His
ultimate am was ogtensbly to make the German language a storehouse of world literature, which
could then attract foreigners in a remarkably French way. The wider higtoricd movement should
perhaps have been a trandaio imperii from France to Germany. But my point is more mundane.

Any theory that recognizes inward and outward culturd movements mugt find a place for
Blendlinge, at least in order to place the mixed children that tend to ensue from such movements. It
would be difficult to ignore them. And yet excluson is precisely Schieermacher’s drategy. Here is
his method: Rule one dlows an inward directiondity (movement of the author), rule two dlows a
superior outward directiondity (movement of the reader), and there isa quite logica but rardly cited
rule three. Rule three says there is no rule three ‘Es snd namlich nicht mehr Verfahrungsarten
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maglich’ 28, there are Smply no other ways of proceeding. The negation is repeated and reveding.
The movement must be dther inward or outward. The two cannot be mixed. The trandator must
work one way or the other. You can't walk backwards and forwards a the same time. In
geopolitical terms this means one cannot stay on the frontier between France and Germany. Thereis
no neutrdity, no intermediary podtion, no Stting on the fence, no Ngpoleonic Prussa, no Alsace
Lorraine, no Dreyfus, no multicultura Sargevo (but we anticipate our loca contexts). As
Schlelermacher explicitly states, ‘“Wie Einem Lande, so auch Einer Sprache oder der andern, muf3
der Mensch sch entschliel¥en anzugehoren’, just as they must belong to one country, so people
must adhere to one language or another, ‘oder er schwebt hatungdos in unerfreulicher Mitte' 29, or
they will wander amlessly in what Lefevere terms ‘an uncomfortable middle ground’, for Berman
‘une position intermédiaire peu rgjouissante’ . And 0, in atext supposedly about trandation, we find
an explicit argument againgt the middle ground, assumed to be a place of non-beonging. Thisiswhy
| am interested in the exdudon of Blendlinge. This is why | think this text is primarily about
belonging.

The bulk of Schleiermacher’s lecture, pages and pages of it, is devoted to reinforcing the
excluson of Blendlinge on severd fronts Thisis first done by separating trandation proper from dl
dterndive drategies for transculturd communication. Trandation is to be distinguished from ord
interpreting, ‘ Dolmetschen’, which is suited merdly to commerce, to negotiations, to Stuations where
objects are more important than the mind or essence of a people.30 Roughly the same holds for
pargphrase or summarizing. Further, trandaion proper has nothing to do with bilinguaism,
apparently because perfect bilinguas don’'t need to read trandations3?, regardless of the fact that
such people might want to trandate for others. Trandation proper is moreover superior to language-
learning or the use of foreign languages for specia purposes, Snce one s true inner thoughts are only
born in the language to which one belongs. And one must belong. The king, says Schieiermacher,
can write in French, but if he is German his subgantid thought must fird be in German then
trandated into French.32 Further, since everyone must belong on one side or the other, since there is
no happy middle ground, the relations between French and German should be regulated by
trandation. Through trandation, no matter what the method, everything written in the Germanic
dates should be in German and everything in France in French, and rule three says there is nothing
in between. Such trandaion works agangt multilingudiam, agang the mixing of languages and
cultures, and often againg the survivd of sub-nationd didects. Thisiswhy atheory that distinguishes
between just two nationad modes of belonging, between just two kinds of movement, is dl the more
nationdist when these modes and movements are expressed through the metaphor of trandation.

Schleiermacher knew, far better than most of us, that modern trandation works in the interests
of national cultures. He knew that it works againgt middle grounds.

There are no red Blendlinge in Schieermacher’s programme because he gets rid of what |
would like to see as their privileged place. He does away with the middle ground; he refuses to
legitimize interculturd commerce, negatiations, the movement of objects as merchandise, ordity,
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multilingua subjects, interculturd people, adventurers, idlers and bastards. Schleiermacher’s
trandator seems to be a good nationd who has learned a foreign language only well enough to
experience ‘a sense of the drange’. His trandator must thus belong to the same community as the
reader.33 If this were not S0, trandators would risk living in the maigned middle ground, dong with
Blendlinge, or as Blendlinge themsdlves. It is safer, for a superficid reading of Schieermacher, to
recognize substantia intermediaries only as metgphors, according them a textud place in certain
trandations but no substantid place in the life of nations. Thisiswhy Schieermacher’ stext is mostly
read as atheory of trandation rather than as a campaign againg interculturdity.

What trandators is Schleiermacher talking about in this text? Where does this ‘ether/or’ logic
redly come from? Let me suggest a possible locd context, to give our reading a little historicd
weight. In March 1812 - just over ayear before Schleiermacher’ s lecture in Berlin -, Prussian Jews
were officidly ‘emancipated’ by a law of Nagpoleonic inspiration. They were accorded economic
and juridic equdity as citizens, but they could not be employed in the state adminigration, the legd
sysem or as military officers unless they had renounced Judaism. In these latter aress, those a the
core of the nation-gate, one was dither aJew or a Prussan. Any middle ground was purey for
commerce, for those who had not properly renounced.

The 1812 emancipation was just one moment in the long nineteenth-century debate over the
‘Jewish question’. The ‘either/or’ structure was much repeated in the course of this struggle. It
supported a whole logic of nationd identity that could not fail to resonae in Schleermacher’s
reasoning about trandation. Yet | must tread lightly here. | have no desire to tag Schieermacher as
more anti-Semitic than most of those around him, nor to pretend that anti-Semitism underlies dl
dichotomies in trandation theory or, indeed, dl culturd oppostion to the vaues of commerce. My
argument is amply that the *Jewish question’ provided a loca context in which this nationdigtic
ether/or logic was peculiarly active. This logic by no means overrode or excluded anti-French
sentiment: Jews were mistrusted precisely because they had welcomed Napoleon.34 And the
either/or Strategies were not dways deployed in order to exclude Jews. Severd pro-emancipation
dichotomies can be found in Erb and Bergmann's account of this period: In 1805 there was an
argument that Jews should have ether full emancpation or none a dl; in 1816 it was thought that
Jaws mugt either stop living as Jews or, if not, be brought socidly closer as Jews; in 1847 a further
argument doubled the dichotomy, reasoning that ‘ Jews are ether our friend or our enemy; if they are
our enemy we must either destroy them or befriend thent’ .35 Al these pro-emancipation arguments
were based on dichotomies reflecting those of anti-Semitic nationdism. On both sides of the
argument, the Jewish question was primordidly a matter of doing away with the middle ground. The
proposed solutions were not unimaginative. Alongside the cdls for ‘internal colonies (ghettoes),
there were those who regretted that Germany did not have an externa colony like Audtrdia, where
Britain had effectively got rid of its lowly Irish-proletarian Blendlinge. In 1892 we find a quite logicd
proposa that Germany ship excess Jews to its colony in New Guinea.36 The mind boggles. There
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were complex drategic relationships between colonidism and the excluded middle ground of
Europe. The two modes of interculturdity were connected. And Schieermacher’s ether/or
reasoning has become typicd of arguments againgt both kinds of interculturdity.

It would be foolhardy to suggest that dl trandators are Blendlinge, as if we knew about each of
them. Yet the complex semantics of the German term can be used as a field for producing
hypotheses about trandators. The many practica reasons for pursuing such hypotheses are based
on the idea that the trandator's knowledge of foreign languages and cultures requires a certan
subjective and socia displacement towards a middle ground.37 But the immediate interest of these
hypotheses lies in the fact that binary trandation theory effectively prohibits their formulation by
excluding the middle ground. In higtorica terms, the excluson suppresses most of the interculturd
peoples that have produced great trandators. It gets rid of the Zwischenstaaten that have long
mediated - and trandated - between France and Germany and are too easlly forgotten asthe gristle
of the European Union. It aso suppresses virtudly al the conceptud tools | use to think about
trandation. Schieermacher is concerned with works of the mind rather than with objects; | argue
that texts are objects that only move because of materidity. He says negotiation is only for
commerce, | see it as a frame for dl interculturd reationships. He excludes multilingualism as a
viable dternative to trandation; | believe it is often a better dternative. He says middle grounds are
unhappy and insubgantid; | try to find their principles, ther virtues and even their joys. He
establishes a metaphorica link between trandation and the movement of peope; | think people that
move make trandation happen. He ties the trandator to the recaiving community; | ask if trandators
belong to interculturad communities of traders, negotiators, diplomats, adventurers, idliers and
bastards.

The tremendous ambiguity of trandaion Sudiesis tha if one follows Schieermacher’s focus on
textud inputs and outputs, if one sees Blendlinge as no more than textud smulacra, subject
pogtions, points for linguigics and its forerunners and its hers, the fact of trandation can only
reinforce the cultura nationdlisms of separate languages, societies, cultures, systems, or minds. That
iswhy | am suspicious of models where interculturdity is merdly textud, embedded in trandations
within one language or culture, thus presupposing the limits of languages and cultures. Such
gpproaches play sraight into the hands of those who, across eastern and southern Europe and
indeed within recent debates on French and German citizenship, are fighting for the linguistic and
sanguinary occupation of territory. Even when deployed in literary isolation, such approaches tend
to help those who are increasingly intolerant of the less prestigious brands of Blendlinge. In thislight,
one might ask why contemporary trandation research in Europe' s larger countries is till marked by
rigorous separation of literary and non-literary trandation, separaing the higher works of nationd
identity from the base exchanges of interculturd commerce, in true Schieermacherian spirit. One
might also ask why the same countries (notably France and Germany), even within the commercid
sphere, invest condderable academic resources in the training of high-level conference interpreters




but very little in community interpreting. The socid function of literary trandation and conference
interpreting is implicitly to defend and strengthen nationd target languages rather than hdp those
displaced persons caught up in the less pretty sdes of interculturdity. There is as much bad as good
in thiskind of trandation studies.

On the other hand, if one focuses on Blendlinge as subgtantid people, as the intercultura
communities to which trandators could belong, trandation studies might promote mediation rather
than separation. Trandation history could help give such communities a substantid past; trandation
ethics should help develop their regimes; and the training of trandators could openly contribute to
their ranks. Hence the importance of Blendlinge in trandation studies. Hence the need at least to ask
if trandators redly beong one sde or the other. In some cases this question is highly reveding.
Spain's twdfth-century ‘School of Toledo’, for example, was the work of Jews, Conversos,
Mozarabs, Itdians, a smdl community of traveling European scientits and a few French
archbishops. The thirteenth-century glory of Spain’s Alfonso X, dubbed the ‘Wise' because of his
patronage of trandations, was actually due to the labours of Jews, Conversos, Mozarabs and
Itdians. A few quedtions in the right place can undo a good number of nationdist myths
Unfortunately, since the higtory of cultures has overwhelmingly been a higtory of naiond cultures,
the place and role of interculturd communities, Blendlinge, has conagtently been overlooked.
Trandation studies could help redress the balance, without drawing the nationdist lines.

To conclude my reading, let me answer the question even more explicitly, persondly and as a
trandator who is ultimately unafraid of a certain binary distinction between good and bad trandation
dudies. If | have a people of the future, ‘ein werdende Volk’, it is idedly the community of
intermediaries to which | belong. Thers is the best future in which | can paticipate. To produce
Blendlinge is not the risk of my task. It is the condition of my peopl€' s survivd, the reproduction of
my community. The mog ethicd birth, in this community, is a mixture of cultures So much for

beonging.

The most recent substantid reading of Schleilermacher is Lawrence Venuti’'s, presented as a long
atidein TTRin 1992.38 Venuti makes Schieiermacher aforerunner of his own categories of ‘fluent’
or ‘trangparent’ trandation, as opposed to a ‘resigtant’ trandation in which the reader is not fooled
by a domedticated foreign text. Thus, for Venuti, ‘Schleermacher’s concept of foreignizing
trandation condtitutes a resstance to dominant cultural vaues in German a the turn [i.e. beginning]
of the nineteenth century’ .3° Further, this concept ‘ can indeed offer away out’ of ‘the questionable
vaues that dominate Anglo-American and French culture’ today.40 Schleiermacher went againgt the
granin hisday, so his preferences can help us do the same here and now. Or so the story goes.
There is an underlying methodologicd difference between my reading and Venuti’s. Following a
line of marxist thought (elsewhere announced as Althusseriarf'l), Venuti goes to some length to
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atach Schleiermacher to a paticular socid cdlass, the German bourgeoise (thus explaining
Schleermacher’ sirony at the expense of ‘great masters and the French-speaking aristocracy). For
me, however, the work of trandators and trandation theorists seems more directly conditioned by
intercultura relations:42 Hence my interest in factors like Napoleon and the Jewish question, which
should at least be recognized as strong mediations overdetermining (if one wants to be Althusserian)
Schleiermacher’ s particular class location.

Y et this could remain a reatively minor difference in the present context. When Venuti  openly
characterizes Schleiermacher’ s project in terms of ‘its bourgeois individuaism and culturd ditism, its
Prussian nationdism and German universdism’ 43, he does so merely in order to take the wind out of
mog critics sals All these implicitly negative vaues are no more than the dangers, the risks, that
are gpparently outweighed by the one good thing to come from Schielermacher’s theory: Venuti
goes on to date that Schleiermacher’s text ‘does contain the (inadvertent) suggestion that
foreignizing trandation can dter the socid divisons figured in these ideologies, can promote culturd
change through its work on the target language 44 This is true. Schleermacher does indeed
recognize the posshility of change. But how can Venuti be so sure that the one pogitive vadue - this
frugratingly empty ‘culturd change - outweighs the accumulative negative vaues of individudiam,
eitiam, nationdism and universdism? The latter do at least look like rather heavy charges, with
rather precise higorica contents. And how does Venuti know Schielermacher’s idea of change is
contradictory to these ideologies? One should not forget that Hitler prohibited ‘domesticating'
trandation, and did so in rather Schleiermacherian terms, not just to make German a technological
Wetsprache but aso to develop Nazi culturd refinement.4> And Nazism cannot be accused of
leaving socid reaionships unchanged. In the end, Venuti recommends that we try a certain
trandation method because it might bring aout a pogtive result in the future, even though it has
been associated with a few ambiguous results in the past. What is the basis for this tremendous act
of fath?

For Venuti, Schieermacher is margindly good because he opposes commerce. Schleiermacher
does indeed say (through Lefevere) that ‘the interpreter plies his trade in the field of commerce; the
trandator proper operates manly in the fidds of at and scholarship’. Venuti glosses this as
‘opposition to capitdist economic practices .46 Summarizing Venuti, Shery Smon then quite
sunningly states that ‘ Schieermacher identifies the culturd as the enemy of the commercid’ and
that, as some kind of consequence, ‘work on language in dl its dimendons (both at the leve of the
text and in internationd commercid publishing) can help redress the inequdities that nowadays work
to the advantage of transatlantic English’ 47 What? Schleiermacher seems to have been swept up
into a Formaist argument that difficult reading will somehow improve the world. Severd things are
wrong here.

Fird, as Venuti well gppreciates, Schieermacher’s recommended method (like Hitler's) was
designed to drengthen German as a target language that could then become a mgor source
language. And yet Venuti (like Smon) gppears to believe the same method will make English and



v

French target languages weeker or a least closer to some unspoken ided of fair internationa
exchange.

Second, Schleiermacher’s rgection of commerce is entirely compatible with the *Romantic
conception of authorship’ that Venuti e sawhere dismisses as the bads of fluid trandation and the
cause of the trandator's margindization.48 If one takes away the Romantic primacy of origind
expresson (the expresson that is supposed to be independent of the external object),
Schleermacher has little philosophical bass for separating the culturd from the commercid. His
anticommercidiam is logicaly bound to his intdlectud ditism. Venuti too eadly accepts the former
while refusng the latter.

Third, dthough Venuti makes a gedure to feminig trandators (more exactly, trandation
theorists) as a practicd and successful application of Schleiermacher to contemporary Stuations, he
offers no figures on subgdies or saes that might relate these to quantitative socid change. No
attempt is made to counter the quantitative argument that the more difficult a trandation is to read,
the less impact it will have on the target culture. Could Venuti undersand why European film-
makers complain about Americans subtitling rather than dubbing European films? Although more
compatible with ‘resgant’ ideds, subtitling marginaizes films as ditist products, just as advanced
feminigt theory remains the privilege of aredricted and often moderately bilingud target public. Any
attempt to redress economic imbadances and counter socid margindization requires that one
compete directly in the economic and socid fidds Playing with language done more often means
being subsidized by nationa governments or universities.

Fourth, Schleiermacher’s ‘trandation proper’ is indifferent to any such redressng, snce it is
diginguished from dl commerce, not just capitdism. If Venuti were redly in tune with this radicd
anticommerciaism, he could scarcely complain about trandators being underpaid, as he doesin a
later text.49 Unlike Venuti, Schldermacher’s trandator is peculiarly above commercid concerns,
and for reasons that Venuti leaves peculiarly unquestioned. One such reason is that, read from the
perspective of Blendlinge, the excluson of commerce is dso the excluson of the intermediaries who
make commerce possble. One must be very careful to understand dl the possible implications of
Schleilermacher’ s opposition to commerce.

In defining trandation drateges in terms of good and bad, resstant and transparent, Venuti
unthinkingly reproduces Schleiermacher’s excluson of interculturd communities. Despite his politica
support of trandators as members of a (recelving) society, Venuti falls to see that a sociology of
trandaors themsdves might be the mogt fruitful exit from Schidermacher. The key to this
sociologicd rather than theoretica genedlogy is to focus on the Blendlinge, the people in the middle,
the intermediaries who form interculturd communities of one kind or another. After dl, the existence
of such people sets up the very possihility of trandation, well prior to any binarism of good and bad
drategies.
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A firg verson of this paper was presented as a lecture in the series ‘XXX’ organized in 1993-94 by the
Sonderforschungsbereich 309 ‘Die literarische Ubersetzung' and XX a the University of Géttingen, Germany. My
thanks to the Alexander von Humboldt Foundation for a research fellowship held at the University of Géttingen

during the period in which the paper was written and to Professor Armin Paul Frank for his very ussful comments on

the oral version.
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