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0 Introduction

Drama translation has been shaped by ongoing debatéo whether thiganslatum,i.e.

the product of the translation process, shouldanitihe source text in its entirety or be
seamlessly integrated into the target culture. [Eisé decades have seen the focus shift
from a source- to a target- or culture-based amproater alia due to the emergence of a
considerable number dtinctionalistapproaches in the field of translation studies. An
overview of the research conducted in this domhmws that the dichotomy of source-
based vs. target-based translation methods hasabeend for centuries. Interestingly, the
pendulum has been swinging back and forth almosodtieally, with a preference for
target-based approaches giving way to source-btagrdlations and vice versa. One of
the most critical aspects which lies behind thchdtomy is the notion adquivalencegor

the belief that a text written in one specific laage (and hence culture) can convey
exactly the same meaning in another language (turelt This concept has historically
been linked to auniversalist understanding of language and the world as a whole,
according to which all languages possess a comnuwa and are hence mutually
exchangeable.

Against the background of our postmodern perceptiblanguage as a culture-specific
signifying system, with signifiers floating merrilgstead of being bound to one specific
signified, this notion, however, appears largelydated. According to this new paradigm,
language is no longer regarded as self-containeangible, but as a mere placeholder for
a larger range of culturally determined concepid aaues. In other words, the written
elements of a text are nothing but the tip of tmeverbial iceberg, with the more
complex, often unconsciously motivated structurendp hidden behind. If we now
assume that these intricate, hidden webs are bémra specific culture, it is most
plausible that members of a culture B will findextremely difficult to decrypt all the
hidden structures of a culture A. As a matter af,féhese structures — let us call them
conventions for the sake of clarity — have beerumed by members of culture A over an
extended period of time. Put differently, in ortleimake sense of a written text in a given
culture, the conventions of this very community aadled for. In the context of
translation, it would hence be short-sighted taelvel that transposing the ‘obvious’ (i.e.
the tip of the iceberg) into another culture witbpide unrestricted access to the values
and traditions of the source culture.
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In contrast to the linguistic school of translatigg. Catford, Kade, Koller, Neumark,
Oettinger) who argue in favor of textual invariarmeequivalence, modern translation
scholars who are considerably influenced by newdsdancultural studiesandsociology
(e.g. Bassnett, Even-Zohar, Toury, Lefevere, Mitdeier, Venuti, Wolf)ab initio dismiss
the notion of equivalence as essentially imprabteeaThey see shifts in meaning as a
necessary by-product of any translation processiseth by socio-cultural, literary,

historical, textual, and power-related factors gourg the translation business.

In line with this approach, this paper sets outaifirst step, to analyze Tom Stoppard’s
adaptationsDalliance and Undiscovered Countrypf Schnitzler's corresponding works
LiebeleiandDas weite Landrom adescriptiveandfunction-orientecperspective, further
comparing Stoppard’s playgosencrantz and Guildenstern are Deadtl Travestieswith
their Austrian stage productions (based on Hannarlsi and Hilde Spiel’s translations,
respectively). As considerable research has shtvwisiapproach to translation studies is
hardly ever adopted (cf. Even-Zohar,“Theory Toda8; GentzlerTranslation Theories
139; Holmes, “The Name and Nature”, 177; Wolf, dalction, 6), while a myriad of
prescriptiveand product-basedstudies exist (cf. Dangel in Spencer 374; Davidirg;J)
Mandana; Schmid; Stern; Zajic). Assumingegjuivalentrelationship between the source
and the target text as an aesthetic ideaprescriptive and product-basedapproach
dismisses each translation shift as a qualitatbegration which is, in turn, attributable to
the translator’s inability or lack of precision.agments such as, ‘The translastiould
have translated X differently, in close correspondenceghwhe original text’ are
omnipresent in such studies. The approach which f@per endorses relies on a
considerable shift in focus: Accordingly, the chesgn meaning which each translation
naturally entails are no longer regarded as a dbspuality (cf. Bassnett and Lefevere,
“Proust’'s Grandmother”, 12; Wolf, Introduction, 3@ut as indicators of the socio-
cultural norms and conventions of the linguistienoounities in which the texts occur. By
extension, the analysis of texts and their tramslatmust be understood as a major tool in
eliciting relations of norms, conventions, and poweetween two given cultural

communities.

A relationship ofequivalenceor invarianceis impossible to achieve in the process of
translation, as linguistic formations (such asggare firmly bound to the very norms and
conventions of the culture in which they are praalicAs meaning is unstable, multiple

interpretations exist, making it impossible for th@anslator to ‘retrieve’ the exact
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intention of the original author. Again, this naticonsiderably challenges the claim that
equivalence can be achieved in translation. Shift)is sense, are necessary occurrences

caused by cultural factors, rather than by indigidiecisions or misinterpretations.

In a second step, the dichotomy of source vs. tdrgeed translations is called into
question. In line with modern translation scholarsl further relying on sociological
findings (e.g. Bhabha, Mitterbauer, Wolf), tranglat must be understood as a virtual
crossroad, where multiple cultural values convengeg combine. As a result, translations
are hardly ever purely source- or target-orientad, take up a middle ground between
both extreme positions. This consideration hastade scholars to argue that cultpes
seshould not be understood as being bound to a nataia, but that globalization trends
have led to the formation of hybrid cultural formoats. Some scholars further suggest that
English, as today'8ngua franca,leads to a homogenization of cultural values otoha
stage. This notion of homogenization must, howebertaken with a grain of salt, as
differences prevail among the various linguististeyns. Claims made by Bassnett and
Lefevere and other post-colonial translation satsothat a focus on the source culture
will automatically entail a better understandingtloé latter in the target environment are
likely to be premature. Source elements which at®duced into the target culture will
be interpreted by the latter in relation to thaaguistic system, the result being that the
semantic quality of the linguistic elements will beevitably altered. In other words,
elements taken from another cultural backgrountlautomatically be related to the self,
in a reductionist, or stereotypical way. As a reseNerything foreign remains within the

realm of the ‘self’.

Naturally, cultural transfer trajectories do alldar a certain linguistic exchange among
the given cultures. The incorporation of foreigeneénts, however, depends largely on
global webs of power. Accordingly, more powerfultioas (which are traditionally

marked by their considerable size, the predominafidleir language, together with an
important literary repertoire) will find it easielo construct the right platform for

propagating their values. In an Anglo-Austrian eomtthe hegemony of the Anglophone
world will result in a greater acceptance of Bhtisulturemes on the Austrian side,
whereas Britain can take the liberty of blockings&ian elements to a large extent, or

only using them in a stereotypical way.
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Finally, the theatrical institution is presentedaakighly power-ridden arena, where the
needs and wishes of the spectator and other fiabspponsors are valued to a high degree.
Research has shown that plays which incorporatéatge a number of foreign effects are
likely to be rejected by the audience. Asaithocperformance, drama must be easily
comprehensible in order to be appreciated by tleetapr. All these factors combined
imply that an original play can hardly ever be remd invariantly in another cultural
environment. It thus seems legitimate to claim ttrahslations should no longer be
regarded as pale reflections or perfect incorponatiof ‘the original’, but as texts in their

own right which should be valued as such both lysihectator and the literary critic.



1

Modern Trends in Drama

Translation: Laying the
Foundations
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.1  Translation Theory: A Historical Overview

[.1.1 The Century-Old Quarrel Between the “Ancients” and the “Moderns”:
Source-Text Versus Target-Text Based Translation

The field of translation studies offers a myriadfa¢ets which merit further exploration
and analysis. At the heart of this century-old ighisce figures the debate as to whether an
original text should be translated into anotheglaage slavishly or whether the translator
should be given a certain amount of leeway in adgpthe source text to the target

audience’s needs (cf. Newmark 6; Stolze 13). InoRms words:

There [has] in fact [always been] an interpolarsien between two types of
norms: one type derives from the original, the ofih@m the translation ideal. [...]

The first type of norms is emphasized in thosequiriin literary history when

stress is placed on the author’s originality anthfalness to the original [...] The

second type demands from the translator that heldlaspire to match the author
in his achievement, or even surpass him in his wan (80}

The age-old belief that the ultimate prerequisited successful translation is to establish
a relation ofequivalencebetween the source and the target text dates toaekrather
static and linear perception of the translationcpss, “which prevail[s] in Europe from
the late eighteenth century until the 1960s” (Amakem, Europe 21). First introduced at
the time of St. Jerome, who is commissioned tosteda the sacred text of the Bible, this
method of translation aims at utmost fidelity, @sf@d through an interlinear translation
of God’sspirit (cf. Bassnett and Lefevere, “Where are we?”, Phe idea of preserving
the originalintentionof an author figure “ha[s] to reduce thinking abtranslation to the
linguistic level only” (bid. 2). Ideally, the original wording of the sourcettéals] to be
maintained verbatim in the translated target versgiven that the “scriptures they [are]
translating [are] inspired by God himself” and ttiasbe retained unchanged (Lefevere,
“Chinese and Western Thinking”, 19).

In the 1960s, translation is still considered acsi#gory of the overarching branch of
linguistics. Hence, many eminent linguistic schelaet out to define the translation
process as an ‘item-and-arrangement model’, basateobelief that “texts [are] strings
of words (or ‘lexical items’) which [can], in the am, be translated item by item”

(Holmes, Translated! 82). In other words, linguists such as Catfordad& Koller,

1 Cf. also Levy 68.
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Newmark,and Oettinger — to name but a few — believe thaguages are universal codes
and that hence linguistic material from a givenglaege can be feasibly replaced by
linguistic material from a different language (tfevy 66). In line with Newmark’s
perception, only “[a] bad translator will do anytgito avoid translating word for word
[whereas] a good translator only abandons a liteeasion when it is plainly inexact”
(gtd. in Stolze 78). As a result, translated litera must be understood as a ‘minority
business’, as no concessions whatsoever are matie teeader who is plunged, quite
unpremeditatedly, into the world of the original ialh he senses to be light years apart
from his familiar environment (cf. Bassnéltanslation Studigs/1-73). Not surprisingly,
the idea of having machines do all the translatvonk sounds promising at that time; the
above-mentioned codes are thought to be smoothtipliered by any computer, the
original words feasibly replaced by their equivadeim the target language (cf. Stolze 49;

Bassnett and Lefevere, “Where are we?”, 1).

Catford and Wills finally argue in favor of perceig “translation [as] [....] a process of
substituting a@extin one language for a text in another” (Catford.gh Stolze 53; my
emphasis) However, despite their relocating the translatlooperation to the textual
level, ‘textual material’ is still believed to bexahanged in a proportion of relative
equivalence, irrespective of non-verbal or pragmdeatures. The emergence of
translation as “textbezogen” (Wills qgtd. ibid. 63) leads translation scholars including
Koller, Nord, and Reil3 to distinguish between vasiotext types’ which all apparently
require specific translation methods (dbid. 105-113). Accordingly, more than one
translation strategy has to be authorized (cf. Betssand Lefevere, “Where are we?”, 4)
and the years to follow witness the advent of thendus faithful/free dichotomy.
Countless designations indicate that it is hendefd'perfectly possible that [the
translation] ha[s] to be faithful in some situasoand free in others” (Bassnett and
Lefevere, “Where are we?”, 3). Schleiermacher’'sdasmquote (gtd. in Biguenet and
Schulte 6) which requires that either the sourgelie approached to the target audience,
or that the latter be brought closer to the souecg finds its equivalent in House’s
distinction between “covert” and “overt” translatigStolze 58), Nida’'s “dynamic” and
“formal” equivalence ipid. 88), Nord's “instrumenteller’ and “dokumentarisch
Translation (Nord, “Ubersetzungshandwerk”, 56), Newk's “communicative” and

“semantic” approach to translation (Venuti, “196®¢0s”, 121), and Venuti's

2 Cf. also Wilss qtd. in Stolze 63.
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“alienation” vs. “foreignization” method (Megralb$ respectively. Despite a theoretical
possibility of a ‘freer’ translation procedure, Hmy Nida and Schleiermacher keep
holding on to “the original [...] ‘shin[ing] througtthe translation” as the more privileged

translation method (cf. Andermaaurope 18).

It is only with the advent of the ‘pragmatic tuin’ the 1970s that more target-based, or
functionalist approaches to translation allow for the fossdis&ructures of the then long-
established item-and-arrangement theories to glgdil@osen up. Surprisingly, the
beginning of target-oriented translation procedusesommonly associated with this very
historical period; however, translation as it toplkace in Ancient Greece and Rome
already cautioned against entirely source-basewslatons, which led Cicero to claim:
“Ich gebe es nicht nur zu, sondern bekenne eshirgius, daB ich bei der Ubersetzung
[...] nicht ein Wort durch das andere, sondern eifem durch den anderen ausdrticke”
(gtd. in Stolze 19). Renaissance translators aéspently opted for “additions, omissions
or conscious alterations” in their translations @smpared to the original version
(Bassnett,Translation Studies61), and Samuel Johnson, when translating Homéne
18" century, acknowledged adopting the original tos“bivn age and his own nation”

(Anderman Europe 17).

Apart from these early target-oriented translatieethods, Vermeer'Skopostheorienust
be understood as the preeminent theoretical foiordatf prescriptive, product-based

functionalisttranslation theories of the ®@entury, claiming that

[e]ine Translation [...] nicht die Transkodierung v@vibrtern oder Satzen aus
einer Sprache in eine andere [ist], sondern eimepkexe Handlung, in der jemand
unter neuen funktionalen und kulturellen und spifelsen Bedingungen in einer
neuen Situation Uber einen Text (Ausgangssachwugrbafichtet, indem er ihn
auch formal méglichst nachahmt. (Vermeer qtd. imi&na 2L)

The function — orskopos— of the target text takes precedence over thecsoigxt's
authority, allowing for deviations when deemed segy (cf. Reil3 and Vermeer qtd. in
Zajic 21; Snell-Hornby, “Linguistic Transcoding”2p “Ubersetzt wird also jeweilfir
eine Zielsituation mit ihren determinierenden Fadito (Empfanger, Ort, Zeit der
Rezeption, etc.)” (Nord, “Loyalitat”, 102)

3 Cf. English version in Snell-Hornbyinguistic Transcoding82.
* Cf. also Kohlmayer 148
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Other translation scholars, particularly from theer@an-speaking branch of the
translation studies field, including Honig and Ksall, Holz-Manttari, Reil3, and Snell-
Hornby (cf. Snell-Hornby, “Linguistic Transcoding”, 81)hare this communicative,
purpose-based method, which sees all text embenhdeand influenced by, a socio-
cultural context. The formerly endorsed relatiompeffectequivalencas now called into
guestion, as texts are understood as being cuitueacoded. As a consequence, “the
translation [i.e. the transcoding or transposifghdividual words can almost never fully
reproduce the meaning they have in the originaBnjBmin 21). Taught throughout the
last decades in German-speaking translation depatimnthis functionalist approach,
however, keeps up the idea of a clearly definabtea figure (‘Ausgangssachverhalt’),
and pictures the translator or commissioner asetivaso actively decide according to
which function and in line with which culture (soaror target?) the translation is going to
be ‘manufactured’ (cf. Gentzlefranslation Theorigs69-73; Kupsch-Losereit 12)The
translator, as an expert in translational action, mjssttively] interpret ST information
‘by selecting those features which most closelyrespond to the requirements of the

target situatioti (Shuttleworth and Cowie 156; my emphasis).

Both notions, as shall be shown throughout the mpapmust, in the context of
poststructural trendsbe relegated to the backburner and give waydecanstructionist
understanding of translation: a trend which appireomly finds its way sluggishly into
the German-speaking field of translation studies.

[.1.2 Translation: Mission Impossible?

Closely linked to the question of faithfulness dreedom figures the age-old moot point
of whethera text — which, according to modern beliefs iscpared as closely anchored in
a specific culture — can be adequately, or equnibletranslated. As with the faithful/free
dichotomy, the trend seems to alter between aivisiand a universalist perception of

translation processes.

The most commonly known perception of cultural growas having their very specific
understanding of the world dates back to the fan&apsr-Whorf hypothesisyhich goes

hand in glove with Wilhelm von Humboldt's undersdarg of language as invariably

® For further information on the philosophical tresfdpoststructuralism’ cf. Moebius and Reckwitz. 23



22

determined by cultural values. This would implytttthe gap between views of the world
held by different linguistic communities [what Huoibt calls ‘internal forms’ (cf. Ortega
y Gasset 96)] is almost unbridgeable”, hence rengesuccessful translation impossible
(cf. Hatim and Mason 105). The period of the GermRomanticism generally
acknowledges “den eigentiimlichen Geist der Sprachd [sieht] das Ubersetzen
kunstlerischer Werke als nur unvollkommen moglielufgrund] der untberwindlichen
Strukturverschiedenheit” (Stolze 25) - a conceptiegually shared by 30 century
scholars Roman Jakobson, and Katharina Reil3 (skrigdt, Translation Studie23; Reil3
and Vermeer gtd. in Stolze 183).

Other pundits from the linguistic field, who havesady been introduced as belonging to
the sourcier tradition in translation studies, believe in thesgibility of perfect
equivalence on the basis oftartium comperationisi.e. a common core which all
languages supposedly share (cf. Friedrich 15)tiBgawith Ferdinand de Saussure, the
grand linguistic thinker, and followed by Benjami@homsky, Koller, Nida, and Wills
(cf. Benjamin 17; Gentzlefranslation TheoriesStolze), languages are believed to have
originated from one common source, to feature simihderlying grammatical structures
— what Chomsky calls ‘kernels’ and Nida defines‘desep structures’ (cf. Gentzler,
Translation Theoriegs5-64; Newmark 6) —, and hence to be potentiadigslatable “[da]
alles in jeder Sprache ausdrickbar ist” (Stolze. #4)t differently, “languages [are
believed to] differ essentially in what theyustconvey and not in what thegayconvey”

(Jakobson gtd. in Biguenet and Schulte 7).

Following an extended period of universalist trentlse poststructural era revives
Humboldt's understanding of culture as an unmidigkaelative construct. Among the
leading personalities of this recent tendency fguFrench philosopher Jacques Derrida
who, as the pioneer of ‘deconstructionism’, “diee$l von der Unubersetzbarkeit wieder
aufgegriffen [hat]” (Stolze 32). According to theéela of deconstructionist thought,
meaning is never fixed or stable; as a result,piyeular understanding of treuthor’s
intention crumbles, giving way to the essential questiorwbft has to be translated if
meaning is no longer inherent in the teedr se(cf. ibid. 32). Compared to Sapir and
Whorf's interpretation of linguistic relativism[H]ere the problem is not so much the
incommensurability of cultures [...] as the inhdrendeterminacy of language, the
unavoidable instability of the signifying proces&Venuti, “1980s”, 218). Another

decisive innovation concerns the fact that cultures nation stateger se— are no longer
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regarded as essentially fixed systems; that ctumerpret the world in various ways is
hence not a-historically determined, but constai¢oé. Celestini and Mitterbauer). When
Edward Sapir hence claims that “[n]Jo two languagesever sufficiently similar to be
considered as representing the same social regigpir qtd. in Bassnetfranslation
Studies 21; my emphasis), he perceives of culture anallgrfixed and stable, a notion
which is clearly rejected by modern translationadats. These stress that in the future
cultures may converge, leading different langudggsurport identical perceptions of the

world, if soconstructed.

[.1.3 Translation as Cultural Enrichment

The conception of translation as a creative fordeckv allows for gaps of the target
culture to be filled with new, exotic material fraime source text’'s environment, is as old
as the ‘translation businesgér se Roman scholars already understood translatioa as
means of incorporating alien elements into theindanguage, thereby enriching and
embellishing the latter:

The transferral of the foreign from other languag#s our own allows us to
explore and formulate emotions and concepts tHaroise we would not have
experienced [...] the act of translation contindpustretches the linguistic
boundaries of one’s own language. In that sensmslation functions as a
revitalizing force of language. (Biguenet and Sthal)

This approach clearly re-values the act of tramstatwhich not only allows for the

original to live on in its ‘afterlife’ (cf. Benjami qtd. in Nord, “Ubersetzungshandwerk”,
55; Derrida qtd. in Bassnett, “Not a translatio5), but also fosters intercultural
exchange. Linguistic communities can hence no lorge understood as parochial or
closed systems, but as entities which are subjectdnstant flux and exchange.
Consequently, the ultimate determining factor islaonger located in the translation
productper se;rather, the focus is widened in order to encomplasscultural systems

between which the translation process takes plHus, of course, brings up questions of
power among the various systems — an aspect wiaditibnal translation manuals often

forget to mention.

In line with what has been said so far, a revivah onore transparent form of translation
which “does not cover the original, does not bldskight, but allows the pure language

[and cultural diversity]” (Benjamin 21) to shinerdlugh can be felt in very recent
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translation trends, promotadter alia by scholars such as Benjamin, Schleiermacher,
Derrida, Jakobson, and Nossack (cf. Biguenet ahdl&). Too much of &unctionalist—

i.e. target-system based — orientation is hendefalismissed as perpetuating the
hegemony of the powerful systems, while edgingless hardy cultures. Furthermore, the
reader should not be duped into being sold a t@#osl that more or less sounds like yet
another work written in the target language (chi8ermacher qtd. in Levy 87). It must
be asked, however, whether a source-based appndach introduces the foreign into the
target system, can really be understood as amdatvour of thesourceculture. Is not the
‘other’, as it were, molded into the ‘self in ordéo advance the ‘self’ rather than
effectively cherishing the ‘other? And will foreigelements, once they are introduced
into the new system, not automatically be alteredugh naturalization and incorporation

into the target code system, hence losing alliafiiin with their original meaning?

As regards the moot point of equivalence, a motativestic approach seems to be
favored, which rejects the idea of linguistic umsads, thus rendering fully identical
translations impossible. “The original gives its@lufgebei in the very modifying of
itself”, argues Derrida (qtd. in Gentzldranslation Theoriesl63), “it [only] survives by

its mutation, by its transformation”

.2  Polysystem Theory and Cultural Transfer Theory: The
Theoretical Backbone of the Study

A considerable number of theoretical research majpethe field of translation studfes
limit their scope to a ratheprescriptive, product-basednalysis of the texts to be
analyzed (cf. Hatim and Mason 3; Mengel 3). Theymeerate the shifts that have
occurred during the translation process, oftenvatuating their quality as well as that of
the translation product as a whole, further comimgrian how arideal translation would
have possibly looked like. Although the vast mayodoes no longer rely on a linguistic
interlingual understanding of translation, the dues as towhy shifts occur in an
intercultural transfer process is all too oftert lehanswered (cf. Gentzlefranslation
Theories 139; Hatim and Mason 3).

® Cf. J6rg, Kupitsch-Losereit, Mandana, Schmid.
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In this research paper, the focus has deliberdtegn placed on descriptive function-
oriented approach to translation — in line with Holmes’ urelending of the terms —,
which does not aim to analyze the texts at hanth feoqualitative point of view, but
which is rather interested “in the description béit function in the recipient socio-
cultural situation: it is a study of contexts rathlean texts” (Holmes, “The Name and
Nature”, 177). Not surprisingly, this approach is not as commarded as the product-
oriented method, as according to Holmes, “this afesesearch is one that has attracted
less concentrated attention than the area justiomet [i.e. product-oriented DTS]ibd.
177). In line with most recent translation thépryowever, it is apparent that a more
comprehensive approach which sees translatiorvasyaf analyzing cultures — in terms
of power relations and sociological implicationss-probably more accurate than holding

on to the no longer valid prerequisitesafuivalence

What [is] needed [...] [is] [...] an approach thedcept[s] translation in all its
inaccuracies and inadequacies, one “concerned ittotunwreal ideals and fictional
absolutes but actualities” and one that would “s@tmuch attempt to impose a
rigid pattern on the facts as we at present seaa thé rather serve as a device for
the better understanding of them”. (McFarlane ditd.Gentzler, Translation
Theories 104)

The technique must be inversed: Socio-cultural icagibns are no longer used in order to
evaluate translation shifts, but translation shafts studied and analyzed in order to learn
more about the socio-cultural contexts which govrem (cf. Bassnett and Lefevere,
“Where are we?”, 6; Gentzleffranslation Theories 201). According to Raymond

Williams, such an approach will help reveal “theadd attitudes and values of a

particular society, community or group” (qtd. inl€x and Middleton 23).

Additionally, translations are no longer evaluasegording to their ‘faithfulness’ or the
‘freedom’ the translator has taken in renderingdhginal in the target language. In other
words, translations are no longer evaluated asdgoo ‘bad’ translations owing to the
fact that the idea of an ‘idealequivalen} translation must be dismissed altogether (cf.
Anderman Europe 8; GentzlerTranslation Theorigsl25; Karoubi). In Susan Bassnett’s

words:

" Cf. also Mengel 19.
8 E.g. Anderman, Bassnett, Gentzler, and Lefevere.
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Whereas previously the emphasis ha[s] [...] beencomparing original and
translation, often with a view to establishing whafs] been ‘lost’ or ‘betrayed’ in
the translation process, the new approach t[akes¢salutely different line,
seeking not to evaluate but to understand thessbiftemphasis that [...] [take
place] during the transfer of texts from one litgrasystem into another.
(Translation Studies{-8)
This being said, a systemic approach which undwdstaranslations as inherently
governed, or produced, by their socio-cultural aeblogical contexts will be employed
throughout this study. Translation is regarded ageafor ideological encounters — if not
as a battleground — where source and target ideslogollide and coverge. Two
translational trends Polysystem theorgnd Cultural transfer theory -shall provide the

theoretical background.

[.2.1 Even-Zohar's Polysystem Theory

Polysystem theorygs pioneered by Itamar Even-Zohar, Gideon Tourg, Raymond van
den Broeck in the 1970s (cf. Even-ZohRglysystem Studie4) and consolidated at the
Leuven seminar of 1976 (cf. Bassnéltanslation Studies6; Bassnett, “Translation
Turn”, 124) understands translation as “kind oalaguage transfer [which] is embedded
in larger systems or grids” (Gentzler, “Forewordii). Centered in Israel, the
Netherlands and Belgium, this movement analyzesirifieence of translation on the
target literature, by taking into account the l&tenorms, traditions and genre

conventions (cf. Newmark 6).

However, the systemic nature of translation wast facknowledged by the Russian
Formalists in the 1920s (cf. Bassnett, “Translaflamn”, 125; Even-ZoharPolysystem
Studies 1; Lefevere,Rewriting and Manipulation 9) whom Even-Zohar explicitly
mentions as the theoretical forerunnersRaflysystem theoryBassnett, “Translation
Turn”, 125). They — i.e. Popovic, Lévy, and Mikd.(Gentzler, Translation Theorigs—
were also the first to explain the impossibility efuivalenttranslation by highlighting
differing norms governing both the source and tatgerary system (cf. Stolze 138).
However, formalism exclusively focused on literatas an elitist project, understanding
the literary polysystem as independent from otledstions of power and ideology (cf.
Even-ZoharPolysystem Studieg; GentzlerTranslation Theoriesg4): “[L]iterature was
still perceived as cut off from the rest of the][world; literature was viewed as

developing autonomously, adjacent to the real Woft&entzler, Translation Theories,
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113). Polysystem theorfinally perceives translation shifts as a resulidgological and
literary constraints of the target system, hendessming the literary system under all
ideological systems, instead of stressing its iedépncy (cfibid. 91/138). Even-Zohar
alludes to power hierarchies among the existingtesys, claiming that ‘young’,
‘peripheral’, or ‘weak’ literatures are more likely integrate foreign elements than their
stronger counterparts (cf. Even-Zohar gtd. in GentZranslation Theories116). As a
result, Even-Zohar and his colleagues no longeerstand translation shifts as being the
result of differing linguistic features, but as elyrand entirely provoked by ideological

webs of tension.

The gros of modern translation scholars in the Bhgland Dutch-speaking world
(Bassnett, Hermans, Lambert, Lefevere, Gentzlauryiand Tymozko) take up the initial
outline of Polysystem theoryyet varying some of its original tenets (cf. Geetzl
Translation Theories105). One of the most often uttered critiques agjaitven-Zohar’s
rationale is the fact that it only considers thenm®and poetics of thtarget culture while
disregarding processes taking place simultaneousiine source systenfcf. Bassnett,
Translation Studies7; Bassnett, “Translation Turn”, 128). “Tranghgtias a teleological
activity par excellencdas practiced by polysystem theory]”, claims Tquiyg to a large
extent conditioned [...] by the prospective recemygstem(s). Consequently, translators
operate first and foremost in the interest of thkuce into which they are translating, and
not in the interest of the source text, let alome $ource culture” (qtd. in Kohlmayer,
147). Gentzler redefines the object of translasitudy as the analysis of a text “within the
network of literary and extra-literary signs both the source and target cultures”
(“Foreword”, xi; my emphasis). Additionally, Polysystem theory'sinderstanding of
central versus peripheral systems as binary oppositas well as its exclusively anti-
humanist approach to power have drawn critique aalbe from the branch of sociology,
which sees power relations as emanating from defiseakeholders or agents and
institutions rather than something floating dynaatiic in open air (cf. Wolf,

“Introduction”, 7).

Finally, Lefevere utters a word of criticism agaditiee theory’s concept of the nation state
which, he claims, is regarded as a closed entatyer than a fluctuating structure subject
to constant intercultural exchange (cf. LefevergfPammatic Thoughts”). In his essay,
Poetics Todaypf 1990, Even-Zohar, however, comments systematical this issue,

acknowledging that it is undoubtedly easier to rdgsystems as homogeneous, one-
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dimensional, and closed formations; at the same tira stresses the importance of
understanding the term “polysystem” as “dynamic drederogeneous” (Even-Zohar,
Polysystem Studiesl?2). Systems in that sense are interdependentinénwith the
sociologist Niklas Luhmann’s notion of “structurabupling”, they can “coexist while

retaining their own identity” (Hermans 65).

[.2.2 Espagne and Werner’s Cultural Transfer Theory

The second theoretical pillar on which this stuelyes is Michel Espagne’s and Michael
Werner's Cultural Transfer Theory.Despite the fact thatCultural Transfer and
Polysystem theorgmerge in different contexts, overlaps betweentiye exist. Even-
Zohar foregrounds that “[t]ranslation theory woblkel more adequate if it were to become
part of general transfer theory” (“Theory Today), thereby stressing the importance of
bringing transfer theory and polysystem theory etowgether (cf. also Heilbron and
Sapiro 94). At the same tim€ultural Transfer Theorynust be understood as leaning
more toward the discipline of sociology, while thew generation dPolysystem theorig
more inspired byultural studiedrends. WhilePolysystenscholars perceive of the power
webs which penetrate the process of translatiaantishumanist formations (cf. Gentzler,
Translation Theories]l36), Cultural transfer theoryakes heightened interest in the social
groups, agents or “Vermittlerfiguren und Vermitthygmstanzen” (Mitterbauer,
“Kulturtransfer”, 23), who shape and govern intdtual exchange through intricate webs

of power.

After the group’s foundation in 1985, the initidhnaof Cultural Transfer Theorys to
determine “comment la pensée allemande s’étaisi en France. [...] L'une de[s] [...]
premieres recherches [du groupe] a concerné |'étiedéa réception de la philosophie
allemande dans la premiére moitié du XlIXe siecleg=emmce® (Noiriel 146). Later, the
trajectory from Germany to France is extended tanEo-German transfer processes.
Analysis should be achieved through comparing apprately identical cultural systems,
“also nicht Paris und Mainz oder eine Rede Robessemit ihrer Interpretation durch
Fichte” (Lusebrink et al. 30).

° “how German thought circulated in France. Onéhefdroup’s first research aims was to study
the reception of German philosophy in France dutfiregfirst half of the 19th century” (my translatjo
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Just as withPolysystem theoryhe focus is unambiguously placed on the econoeécis

of the receiving culture, as one major aim is teedrine “comment les emprunts faits a la
culture d'un pays sont déformés en function desessitépropres a l'autre pays [sous-
entendu, le pays de receptitir(Noiriel 153; my emphasiS) Again, this unidirectional
orientation meets with criticism; Hans-Jurgen Ligsdband Rolf Reichardt caution that
Cultural Transfer Theorpays too much attention to the target culture, @agthe source
culture’s specific structures are neglected to rgelaextent (13). According to their
perception, cultural transfer must not limit itsétf the receiving end of the transfer
process, but offer a more comprehensive analydwibf the source and target culture (cf.
ibid. 16). In a later publication, Espagregurns to this moot point, conceding that cultural
transfer processes hardly ever take place betweercaltures in a unidirectional way.
Most of the time they are tri-or plurilateral andnige of heightened complexity (qtd. in
Lisebrink 139).

Coincidentally, Polysystemand Cultural Transfer theoryare also simultaneously
criticized for picturing cultural transfer as tagimplace between homogeneous cultural
systems, or ‘nation states’ (cf. Kokorz 120-123panz, “Transfers”, 22-23; Werner 87,
Wolf, “Cultures do not hold still”, 90). Again, thicritique must be rejected as Espagne
explains “[dass] [d]ie Transfertheorie [...] nach Niogkeiten [sucht], um die nationale
Segmentierung zu Uberwinden [...] [und] Verflechtungglichkeiten zwischen den
Kulturaumen [als] [...] historisch nachgewiesene [Mischformen [anerkennt]” (310).
Cultural Transfer theoryaccording to Espagne, does not in the least airdeszribe
culture as essentially stable, but focuses rathevlat ‘lies in between’, i.e. the fluid part

of cultures (cf. Mitterbauer, “Third Space”, 53).

As a bottom line it must be stated that the modend goes beyond the realms of both
Polysystemsand Cultural Transfer theorycautioning against a too unilaterally target-
oriented approach. Taking only one side into actoeimforces established ideological
hierarchies, and allows for the original text todaanibalizedby the target culture. By
extension, “translation works in a two-way flow fluiencing both source and target
cultures” (Gentzler,Translation Theories179). Another weak point of 20century

systemic approaches appears to be their undemstpdiicultures as ‘national entities’.

2 «how the elements which are borrowed from thewelibf one specific country are altered in linehvitie
necessities of the other country [i.e. the recgiwdauntry]” (my translation).
11 Cf. also Spillner 105; Werner 94.
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These are believed to exist ahistorically, andearcdifferentiation to one another. In line
with poststructuralist, post-colonialist and dedangionist thought, an essential
conception of culture must be dismissed in favor af historically constructed
understanding thereof. As Homi Bhabha sees traoslas taking place in a ‘space in
between’ or ‘third space’, where source and tamgatventions converge (cf. Wolf,
“Translation Field”,113), it becomes evident thhe tidea of an exclusively source
target-oriented translation must by definition Hearmdoned. Rather, translation, as a
passageway between multiple cultural influences ramins, must be understood as an
ongoing dialog which inevitably results in a bleaflelements of both the source and
target culture.

.3 Translation in Context

A poststructuralist approach to translation studiesstper definitionemgo beyond the
substitution of linguistic elements from one langeanto another. Even though the
various cultures that exist throughout the world na longer be regarded as ahistorically
stable formations, each culture constructs its wevp ‘code system’ according to which
it interprets and understands the world. Hencehemxt must be understood as
determined and contextualized by the ‘code sysiamhich it appears: texts cannot be
thought of, let alone interpreted or translatedhwuit taking into account their contextual
setting. They must be understood as “Texte-in-8ana(Stolze 134).

.3.1 Drama Translation and Non-Verbal Contextualization

Dramatic texts are contextualized not only by tlsekcio-cultural environment, but also by
their actual dramatic performances. These inclutalingual features which in turn add
the finishing touches to the purely textual scapthe play. According to Snell-Hornby,
“[ist der Text] als Spielpartitur aufzufassen [..¢rvder Sprache nur einen Teil bildet;
[als] eine Partitur, die erst in der leibhaftigeeaRsierung auf der Buhne ihre eigentliche
Form gewinnt und erst in ihrer Wirkung auf das Balrh zur vollen Bedeutung gelangt”
(“Sprechbare Sprache”, 10%)

12 Cf. also Spencer 376.
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She understands dramatic textsaasliomedial text type@bid. 104) which, apart from
linguistic features — such as syntax, grammarctaxietc. — encompass a variety of non-
verbal elements; these, in turn, are pivotal totéxés’ overall dimension of performance.
Snell-Hornby cites the importance of sentence myfbid. 106), tempo, word repetition,
gesture, voice, and movement, which all add togtestion of whether a dramatic text is
perceived as playable, speakable, and/or breatloaliet (cf.ibid 107). Other scholars,
such as Levy, Spencer, Ubersfeld and Zuber-Sklagite that it does not suffice to
consider — or translate — the verbal elements pfag, but that movements, postures,
intonations, music and other sound effects, lightage scenery and the performance of
the actors must equally be taken into accountl{efly 153; Spencer 375-37Zuber-
Sklerrit gtd. in Jorg 17).

Snell-Hornby, Spencer, and Zuber-Sklerrit even gdaa as to privilege the performance
aspect over the merely verbal script, in line wdkorge Mounin, who claims that the
stage effects have to be translated in the fi@stl “bevor man sich um die Wiedergabe
der literarischen oder poetischen Qualitaten kirarhgr...] [W]enn dabei Konflikte
entstehen, [...] [muf3] man der Buhnenwirksamkeit ¥enzug geben” (Mounin qtd. in
Snell-Hornby, “Sprechbare Sprache”, 101). This ustdading of drama translation again
sways toward a moreinctionalistor target-orientedapproach, which sees the translated
play as embedded in the dramatic conventions ofgbeiving culture. In Ansgar Haag’s
words: “Der Vorrang der Spiel-und Atembarkeit bdwif...], dal3 auch ‘falsch® oder
‘frei’ Ubersetzt werden mag; nur langweilig dam é@ihnenstick in der Darstellung nicht
sein” (Haag qtd. in Jorg 18)

In her bookTranslation StudigsSusan Bassnett endorses this translation proeedur
pleading that the theatre translator must abovealkider the performance aspect of a
dramatic text, an approach which in turn justifeds modification he or she has to
introduce while translating the text (131). In getapublication, however, she revises her
initial viewpoint, this time demanding the transkatto work with the inconsistencies of
the text and [to] leave the resolution of thoseoimgistencies to someone else”. To render
the translation speakable or playable, she corgintis not the responsibility of the

translator” (Bassnett, “Still Trapped”, 105). Thabout-face is not surprising, given the

13 Cf. also Anderman who claims that “[t]he failuce‘translate’ direction and acting style may ictfhave
more serious implications for the reception of eefgn play than verbal mistakes in the translatiba play
text” (Europe 324).
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modern tendency away from purdlynctionalisttranslation procedures (an approach also
endorsed by Fischer-Lichte 131), as adapting tiggnat to the theatrical conventions of
the receiving culture would be tantamount to caaligbng the original. It is my personal
view, however, that — in line with a poststructisalinderstanding of the ‘writer’ — many
translation decisions are not controlled by thetHau as subject’, but that they rather
occur unconsciously. | would claim that each tratwslwill at least to some extent adapt a
given text to his or her ‘natural discourse’, hehaming the aspect of cannibalization into

an omnipresent byproduct in any form of translatiark.

A close cooperation between author/translator tewst stage director — dramatic advisor,
and — actor can therefore only be to the benefthefoverall dramatic performance. The
fact that both Arthur Schnitzler and Tom Stoppamhsider drama as a collective
productiort* clearly suggests that they would have wanted thairslators to follow a

similar approach, i.e. to take concerted actiorh it other stakeholders involved in the

performance process of their plays.

[.3.2 Cultures as Historically Constructed Entities

Non-verbal features aside, texts are firmly embdduotethe signifying system of the
culture in which they are written. In this context,is vital to introduce modern
poststructuralist trends concerning the notiorcature. Although cultural contexts can
no longer be understood as universally fixed trupleststructuralist thought believes that
various languages construct various ‘regimes dahtr(cf. Foucault gtd. in Barker 20),
which allow different cultures to structure andempret the world accordingly. Since
specific cultures interpret the world in variousywathe worldper secan no longer be
regarded as fixed or stable (cf. Barker 20-21; &ele “Um-Deutungen”, 37; Suppanz,
“Transfers”, 21). To sum up, “[a]nti-essentialismed not mean that we cannot speak of
truth or identity. Rather, it points to them asrigenot universals of nature but productions

14 ¢t. adArthur Schnitzler“Denn bei den Proben, bei denen Schnitzler, wemmer es geht, anwesend ist,
diskutiert er mit Schauspielern und dem Regissarb&sserungsvorschlage. Er ist durchaus bereit, zu
kirzen und zu streichen* (Butzko 28); “Die kritisghMeinungsauf3erungen der Freunde, der Regisseure
und Schauspieler, die Reaktion des Publikums blessdgn den Werdegang des Stlickes entscheidend”
(ibid. 29); cf. also Sabler 118; Yates 250.

Cf. adTom Stoppard:In my view the event which occurs on the stage \&ry complicated equation of
which the text is only one factor [...] an uncut versin a foreign language [...] could be one of thestm
boring events [...] Therefore | think [...] the [...] éictors should feel [...] free to shorten the play”
(Stoppard qtd. in Lakner 112); “In preparing foe tt967 National Theatre premiere of Rosencrantz and
Guildenstern are Dead [...] the cast ‘turned morerande from the director to Tom Stoppard™ (Stride.q

in Delaney 6); cf also Hudson et. al 70.
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of culture in specific times and places [...] [;heh&mowledge is not metaphysical,
transcendental or universal but specific to paldictimes and spaces” (Barker 21). Only
mistakenly, members of one cultural group tendniversalize what they perceive as the

truth at a given time and in a specific place.

Several scholars have used their individual terfogy to refer to roughly the same
phenomenon. For Althusser, the code system whiehcoiiture agrees upon in order to
interpret the world in a ‘standardized’ way is bestplained through the term of
‘ideology’: “ldeology [...] constitutes the world wes by which people live and
experience the world [...] ideology forms the verytegmries and systems of
representation by which social groups render thedamtelligible” (Barker 57). Gramsci,
Williams, Barthes and Foucault prefer the termgéraony’(cf.ibid. 59-61), ‘structure of
feeling’ (cf. Giles and Middleton 23), ‘myth’ (cfBarker 69-71) and ‘discourse’
respectively. Despite slight variations in meaniajthese notions boil down to precisely
the same understanding of culture: namely, ani@atify fixed group of people who at a
very precise time agree on one code — or signifgiygtem — which will allow them to
interpret the world in roughly similar ways (cf. Hgtd. in Giles and Middleton 59). In
other words, people of one culture — termed ‘intetipe community’ by Stanley Fish (cf.
Bennett 42-43) — need to agree on conventions terstand one another; at the same
time, agreeing on a specific code system, sets thfémgainst other cultural groups (cf.
Megrab 61; Schultze 55):

Mitglieder einer Gesellschaft stimmen in grundséten Vorstellungen Uber
geltende Normen [...] Uberein, so dal3 Gesellschelft isi erster Linie Uber einen
normativen Konsens ihrer Mitglieder reproduzierbzidles Handeln ist nur vor
dem Hintergrund dieses normativen Konsenses [..Stebbar. (Bonacker 28)

Seen from a different angle, language and — byneida, texts and literature as a whole —
help perpetuate social norms and hence determias tyesellschaftlich als ‘normal’ zu
gelten hat” (H6rn 372).

Language as a signifying system, in this sensenasely the ‘placeholder’ for the
conventions agreed upon by a specific culture arté reductionist in nature. Without
the knowledge of the conventions which lie behihd tmere encoded signs, the signs
themselves will not suffice to make communicatiarsgble (cf. Feldmann 277f.). In
other words, one single word bears in itself a agyrof associations which each person

belonging to a specific cultural group has acquittedughout his or her acculturalization
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process (cf. Feldmann 277-278; Lusebrink 130; Rqttly in Barker 92). Or, as Bertrand
Russell suggests, “no one can understand the wbekse’ unless he has a nonlinguistic
acquaintance with cheese” (qtd. in Jakobson 14hg mere word ‘cheese’, however,
bears no meaning in itself (cf. Celestini, “Um-D&uwgen”, 47; Hall qtd. in Giles and
Middleton 59).

Naturally, signifying practices are not limited tbe written word, but also include
paralingual or non-verbal signs, which, as showsiehbeen made apparent above, are
vital for each dramatic production (cf. Barker 1&iles and Middleton 58). Finally,
language — including verbal and non-verbal featuré%s the medium through which
shared meanings or structures of feeling are convated” (Williams qtd. in Giles and
Middleton 23).

By the same token, texts — as strings of cultyrdditermined codes [i.e. words] — only
function as a trigger or stimulator of culturallgegific concepts and understandings. It
must, however, be pointed out that some texts gmifsing codes are more culture-
specific than others. In her manutpblem-bewuRtes Ubersetzen: Franzésisch-Deutsch,
Kathe Henschelmann distinguishes between ‘unilbtenaultilateral’, and ‘global’ texts.
Whereas ‘unilateral’ texts employ a vast numbecuwfure-specific terms and concepts
which only one of the two cultural groups (i.e heit the source or the target culture) can
interpret correctly, ‘multilateral’ texts are firgnlanchored in a third culture, irrespective
of source or target specificities. Finally, ‘globtxts include textual elements which are
internationally known and hence more readily uniexd by both cultures (cf. 140-143).
However, despite a more comprehensive understarafigobal phenomena, it should
not be overlooked that various cultures may haveerding feelings about, and
approaches to, varying ‘global’ concepts (cf. Lugdb 47). Nonetheless,
Henschelmann’s classification is of utmost imporenegarding Arthur Schnitzler’'s and
Tom Stoppard’s plays. While Schnitzler's texts anequivocally ‘unilateral’, Stoppard’s
texts are more ‘multilateral’ in kind — an aspedtieth has profound consequences for the
translations of the plays at hand (cf. Mandana &ttét-Seibel 109).
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[.4  On the Impossibility of ‘Equivalence’

Put five translators onto rendering even a syntadly straight-forward,
metrically unbound, imagically simple poem [...] Tdiances that any two
of the five translations will be identical are veslight indeed. Then set
twenty-five other translators into turning the fieitch versions back into
English, five translators to a version. Again, tiesult will almost certainly
be as many renderings as there are translatorscdlbthis equivalence is
perverse(Holmes,Translated! 58)

1.4.1 Cultural Determination and its Implication for the Translation
Process

Compared to composers, poets are at a great disadga; their music
does not cross linguistic frontie@Veightman qtd. in Anderman, “A
'anglaise”, 275)

Given that languages are culture specific — andd@mly decoded successfully by their
respective ‘interpretive community’ — translatitvat operates on a purely linguistic level

cannot prove successful:

| do not think that the patient collation and comgan of source text and target
text on the linguistic level only, the kind of wothkat provides us with a sense of
security and honest craftsmanship, will do muchetp us discover new things. |
suppose (in fact | propose) that we should rathesct our attention mainly to
culture and tradition. (Lefevere, “Programmatic ligbts”, 48)

If transcoding means to substitute elements oflitihguistic code of a culture A with
seemingly ‘equivalent’ linguistic material of thede of a culture B, what we end up with
is a mere signifier which in the receiving cultutees not possess a respective signified.
As a reductionist placeholder, the linguistic cajures up associations among the
source culture; as, however, the receiving cultmay not have agreed on the same
meaning or concept for this very linguistic sigaificommunication is essentially slanted
or skewed (cf. Bassnett and Lefevere, “Proust’sn@maother”, 3; Benjamin 79; Gentzler,
Translation Theories7; Schopenhauer 33; Venuti, “Translation, Comryting70-473).
Since, as a result, the conventionalized linguistides — or signifying systems — of two
cultures can never be exactly alike (cf. Toury gtdGentzler,Translation Theories126),
hundred percent equivalent translations abveinitio impossible to achieve. Even if the

details as well as the manifold associations thateanber of culture A has acquired
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throughout his or her acculturization process weithain forever out of reach for members
of culture B. Indeed, the element of culture A, hewcorporated into the signifying
system of culture B, will now be interpreted inatgbn to the rest of the code system or
other texts in the target culture (cf. Gentzleranslation Theories35/93): It will not be
understood, but decontextualized and appropriatedglestini, “Um-Deutungen”, 47).

From this point of view, translatiomquivalenceas once requested by linguistic scholars
such as e.g. Catford, Koller, or Nida (cf. Gentzlganslation Theorigs53 ff.), must by
definition be ruled out. This being said, statersewhich require a translation to be
‘faithful’ and to ‘mirror the source text in its erety’ are just as foolish as they are
fallible, as they ignore “[dass,] was ein Angehérigler Kultur AK ‘meint’ und in der
Sprache AS ‘ausdrickt’, ganz spezifisch von diesaftur gepragt ist, so dal3 ein
‘Ubersetzen’ von Sprache zu Sprache keineswegs Ini@rianz des je und je
kulturspezifisch ‘Gemeinten’ impliziert” (Nord, “balitat”, 100). This modern view is

shared by Rainer Kohlmayer who explains

[dass] die totale Symmetrie zwischen Input und Ouguf jeden Fall verhindert
[wird], [was] [...] die Literaturiibersetzung notwegdrweise zu einer ewigen
Sisyphusarbeit, zu einem in jeder Generation au&ien zu leistenden

Annaherungsprozel3 [macht], bei dem es durchaustajied Unterschiede im

Ergebnis, niemals jedoch die endgultig richtige &éigabe des Originals geben
kann. (145)

While Kohlmayer acknowledges that invariance inngtation is impossible, he
nonetheless insists on a qualitative evaluatiotheftranslation product. This approach,
which is shared by Jiri Levy, suggests a certaiheaghce to linguistic translation
tendencies, as translation is still regarded agthsuit of an ideal ‘translation product’
instead of a reflection of cultural trends. Levysdébes translation as a poor counterfeit
of the original, explaining that the translatordsrio generalize stylistic terms in order to
make explicit to the target reader what the origa#hor deliberately left encoded (cf.
110-119). He thereby pictures the translator agréegtly autonomous writer or author
who — irrespective of his cultural anchorage —sfail bringing the original across. It is as
though he blames the translator for the imposgjbilf renderingequivalenttranslations.
Rather, however, translation shifts must be reghate culturally conditioned instead of
as errors or slips on the part of the translatbr{atim and Mason 12). Given the cultural
gap elicited above, even the most assiduous ttansiéll have to accept that wanting to

“reproduce an identical equivalent text in anotlerguage” is a foolish undertaking at
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best (Bassnett, “Not a translation”, 26). Or, aséJOrtega y Gasset claims “rather than
blame them [the translators] for their failure, dbwld suggest that none of these things
[i.e. achieving invariance in translation] can tlwmeé, for they are impossible in their very

essence” (93).

What Friedrich ascribes to “[p]eople of limitedetiectual abilities” (34) probably applies
to human nature as a whole: Instead of acquirirgg ‘8ipirit’ of the original culture,
people’s thinking will always be marked by the urstiending of the world codified in
their mother tongue. Consequently, elements whithb& brought in from the outside
will always be regarded and interpreted in relatiorthe ‘self, i.e. the native signifying
system. This in turn suggests that the ‘other’ v understood and pictured in a
reductionist, often stereotypiéalvay. According to Gunilla Anderman, “[w]hat a tiea
audience in one country is in a position to knowudlithe people and culture of another
often amounts to little more than broad generabnatand, as a result, a certain amount
of cultural stereotyping is difficult to avoidE(Urope 329). In other words, by making the
target audience believe that what they get is @sparent rendering of the original, they
assume that their cliché-ridden view of the ‘othedeed ighe ‘other’, which is as absurd
as it is dangerous, as it adds to the fossilizatibexisting stereotypes (cf. Bachmann-
Medick, “Fremddarstellung”, 42 f.). Hence, once @efgn theatre performance is
assimilated into the target culture’s theatricahwantions, “[t]his might provide a more
recognizable type of theatre for the [target] [..udence, but it will accrue meanings
which would be unavailable and incomprehensibleht® audience of the originating
culture” (Bennett 102). To give the readers thdirigethat they are reading “the real
thing”, is to dupe them, as “something will almastvitably slip in” (Bell 59). In effect,
what ‘slips in’ is what Hans-Georg Gadamer calle“tyranny of hidden prejudices” (qtd.
in Hermans 71), or a perception of the foreign Whieinforces the ‘self’, while ruling out
characteristics which the ‘self’ fails to concede the ‘other’ (cf. Celestini, “Um-
Deutungen”, 41).

!> For a more detailed definition and classificatidmlifferent forms of ‘stereotypes’, see LiisebrB8f..
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[.4.2 Meaning as an Infinitely Unstable Construct

Es liegt ein Ton von tiefem Grauen Uber dem Abdathés Kinstlers von

seinem Werke, denn wenn er es wiederfindet, gelaricht mehr ihm, es

ist preisgegeben, es ist wehrlos. Er selbst stehim@chtig daneben und

hat kein Recht mehr darlber. Es gehort nicht mehr, ies gehort mehr

allen. (qtd. in Butzko 10)
If translation, in its traditional understandingeams to produce an equivalent or invariant
copy of the original text, this is also due to thet that the original is believed to convey
a clearly definable meaning or intention (cf. G&nzTranslation Theories95). The
latter, in turn, is believed to be bestowed upom téxt by its very author who, as the
genius or ‘creator’ of himeuvre is in the position to decide on how his text tade
interpreted and understood. If, hence, the tramsfails to ‘extract’ the author’s intention
and to transcode it reliably into the target larggyahis or her translation &b initio
doomed to failure: It is ‘false’ because it does$ respect the author’s intended meaning
(cf. Boase-Beier and Holman 5); and it is ‘bad’ &ese it dupes the reader of the

translation (cf. Gentzlefranslation Theoriesl47).

This rigid understanding of translation as mirrgrithe ‘holy original’ prevails long into
the 20" century. Endorsed primarily by the linguists ChagsNida, Wills, etc. who
champion a perfectly invariant translation prodticis notion is based on the belief that
“meaning and response have been completely ideditby the translator. [...] They are
pulled out of history, translated into a new cohteand made to work in theame
mannel (Gentzler, Translation Theories,54). Accordingly, Nida “presumes some
underlying ‘meaning of the original text" which &ccessible” and [which] can be
transferred into a new context “without altering tbriginalintentiori’ (qtd. in ibid. 59;
my emphasis). Even contemporary translation schdaep holding on to the idea of a
clearly definable meaning intended by the authatheforiginal. Snell-Hornby speaks of
the translator's reception of the author’'s intemtigtd. in Matter-Seibel 110), further
claiming that translation — as opposed to adaptatioconfines the translator to the
“Intention des Autors und der Aussage des Text8aell-Hornby, “Sprechbare Sprache”,
155). By the same token, Christiane Nord requinesttanslator not to distort the meaning
originally determined by the text’s author figudd. (‘Loyalitéat”, 102), and Daviablames
most of the English re-creations of Schnitzler'sgioals for “failling] to render the

meaning and spirit of the original” (“Reception’48j*.

16 gSpencer also finds fault with Daviau’s approazkranslation criticism (378).
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Only within the context of poststructuralist thingiis the focus relegated from a clearly
definable meaning — inherent in the tper se— to meaning as an infinitely instable and
flexible concept (cf. Barker 18; Mengel 4). Poststuralist scholars go one step beyond
the notion of culturally determined signifier-sii@d constructs: They claim that a
signifier can never be bound to a specific sigdifias the concept conjured up by the
former varies according to the context in whiclappears (cf. Hatim and Mason 109).
Accordingly, a strain of signifiers — i.e. a textannot possess a defined meaning either;
rather, “there will always be gaps, room for diffiet interpretations, and variable
reception” (GentzlerTranslation Theories57). This conception is primarily linked to
Jacques Derrida’s theory différence (difference and deferrdtf. Barker 19)as well as

to Stuart Hall’s principle oéncodedanddecoded meaningf. ibid. 270 f.) and later also
associated with Luhmann&econd-order observatigief. Hermans 72-73and the notion

of linguistic polyphony(cf. Tabakowska)

While Derrida sees “the chain of signification [.[ak] one of infinite regress” (Gentzler,
Translation Theories147), with the signifier being continuously defelrechanged,
and/or deformed (cf. Kneer 133), Hall focuses anrtteaning given to a specific signifier
by (a) the producer of the message (i.e. the emraae (b) the various receivers of the
latter (i.e. the decoders). He challenges the tubreal relation between the ‘holy author’
on the one hand, and the ‘passive reader’ on therotlaiming that the receiver “is never
passive [...] but [...] an active producer of meanin@@Sardner qtd. in Bennett 32). Read
against the background of theater performancejripsies that every reader interprets the
play in their very own way, causing divergent anderesponse to exactly the same play,
at different moments (cibid. 22). In exactly the same vein, the translatagading is just
one among many and may —must— diverge from that of the author and countles&iot
readers (cf. Hatim and Mason 11; Hermans 60). Tieoded message can hence be
interpreted in a ‘dominant’ or ‘preferred’, ‘negatied’, or ‘oppositional’ way (cf. Barker
271; Giles and Middleton, 64). Whereas the pretem¢erpretation comes closest to the
encoded meaning, the oppositional or resistingaeagjects the ideology in which the
text is embedded (cf. Bennett 60).

Foucault and Toury, however, caution against anerstdnding of meaning as being
infinitely deferrable. In line with the idea of nmreag as a culturally determined concept,
they foreground the repercussions that the domideadourse has on the people of a

given cultural community (cf. Barker 78; KaroubfAJll human beings have an inherent
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tendency toward socializing and social acceptgbiis a result, under normal conditions,
people tend to avoid behaviors which are prohibidedsanctioned as well as to adopt
behaviors which are considered as being appropwéten the group they belong to”
(Karoubi). As a result, not all interpretations afmessage will be accepted at a given
time. Indeed, some will be more likely than othécs. Hall’'s notion of preferred
reading),while some will be dismissed as ‘unacceptable’gdtber (cf. Bennett 43): e.g.
“[tlo understand a picture of a horse as represgnéi motor car is an error of seeing
which could result in being seen as insane or Wguapaired” (Giles and Middleton 80).
The implication that this bears for the processrafslation can be explained as follows:
Encoding and decoding will converge if the authwd ghe reader of the message share the
same socio-cultural background; conversely, ifaheoder and the decoder do not depend
on some shared cultural understanding, divergiteypnetive strategies are more likely to
occur, hence further undermining the principleegtiivalencen translation (cf. Bennet
151; Megrab 59).

Critique of the traditional understanding of thethawm as ‘genius’, determining the
essential meaning of his text, is also uttered lojaRd Barthes, who “concludes that
reading texts in terms of authorial intention orawkve think the author meant by such
and such a statement, and referring the sourcesahing and authority of a text back to
its author (as the creator of the text) is no nmameeptable” (Royle 7). The author is no
longer understood as an autonomously, gifted stdpet as the product of the time and
era — i.e. the discourse, in Foucauldian termswhith he lives and writes. It is hence no
longer the author writing his text, but interteXtu#luences of his time and age which
guide the author's hand across the empty papeMaflarmé qtd. in Clarke). What an
author writes can never fully be ascribed to hisige but will inevitably be influenced or
- more accurately statedcreatedby the discourses, ideas, and conventions that exi
during his lifetime (cf. GentzlerTranslation Theories151; Roman qtd. in Karoubi),
“According to Foucault, the author’s work is noetlesult of spontaneous inspiration, but
is tied to the institutional systems of the timel golace over which the individual author
has little control or awareness” (Gentzl€ranslation Theories]50). Consequently, “the
meaning of a text becomes what individual readgtsaet from it, not what a supreme
Author put in” (Hermans gtd. in Karoubi). In Barthevords: “The birth of the reader
must be at the cost of the death of the Author’rifidss qtd. in Bennett 63). Just as
Derrida and Hall before him, Barthes sees the reagéhe active producer of meaning

who does not content himself with passively ingegsthe writer’s intention (cf. Clarke).
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As a counter argument to Barthes’ concept, it cdadcclaimed that the author’'s unique
style and capacity to play on words is no longémnawledged in postmodern times. Put
differently, a poststructuralist approach that usténds language as writing the author —
and notvice versa— would suggest that all texts produced undersémme dominant
discourse will inevitably sound alike. Such a petmmn is especially problematic when it
comes to Tom Stoppard who is first and foremoswknéor his very personal style and
inexhaustible linguistic imagination. Even thenytBas claims that the author can only be
admired for “the mastery of the narrative code’d aever for his genius (Barthes qtd. in
Clarke). This argument sounds plausible as Stoppditdrary material indeed depends
considerably on other textual material which heehaifeeds on’; what distinguishes him
from other authors of his time isdeed‘nothing else’ but a comprehensively developed

‘mastery of the narrative code’.

Finally, it is not surprising that the poststruetlist concept of meaning has only been
sluggishly integrated into the field of translatistudies, as it seriously challenges the
traditional understanding of translation. If ‘falee ‘bad’ translations no longer exist, the
translation product is granted much more leewan tias originally been the case. This
brings up the question of whether translator tragnin its traditional form also has to be
revolutionized, an aspect which naturally rubs maapslation scholars the wrong way
(cf. Gentzler,Translation Theorigs Additionally, the fact that meaning is no longeen
as being inherent in a text brings up the questiowhat has to be translated in the first
place (cf. Stolze 33). If we accept thegjuivalentor faithful translations are impossible,
the traditional division into translations vs. gameasing vs. adaptation vs. imitation vs.
versiort” has to crumble all the same (cf. Bassratinslation Studigs81; Bassnett, “Not

a translation”, 38; Mengel 3). Rather, each typ&eiriting’ — the umbrella term chosen
by Lefevere to refer to any kind of textual revisizf. LefevereTranslation, Rewritinj-
has to be acknowledged as a text in its own rightGodard 93; Mengel 2/6), whicjust

as an original’, uses already existent textual material, yet nbegmg able to reproduce
an already existent text in its entirety: “[T]heusce text will simply serve as a source of
inspiration”, whereas the translator “producesxa wéhich must be considered ‘a different

work™ (Lefevere qgtd. in Dimitriu 81). In otheravds, no two literary works can ever be

17 Cf. Koller gtd. in Stolze 97; Nabokov 77; Nord,dyalitat”, 104; Spillner 122 ff.

18 Cf. Mengel who claims that “each literary worksome way inscribes itself at the moment of itshbirt
into a context of other, pre-existing, works whithquotes, imitates, or varies implicitly or exptig.
Viewed from this standpoint, Chaucer€anterbury Tales,Milton’s Paradise Lost, Boccaccio’s
Decamerone,Dante’s Divina Comedia,or Joyce’s Ulysses could be considered ‘derived’ texts or
adaptations. Nobody, however, would want to calhthunoriginal or second-rate works of art” (2).
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exactly alike. As a consequence, it is misleadmmake the receiver of a translation — or
adaptation — believe that what he or she getdisad the original. If hence Griffith scorns
the English translations of Chekov for producing ‘Bnglish Chekov” by adapting the

original to the English conventions, he fails tkrmmwledge that producing “a Russian
Chekov” in the English language constitutes a 3isgn task at best (cf. Bassnett, “Still
Trapped”, 95).

.5 Translation and Power

As with original works, so with translations, theseno land where there
are no constraints, no controls, no watchdogs,iiter§, no pre-existing
poetic patterns, no guardians of public morality.

(Boase-Beier and Holman 11)

[.5.1 An Interdisciplinary Undertaking

In this modern day and age, translation studiesnmafonger exist without a sustained
cooperation with a wide variety of fields, “inclugj linguistics, literary study, history,
anthropology, psychology [...] [,] economics” (Basdramd Lefevere, “Preface”, iX)and
“postcolonial studies” (Gentzlefranslation Theories195). Apart from these disciplines,
the translation field has been substantially inleesd by cultural studies and sociology,
two subject areas which show a heightened inteéneissues of power and ideology (cf.
Bassnett, “Translation Turn”, 125; Moebius and Rtk 18-19). In this context,
“linguistic aspects of the translational processé aelegated in favor of a thorough
analysis of “the literary, theatrical, and socia@rms and conventions” which embed
translation activity (Mengel 2).

While the cultural studies area is first and forstassociated with the works of Michel
Foucault (cf. Celestini, “Archaologie”, 67), AntaniGramsci, and Louis Althusser (cf.
Barker 56-80),sociology has introduced a number of recent tréoslascholars to the
theories of Homi Bhabha, Pierre Bourdieu and Niklasmann (cf. Wolf, “Introduction”,
12). Furthermore, sociological considerations hstvessed the importance of influential
institutions and “realer Vermittlerpersonlichkeitexs maintaining a privileged position in
society (Espagne and Werner 596)hereas cultural studies have described intenallt

transfer as determined by abstract ideologicaltdiattons and intellectual constellations

19 Cf. also BassneTranslation Studies2.
20 Cf. also Celestini, “Um-Deutungen” 46; Giles aviitidleton 37.
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(cf. Espagne and Werner 506; Kneer 135). In otherds; cultural studies scholars
consider power as an abstract web of conventicgdlszgnifying practices (cf. Pym 1) —
an aspect regarded as problematic by most socstéogho doubt that questions of power
and ideology can be understood without the impbcabf ‘actual people’ (cf. Agorni
127). “[W]e might surmise that social factors teachave a quantitative aspect and can be
associated with relations between people. Cultizetiors, on the other hand, are more
predominantly qualitative and can be related tmifigg practices (texts, discourses)”
(Pym 14). Aside from these existential factors whget the sociological and cultural
notions of power apart, both disciplines “have \amdi at many similar conclusions”
(Even-ZoharPolysystem Studie8Y*, adding to the understanding of translation asld f
subject to struggles of power and domination. endburse of this study, the perception of
power as a collectively perpetuated construct isegaly favored over its notion as a
unilateral force emanating from the most influentigents and institutions only. Power is
perceived as an anti-humanist force which — inftren of ‘discourses’ — embeds the
individual and clearly influences him or her in ithpersonal choices. According to
Foucault’'s notion of ‘discourse’, the ideology ofime and age encompasses “eine [...]
Folge von Aussagen” (Celestini, “Archaologie”, @ijered by influential social groups
and accepted by every member of the cultural coniijnuput differently, discourses are
beliefs or ideas which have become institutionalize naturalized as self-evident or
common sense among a given cultural group (cf.sGaled Middleton 68). As a result,
power is never bound to one social class, nor teingle group, but perpetuated
dynamically among the community as a whole (cf.eS&hi, “Arch&ologie”, 79; Moebius
162): “Das Machtverhaltnis is die Gesamtheit deift@verhaltnisse, die ebenso durch die
beherrschtemwie durch dieherrschenderKrafte hindurchgeht” (Deleuze qtd. in Celestini,
“Archéaologie”, 80; my emphasis). Power, in this t@a, is anonymous. Nobody
possesses or exerts it. It cannot be grasped ateldcyet it influences every single
member of society.

Apart from this conception, however, it shall bed®maapparent that institutions and
agents, as well as their individual ‘capitals’ ahdbituses’ — in line with Bourdieu’s

theory — do play a pivotal role in the field of dra translation (cf. Pym 15). Therefore, an
understanding of ‘social’ and ‘cultural’ aspectsba&sng inherently connected can only be

to the benefit of translation studies.

2L Cf. also Pym 16; Wolf, “Introduction”, 6.
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[.5.2 Translation as a Struggle of Ideological Forces rather than a
Subjective Decision-Making Process

“[T]he transubstantiation of th[e] [...] norm [of theriginal] into the norm of the
translation depends on teabjectiveview and creativénitiative of the translator” (83; my
emphasis), claims Popovic. Against the backgrodnmbststructuralist thinking, however,
the understanding of the author as an autonomalisr@ativesubjecthas been declared
null and void. In line with Barthes’ concept of é&hdeath of the author’, not only the
creator of the original must be regarded as unamabigly influenced by the dominant
discourse of his time and place, but the same Bqgoelds true for the translator who, by
extension, figures as the creator of th@nslatum(cf. Gentzler,Translation Theories
151-152). Consequently,
[a] translator, just like an author, is not simpdy person’ but a socially and
historically constituted subject. [...] [According]ytranslators interpret texts by
setting them against their backdrop of known wortsl phrases, existing
statements, familiar conventions, anterior texts,im other words, their general
knowledge which is ideological. [...] Translators &a&dly (maybe never) aware
of ideological factors governing their process lo¢ tsource text interpretation.
(Karoubi)
Inversely, functionalist theories, such as Vermeei@kopostheoriavhich delineate the
author as the one in control of all translationisiens whatsoever keep holding on to a
Cartesianunderstanding of the subject, chiefly endorsetthattime of the Enlightenment
period (cf. Maier 163-164). They consider the ‘autlin accordance with the ‘cogito ergo
sum’ maxim and respect him as an entirely auton@asoibject, irrespective of historical
or cultural constraints. Vermeer claims that “thenslator has to make critical decisions
as to how define [sic!] the translatiskoposand which strategies can best meet the target

recipient’s requirements” (Karoubi).

Even critics of Vermeer’s target-focused theory wh@ose his functional translation
theory “[als] das richtige Rezept, wo Literatur &snsumgut fur stabile, homogene
Kundenbedurfnisse funktioniert” and further “[ald]Je Theorie der Gebrauchs- und
Trivialliteratur” (Kohlmayer 152), understand thrarslator as someone standing outside
the discourse of his or her cultéireAccordingly, he or she is expecteddecipherthe

needs and wishes of the latter and to censor uegantormation ipid. 151/153), instead

%2 This culture is in most cases tantamount to #ingett culture, as it is common practice to traesiato
one’sfirst instead of a foreign language.
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of integrally, and automatically being him- or hafsinfluenced by the norms and
conventions at hand. Rightly, Fuchs counters that translator never watches the
translation from the outside, but that he or shals-kulturelles und soziales Wesen” — is

existentiallyinvolvedin the very rewriting process (315)

From this point of view, other tenets by modermstation studies scholdtsvhich — in
line with Kohlmayer’'s statement — request the oadjito shine through the translation in
order to revalue the source culture within themeabf the target context (cf. Stolze 146)
are just as dubious as they, again, picture thmeslmtor as being in a position to decide on
the very translation method which he or she wigbesmploy. If Bassnett and Lefevere
hold the translatétr responsible for colonizing, culturally appropnegj or even
cannibalizing® the source text, they pretend that he or ahad, as an a-historical and
unbiased being, produce an entirely source-orietritslation, which in turn would be
immune to all cultural influences of the target o (cf. “Proust’'s Grandmother”, 11).

In fact, the translator is caught between the dissms which pervade the translation
process. On the one hand, the ‘alien’ nature ofotfiginal will most possibly allow for
some elements of the source text to ‘sneak througi’the other hand, the cultural
anchorage of the translator in the target langwaigienfluence him or her at least to a
certain extent. As a result, the translation masbably features both source and target
elements and in turn challenges the age-old dichptof entirely source- vs. target-based
translations. If the translator in some rare cds#s acquired the ‘code system’ of the
source language, it can be assumed that the faichéhor she is translating for a ‘foreign’
audience will equally require him or her to addp original to the target conventions at
least to some degree. Again, a blending of soundetarget elements will result from the
translation process. Consequently, all translatvork “necessarily involves some ad hoc
combination, or compromise between” the norms ofhboultures involved in the
translation process (Toury 201). A translation mhestce at all times be understood as a
“zone of contact” between the foreign and the smifthe source language (SL) and the
target language (TL) (cf. Bassnelranslation Studigs83; Boase-Beier and Holman 7;
Friedrich 14; GentzlerTranslation Theories126; Mitterbauer, “Third Space”, 63f.;

23 ¢t also Jorg 27; Levy 25-26.

24 Cf. e.g. Gellerstam 202.

% Note that we again understand this very transktdeing anchored in the context of the targitieu

% Cf. “Die Vertreter postmoderner Ubersetzerischethétik [...] verwenden gerne die Metapher des
‘Kannibalismus'. In ihrer Sicht bedeutet UberseteémVerschlingen des Originals” (Stolze 147).
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Popovic 80; Venuti, “Translation, Community”, 47°But differently: “Das Ubersetzte
Werk ist ein gemischtes, hybrides Gebilde. Die 9btaung ist kein einheitliches Werk,

sondern die Verschmelzung, das Konglomerat zwdrektiren” (Levy 72).

Most naturally, however, the ratio by which souet®l target elements are weighted in
the translation varies. The translator’'s cultunatteorage, for instance, appears to be a
decisive factor: “[L]Jorsque le traducteur tradugrs sa seconde langue-culture son habitus
peut plus volontiers le porter vers le champs soare vers le champs cible, et I'inciter a
conserver dans la traduction les marques d'étrandettexte source, dont il est plus
proche par sohabitus?® (Gouanvic 86). Whether the strategy of having ratpeakers
of a weaker source culture translate into a dontinarget culture proves successful
remains questionable nonetheless. Not only woulsl dbproach stand on its head the
common practice of having native speakers of thigetalanguage translate foheir
culture; it would also suggest that the “featutmstli principles and elements) [which] are
introduced into the home literature [and] which dit exist there before” (Even-Zohar,
Polysystem Studied7) retain the meaning which they conveyed inathginal. We have,
however, already declared this belief untenablevepas the foreign text will be
automatically incorporated into the linguistic rdpé&e of the target group, and hence
inevitably reduced to a stereotypical level (cf.eBsZohar, Polysystem Studiges/O;
Fischer-Lichte 130; Miller 210). As a result, “tlrsymmetry between the foreign and
domestic cultures persists, even when the foreigmtext is partly inscribed in the
translation” (Venuti, “Translation, Community”, 489Moreover, it must be assumed that
the relative prestige and power of the culturalugoinvolved in the translation process
has an even greater impact on the ratio of soundetarget traits than the translator’s
cultural anchorag@er se Translation is always tantamount to “power stiaggvhich
entail negotiation” (Wolf, “Translation Field”, 1)3 Not surprisingly, more powerful
cultures are more likely to win these negotiatitman their smaller counterparts. Hence,
evennative speakeref a weaker source group will have to conformhi® tonventions of

the stronger target culture if they want to se# tiexts published.

To conclude, the image of the translator who decidetonomously on the degree of

‘faithfulness’ of his or her product can no londer upheld. Just as the author of an

274f the translator works into his second languagélre, hishabitusis more likely going to approach him
to the source culture than the target culture;Heysame token, it will lead him to retain in hanslation the
foreign elements of the source text, to which hadse closely bound by hisbitus.

% Cf. also Mitterbauer 59; Wolf, “Cultures do natlth still”, 95.
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original, the translator can only be made respdaddy the mastery of the text’s linguistic
code. Regarding the issue of source- vs. targaetebmanslations, however, “[tJranslators,
to lay the old adage to rest once and forhalye to be traitorsbut most of the time they
don’t know it, and nearly all of the time they have other choice, not as long as they
remain within the boundaries of the culture thattheirs” (Lefevere,Translation,
Rewriting 13y°. Hence, the balance of power between the individodhe one hand, and
society on the other cannot be regarded as a symoaletne: rather, “[o]ne factor [- in
this case society,] is somehow bigger or of morggktethan the other [- in this case the
individual]” (Pym 11). Furthermore, it would be maito assume that all societies around
the world wield exactly the same power. Rathangtation must be understood as a
battlefield of ideological encounters and politicatuggles (cf. Bassnett, “Translation
Turn”, 137). In Bassnett and Lefevere’s words, ted the development of Translation
Studies shows is that translation, like all (re)ings is never innocent. There is always a
context in which the translation takes place, abvayhistory from which a text emerges
and into which a text is transposed” (“Proust’s i@mother”, 11¥. By the same token,
Fischer concludes that translation not merely tgiase “across languages and cultural
borders but among interest groups and discoursepeting for hegemony within social
arenas, be they local, national, or translatiogaid. in Bachmann-Medick, “Einleitung”,
4).

[.5.3 The Intricate Web of Power which Lies Behind the Translation
Process

1.5.3.1 ‘Strong’ vs. ‘Weak’ Linguistic Communities

Power relations among various cultural groups arellif ever symmetrical or equal, but
hierarchized according to the groups’ politicahgluistic, cultural, economic, and literary
prestige (cf. Heilbron and Sapiro 95). Accordingiglitically dominant nations — such as
the US, Britain, and France — tend to perceivestedion work as peripheral and hence
subordinate to the “norms already conventionaltal@sshed [...] in the target literature”
(Even-ZoharPolysystem Studieg8). Consequently, translation into the linggistodes
of these nations is most often oriented towardt#inget conventions rather than toward
the norms of the source texbifl. 49-50). Inversely, smaller and hence politicdéigs

29 Cf. also GentzlefTranslation Theories150; Wolf, “Textuelle Reprasentation®, 143.
%0 Cf. also Bassnett, “Translation Turn”, 135; Lefes, Translation, Rewritingvii.
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influential nations - including the Scandinaviasuntries, the Netherlands, and Austria -
are more likely to adopt models and conventionmfdominant source cultures, thereby
“violat[ing] the home conventions’i{id. 51)". As stated by Lefevere, “a culture with a
low self-image will welcome translation (and ottierms of rewriting) from a culture or
cultures it considers superior to itself” whereaseH-confident culture will block outside
influence to a maximum degredrénslation, Rewriting 88). Lusebrink speaks of a
“polycentric strategy” in the case of more powerhdtions, and of an “ethnocentric
strategy” regarding less influential cultural greufli65). This being said, it should be
made apparent that the size of a nation is notyaswierectly proportional to its political
power or self-esteem. As Herder puts it,

the French, who are overproud of their naturaletaatlapt all things to it, rather
than try to adapt themselves to the taste of andihee [...]. But we, poor

Germans, who still are almost an audience withodatherland, who are still
without tyrants in the field of national taste, want to see him [Homer] the way
he is. (gtd. in Lefevere, “Genealogy”, 18-19)

Ergo the aspect of patriotism and of cultural self-sam@ss also seems to play a non-
negligible role when it comes to translation (cfefévere, “Chinese and Western
Thinking”, 13; Linn 28).

Statistically speaking, politically strong natioagually dispose of an important linguistic
and literary activity (cf. Anderman, “A I'anglaise277; Even-ZohaRolysystem Studigs
48). Once a cultural group possesses an old, @rdggneous literary repertoire — i.e.
many different literary publications — it is alses$ likely to translate from other
languages, cultures, and, by extension, literat(oedujamaki 41). Young or peripheral
literary systems on the other hand depend condijecmn material from other systems
and are thus more prone to borrowing and import EgEen-ZoharPolysystem Studies
26/40/48; Heilbron and Sapiro 96; Linn 28). Furthere, relatively homogeneous
cultures are also more resistant to translation thair heterogeneous counterparts (cf.
Lefevere, “Chinese and Western Thinking”, 14). founowever, points out that this
normative and dichotomous opposition must not kertat face value and that a hundred
percent valid generalizations cannot be made aalbssltures (cf. Gentzleffranslation
Theories 142).

3L Cf. also AndermarEurope 13; Anderman, “A I'anglaise”, 278.



49

In her manualsEurope on Stagand In and Out of English: For Better, For Worse?,
Gunilla Anderman specifically addresses the isstighe supremacy of th&nglish
language in the translation field, featuring amotigers an article by Stuart Campbell in
which he claims that “in the professional translatenterprise there is an illusion that
English is just one of a set of replaceable codesxjoal value” (27). Americanization as
well as the status of the English language liagua franca have introduced an
international audience to a wide range of typic&lhglo-American features, at least on a
superficial level. It is hence not surprising that, translation, these elements are
nowadays readily integrated into various other leugs (cf. AndermarEurope 15).
Inversely, the feeling of supremacy leads Britistd sAmerican publishers to slanting
translations toward their home repertoire or, nradically stated, to a tendency toward
complete non-translation (cf. Andermdfyrope,16; Anderman and Rogers 3; Bassnett
and Lefevere, “Where are we?”, 4). This can bearpt by the fact that the knowledge
about “the everyday life and customs of many of simealler nations in Europe” is

relatively limited in the Anglo-American world (cAnderman and Rogers 17).

It can hence be stated that, even if translatioesnaver fully target, nor source-text
based, the varying proportion of source versusetaelements in translation does say
much about power structures among the various maiates: Whereas smaller nations
are forced to take in foreign input, mightier nascare in the position to block outside
influence to a large extent (cf. Boase-Beier anthtam 10).

1.5.3.2 (How) Can Established Power Structures Be Overcome?

Naturally, the aspect of translation as perpetgatixistent webs of power, thereby adding
to the dominant position of strong and patriotidiotes — especially of the English
language — has drawn criticism from a number of enodranslation scholafs Gentzler
views translation activity as “guilty of perpetusgicertain cultural values at the expense
of others” (“Foreword”, xvii). The wish to find aay of preserving the cultural variety of
less dominant civilizations can be commonly feft @assnett and Lefevere, “Where are
we?”, 11), and the fact that ‘weak’ literaturesgimently have to adapt themselves to the
conventions of ‘stronger’ literary systems is reglyl deployed (cf. Lefevere, “Gates of
Analogy”, 76). Kohlmayer declares “[dass] keine |IZpache und Zielkultur setatisch

%2 Cf. Bassnett,Translation Studies4-5; Berman in Venuti, “1980s”, 219; Niranjana {®entzler,
Translation Theoriesl77; Venuti gtd. in Spencer 380; Wolf, “Textueeprasentation”, 13.
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und lernunfahig [ist], daR der Ubersetzer gezwungére, all das, was aus historischen
Grunden in der Zielsprache und -kultur unbekarsttin Altbekanntes zu verwandeln”
(151). The ‘only’ problem appears to be that ifas from easy to challenge, let alone,
convert existing power relations. Understandahiygrgyer nations will do everything to
maintain their power by blocking foreign culturalements in order to uphold the
distinction between the ‘self’ and the ‘other’ (8uppanz, “Transfers”, 22/29). However,
as has been claimed above, power structures aez s&ble or essentially fixed and must
hence be liable to change (cf. Barker 61; Kneer, L2&vere, Translation, Rewriting38;
Toury 204). As reported by Fufl3, “[sind] Institutean [...] Kreationen. Deshalb ist der
Mensch zu ihrer Uberschreitung fahig” (qtd. in Geild, “Um-Deutungen”, 39-40).
Avant-gardemovements which eventually overcome seemingly antred structures
serve as an illustrative example for this phenomeftigs kommt immer wieder eine neue
Avantgarde, die die alte, bereits etablierte zuniebiten sucht und am Ende auch ihr Ziel
erreicht” (Sauerland 148) This, however, raises the question of whetnanslationis
the right medium for such a revolutionary undemgkimore accurately stated: cdrama

translationrevise previously established structures and auies?

This consideration meets with considerable resigtaRirst, it soon becomes apparent that
sustainable change requires concerted action.dfsimgle translator decides on surging
ahead on his own initiative, by introducing a mgriaf source text conventions to the
target system, he or she is most likely going tosberned and jeered by the long-
established audience of the target culture. Inrai@@corporate new norms into the age-
old literary repertoire of a culture, at least aatimgroup of people will have to agree on
this change. According to experienewant-gardemovements are first bound to play in
fringe theaters only. Subsequently, it takes aoliotime and effort to make the new
elements palatable to a more traditional audiefmbés implies that effective and long-
lasting modifications rely on consistent repetitiand reiteration before they can be
incorporated into an already existing system. lis legard, Judith Butler's model of
‘performative power’ seems appropriate. Even if sbacentrates first and foremost on
sex and gender, the mechanisms which lie behindtheory help understand how
ideologies and commonly accepted conventions areght to life. Butler points out that
norms can only be generated and produced througgtids Wiederholung” (Moebius

168) or the “reiteration of hegemonic norms” (Bark&5). This implies “[dass die

33 Cf. also Sabler 88.



51

Macht] [ijn Butlers Modell [...] auf die Wiederholungngewiesen [ist]; erst durch die
Repetitivitat von diskursiv-normativen Anweisungakturen entfaltet und konstituiert
sich die Produktivitdt der Macht” (Moebius 169). fied to the literary field, this
suggests “[dass] [d]er Leser [...] bei der ersten i@edammlung ihren objektiven
kinstlerischen Wert nicht verstehen [wird]. Sobaldedoch den flinften oder zehnten in
dieser Form geschriebenen Band gelesen hat, widdheKonventionelle bereits fihlen”
(Levy 75).

Although this sounds convincing, the theatricaltitnSon as a place ofad-hoc
performance (cf. Fischer-Lichte gtd. in JOorg 32;ndana 49), where the spectator does
not have time to look up unknown concepts or wdjafs Mandana 24) — a privilege
granted to the reader of prose or poetry —, dodsappear to be the right field for
revolution (cf. AndermanEurope 7). Of course, it could be claimed that afterihgv
seen five or ten plays which follow the new coniamg, the audience will eventually
welcome these with open arms. Due to extensiveyialgh however, the lifespan of
unsuccessful plays is radically limited in the deabusiness. It is very unlikely indeed —
especially for an established theater — to stagedr ten plays following the structure of a
play which didn't sell in the first place (cf. Begih 56; Sablercriture Dramatique 66-
67/74/351).

Apart from the claim for reiteration, we must notdet that translation has traditionally
been regarded as a sub-field and does hence ntit imenense economic power (cf.
Gouanvic 89; Wolf, “Introduction”, 21). It is thusather unlikely that change will be
initiated by a translator. If Pinter, Beckett,and Schnitzler (cf. SablerEcriture
Dramatique,88) — who at first disappointed audience expemtati— finally “became
accepted as modern classics as th[e] audiencesnbetamiliar with the necessary
receptive strategies” (Bennett 105), this doesnegessarily hold true for translators, who
have historically been regarded as the poor copheforiginal author only. If Lefevere
hence claims that each rewriter is free to chodseppose the system, to try to operate
outside its constraints'T¢anslation, Rewriting13) he most obviously fails to consider

the powerful network which lies behind the businefsganslation.

To take stock, one translation which attempts takmup fossilized structures will hardly
ever cause substantial change. In order to deg@l@kisting webs of power among the

various nation states, political and economic fereell have to join efforts. Minimal
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alterations within the realms of the literary fieldll however not suffice to entail far-
reaching modifications. Or, as Constamzlains, “the belief in artistic avant-garde that
could forge revolutionary change by functioning @mpurely aesthetic level has [...] [to
be] substantially [dismissed]” (7). While Sauerlaaaknowledges the possibility of norm-
breaking decisions, she specifies that the thezenot be the right place for them to
come about. Rather, new conventions are introdt[dedLeben bzw. in der sogenannten
Wirklichkeit[...] [.] [W]enn sich Menschen entschliefs, etwas Neues zu spielen, vor-
zuspielen, eine neue Lebensmaglichkeit [...] zu edif[...] [,] [s]etzt sie sich durch,
wird sie zur Konvention” (149). The theater, howeweannot be instrumentalized for
such a change, as the audience quite frequentigesefto cooperateb{d. 151). This
stance is equally endorsed by Mc Grath who seethdare as never being able tatise

a social change” (gtd. in Bennett 167).

1.5.3.3 Backstage: Lobbying Behind the Scenes

If you want to influence the masses,

a simple translation is always best.

(Goethe gtd. in Lefevere, “Genealogy”, 17)
To further illustrate this claim, the various netk® of power which permeate drama
productions have to be made apparent. It is na\melieve that economic factors can be
disregarded when dealing with theatrical perfornean(cf. Gouanvic 103; Linn 33). A
short sketch should help to illustrate this: Onfihal end of the production chain figures
the audience which, economically speaking, finaneesion-negligible part of the
spectacle. Entrance fees aside, sponsoring as aseltate subsidies (in the case of
nationally financed theatef$)provide further support (cf. Bennett 4; Jorg 2RBpn-
subsidized theaters, on the other hand, rely alrapsiusively on their audiences. Not
surprisingly, they have a considerable say in tbeision-making process (cf. Lefevere,
“Translation Practice(s)”, 45). In other words, laypfully depends on its audience“[da
das] Theater [...] es sich aus reinen Existenzgrindemt leisten [kann], sein
Stammpublikum zu verlieren” (Jérg 22)For this reason, it is the spectator and no longe
the playwright (and even less so the translaton) vekes center stage as “the interests of

the audience [as a whole] have assumed [...] vigaliicance” (Bennett 6).

3 Ad London: “In Britain, the Arts Council, as the majistributor of government subsidy for the theatre
and other arts, has had a decisive role. A largpgation of the costs for London’s National Theasrenet
through government subsidy” (Bennett 124); Concegyrthe situation of Vienna, Sabler specifies tmat i
Vienna only the ‘Burgtheater’ relies on state sdisiAll other theater companies rely exclusively on
entrance feescriture Dramatique 66).

% Cf. also Bennett 19; Sabler 75/352.
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Consequently, in order to appeal to a maximum nunolbg@eople, the theater will do
anything to fulfill the spectator'theatrical expectations (cf. Bennett 16/107; Lusebrink
140; SablerEcriture Dramatique 74; Snell-Hornby, “Sprechbare Sprache”, 108) Wwhic
in turn, are inevitably bound to his or her cultspecific presuppositions and conventions
(cf. Bassnett, “Still Trapped”, 92; Jorg 24; MandaBl5). Inversely, “[bedingt] die
Beibehaltung der fremdkulturellen Referenzen imnslat eine wesentliche Informations-
und Wissenslicke fir das zielsprachige Publikum’afiana 50y. As a result, the
spectator will remain aloof or undetached whilechatg the play (cf. Jorg 34; Mandana
49). If, hence, drama opposes the dominant diseafrghe target system, it runs the risk
of appealing to a small, probably more progresginmip of people only (cf. Anderman,
Europe 27). More radically stated, the audience “hasagheld the power of making or
breaking a play by attendance or abstention” (Bupas in Bennett 19) as without an
audience a play cannot survive (ddid. 59). Put differently, theater performances are
firmly attached to their audiences. If hence, tiglotranslation, a play is transposed into
another environment, it loses its audience, anddés original spirit (cf. Sauerland 150).
The English, for instance, require the wieldy lamgg of the Germans “to ‘flow’ more”
and to add emotion and humor “where [...] [it] is tpatently lacking” (Lefevere,
“Acculturating Brecht”, 117-118). It can hence be concluded that in drama traosiati
even more than in any other form of literary tratish, the original texinustbe altered
regarding its linguistic structures and the cultw@ncepts which it contains at least to a
certain degree (cf. Mengel 3; Snell-Hornby, “Spisate Sprache”, 113; Zajic 78).ntust
additionally be brought in line with the target tcmeé’'s genre and performance
conventions (cf. Levy 137; Popovic 81) since if thalience does not identify with the
play, the latter will, most probably, be removeanfrthe repertoire (cf. Popovic 81). “Die
sprachliche ‘Einburgerung’ [...] ist Bedingung desrktarfolgs — und ohne diesen kann
kein Literaturiibersetzer Uberleben” (Kohlmayer ¥6)Jheater managements, for their
share, “have learnt from past reactions to traedlgiays that the public do not like an
overly source-oriented approach to translation tvhtbrough its cultural and linguistic
unfamiliarity, is accessible only to the initiatedd converted, lacking in mass appeal”

(Anderman Europe 27).

% Cf. also AndermanEurope 10; Gentzler Translation Theories118; Jérg 35; Venuti, “Translation,
Community”, 483.

37 Cf. also AndermarEurope 10.

% Cf. also Bassnett and Lefevere, “Proust’s Grarttier, 6; GentzlerTranslation Theorigs125.
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This raises the issue of ‘selecti&inMatter-of-factly, the plays which are staged omer
sustained period of time are not necessarily tadseh are most assiduously arranged or
performed, but those which are economically sudaksse. attended by a large number
of people (cf. Bennett 117; Heilboron and Sapiro S8bler,Ecriture Dramatique 66/75-
76). Not surprisingly, these plays are generallywemtional in kind, causing the
repertoire to be “highly resistant to change” (Maetla gtd. in Bennett 119). In order to
better understand the power relations which exigirgy the various cultures, it does often
not suffice to study the texts which have been ehd®r translation by various social
institutiong® (cf. Bennett 56; Hatim and Mason 88 f.); rathersyatematic analysis of
those works which were refused translation is dyuahblled for (cf. Bassnett,
“Translation Turn”, 126; Lusebrink 130). Hermansmbastrates that

what is translated is always profiled against whkdeft untranslated. But silence
can also communicate: it may communicate an irtgbdi an unwillingness to
translate. Moreover, just as, in speaking, the wadspeaker selects push back
other words, those that could have been spokenvberd not, a translation offers
its particular choice of words by obscuring othéoices [...] In doing so, it
activates one mode of representation at the expdradeernative modes. (70)

What is selected/not selected hence always depemtigeological [...] [and] economic
[...] viewpoints” (Bennett 56). In other words, “[tlhose in a position of econoniand

thus cultural) power control what is available tgh mainstream channelsbid. 115)2

Moreover, the venue of the performance also inftesrthe process of selection (jbid.
127). While smaller theater companies which dodegend on government subsidies are
more likely to show less conventional pieces, matidheater companies — in other words,
‘mainstream venues’ — rely heavily on plays whielspect the common norms of the
target culture (cfibid. 134). This foregrounds the influence which theegoment gains
through financial support. As a result, some thrsadeliberately turn down state money in

order to escape the ideological pressure whichpaioggit would entail (cfibid. 124).

39 For further information on the selection proces= Liisebrink 132 f.

0 As such Bennett lists “publishing houses, boolestoand libraries, as well as [...] literary crititisand
propaganda, literary institutions in schools, thedg of literature, and all other institutions whimediate,
materially or ideally, between the work produced @¢he reader” (56); Even-Zohar names “critics’ (in
whatever form), publishing houses, periodicalsbsjugroups of writers, government bodies (like steriial
offices and academies), educational instituti(ethools of whatever level, including universitigkle mass
media in all its facets, and morePdlysystem Studie87); for the influence of literary criticism omaina,
cf. also Butzko.

*L Cf. also Gentzlefranslation Theorigs119.

2 Cf. also Schéffner qtd. in Karoubi.
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The popularity of the translated work — and itshaut— are as decisive as the above-
mentioned aspects may be. “Writers and their woekteanslated differently when they
are considered ‘classics’, when their work is retbgd as ‘cultural capital’, and when
they are not” (Bassnett, “Still Trapped”, 169 his aspect is most crucial when it comes
to translating economically weighty authors, asthe case with rendering Arthur
Schnitzler and Tom Stoppard into another langudganslators, as being directly
influenced by the power structures which surrouhent, “do not work in ideal and
abstract situations nor desire to be innocenthbue vested literary and cultural interests
of their own” (GentzlerTranslation Theoriesl31)“. Translating the work of well-known
authors undoubtedly adds to the translator's cailltand economic capital, especially
when they, themselves, are already publicly krdwaof. Heilbron and Sapiro 103).
Against this background, Tom Stoppard’s excessae af intertextual references is not
surprising, as the latter help establish a sigaiftdink with some of the most significant
English playwrights of all times, including Shakaspy Wilde, and Joyce (cf. Bennett
120-122). By the same token, the presence of “a@pdirectors with ‘star’ recognition”
(ibid. 109) also adds prestige to the play on stagehib light, casting “the public’s
favorite actors and actresses, such as Paula Weadmla Seidler, Robert Lindner, Attila
Horbiger, and Wolf Albach-Retty” (Deutsch-Schreiné?) definitely added to the
popularity of Schnitzler’s plays at the Burgtheater

Furthermore, the leading director essentially iafices the selection of the plays to be
staged in his or her theater. Schnitzler, who iduced to the ‘Burgtheater’ under the
era of Max Burckhard, is granted relative leewayaathe form and design of his plays.
This is largely due to the fact that Burckhard mibetunderstood as one of the most
revolutionary and vanguard directors that the ‘Bluegter’ has seen in its long career. If
Paul Schlenthner, Burckhard’'s conservative succedsad pulled the strings when
Schnitzler was hoping for his pldyiebeleito be staged, probably nothing would have
guaranteed the play’s performance (cf. Vacha, Viiisxiv). Finally, effective marketing
strategies, as well as favorable reviews can amtdiliy boost a play’s popularity among
its spectators (cf. Linn 36; Vacha, “1”, 129-130;).

43 Cf. also Heilbron and Sapiro 103.
4 Cf. also Sabler 88.
4> Note that this can be undeniably claimed of Taoppard and Hilde Spiel.
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By way of conclusion, theater production — andgktension, theater translation — cannot
be regarded as abstract linguistic transcodingMeigel 2). Rather, the translated text is
the result of economic and political games of powkich, in turn, dwarf the translator’'s

proper decisions and ideas.

1.6  Future Trends and Perspectives: On Diaspora, Hybridity
and The Space In Between

Jeder von uns ist

der andere

fur die anderen.

(Laing gtd. in Wolf, “Textuelle Repréasentation”,8)3

The newest trend in the translation studies fiebthsests of critically reviewing the
conception of culture as a closed system. Manystaséion scholars believe that due to
increased mobility figures large-scale culturaltexage is fostered, thereby narrowing the
gap which up to now has clearly kept different axdt groups apart. Culture, in this
sense, is tantamount to the notion of flbating signifierand hence never stable or fixed
but in constant flux and motion (cf. Bonacker 3bikidrz 118; Suppanz, “Transfers”, 26).
Accordingly, the translation process does not falkee between a determined source and
target culture, but in a space where various clltunfluences overlap and converge (cf.
Celestini and Mitterbauer, “Einleitung”, 12). Inighcontext, the concept afiaspora
foregrounds world-wide travel, suggesting that peopowadays no longer remain
influenced by a single culture, but have multiplentities due to extensive mobility (cf.
Barker 200-201; Bhabha in Mitterbauer, “Third Sgaéd-55). The existence of multiple
identities, in turn, leads to the phenomenonhgbridity, which sees ‘culture’ as a
synthesis of various influences and traditions Barker 202-203). Hence, according to
this approach, cultural transfer adds to the blegaif different cultural traits, thereby
reducing the distance between the respective alltgroups (cf. Celestini and
Mitterbauer, “Einleitung”, 12; Suppanz, “Transfer25). Homi Bhabha'’s theory of the
Third Spaceor Space in Betweefinally defines thislocus of convergent cultural
constructions, meanings, and conceptions as therrsagne for translation activity (cf.
Fuchs 312; Mitterbauer, “Third Space”, 57). Accagly, the transfer process is no longer
conceived of as taking place between two cultubes,as “ein permanenter diskursiver
Austausch zwischen” various cultural conceptsNtfterbauer, “Third Space”, 59; Wolf,

“Cultures do not hold still”, 85) in a “Raum ohnigdn Grenzverlauf” (Wolf, “Cultures do
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not hold still’, 94). The ‘self’ and the ‘other’ @aithus subject to continuous re-negotiation
which entails complex compounds of various lifelegyand conceptions (cf. Reckwitz
241).

Of course, “the globalization of consumer capitalis..] dominated by US-controlled
corporations” (Barker 115) can hardly be deniedg¢heays (cf. Miller 210). In precisely
the same vein, “the European Union can be seennasti@mpt at cosmopolitan
governance by accommodating the ever-increasingarof national boundaries through
economic market forces and transnational pattefnaigration and cultural exchange”
(Konzett 349). However, when Barker goes on tancl#hat this phenomenon has
inevitably led to “cultural homogenization” or “ads of cultural diversity” by stressing
“the growth of ‘sameness™ (115) among the varimation states, he at best depicts a
utopian scenario, the realization of which mostbpialy lies yet another hundred years
ahead. In order to be able to speak of what Sneliibly refers to as “the ‘McLanguage’
of our globalised ‘McWorld’, or the ‘Eurospeak’ ofir multinational continent” (“Global
Village”, 17) all cultures would have to rely onastly the same linguistic code system
and, by extension, on exactly the same understgnmafithe world. Even though such a
thought cannot per definitionem-be ruled out (as the concept of the ‘nation stistdsy

no means ahistorically fixed, but contingent on ocunrent understanding of the term (cf.
Barker 197; Bonacker 32;40-41)), it would be fdolito describe the world, in its
momentary form, as completely homogenous. Rathee, persistence of national
stereotypes testifies to a continuous delimitatadnthe ‘self’ against the ‘other’. In
approximately the same vein, American culturemekhvhave been taken over by other
linguistic signifying systems must be understoodealation to the native code systems
and hence purport different things in various caast The meaning of ‘McDonalds’, for
instance, can most certainly not be claimed to lee game all over the world; the
connotations that the famous fast-food restauraatdin itself are highly divergent. As a
result, it would be preposterous to claim that laiguages — and by extension their
respective cultures — can be reduced to one ssighafying system. This approach is
endorsed by Anderman and Rogers who point to ttietliat while English is being used
as alingua franca,the “different cultural backgrounds, with their owaditions and [...]
national understandings” of the world prevail (23)he styles have converged, but the
histories have not” (Motzkin 266).
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In the same vein, the ‘nation stafger secan, of course, not be understood as a fully
homogenous structure (cf. Suppanz, “Transfers”, Ré} every single British person will
decipher Tom Stoppard’s plays in precisely the savag; neither will every Austrian
give exactly the same meaning to Arthur Schnitglenasterpieces. However, some sort
of conventionalization is needed in order to renm@nmunication possible. In this sense,
“[n]ational identity is a form of imaginativelentification” (Barker 197}°and the nation
per seis to be understood as what Anderson refers tanaadgined community” (qtd. in
ibid. 199). In fact, nothing woul@ priori point to the fact that members of the same
‘nation state’ are essentially bound to have mareammon with one another than with
members belonging to another nation. Indeed, “tleenbers of even the smallest nation
will never know most of their fellow members, mabem, or even hear of them”
(Anderson qtd. inbid. 198). A feeling of solidarity between them is yrrtificially
structured, “centred on the sharing of norms, \@lueeliefs, cultural symbols and
practices” {bid. 195). Hall specifies that “[ijnstead of thinkirgf national cultures as
unified, we should think of them as a discursiveice which represents difference as
unity or identity. They are cross-cut by deep inérdivisions and differences and
‘unified’ only through the exercise of differentrfos of cultural power” (qtd. inbid.
198). According to Moebius and Reckwitz this uration, as some sort of delimitation of
the ‘self’ from the ‘other,” is needed for each isboor symbolical structure to exist

independently (16).

It is thus my contention that any study of trangfecesses in our time and age cannot be
carried out irrespective of the power relationsalihtontinue to exist among the various
nation states. It would be reductionist, at thisnpao claim that a translation from an
English-speaking background into an Austrian emumment does not entail any
intercultural discrepancies whatsoever, but thattéxt simply floats in a homogenous,
globalized sphere. As Barker rightly points out]iHpugh the concepts of globalization
and hybridity are more adequate than that of calltumperialism, because they suggest a
less coherent, unified and directed process, thmuld not lead us to abandon the

exploration of power and inequality” (119).

46 Cf. also Bonacker 34-35.
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II.L1 From Theory to Practice: Implementing a Descriptive,
Function-based Approach to Translation.

“The level of interest in Schnitzler, evidencedthg continued performance, publication,
and filming of his works is, in effect, a powerfuluseum in its own right” (Wisely 1-2).
Indeed, references delineating Schnitzler's timd age (i.efin de siecleVienna), his
career, his philosophical orientation, as wellresrecurrent motifs of higeuvrecontinue

to thrive both in English and in German. Althoudhe to Tom Stoppard’s tender age, the
number of theoretical references portraying hisrdity career is less comprehensive, a
satisfactory amount of useful material on his stgk writing, his philosophical
orientation, and his plays in general can be fo@amnpilations of interviews conducted
with the Anglo-Czech author further help to betyeasp his very personal motivations
and considerations on various topics including plegformance aspect of his plays,
authors having influenced his writing, and the ttieaf the author’ debate delineated

above.

On the contrary, systematic contrastive analyseSatinitzler’'s original plays and their
English rewritings — to use Lefevere’s umbrellarter are generally limited to diploma
and dissertation papers (cf. Mandana; Schifjidy figure only marginally in published
translation manuals, in the form of short reseaactcles (cf. Daviau, “Reception”;
Mengel 99-120/167-181; Spencer; Stern). The sdunais even less satisfying in Tom
Stoppard’'s case: Whereas some unpublished thesgzaoe the English and the German
versions ofTravesties— with the main focus being placed on the perforreaaspect of
the respective plays (cf. Lakner; Sieder, “1"&"2%3 no comprehensive study of
Stoppard’'sRosencrantz and Guildenstern are Daadts German rendering has as yet
been undertaken. Moreover, the vast majority of dbeve-mentioned studies content
themselves with an enumeration of the translatibifiss which occur in the German
versions, briefly commenting on the effects whilhyt entail, such as character alteration
and a shift in style and atmosphere. More oftemn tiat the translator is held responsible
for these deviances. As Spencer rightly points ‘§tjtanslation of Schnitzler's work [...]

is to a large extent dominated by criticism whi@scfibes translation in terms of right or

wrong, faithful or deviant and in terms of inadeguand loss” (373).

" Heidi Zojer is the only exception in this context
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In her analysis of Schnitzler’s plaigeigen, Das weite LandndLiebeleiin their English
translations, Schmid claims to focus on the pertoroe aspect of the foreign versions, i.e.
“Wie werden die Schnitzler'schen Theaterstiicke dismatische Texte in die
Fremdsprache Ubertragen?” (6). However, a discassiotheatrical conventions and
norms in the respective cultures is not includetien analysis. In spite of her initial aim
to disregard translation mistakes and “Mdglichkeitker Ubersetzung von Phanomenen
des Deutschen, fir die es im Englischen kein Adeivagibt” (bid. 6), she continuously
comments on the quality of the English translatioms in: “Warum aber die beiden
englischen Interpreten nicht den Wiener Dialekictwginen englischen, wie zum Beispiel
Cockney, ersetzen [...] erscheint mir weniger einfeeied” (bid. 43). The simple fact
that she mentions phenomena whichndbposses aequivalentin the English language
suggests that she believes that all other wordssantknces can leguivalentlyrendered

in the target language. She even confesses thatusberstands translation as a
“Verhaltnis der Aquivalenz’ {bid. 3), and later praises Stoppard for having beihffe

to Schnitzler’s originaintentionat least in some instanceisid. 16/86). She thereby holds
on to the possibility of a perfect, equivalent siation based on the transcoding of the
author’'s original meaning into a foreign langua@espite her understanding of her
analysis as a non-linguistic based study of Sclanit&zEnglish versions, she very much
remains trapped within traditional translation theoln precisely the same vein, Daviau
denounces the translator for mutilating the oribteat (cf. “Reception”, 148), and Stern

accuses him of employing strategies which arestctlly questionable” (18%)

Honegger, Mengel and Spencer are one of the few who to a moredescriptive
approach to translation analysis, taking into aotdhe aspect of cultural, social, and
theatrical norms governing the translation prodess Mengel 2). In his introduction,
Mengel lists a number of factors which rendeegunivalentranslation of an original play

in a foreign languagab initio impossible, further specifyingghy shifts of meaning are
unavoidable in each and every translation (15-#®negger addresses the fact that each
and every translator is “ethnic and [hence] deepbted in local culture and mentality”
(22), and concludes that translation from Austr@@rman into English almost always
amounts to stereotypical representations of thdrsmsculture.

48 Cf. Spencer 374.
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In line with these authors and in the light of timeoretical findings of this study, a
descriptiveand function-basedanalysis of Arthur Schnitzlersiebelei and Das weite
Land in comparison to their respective English versi@aliance and Undiscovered
Country by Tom Stoppard, and of Tom Stoppar®esencrantz and Guildenstern are
Deadand Travestiesn contrast to their German translations by Hannaih and Hilde
Spiel shall focus on the socio-cultural, econorpmljtical, and theatrical norms which in

each case cause the foreign versions to deparidenally from the original plays.

In the following it shall hence be proven that

a) the notion of translationaquivalencehas to be dismissed in favor of socio-
culturally determined communicative practices (lamguage and non-verbal
features) and the understanding of meaning astelffrunstable.

b) the translation shifts which inevitably occur hemeflect socio-cultural trends
and power relations among the respective culturstead of resulting from
inattention and carelessness on the part of thelator.

c) the dichotomy between ‘free’ and ‘faithful’ transtans has to be done away
with as both source and target elements can usb@lfpund in the translation
product.

d) the foreign elements which are incorporated in®tdrget culture are mainly
understood in relation to the ‘self’ and not as tléher per se, and
consequently reduced to a stereotypical level.

e) the ratio of source and target elements dependbeooultural background of
the translator as well as on the existent poweaticgls among the nation
states.

f) drama translation must conform to the home coneaatat least to a certain
degree in order to be accepted by the establishdikrace; an aspect which
seriously challenges the theater's position of iausocial and political
change.

g) all in all, translations, as much as their respectoriginals, have to be
perceived as texts in their own right. If therdénce one thing which can and
must be required of them, it is that they should lomger pretend to be

equivalento their originals.
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1.2  Arthur Schnitzler: Choice of Plays

Schnitzler's works “are among the few German-lagguplays translated and performed
regularly in Britain during the period of his lifete” (Bartholomew and Krebs 1242), and
they continue to enthrall audiences both on theliEimgnd the German stages today.
Between 1899 and 1911 Schnitzler is among the fmegtiently staged playwrights in all
German-speaking countries combined. During thisopgethe Burgtheater alone features
249 Schnitzler plays (cf. SableEcriture Dramatique 79; Vacha, “1”, xxiii), and “by
1914 he [is] [...] the most frequently performed awtn the Burgtheater” (Ametsbichler
187).

After SchnitzlersMarchen(1891) andAnatol (1893), Schnitzler’s playiebelei, which
premiers at the Burgtheater in 1895, finally tuthe Austrian into a highly demanded
playwright. The play is immediately hailed as St¢Her's major breakthrough (and still
acknowledged as such todd@ypand quickly turns into the yardstick against vishad! his
other plays to be written in the future are goingbe measured (cf. Butzko 41). This
immediate success must be understood as a mixeskidde for Schnitzler (cf.
Ametsbichler 196). Although he is now celebratedh&snew star of the Burgtheater, the
shallow haze ofiin de siecleVienna, the stilted chit-chat “der siRen Madel wed
dekadenten Lebemanner” (Butzko #0as well as the Freudian love-death opposition is
going to haunt him for a long time to come (cf. B« 61; Daviau, “Reception”, 162).
“Wie er sich auch bemiht, andere Themen in seinerkéh anzuschneiden, wie er auch
danach verlangt, einen ahnlichen Erfolg mit seimgmiteren Stiicken zu erringen, die
Kritik sieht in den meisten doch nur eine Variaties ‘ewigen Lieds von der Liebe, eine
Variation derLiebelei” (Butzko 41). Paradoxically indeed, the anti-Semitic journal
Reichspostbelongs to the few papers which foreground Scheritzlinexhaustible
thematic diversity (cf. SableEcriture Dramatique 138).

For many years to come, Schnitzler’s plays eitheck the audiences (as is the case with
his notoriousReigen or leave them relatively unmoved — Thimig everals of the
“Ruhe eines Friedhofs” in relation to this theadtiperiod (qtd. in Vacha, “1”, 111). It is

only in 1911 thaDas weite Landleems promising to live up to the success onceyedjo

49 Cf. Ametsbichler 196; Butzko 40-41; Gay 234; Kaeyar 21; Lorenz 3; Scheible 57; Sablecriture
Dramatique 56/136; Vacha, “1", 26/48 (for more detailediesvs onLiebelej see Vacha, “2”, 11-43).

0 Cf. also SablefEcriture Dramatique 135; Vacha, “1”, xxxv.

°L Cf. also Beniston 224; Butzko 59-61/76; Dukes gidaviau 150-151; SableEcriture Dramatique 22.
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by Liebelei (cf. Butzko 59). Simultaneously premiering on tén® German-speaking
stages,Das weite Landconstitutes one of Schnitzler's big breaks in heseer as a
dramatist (cf. Butzko 86; SableEcriture Dramatique 36; Vacha, “1”, xviii/115/117).
Positive reviews of the play are abund3nand even Schnitzler himself — known as an
assiduous perfectionist — seems to acknowledgentastery of his play (cf. Sabler,
Ecriture Dramatique 128).

Outside Austria, where Schnitzler's novels are edst as renowned as his plays,
Schnitzler is primarily known as a playwright ini&m (cf. Bartholomew and Krebs
1242). Indeed, Tom Stoppard is not the first tmdpose Schnitzlertiebeleiand Das
weite Landinto the English language (abid. 1242). Rather, “multiple translations exist
of his most famous works” (Lorenz 13). Stoppardia@ationUndiscovered Country,
which follows the earlier English versiodhe Wide Countryand The Vast Domain
translated in 1923- (cf. “Arthur Schnitzler’; KeteB44), is “commissioned by Britain’s
National Theatre, which present[s] the work in 1878 monumental production, directed
by Peter Wood and starring John Wood” (Gussow, f@elerland”, 4). Liebelei is
“entitled variouslyFlirtation, The Reckoning, Playing with Love, Thaeve Game, Light-
0’-Love,andThe Lovers and the Loséraviau, “Reception”, 149) before being taken
up by Tom Stoppard under the tidalliance Stoppard’s version is again created in close
cooperation with Peter Wood and the National Tkeatrd premiers at the Lyttleton in
1986 (cf. AndermanEzurope 207; Mengel 167). Although some critics acknowledhat
Stoppard’s plays cannot be understoock@sivalentrenderings of Schnitzler’s originals
(cf. Bartholomew and Krebs 1243; Daviau, “RecegtioBpencer), most of them
foreground their positive reception on the Britsthge (cf. Bartholomew and Krebs 1242;

Gussow, “Schnitzlerland”).

The reason for choosing Schnitzlet’®ebeleiand Das weite Landor analysis is hence
threefold: First, the plays’ indisputable succassmg them into an interesting object for
study. Second, both plays are rendered into théigbnanguage by Tom Stoppard; and
last but not least, all four plays (i.e. the Gernaawl the English versions combined) are
commissioned and staged by the national theatdsstin Austria and Britain. This aspect
is of importance given that LiUsebrink et al. requdse objects of analysis to be

comparable in order to guarantee unflawed res8iis (

%2 \/acha mentions only nine (“1”, xviii/112).
%3 Cf. Sabler who quotes tiNeues Wiener Tagblaind theReichsposfEcriture Dramatique 182); (for
more detailed reviews dbas weite Landsee Vacha, “2", 92-123).
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1.3 On the Impossibility of Equivalence: Highlighting
Translation Shifts

In a first instance, the shifts which set the Germarsions and their respective English
translations apart have to be analyzed in somal.d&tas juxtaposition of Schnitzler’s
and Stoppard’s plays is, however, not intended @qsaditative assessment of either of the
plays. Rather, the fact that the texts at handrdezeonsiderably must be understood as a
first proof of the impossibility okquivalencen any translation process whatsoever. In
Bassnett's words, “[o]nce the principle is acceptieat sameness cannot exist between
two languages, it becomes possible to approach ginestion of loss and gaih
(Translation Studies36). In a second step, socio-cultural, politicahd atheatrical
conventions and norms of both the Austrian andBitigsh culture will be drawn upon in

order toaccount forthe alterations listed below.

The analysis will be based on the analytical madejgested by Lambert and Van Gorp,
Nord (gtd. in Zojer 33-35), Vannerem and Snell-Hyn(gtd. in Stolze 165), and
Gerzymisch-Arbogast (qtd. ibid. 119), according to which various criteria thatkeap

a text can be broken down into macrostructural emdrostructural elements. These
include both linguistic and cultural aspects whiah the risk of being altered or lost in
translation (cf. Andermartkurope 8). Bassnett cites “speech rhythms, the pausds an
silences, the shifts of tone or of register [...]sinort, the linguistic and paralinguistic
aspects of the written text that are decodableraadcodable” (“Still Trapped”, 107) as
examples; Nord distinguishes between stylistic el&s including rhythm, syntax,
structure, metaphors, and symbols, and more genaspkcts such as character
constellation, themes, and atmosphere (“Ubersesharmglwerk”, 54). Additionally,
Stolze mentions “Satzstrukturen und Lange, Inforoms@rrangement, Frequenz von
Verbalphrasen versus Nominalphrasen, Frequenz dgekéva” (170) as well as
active/passive constructions, stress and acceotyaind focus in sentence constructions
(224).

In a more systematic order, macrostructural elemtmbe analyzed will include length,
structure (number of acts), peritext and stage ctioes, rhythm and tempo,
dialog/monolog structure, style, genre, and therBefsequently, dialects and linguistic

variation, language (including vocabulary and rEgy)s syntax, repetition, and



66

punctuation, forms of address and conversatiorniape, as well as cultureniéwiill be
addressed from a microstructural perspective. ktnofl course be pointed out that these
various aspects cannot be treated independenttyrdboer have to be understood as
closely interrelated and continuously interactingneepts which, globally speaking,
account for the overall atmosphere of the textarti®#d overlaps among these categories
are hence going to be frequent in the subsequahsas

[1.3.1 An Analysis on the Macro-Level of Schnitzler's Liebelei and Das
weite Land in Comparison to Stoppard’s Dalliance and Undiscovered
Country

[1.3.1.1 Altering Length and Structure

Starting with a comparison of tmeacrostructural particularities of Schnitzler’kiebelei
and Das weite Landon the one hand, and Stoppard’s respective Englesiions,
Dalliance and Undiscovered Countrgn the othera stark imbalance regarding the texts’
length can be observ&dCompared to Schnitzler's original text, Mengekaks of a
reduction in length of 25% in Stopparddndiscovered Countryl10). Indeed, Stoppard
equally tinkers with much otiebeleis original linguistic material, omitting most of
Schnitzler's verbose and all-too-often lofty chathicf. Gussow, “Schnitzlerland”, 4). In
other words, Stoppard shortens Schnitzler's texts“dharpen[ing] the dialogue and
teas[ing] more homour out of it” (Stoppard qtd.Ntengel 167). Admittedly, Stoppard
does not alter the overall storyline of the origipdays through elimination, but he
nonetheless changes the atmosphere and style oit8etis plays, chiefly regarding
character constellation, as ldsamatis personaémiss the plenitude of” their originals
(Gussow, “Schnitzlerland”, #) The juxtaposition of the following scenes takeonf Das

weite LandandUndiscovered Countrghall further illustrate this claim:

** These are also termed “cultural terms” or “cwdtueferences” and describe “konkrete Einheitea,ai
eine Kultur und/oder an einen geographischen Raebumpen sind” (gtd. in Zojer 59/62). For a more
detailed discussion as well as possible ways obtating them see for instance Markstein.

% Stoppard himself admits that the final versiores ‘@onsiderably shorter” (qtd. in Gussow, “Cartwis&e
132).

* This aspect is also mentioned by Mandana who tasteat Stoppard’s “knapper Tonfall” considerably
alters the overall atmosphere of the plays (90)thH&ysame token, Schmid notices a modificationrdigg
the characters’ attitude which she ascribes to dbes introduced in the English versions (29); cf.
furthermore Bartholomew and Krebs 1243; Mengel 100/115-116.
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GENIA. Ich hab die Geschichte eben | GENIA. Mrs Wahl wanted to
der Frau Wahl erzahlt. Sie hat sigh know what became of the cigars.
sofort erkundigt, wo die Zigarettep (StoppardUC, 92)
hingekommen sind, die du ihm am
nachsten Tag geschickt hast.
(Schnitzler WL, 25)

By omitting linguistic material, Stoppard also damsay with Schnitzler's characters’
typical trait of favoring small talk over more smrs issues When Schnitzler's Fritz asks
Theodor out of the blue, “Sag, findest du das Zimmeht wunderlieb?” (Schnitzlet,,
73), he desperately tries to digress from the awétvgabject of his affair with an older
lady. In precisely the same vein, he avoids agttiorward answer when Christine asks
him about the other lady at the theater. By asiganig that he remembers what Christine
wore on several occasions, he cleverly turns tcas@way from the important matters,
instead engaging in mindless chit-chat about sigarfdetails (cf. Schnitzlerl, 22;
Schmid 34). Stoppard, on the other hand, has lasacters talk shop right away, hence
ignoring this very aspect. Finally, Mengel menti@kss of psychological depth caused
by Stoppard’s omissions irJndiscovered Country.Freud, who as Schnitzler’s
‘Doppelganger’ (cf. Magris 71gonsiderably influences the latter in his writingegs not
play an equally important role in Stoppard’s vensjplengel 112).

However, Stoppard’s predilection for cutting andrmpng does not mean that he refrains
from “adding a flick here and there” (Stoppard qtdStern 171). Ialliance, Stoppard
inserts a scene of Fritz “practicing marksmanshithva duelling pistol” (7), thereby
foreshadowing the character’s tragic death in tiek & the play. By locating the last Act
to the Josefstadthe introduces additional characters (cf. Schmid, @@)ds rehearsal

scenes and generally turns the structure line bhigder’'sLiebeleiupside down.

While Stoppard retaind.iebelels three-act structure in writing, he recounts in a
interview that “Peter Wood [...] was insistent that wanted to do [...] [the play] with

one intermissior® (Stoppard, “Event and Text”, 203), i.e. in two saanly, thereby

" In this context, Baumann illustrates that “Beilges [...] griiblerisch-bohrend behandelt, [wéhrend]
Abgriindiges bewul3t ausweichend abgefélscht, oftmiarlando berihrt [wird]” (36).

8 Surprisingly, Stoppard mentiorBas weite Landas Schnitzler's three-act play, stating, “I did an
adaptation of a play by Schnitzler; it's calleds weite Landwe called itUndiscovered CountjyIt's a big
play, and Schnitzler wanted it done in three agif) two intermissions” (“Event and Text”, 203). Agan
only interpret this as an error on Stoppard’s pgikten thatDas weite Landas five acts, | assumed that he
was actually referring td.iebelej where the stage directions of Act Three cleapgfisy that “[t]he
transition between Act Two and Act Three shouldviz@le without an intermissionD( 60; cf. Stern 176).
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further compressing the structure of the play (&fissow, “Schnitzlerland”, 4). In his
version ofDas weite Landhe does not tinker with the traditional five-actusture of
dramatic works, yet the above-delineated cuts andions undoubtedly interfere with

the play’s initial texture.

[1.3.1.2 Peritext and Stage Directions

Regarding the peritext, i.e. all elements whichrayepart of the play’s storylinger se—
“Titel, Zwischenuberschriften, lllustrationen, Vand Nachwort” (Lisebrink 145), as
well as the stage directions employed by both asgthe again considerable imbalances
can be found. In the case D&s weite LandSchnitzler establishes himself as the careful
planner who even makes use of these extra-texteiaeats in order to bestow a certain
atmosphere on his tragicomedy. The titlBas weite Land +s taken up again in the play
itself, where Aigner describes the human soul &b .sli is thus in perfect tune with the
play’s overall subject matter, i.e. the incapapibf seeing through one’s fellow men who
hide their soul behind the masks they are wearingcontrast to this atmosphere,
Stoppard’s title refers back to Hamlet's famouslegly of Shakespeare’s homonymous
play (cf. Schmid 15-16; Stern 171). Hamlet conteatgd suicide, yet shirking from taking
the ultimate step as “the dread of something afeath/ The undiscovered country, from
whose bourn/ No traveller returns, puzzles the’wWhamlet3.1.78-80). For the English
spectator this connection conjures up an atmosptrege“weitere Sinnschicht” of death
(Weikert 55), which corresponds to Schnitzler’s inoft ‘thanatos’, frequently opposed to
his more positive counterpart ‘eros’ and reminisceh Freud’s love-death metaphor.
However, this connotation is inappropriate and eading in the context of Stoppard’'s
play, as the latter generally sways towards faroe arody, rather than mirroring the

tragicomical atmosphere of the original (cf. Mengj20).

While the stage directions of Act One in Schnitaléas weite Landun on over thirty
lines, Stoppard reduces them to a fifth of the inalj and as result also effaces the
claustrophobic atmosphere created in Schnitzlegtsion where [€]in griner, ziemlich
hoher Holzzaun [...] den Garten ein[schlie3tfind “[llange Schatten der Gitterstdbe

[...] in den Garten [fallen]” (Schnitzler,WL, 9Y°. In this context, Thompson specifies

%9 Schmid’s analysis of Schnitzler’s plays in tHeirglish version focuses primarily on these asp@dts
% Cf. Schmid 20.
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Schnitzler’s artistic skill of conveying the “chatars’ gestures, movements and facial
expressions [...] in detail in the stage directionbich clarify their true feelings, and so
make a vital contribution to an understanding efdielogue which is taking place” (114).

Again, Stoppard falls short of this criterion irs Iviersion.

For once, Tom Stoppard’s choice of title for thegsh version oliebelei — Dalliance —
does not diverge considerably from the original @hmid 15). However, he can not
resist toying with the play’s stage directions, bbhis time he inverses his technique.
Instead of pruning them to a minimum — as in thgecaf Undiscovered Country he
inflates them with additional materighccordingly, Schnitzler’s three-line introduction
takes up almost one page in the conteXdalliance, delineating Fritz’'s maniac shooting

session. In the middle of Act Two, Stoppard furtheéds the following lines:

She turns to go and finds that Fritz has appearethe doorway. He looks at her
inquiringly. She jerks her head towards the do@dieg to the roof. Fritz comes
further into the room. Mizi offers him her hand.tErraises her hand to his lips
and bows over it. Mizi kisses him passionately lom mouth. He is taken by
surprise, disconcerted, and he pushes her awayldsighs at him and leaves, still
laughing. Fritz looks carefully around the room atiebn approaches the piano.
He lifts the lid and plays a tune with one fing€hristine hears this and comes to
the door and sees hirfStoppardUC, 50)

As a result, the play takes on a much more sex@aipficit undertone than Schnitzler’s

original “Vorige. Fritz ist eingetreten”(Schnitzler,L, 64). It also conveys a more lively

and carefree atmosphere, hence turning Schnitderisus and romantic melodrama into

a laughing matter.

11.3.1.3 Dialog Structure, Rhythm, and Tempo

By the same token, the dialog/monolog structurthefGerman and the English versions
diverges dramatically (cf. Mengel 118-119/167). \\as Schnitzler relies almost
exclusively on idle eloquence, typical of the uppkres offin de sieclevienna, rendered

in lofty, lengthy conversational tone, Stoppardtgles of dialog sways toward quick
repartee and absurd talk (cf. Weikert 241-274).tHa following scene, Schnitzler’s
characters tend to monologize their speech, railgatpon deep feelings and emotions,
whereas Stoppard’gersonaeengage in a somewhat uncommitted, absurd exchainge o
short utterances:
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OTTO. Wenn du mir doch vertrautest,
Genia. Auch friher koénnt ich wieder d
sein. Viel fruher. Es gibt ja andr
Moglichkeiten fur mich... Du weifl3t es..
Ich mURte gar nicht fort, Genia.

GENIA. Du muf3t. Vielmehr du sollst, das
ist ein starkeres Gebot.

OTTO. Wie soll ich leben — ohne dich!

GENIA. Du wirst es kdnnen. Es war schor].

Lassen wir's daran genug sein. Glick &
die Reise, Otto, und Glick furs weite
Leben.(Pause.)

OTTO. And how am | to

a live... without you?

2 GENIA. You'll live. It was
lovely. Let’s call it a day.
Pleasant journey, Otto,
and good luck for the

future.
OTTO. Will you remember
me, Genia?

ulGENIA. Oh, yes. And 'l
e forget you too.
(StoppardUC, 158)

OTTO. Was wirst du tun, wenn ich fort bin

GENIA. Ich weil3 es nicht. Heute weil3 ich’
nicht. Was wul3ten wir zwei vor wenige
Wochen, vor Tagen!.. Man gleitet. Ma|
gleitet immer weiter, wer weil3 wohin.

OTTO. Wie kannst du... Oh, ich verstehe
dich! Du redest heute so, um mir das
Scheiden leichter zu machen. Genia|..
Erinnere dich doch, Genia...

GENIA. Ich erinnere mich. O ja, ich
erinnere  mich. (Bitter.) Aber das
Vergessen fangt auch nicht anders an.
(Schnitzler WL, 104)

?
5

N
N

As a result, Schnitzler's characters perfectlyeefithe author’'s idea of superficial types,
who use a lot of pathos in order to influence arahipulate the other (cf. Schmid 29).
The characters’ nasalized way of speaking is hewtking but an attempt at masking
their true intentions, thereby conforming to theblpu morals of the then upper-class
society. Stoppard’s characters do not mince matérs are hence much more direct, but
also more candid than Schnitzler’s originals (bfd 29). Sabler even goes as far as to
claim that Schnitzlersiramatis personaenly exist through their narrative art, i.e. the
conversational tone which they emploc(iture Dramatique 337) — an aspect also
addressed by Ametsbichler who senses an emphagialoig over action in all of
Schnitzler’s plays (195).

Indeed, it is not due to a hustling and bustlinggrenance full of vivacity thatiebelei
andDas weite Landold audiences enthralled all over the world (chi@id 24). As Le
Rider rightly observes: “[lJiDas weite Landjeschieht auf der Buhne beinahe gar nichts”
(30). Rather, dramatic tension in Schnitzler’s pl&éy/created though cleverly thought out

dialog momentum and psychological profundity, “Wedalie Gewalt und die verborgenen
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Leidenschaften hinter der urbanen Fassade diesen §Miener Gesellschaft blo3legen”
(ibid. 30). Needless to say that this “meticulous dpsom of the mindset of the
individual [...] simultaneously delay[s] the symboéct” (Kuttenberg 328). Stoppard, for
whom tempo and witty entertainment is everythirdjes on another strategy: by spicing
up Schnitzler's long-winded talk, he quickens rmgtnd tempo (cf. Lichtenberg 271).
This is achieved “through an arbitrary revision tbé punctuation” (Berman 292), a
reduction of fillers, and divergent syntax patté€riasmid automatically builds up suspense.

Compare, for instance, the following scenes takemt.iebeleiandDalliance:

FRITZ (leise).Gibt’'s was Neues? — FRITZ. Is there any more news?
Hast du etwas Uber sie erfahren? THEODORE. What?

THEODOR. Nein. Ich hol dich nur da | FRITZ. About her.
herunter, weil du leichtsinnig bis{. THEODORE. Who? Oh, no. | only
Wozu noch diese uberflissiggn came to collect you because you're
Aufregungen? Schlafen sollst du digh so irresponsible. What's all this
legen... Ruhe brauchst du! ... excitement? You ought to be
(SchnitzlerL, 73) resting, this is no place for you.

(StoppardD, 58)

Furthermore, Stoppard grafts his very personal gharacter on his plays — as in “hail-
fellow-well-m — maybe that means he knows” (Stogpa, 11), “I am at your disposal
[...] And I shall dispose of you’ilfid. 31), “You young know-it-alls... take-it-alls... My
box, my table, my — You grab — brag — strut — ke Idogs in the street — and you’ll be
shot down like dogs”ilfid. 32), and “frantically — or romantically” (StopphiUC, 133)
or “members of the fair sex [...] [o]r unfair sexbid. 114) — thereby bestowing his very
unique rhythm on his performances. Not surprisin§toppard’s proponents frequently
praise him for his breath-taking, linguistically ptasive roller-coaster rides to
Stoppardland, whereas his critics miss a certaitumtyg when it comes to his characters
and themes (cf. Bratt). Accordingly, Schnitzler atbppard employ entirely contrary
dramatic strategies which both have their meritg, vohich clearly show how absurd it

would be to sell Stoppard’s plays as Schnitzlegsivalents

11.3.1.4 Stylistic Characteristics and Genre

It should have been made apparent that Stoppatdls 5 generally faster, sharper,

wittier, more sarcastic, and much more direct than superficial banter employed by

®1 | shall come back to these aspects when disaysistnmicrostructural elements of the plays.
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Schnitzler (cf. Andermarturope 209-211; Barholomew and Krebs 1243, Mengel 167;
Schmid 49/75). Another aspect which sets the Geramahthe English versions apart is
the fact that Schnitzler meshes comic and traggmehts (cf. Mengel 108-109; Sabler,
“Osterreichische Identitat”, 86), whereas Stoppaetiuces the melodramatic and
sentimental quality to a minimum (cf. Mengel 16€h&id 75). In other words, the tragic
dimension of Schnitzler’s play which traces the harsoul as a deep abysm is almost lost
in Stoppard’s play, the tone of which is lightedaeminds one more of a bitter farce (cf.
Mengel 120). According to Lichtenberg, Stoppardifaes melodrama at the expense of
sharp humor (271). Mengel understands Stopparaknique of inserting “sarcasms,
witty aphorisms, repartee, strong lines and pud47f? as a means of “achiev|ing] an
additional comic effect” (114)

While in Das weite LandSchnitzler's Mauer deploys “[dass d]ie Zigarre [Lkrigens
wirklich keine Luft [hat]” (26), Stoppard’s counfert sarcastically pictures it as “just
about ready to join [the newly deceded] Korsakowtoppard,UC, 93). Schnitzler’s
Genia explains in a distinguished way “[wie e]ire&énd [ihres] Mannes, ein gewisser
Doktor Bernhaupt, [...] direkt von seiner Seite wamn\einem Felsen abgestirzt und auf
der Stelle tot geblieben [ist]” (SchnitzlewL, 16), Stoppard’s Genia, on the contrary,
sloppily recounts Bernhaupt's death as having haggevhen the latter “crashed right
past him [her husband] on a rock-face” (Stoppddd;, 85). By the same token,
Stoppard’s Theodore turns Mizi's plain statements“hot a double-bass, it's a violin”
into a downright joke, by adding, “Well, | said ias small” (Stoppard), 14), while
Fritz concludes that “it helps if you can’'t see #wtors” (bid. 17) and Mizi admonishes
Christine that “only a fool would look for [the gect man] in Vienna” ipid. 49) —
attitudes which are all but alien to Schnitzlersigmal characters. InDalliance,
Stoppard’s characters also take on a more sexegljcit way of proceeding, compared
to Schnitzler's originals (cf. Mengel 169). Henckebddore openly invites Mizi to “give
[him] a hand” (Stoppard), 18), and Mizi subsequently admits to having spetiinate
hours at “Dory’s place”ibid. 48) while deploying that men are “all the sameewh

they’re waiting for their trousersikid. 50).

62 Cf. also Mengel 167.
83 Cf. also Mengel 168.
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As a result, Schnitzler's and Stoppard’s plays camven be understood as belonging to
the same genre type. While SchnitzleDas weite Landis officially tagged as a
tragicomedy Tragikomodig”* — meshing comedy and tragedy, situational comedy,
psychological depth, and realism (cf. Sabgariture Dramatique 211) — no specific type

of genre has been assigned.tebelef®. However, with Christine committing suicide in
the final act, the play undoubtedly ends on a tramte (cf. Vacha, “2”, 43). Mengel
describes it as leaning toward the genre of “doiméstgedy burgerliches Trauerspi€el)

% in line with Lessing’sMi3 Sara Sampsoand Schiller'sKabale und Liebé177). Vacha
further specifies that numerous genre classifioatilave been attached Laeebelei,
ranging from “Volksstuck bis zur Tragodie” (“1”, xw). Generally speaking, humorous

scenes are less common in this play thabas weite Land

Apart from the official genre descriptions, Schi@ts plays are often associated with
Frenchboulevardtheater conventions of his time (cf. Vacha, “2”).12abler explains this
connection with the fact that both Frenlbbulevardtheater and Schnitzler hold on to
“Situationen, die Erotik mit Komik vereinen” (“Osteichische Identitat”, 95). This
parallel is not always to the benefit of Schnitaeplays (cf. Le Rider 30). Rather, it
entails critique in the sense that the Austriamautelies too heavily on the Frenshjets
(cf. Sabler, “Boulevardtheater”, 90). The image Sxfhnitzler “[als] Autor von leicht
lasziver Boulevarddramatik in sif3lich-donaumonaciner Szenerie”ilfid. 91) indeed
has a rather pejorative connotation attached thddlitionally, the genre of thkoulevard
theater suggests mere superficial entertainmetheatexpense of more serious subject
matters (cf.ibid. 93; SablerEcriture Dramatique 16-17/52-55). As delineated above,
however, Schnitzler's style cannot be brought ne lwith trivial entertainment matters
only. The melodramatic touch which marks all of Wisting (cf. Mengel 175) cannot be
ignored and has led several critics to refer tambkisvreas ‘decadent literature’ (cf. Macris
109). Ritzer even demonstrates “[wie] das ‘freclohlische Spiel [...] in Schnitzlers
Werkbiographie [...] eine Episode [bleibt]” (293),cahow most of his plays do not end
on a very happy notébfd. 294). She further concludes: “Humoristisch’ iardyenannten
Intention ist dagegen nur eine sehr kleine Gruppa [Schnitzlers Werken], ja vielleicht

nur ein einziges Stuck [i.€rofessor Bernhardi (ibid. 296).

64 Cf. Baumann 31; Kammeyer 65; Ritzer 295; Vacl#4, 93; Scheible who specifies that Schnitzler uses
this genre name fort he first and last time in @otion withDas weite Land98).

5 Anderman,Europe 211, Scheible 57, and Yates 248 specify thatas wriginally intended to be a
“Volksstlick” or a “dialect folk play, a genre primilgt intended for the less-educated sections of the
theatergoing public” (Andermaiurope 211).

% Cf. also Vacha, “2”, 14.
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In sharp contrast, both of Stoppard’s adaptationstrbe labeled as comedies, or ironic
farces, if not as travesties or parodies (cf. Médd®; 172). In an interview, Stoppard
openly admits to subjecting the originals to iroojgiming that he “want[s] to marry the
play of idea to farce. Now that may be like eatingteak tartare with chocolate sauce, but
that's the way it comes out” (Wetzsteon 83). Fdtzhelodramatic and impassioned
speech — “Gewil} ist die lieb!... So lieb!” (SchietzL, 12) — is leveled down to a half-
hearted “She was rather sweet actually” (Stoppard,2¥’. Likewise, the dramatic final
scene which led Mengel to understanébeleias a tragedy, is turned on its head in
Stoppard’s version. Mengel rightly remarks thatragiouting, “What? That | loved him?
You shit-bucket, Theo. You fat, ugly lecheroustydiingered God’s gift to the female
race, your breath stank of stale women when yosekisme, | was nearlgick”

(StoppardD, 70) “will not commit suicide” (Mengel 175).

11.3.1.5 Topics and Themes

Regarding the choice of topics and themes, Sclenitzlrumored to recycle hsijets(cf.
Beniston 224; SableEcriture Dramatique 136), with each of his plays exploring “the
compulsiveness of Eros, its satisfaction, its dehs its strange affinity to Thanatos”
(Schneider 29), thereby “bringing socially taboo subjects intae tbpen” {bid. 29).
Indeed, most of his plays revolve around the iaties of interpersonal or marital
relationships, moral issues, betrayal, or infigeht in other words — problem matters
which Schnitzler attributes to the prevailing noriausd conventions ofin de siécle
Vienna (cf. Ametsbichler 201; Kammeyer 21; LorenzMacris 109; Thompson 105;
Wisely 72). Not infrequently, Schnitzler takes isswith the strict corset of his time and
age, discussing questions of mendacity, hypocaisg,exposing the practice of dueling as
a mindless undertaking (cf. Ametsbichler 189; D&%&; Lorenz 3; Schlein 28; Wisely
72). InDas weite Landhe continuously uses the image of the ‘tennisejas a symbol
for the way of living enjoyed by Viennagrand bourgeoisiat his time (cf. Le Rider
120). “[T]he human psyche” (Ametsbichler 201) iso#mer topic which has kept
Schnitzler busy during his lifetime. His psycholkai interest again brings up the
dichotomy of love and death. According to Stamod hawson, Schnitzler's “characters
are [always] involved in some sort of love triangkad then die, commit suicide, or are
killed” (266). They also sense an “oedipal situatio(ibid. 268) in Dalliance,

67 Cf. Schmid 74.
% Cf. also Daviau 162; Derré 329; Kammeyer 5-16n8in and Lawson 267.



75

understanding Fritz’'s relationship to the olderrmea lady as one between a child and
his mother. IrDas weite Landthe same can be said of Erna’s relationship witbdfich,
where young Erna likewise intrudes into the ‘fath@sther’ constellation of the married
couple, Genia and Friedrich. In this context, Ma@peaks of Schnitzler's focus being
placed on “the subconscious, contradictory and gathological components of man’s

amorous pursuits” (109).

Apart from being a writer of sentimental romancex dlirtations, Schnitzler also
juxtaposes “illusion and reality” (Ametsbichler 8%nd further discusses the fallacy of
language (cf. Skreb 80) — issues which Lorenz flassas being of interest also for later
centuries (cf. Ametsbichler 189). Indeed, a certaffinity in this respect can be
established between the Austrian author and Tonpp@rd, who frequently opposes
reality and illusion and uses language as a meflamssanderstanding. Ametsbichler goes
on to claim that “the crisis of language is linkedthe crisis of identity” (190), an aspect
which has also inspired Stoppard in many ways. Eeatthough Schnitzlers aim of
highlighting the system’s weaknesses and taboosiotabe brought in line with
Stoppard’s objective of provoking wild laughter aamusement, it is not at all surprising
that Stoppard takes to Schnitzler's malleable platsich he subsequently turns into his

very personal stories (cf. Kleist xi; Lorenz 16).

[1.3.2 An Analysis on the Micro-Level of Schnitzler’s Liebelei and Das
weite Land in Comparison to Stoppard’s Dalliance and Undiscovered
Country

11.3.2.1 Dialects and Linguistic Variation

In view of the linguistic embedding of Schnitzledsginal plays in a typically Viennese
context, it is not surprising that dialectal vaonas play a pivotal role (cf. Mandana 59).
The Viennese dialect at the turn of thé"1@ntury marks a whole society which, as
Keller puts it, is above all a culture of banterdaralk: “[Dler[...] Lebensstil [der
Charaktere in Schnitzlers Dramen ist] von der Kogsagon bestimmt [...]” (gtd. in
Schmid 44). Schmid further specifies that Schnitzler'syplaconform entirely to this

linguistic code, and hence do not rely on stylinednvented ‘theatrical speech’ (8). This

%9 Cf. also Daviau 162; Wisely 72.
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is however not to say that the language of Scleritzlday and age is natural in itself.
Rather, it follows very strict norms and convensomvhich provoke a certain
“Unspontaneitat und Angelerntheit der AusdruckseeisSchmid 31Y. As an example
Schmid cites “Frau Wahl, Uber die es da heil3t: 1&iselt ein wenig, spricht ein nicht
ganz echtes Aristokratisch-Wienerisch’ [WL,10]” a&ll as the latter's son “Gustl, in
dessen Fall die Regieanweisungen lauten: ‘spricitt emer gewissen affektierten
Schlafrigkeit’ [WL, 80]” (31). The language of Sdtrter's contemporaries is hence to be
understood as an ‘illusory world of words’ (cf. kel 52-53), full of charm and
“hintergriindige[r] Beilaufigkeit” ipid. 34), or, as Sabler puts it, as “kunstvolle[r] [...]
Wiener Sprachduktus” (“Osterreichische Identit®85)*. Where Schnitzler's originals
speak with a typically Viennese drawl, Stoppard ey a dialectally unmarked
language:

ERNA. Schon als siebenjahriges| ERNA. I've loved him since | was seven

Méadelhab ich ihn geliebt. years old. (Stoppard)C, 81)

(Schnitzler WL, 12;
my emphasis)

CHRISTINE. [...] Der Vater hat | CHRISTINE. [...] Father taught me a bit

mich ein bisselunterrichtet — but | haven’t got much of a voice. And
aber ich hab nicht viel Stimmg.  there hasn’t been a lot of singing in the
Und weil3t du, seitdie Tant' house since my auntie died.

gestorben ist [...], da ist es  (StoppardD, 25)
noch stiller bei uns wie e$
frher war. (Schnitzlerl, 29;
my emphasis)

FRAU WAHL. Na—sein S* so MRS WAHL. Look — would you please

gut mind!

ROSENSTOCK. Oh bitte... Das | ROSENSTOCK. Oh sorry, | need hardly
bezieht sictselbstredenaicht say that that does not apply to your
aufFraulein Tochter. daughter. (Stoppard)C, 129)

(Schnitzler WL, 72;
my emphasis)

FRITZ. Fahrtdenndaje ein FRITZ. Do you get much traffic going by?
Wagen vorbei? [...] Was sind  [...] What are those pictures?
denndas fur Bilder? CHRISTINE. No — don't!

CHRISTINE. Geh! FRITZ. But I'd like to see them.

FRITZ. Ah, die mocht ich mir (StoppardD, 52)
ansehn. (Schnitzlel,, 66; my
emphasis)

0 Cf. also Skreb 80; Thompson who speaks of “mattesgperforming roles imposed upon them by social
conventions and the requirements of good tastel)(13

" In this context, Thompson appears to be the onéywho describes Schnitzler’s plays as being “gdiyer
presented in standard German, with just a tingéi@inese accent and local colour” (183-184).
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This juxtaposition also shows Schnitzler's preditmt for short fillers — such as ‘na’,
‘denn’, ‘da’, and ‘ah’-= which do not carry any nmé@g whatsoever, but simply have the

function of indicating the particularity of the \fieese dialect employed by the characters.

In Das weite LandSchnitzler also introduces some regional Austdaellers apart from
the Viennese character of the play, most notalbdyntfountain guide Penn who speaks
with a distinctive regional dialect as opposedhe hasalized way of proceeding, typical
of the Viennese group of characters: “Freili. [.. fd8lig Frau, mir sein schon alle wieder
da. Brav hat sich das gnadig Fraulein gehaltenhiigzler, WL, 78-79). Stoppard at first
has Penrspeak with a Scottish dialect, “AyetUC, 136), but immediately has him switch
back to RP, “They‘re all back here with me, Mrs.eTyoung lady managed splendidly”
(ibid. 136). This very obviously changes the charactahe original Penn, turning him
into a derisory or ridiculous personage at bestil&Vim the original version his thick
dialectal coloration unmistakably relates him te kbwer rungs of Austrian society at the
time Schnitzler’s play was written (cf. Schmid 4K, is turned into a hybrid character in
Stoppard’s play who is farcical, but inconsistentd hence does not represent a specific

social class in England.

The same holds true for the German charactersdimted in Act Three oDas weite
Land They employ a very harsh, direct tone as oppdaseithe verbose, uncommitted
chatter of their Austrian counterparts in Schnitgleversion. In contrast, the verbal
virtuosity of the Viennese society is further adoaned. This adds up to the deep-rooted —
often comradely playful — resentment between thet#ans and their bigger cousin,
Germany. As Sabler points out, “[findet sich] [ipntten Akt der Tragikomddie [...] das
Portrat des schlesischen Touristen Serknitz, eirdgaltypischen Reichsdeutschen des
leichten Genres, Objekt der Belustigung” (“Osteainésche Identitat”86). Additionally,
the two hikers of Act Three are clearly German \Whschnitzler again expresses through
their linguistic behavior, “Was machen ma nu? [..I1$& was sollen ma machen?VL,
68). In the English version, Stoppard again suggestScottish linguistic coloration,
which, as with Penn above, proves inconsistentthay only utter one line with a
distinguishable Scottish dialect, “Nay, lad, tha¢ aven't” UC, 126) before they again
assume the unmarked British standard language. Whnabre, Stoppard fails to make a
distinction between the Tyrolian figure Penn angl @erman tourists, two cultural groups

which in an Austrian environment will most likelpear at odds with each other.
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As a bottom line, it can be stated that Schnitplaints a portrait of an entire society,
where different people belonging to various soclakses express themselves in distinct
ways (cf. Kammeyer 60; Sablé&tcriture Dramatique276). In contrast to Schnitzler, who
employs dialect as a means of characterizationedisas of social and cultural affiliation
(cf. Mandana 59/87; Schmid 8-11), Stoppard sees ian exclusively comical device.
Rather than creating consistent individuals, he db®f his dramatis personaspeak
approximately the same kind of language (cf. Merdé&l, Schmid 44). Instead of varying
the linguistic features from one individual to amet, Stoppard “takes a lively interest in

the difference of registevithin one speaker” (HuntePlays 106).

11.3.2.2 Language, Register, and Vocabulary

A more detailed contrastive analysis of the registed language use in the four plays
reveals that Stoppard generally tends to employuahmmore modern or contemporary
language than Schnitzler. This again contrastsfaias texts with the archaic, highbrow
vocabulary of Schnitzler'fin de siéclevienna. On the far highbrow end of the spectrum
are Schnitzler's expressions: “Auch neulich, wieg wiit den zwei herzigen Maderin
zusammen waren, bist du ja sehr nett gewederd)( “Ich bin namlich wie zerschlagen”
(ibid. 46), or “Man darf doch einen jungen Menschen eswchen Kleinigkeit wegen
nicht in den Tod treiben”WL, 122) which Stoppard renders in more or less calkq
English: “Even since then when we went out withshdvo popsies you were good fun”
(D, 9), “Actually I'm dead beat”ipid. 38), and “One mustn’t drive a young chap to blow
his brains out over a trifle like one’s virtueJC, 175). Accordingly, it is not surprising
that Stoppard has Weiring and his daughter Chastiade insults, such as “Don’t be
stupid” O, 66) and Listen damn you!” {bid. 66), where Schnitzler's Weiring continues
to protect Christine as best he can (cf. Menge).1BY the same token, “Christine resorts
twice to the curse “Damn you, Theo” [...]0( 68/70)], an expression Schnitzler's
Christine would never use” (Mengel 177), and thedFeof Act Three curses his tunic —
which apparently is far too tight for him — as %hbloody thing” D, 64). Stoppard
thereby bestows a funny atmosphere on Schnitzbeigenal play (cf. Mengel 178).

The use of French expressions in both of Stoppautiys figures in contrast to the
otherwise sharp and trendy vocabulary employedhenpiart of the British author. This
strategy helps bridge the gap between the origamal Stoppard’s characters at least
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partially “[da] ein weiteres Merkmal des Osterréscinen dieser Zeit [i.e. the turn of the
19" century] in bestimmten gesellschaftlichen Kreiger die Verwendung franzésischer
Ausdricke [ist], [...] um de[ren] ‘gehobene’ Ausdrsekeise zu demonstrieren” (Zojer
126).

11.3.2.3 Syntax, Punctuation, and Recurrence

Schnitzler makes use of syntactic devices in ot@éurther characterize Vienna’'s society.

He frequently employs repetition as well as symtadistortion, in which a clause

constituent is deferred and placed at the end skrence. The unmarked sentence
structure: “Ich habe namlich das scharlachrote Auatioil draul3en stehen gesehen” is
turned into a syntactically marked one, namely ‘thétbe ndmlich das Automobil drauf3en
stehen gesehen, das scharlachrote” (Schnitdler,41). This is even more important as
“das scharlachrote” conveys the main informationtltd sentence. By doing so, the
characters appear as shirkers who avoid committiegiselves and hence relegate the
vital information to the very end of their utterasc This characteristic is also mentioned
by Mengel who notes that “[t]he relevant informatio..] is given fairly late in the course

of the[...] conversation” (115).

Once more, Stoppard does not integrate this styltdstvice in his version, adhering to
unmarked sentence structures as in “I saw theetaadtor car outside”UC, 103-104).
Hence, again, Stoppard’s characters miss the t{piv@ennese evasive dimension of
Schnitzler’s originals. When Schnitzler has hisraebters repeat their words as in “Und
spater... spater um noch wenigeWVl(, 57), he additionally stresses their reluctance of
getting to the point. Stoppard omits this recuregne “Later on... for even less'UC,
117); in his plays, repetition generally has anotfnepose, namely to inject humor and
pun-like wit (cf. HunterPlays 88), as in “ever and ever makes me ever so nsf\ @y
20), or as with the slightly varied repetition, ‘the plate cupboard’ifid. 21), “in the
condiment cupboard”ifid. 23), “In the corkscrew drawer’ibid. 24), and “the cigar
cupboard” (bid. 37), which has Fritz appear as a ridiculously gméid character (cf.
Mengel 169; Schmid 76).

2 Hatim and Mason describe the repetition of itemssrecurrence which “is usually a symptom of

intentionality (whether conscious or not) and ashsis significant” (199).



80

Shifts in punctuation can also seriously alter ¢haracter of a play (cf. Schultze 74).
According to Thompson,
Schnitzler’'s frequent use of dashes and dotted linea feature of his dramatic
style, and provides a visual indication of the imigance which he attaches to the
significant pauses in conversation, with their {sbken messages and

suggestions of undisclosed emotions. They are idllssirative of the tact and
discretion with which he normally treats sexualifegss and behaviour. (184)

When Stoppard hence omits the three dots ‘[...] renity used in Schnitzler’s version in
order to delay the conversation, he automaticaligleens the tempo, thereby sharpening
the conversational tone of his plays.

11.3.2.4 Course of Conversation” and Forms of Address

This characteristic is further intensified by a raenof additional alterations introduced
on the part of the British playwright. As mentiort@efore, the conversational style typical
of Schnitzler’'s “madhouse of hypocrisy” (Schlein) 32 characterized by an uncommitted
aloofness on the part of the “sophisticated, shdlloharacters ibid. 32). This nasal,
chanting Viennese way of proceeding is initiatedotigh exuberant addresses of
politeness and courtesy, coupled with aloof smalk.tThe shallow chitchat is then
sustained over almost the entire conversationijrest punctuated by occasional serious
talk emerging from the unconscious, which is howewaickly re-suffocated by a more
conversational style (cf. Schmid 45). In this serigg@nd d]ie auf der Buhne vonstatten
gehenden Gespréache [...] nur der Schleier Uber déi®aissen, die von einem jeden
sorgsam gehitet werden” (Le Rider 32Yhe characters natter “ohne daf} jemals etwas
Explizites geadulert wird”ilfid. 32). Weigel accurately speaks of conversationgo]|
wenig gesagt und viel zerredet [wird]” (qtd. in @&eh-Schreiner 65); Baumann observes
“[e]ine Welt der Tauschungen und Selbsttduschungenthich “[d]ie Menschen trennt,
was sie scheinbar vereint, und sie vereinigt, wagisander verschweigen” (14). In other
words, Schnitzler's characters “talk past’ eaclhent 'sie reden aneinander vorbei”
(Ametsbichler 189j.

3 This refers to what Liisebrink terms “Gesprachanisation” which he further defines as “Formen der
Organisation von Konversationen [...] [die] von deorKentionen der BegriBungsformeln und der
Gesprachsbeendigungspassagen Uber den RegelappaRédeziigen bis hin zur Lange von Redepausen,
zu den Konventionen zur Behebung kommunkiativerusigen [...] und zum kulturgebundenen
Zeitmanagement von Gesprachen und GesprachsseqUegizben]” (51).

" Cf. also SablefEcriture Dramatique 228.

> Cf. also Keller 90; Mengel 111; Thompson 109.
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Starting with the resounding, almost exaggerateendiiness that characterizes the
salutatory phrases employed by Schnitzler's indigld (cf. Le Rider 32), its total absence
can immediately be felt in Stoppard’s plays. Viessstandard forms of address such as
“Klss die Hand, gnadige Frau”, “Gruf3 Sie Gott” (8icker, WL, 11), “Habe die Ehre”
(ibid. 68) or the plain “Servus’ilfid. 112) are leveled down to mediocre English
expressions, such as “Good evening, madam” (or &veram” at certain points of the
play) (StoppardJC, 86), “Bless you” ipid. 80), “Your humble servantil§id. 125), and
“I'm glad to see you” ipid. 165) respectively, the result being that the Yiese style of
Schnitzler’s play is derogated anew. By the sarkertpthe overly affectionate sobriquets
employed by Schnitzler's male characters (“du Kirfd; 16), “Schatz” ipid. 13), “Du
Katz” (ibid. 27), “Naschkatz”ipid. 15), “Engerl” {bid. 20)...) — which admittedly add to
their patriarchal attitude (cf. Andermakurope 211) — are all but unmarked in the
English versions. As a result, Stoppard’'s charact®ho refuse to pay compliments and
to assert “[dass] man den anderen lieb hat” (Schda6d9), break the linguistic

conventional norms dfn de siécleVienna.

In this context, the relevance of the ‘telling naffeemployed by Schnitzler should
equally be briefly commented on. The German ternattét’ literally denotes a

nonvenomous snake — a colubrid in English — ancebyemirrors the snakelike behavior
of both Mr. and Adele Natter. Perfectly integratedthe dishonest Viennese upper
society, they proceed without committing themsel{(efs Le Rider 228). On the other
hand, Dr. Mauer — literally denoting a wall — apigeto be “nichtern, uninteressant im
besten Sinne des Worts. Man denkt bei der Nennseimds] Namen[s] [...] [an] ein

gediegenes Grau [und] Farblosigkeit” (Vacha, “1Xyvi}. Stoppard retains the German
denominations which, as a consequence, do not aagryconnotation whatsoever for the
British spectator. On the other hand, some Gernmames are slightly altered in the
British translations. Schnitzler places ‘Herr’ dfrau’ in front of the characters’ last
names in very rare occasions only. Stoppard, horvéeguently inserts the English titles

‘Mr’ or ‘Mrs’, at some points even holding on toeih German counterparts.

The T/V structure which is characteristic of theri@an language can again not be
rendered satisfactorily in the English languageesys As a consequence, the social act of
“Bruderschatft [trinken]” (Schnitzled,, 16/32) is all but unknown to the British audience

® Fore a more detailed discussion of this transtaissue, cf. Levy who suggests to translate ‘Natte
‘Snake’ (88 ff.); cf. also Kelletat.



82

When Theodor furthermore addresses Christine Vgriaibh ‘Sie’ and ‘du’, the Austrian
spectator senses an inconsistency on the parteofithle character which Mandana
explains as follows: “[O]ft wird das freundschadtie, fast vertraut klingende Du vor dem
Geschlechtsakt durch ein distanziertes Sie nachsebenellen Befriedigung eingesetzt”
(106). Hence the pretended friendliness must algaionderstood as a mere means to an
end. Again, this aspect cannot be made explidihénEnglish language (cf. Schmid 77),
just as another connotation is lost when Stoppanders “ich hab dich lieb” (Schnitzler,
L, 23) as “I love you” (Stoppard, 20).

Concerning the main course of conversatpmn se Stoppard’sdramatis personaeare
characterized by a completely artless straightfodwess. Accordingly, Schnitzler's
conversational structure is again turned on itsdh&shere Stoppard’s characters can
openly discuss issues and do not shirk back fromyiog out a fight — as the last act of
Dalliance perfectly illustrates — Schnitzler exposes hisspeae as being incapable of
addressing, and by extension, also of solving ttedlpms which they face. Inversely,
however, Stoppard’s society misses the elegancedalchcy conveyed by Schnitzler’s
texts and hence appears as coarse or even illdmdduneducated (cf. Mengel 169).
However, it must be noted that Schnitzler’'s persoaa, for their part, equally unable to
display continuous eloquence. When it comes toesdiing more serious matters, their
dialog suddenly loses momentum and stammering,ections, and problems of
articulation are not infrequent as a result (cfhi8d 35). This shows “[dass ihre]
bezaubernde Leichtigkeit [lediglich] das Unheiméchund Abgrindige Uuberspielt”
(Baumann 38). Stoppard’s characters, on the otla&d,hdo not vary their way of

expressing themselves in these situations.

Another element which typically characterizes tloawersational style of Schnitzler's
plays is the personal implication that tth@matis personaéold on to (cf. Mengel 176;
Schmid 45). On the surface level of the conversatibey appear as overly friendly and
courteous characters, who address their opponersonaly instead of employing
impersonal, detached statements (cf. Schmid 4%im\dtoppard does not make use of
this stylistic device which has the effect that bisracters emerge as rather raw and
uncouth compared to Schnitzler's genteel sociefy Ktengel 177). The following

passages illustrate this explicitly:
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FRAU WAHL. Sie haben schon | MRS WAHL. You did quite right to stay
recht gehabt, daBielieber zu at home. (StoppardC, 80)
Hause geblieben sind.
(Schnitzler WL, 11; my
emphasis)

THEODOR. [...]Schau, Fritz THEODORE. [...] Honestly, if you
wenn du eines Tages “jenes could get out of her spell [...].
Weib” nicht mehr anbetest [...]| (StoppardD, 10)

(SchnitzlerL, 9; my emphasis)

11.3.2.5 Cultural References or Culturemes

Cultural references which are firmly anchored ie &ustrian linguistic repertoire include
expressions such as “[das] Imperial” (Schnitzl®l, 14), or the “Kaffeehaus”
(Schnitzler,L, 69)’, the former denoting one of Viennathicestand most expensive
hotels, the latter constituting a typically ‘Viersgeinstitution’. When Stoppard speaks of
“the Imperial Hotel" (Stoppard,UC, 83; my emphasis), the British audience learns to
approximately classify the term, but is still lgitthe dark as to the gilded luxury of the
five-star hotel. The image of the ‘Kaffeehaus’ imgether omitted in Stoppard’s version.
Apart from these two cultural references, the nfastous ‘cultureme’ which runs like a
red thread through Schnitzler’s plays is #if8es Madel.a character type that was made
popular by the Austrian playwright and actor Joh&lestroy around the middle of the
19" century” (Mengel 173-174). Living on the outski§ the city, this personage is
clearly opposed to thereme de la cremef the inner city. As such, she figures as the
gentlemen’s plaything with the latter using andpd&sing of her at will (cfibid. 174}
Most naturally, Stoppard has a hard time incorpogathis social character on the British
stage. His womemefuse to be treated as mere toys; rather, theybeadescribed as
emancipated and independent characters that hawedaon their own and do not hesitate
to contradict their male companions (dbid. 174). It is hence not surprising that
Stoppard’s Christine turns to four-letter words rgveow and then and that Genia takes
on a much more snappish and sarcastic tone, @&paré the celebration. | said | might”
(StoppardUC, 108), and “Why? Did they dig up a light bulb#i¢l. 93Y°.

" For a more detailed discussion, cf. Keller.
8 Cf. also Gay 65; Le Rider 113; Mandana 83; Sabfésterreichische Identitat”, 90; Thompson 60.
" Cf. also Schmid 84.
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To take stock, it should have been sufficientlyvero that Stoppard ®alliance and
Undiscovered Countrgannot be understood agquivalentrepresentations of Schnitzler’s
Liebeleiand Das weite Landrespectively. Whereas other contrastive analyssgiéntly
end on this note, attributing the translation shifiescribed above to the translator’s
incapacity, this study sets out to illustrate tle@sonswhy these modifications have
occurred by referring to both socio-cultural anéatnical norms, as well as to the webs of

power which permeate the translation process.

II.4 From Austria to Terranglia: Socio-Cultural Factors
Governing the Translation Process

I1.4.1 Different Signifying or Code Systems®

As socially and culturally conditioned beings, bdttthur Schnitzler and Tom Stoppard
are, of course, highly influenced by their respectsocio-cultural environments (cf.
Honegger). Despite what could be termed thglrid family background — Schnitzler is
influenced by the Jewish culture at least to aageréxtent, while Stoppard is born in
Czechoslovakia — both authors have their feet firgrounded in the Austrian and the
British culture respectivelyn the light of the theoretical findings of thisudy, their texts

must hence be understood as products of these-soltimal settings. In a next step, it is
indispensable to shed light on the divergent sygmif systems of these two cultural
environments, both from a temporal, as well as framational perspective. In other
words, the fact that both authors live and worlaidifferent time and place will have to
be accounted for, diachronically and synchronicédiiyGentzler,Translation Theories,

80; Kupsch-Losereit 2; Spencer 380; Spillner 11Eriér 90/131). This will, in turn, help
provide a plausible explanation of why Stoppard'glish versions diverge considerably

from Schnitzler’s original storylines.

Austria’s dialectal landscape is rich and compléxhe same time. In the context of
Schnitzler’'s plays, we have to distinguish betwdetectal and sociolectal variation (cf.

Levy 101; Moser 254); additionally, as linguistiariation is subject to constant change,

8 In this regard, Stolze speaks of ffedchenpaarspezifische Ubersetzungsproble(i8’s).
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the fact that Schnitzler's texts employ an archaimguage must be taken into accéunt
As Scholz and Ohff explain, dialectally marked sjeis always employed to serve a very
specific purpose (qtd. in Moser 255). Clearly, phuepose varies from nation to nation as
dialectal landscapes of various countries are fiagder, if at all, congruent (cf. Hatim
and Mason 41). Of course this complicates the katina of works which “require the use
of dialects or less elevated forms of standard dagg” (Anderman, “A I'anglaise”,
2832 Pym even goes as far as to claim that the Viendedect of Schnitzler’s plays is
untranslatable, and if translated, loses at leasiesof the connotations it originally bears
(gtd. in Zojer 71-73). Schmid’s suggestion of ttating Schnitzler's dialect with any
British dialect — e.g. Cockney — is hence highlludiwe. As the Cockney dialect does not
in the least have the same social and cultural @@ation as Schnitzler's highbrow
Viennese variation, the effect would be misleadargl inappropriate (cf. Hatim and
Mason 40; Slobodnik 142).

According to Stolze, problems arise if syntactigatharked constructions are to be
translated from German into English. The Germartasyis — due to case markers — much
more flexible than the English structure (110) aaido relies on “unterschiedliche
Fokussierungsstrukturen” (224). Grammatically dis constructions which are
frequent in Schnitzler’'s plays are hence less comimahe English versions. This may be
due to the fact that Stoppard does not realizeetnetional potential of the German
syntactic structures since emotionality is not B¥ed in the same way in English (dfid.
110/129-130).

A closer look at the salutatory addresses typi€dinode siecleVienna shows that their
modern English counterparts are more down-to-eamthhence do not convey the same
amount of emotionality. As a result, the Englishrsiens fail to live up to the light
“Tonfall des Geplauders” of the German originalshH@®@id 47¥. However, as Mandana
rightly claims, a literal translation of the Germexpressions would not be conform to the
conventions of the English home system. It is iWdeecommon to employ expressions

such as ‘I kiss your hand’ in English (102).

81 Cf. Hatim and Mason who distinguish geographitaimporal, social, (non)-standard, and ideolectal
language variation, the latter of which is not céaf importance in Schnitzler’s plays (39).
82 Cf. also LefevereTranslation, Rewriting57.

83 Cf. also Mandana 90.
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Levy further explains that in German plays, chaesctre only referred to as ‘Herr..."” or
‘Frau...’ if they are to be mocked or caricatured;(Batter-Seibel 116). Instead, titles,
such as “Herr Professor, Herr Direktor” are freglyeemployed — an aspect which shall
be discussed in more detail below. In this lighte fact that Stoppard employs ‘Mr’ or
‘Mrs’ on a much more frequent basis than Schnitdees must not be interpreted as a
translation mistake on the part of the English aytbut can be explained by the socio-

cultural systems and conventions which governriduasfer process.

As has already been made apparent, the T/V steucamnot be rendered in the English
language — an aspect which can first and foremmstiplained by the divergent linguistic
systems of both languages (cf. Hatim and Mason Hifitemann 82/91; Levy 151;
Matter-Seibel 116; Schmid 69). It is hence notftndt of the translator if he or she fails
to introduce this aspect into the home system{ asriply does not exist in the latter.
Shand who translates SchnitzleliebeleiasPlaying with Lovg1914) tries to prove the
opposite by “dogmatically translat[ing] the plagdifor line [...] particularly with regard
to the informal and polite forms of address in Gammwhich are difficult to render in
English” (Bartholomew and Krebs 1243). Subsequeitique does however not praise
him for ‘having been faithful to the original’, bliterally tears his text to shreds. It is
described as “irritating [...] absurd [...] stilted aladking in sophisticationiifid. 1243).

As pointed out above, Schnitzler cares a great @aalit his characters’ social standing —
a technique which is employed by all Austrian plaghts at the turn of the Y9century
(cf. Honegger 22). Some of his personae hence tiecaroy individual names, but are
merely characterized by the roles which society éssigned to them (cf. Schmid 56).
David Hare, who translates SchnitzleReigeninto the English language, does not
establish a connection between the charactersalsteickground and their linguistic
behavior, just as Stoppard does not make use tdctih features to socially mark his
personae (cf. Schmid 67/88). As Lusebrink pointls Austria and Germany hold on to a
comparatively high “Machtdistanz- und Maskulinitétiex” (56). This entails that people
of these countries frequently use titles (professiopositions, PhD titles, etc.) when
addressing one other, whereas in the Anglophon&wpeople stick to the other person’s
first name, and do not use academic titles or refeéhe person’s social background (cf.
ibid. 56). This can additionally be explained by thet f4dass] [i]n leistungsorientierten
Kulturen wie [z.B.] [...] GroRRbritannien [...] soziale Herkunéind Titel (akademische
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Titel beispielsweise) eine eher untergeordnete eRfdpielen], im Gegensatz zu den
deutlich herkunftsorientierten Kulturefiwie z.B.] Osterreich” ipid. 27). This clearly
explains why Schnitzler attaches so much importancéhe social provenance of his

dramatis personaayhereas Tom Stoppard does not focus on societateitations in his

plays.

Most naturally, elements which are firmly anchonmedhe Austrian culture and which are
not at all known to the British spectator, will saushifts and deviations when being
transposed into the other culture. Thompson pantsthat “[wlhen Fritz looks out of
Christine’s window towards the Kahlenberg, he doesdescribe what he sees. Clearly
Schnitzler did not need to add such details for\ienmnese readers” (180). As a result,
“he evokes, rather than describes the atmosphehésatfative city” (bid. 181). On the
contrary, for the British audience, the word “Katbberg” (StoppardD, 50) remains an
empty shell, as the linguistic signifier does rmi part of their code system (cf. Matter-
Seibel 134).

11.4.2 Different Theatrical Norms and Conventions®

Apart from the diverging socio-cultural code sysseim both countries, theatrical norms
and conventions also vary considerably among thiewsnation states. As Ametsbichler
points out, “[a] brief overview of the reception Bfofessor Bernhard{1912) [...] offers

a case study of how context, historical events, r@ogption do indeed shape audience
understanding of a work” (198). By the same tokdengel specifies the important role
played by “the traditional and/or predominant teedtends of [the] [...] time and the
literary tradition in which an adaptation has bgtaced” (106). As a result, shifts in the
dramatic repertoire and the norms governing thépaance process are inevitably going
to influence the dramatic texts to be stagedilpad. 11/14/106; Berman 296; Lambert gtd.
in Kohlmayer 147; Scherer gtd. in Konstantinovié2Thurnher 271). Furthermore, each
dramatic performance will automatically refer baclall other plays written and staged in
the respective culture — it is hence at all timetriextually determined (cf. Sabler,
Ecriture Dramatique 36). Wisely notes that “[e]Jach community, riskibging called
‘reductive’ or ‘superficial’ by some other commupisuccessfully writes the text or texts

demanded by its own interpretive strategy” (14).

84 1n this context, Stolze speaks of ‘(ikurpaarspezifische Ubersetzungsproblenitds).
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To begin with, long-winded plays are not commontba British stage (cf. Bassnett,
Translation Studiesl25). Indeed, the tone of the German plays isnofiensed as being
“too long-winded, stilted, or rhetorical” by many@ish translators, “so that cutting and
pruning become unavoidable” (Mengel 15). In othe@rds, German plays — other than
their English counterparts — tend to “circumvent[rajher than aim[...] at the point”
(Honegger 23). This is not surprising as “the Geraamguage is known for its extremely
long compound nouns” (“German language”) as welitesendency of ‘accomodating’
elongated and inflated dialog structures — whi@hadten perceived as tedious and dull by

audiences across the British empire. As a result,

[a]nyone translating a play [...] from German [intadglish] has to wrestle with
this problem. The phrases in which emotions, paldity in scenes of love and
death, are expressed in th[is] language[...] seenossiply, even reprehensibly,
florid to the English speaker. They have to be dodewn. If not, the translator
runs the risk of producing a text that is laughadtiifted in English. (Wellwarth
gtd. in Mengel 16)
This can be explained by the fact that the Brisldiences “expect a play to run for
roughly two and a half hours, with an interval of additional half an hour” (Bassnett,
“Still Trapped”, 106). German audiences, on theeptiand, do not shy away from much
longer playsipid. 106). It is hence perfectly understandable thabpgard [...] felt that
Schnitzler’'s dialogue was moving too slowly, andtthe had to speed it up to retain the
audience’s attention” (Mengel 112). Schnitzlersa@dcters - as representatives of an
important Austrian societal trend — are not intetpd as such by the British spectator.
Rather, their lengthy, unspectacular talks would counter to the English tradition of
engaging and suspense-laden tales which are plynmaairked by stichomythia and fast-
moving verbal battles. The psychological profupdas well as the sentimentality which
inversely characterizes Austrian literafras not as commonly employed by British
playwrights, as “allusions to political and so@aknts [...] are likely to cause nothing but
consternation in translation into English” (Anderm&urope 20). Thus, momentary
action and suspense — Mengel speaks of “paradigroathic action” as opposed to the
syntagmatic sophistication of Schnitzler's playg/{19) — is what the British spectators
demand, and Stoppard does not hesitate to give them. If Stoppard’s characters are
hence more direct than their Austrian counterpdinis,can be explained by the fact that

the English theater has historically preferred atimess over continuous digression (cf.

8 Cf. Grillparzer who mentions “Bescheidenheit, gete[n] Menschenverstand und wahres Gefiihl” as
those characteristics which set the Austrian asthpart from other nations (qtd. in Konstantin@®i@).
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Lusebrink 53), which isinter alia proved by Pinter's exchange of “knappster,
stakkatohafter Dialogzeilen” (Stoll 247).

What is more, the British theater looks back orch tradition of burlesque and ludicrous
stage comedy. Strong lines, quick repartee and/ wahversations have been prominent
in English stage productions from Shakespeare ahwaf. Mengel 15/168). The
Restoration rake as well as Oscar Wilde’'s dandyiigoe in the same vein (cf. Mitchell
83), employing “[u]lnermudliche[n], oft epigrammatiwe[n] Witz” (Barth 25), further
turning to “satiric jabs” ipid. 37). Other world-famous exponents of the Brittsfmedy
include Shaw, Eliot, and Pinter, who all impressthwi‘pointiertem] Witz” and
“schlagfertige[n] Antworten nach Art d&€omedy of Mannetg(ibid. 72). All of these
authors frequently turn to stylized, jocular, adlwae to satirical and ironical innuendos in
order to appeal to an intellectual spectatorship if@d. 10). By the time that Tom
Stoppard ascends to the British stages, the génhe tsocial comedy/society comedy”
which continues the tradition of tkemedy of mannersis already firmly established in
the British theater scenéid. 9). His plays are proof enough “[dass] der klastsche
Anspruch auf ‘delight’, der besonders in der Regtonsepoche galt, bis heute in [...]
sprachgewandter, witziger Satire fortbestehbid{ 129). When Stoppard hence adds
“new material for comedy’s sake” (Mengel 117), idihg puns and verbal wit, to
Schnitzler's melodramatic originals, this can malstiously be explained by the fact that
British theatre productions rely more on humor amt than Austrian plays do (cf.
Anderman,Europe 19-20/330-332; Mengel 17). As Anderman points, dthe local
humour of the original Viennese text has been pmulaby the verbal wit more
customarily found on the English stageEufope 332). This trend is mirrored in
Gussow’s review which praises Stoppard’s adaptatbrbas weite Landas “witty,

acerbic and rueful” (“Schnitzlerland”, 4).

In the light of what has been said so far, it igiobs that the British theater is more open
toward scenes which stimulate laughter, and, bgreston, also more tolerant regarding
curse words and other taboo expressions. As Mespetifies, “sexual innuendo, or
double entendreare firmly anchored in the British dramatic tradin (15). This is
evidenced by the fact that Stoppard is not the only to inject these terms into original
German plays. In translatirReigenHare relies on a similar strategy. Apart from |afup!

their companions as “bloody heathen[s]”, his chi@macalso do not shrink away from
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openly cursing their opponents, as in “Fuck Fridh fuck, fuck Fritz” or “You're so
fucking shallow, do you know that?” (Hare qtd. inh&id 66). Similarly, Shaw’s play
You never can tefictures the English as those whioh't bother much about dress and
manners [...] because, as a nation, [...] [they] dodiess well and [...] [have] no
manners”(gtd. in Barth 45). Pinter’s texts, for their paitg not infrequently feature pun-
like curses either (cf. Stoll 249), and althoughmight take some by surprise, even
Shakespeare did not shy away from introducing fetier words in his dialogs (cf.
Hunter, Plays 99). If Stoppard hence chooses to employ moréngldanguage than
Schnitzler, this is not surprising “[da d]ie Themegtrung bzw. Nicht-Thematisierung von
Gesprachsthemen [...] zugleich auch auf kulturbedingtabuzonen [verweist]”
(Lusebrink 51).

In this context, the following example shall prabhat the same set of signifiers does not
automatically have to encode exactly the same shiag Snell-Hornby suggests when
labeling the English language as ‘McLanguage’. tineo words, groups sharing the same
language do not necessarily interpret the worlgrigcisely the same way. As has been
shown, British audiences appreciate witty, sarcasind sexually explicit repartees on
stage. In contrast, Schnitzler's risqué pRgigen“could not be given in New York”

(Eysoldt gtd. in Schneider 50). As a matter of fdétom an American viewpoint”,

staging this play “is absolutely impossible. It idbmot even be decent for an American
reviewer to try to tell the story” (Shepherd qtah $chneider 50). The immediate
juxtaposition of these two apparently linguistigalkongruent countries shows that
language is not everything. Rather, what matterghes socio-cultural and political

apparatus which lies behind.

[1.4.3 Historical Considerations: Contrasting Fin de Siecle Vienna and
London

It is not without reason that Schnitzler's charestestrolling leisurely through the streets
of Vienna - speak with stilted aloofness and dgiished delicacy, while harboring a
snake pit of psychologically unconscious intrigaesl infidelities. They perfectly reflect
the social world in which the Austrian author livasd works (Thompson, v). “Meine
Werke sind lauter Diagnosen”, claims Schnitzler $eth (qtd. in Schmid 56). Indeed,
literature at all times reflects the society in @it emerges. In order to understand the

theatrical conventions delineated above, it is bBeoicimportance to study the societal
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trends which mark both Austria and Britain from Bithler’s time onward in more detail.
Such an analysis will, in turn, account for the tasis’ predilection for lofty, inflated
chit-chat with a certain psychological depth, adl ae for the witty and comic repartees

to which the British theater keeps holding on.

Despite the relative proximity of the British anbet Austrian culture, it would be
erroneous to assume that both cultures can berptheosame footing. A journey back
into fin de sieclevVienna and London shall highlight some of the ddfeces which exist
between these two cultural environments. To begdth,whe feeling ofmalaisethat can
be felt in both Britain and France at the turn loé tentury is much different from the
Viennese decadence which is often described asriausumixture of tragedy and
detached levity (cf. Mennemeier 17). THightness of being- Keller speaks of the
“walzerhaft-leichtsinnige[n] Metropole des Scheif$0) and “sinnlich-asthetischelr] [...]
Genulkultur” (32) — turns Vienna into a city whishhighly “tolerant of sexual license,
provided [...] one never openly discusses the tof®chneider 29). Infidelity, dishonesty,
and playful amusement flourish in Vienna more telewhere and soon conjure up “the
myth of gay Vienna, singing and dancing” (Thompddr); at the same time, official
moral standards retouch the dark, troubled conseief its dwellers (cf. Derré 474;
Ritzer 290; Thompson 2/130). For Baumann, Viensa@ety holds on to a peculiar form
of “Augenblicksgenul3” which includes unsteady altdsory relationships in order to
escape the emptiness which surrounds them (5).r8icepto Sabler, Schnitzler's drama
is embedded in this peculiar Viennese misery charnaed by a society that views life as
something categorically accidental, instead of dbing to take active part in (cf.
Osterreichische Identitat91; Keller 30/41; Scheible 7). This can be exmdi by
Vienna’s proportionally conservative attitude whieken literary circles of the time
cannot fully eschew. In an article that attemptsléthrone Vienna as “the birthplace of
the modern world” (665), Beller describes the aityiated at the heart of Europe as the
smaller, conservative, at times even backwardshbraif Paris or Moscow, marked by a
“culture much more connected to the past. Instehdobaing ‘independent’ of the
Establishment, of tradition, artists in Vienna &@ed’, that is to say, felt themselves still
in relation to the past’ilfid. 668¥°. In the same vein, Sabler sees Vienna’s institalio
framework as much more rigid than that of the Freaod German capital€€riture

Dramatique 92). In this regard, “the loyalty of Vienna’s bigaoisie to the Kaiser” (qtd.

8 Cf. also Keller 36/ 43-44; Vacha, “1”, ix.
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in Gay 30) must be specified. Contrary to the sitwmain Great Britain, Vienna's
bourgeoisieis enfeebled and remains largely attached to thwtcgs aristocratic caste
(cf. Gay 20; Keller 24/27/31/43). This in turn adwsthe survival of “reprasentativer
Formen von Offentlichkeit, wie sie sich im Mittetal und der Renaissance, vor allem

aber im Barock herausgebildet haben” (Keller 31).

That this blending of detached levity and conséveagolidarity cannot be felt to the same

extent in London, is best explained by turning ¢hr8tzler's own experience:

Wir kamen bei London Bridge an. Das laf3t sich nan mjcht schildern. Es ist
groRartig und ekelhaft. Der Verkehr auf der LonddBeicke ist bekanntlich (ich
weild es seit zwei Stunden) der colossalste, dstiesti Ununterbrochen wird man
Uberfahren, tUberholt, zertreten. [...] [D]ie Menschesten davon mit Cylinder,
Tabakspfeife, Zeitung und gloves in der Hand. Weid breit kein weibliches
Wesen, auller letzte Classe. Die Kaufladen unschiigends ein wirkliches
Wohnhaus; Geschéfte bis in den zweiten, drittertiSfa.] Paris ist der Traum,
London das Erwachen. (qtd. in Brinson and Male74 8-

The Viennese act of “leisurely ‘Bummeln”ib{d. 75) is immediately destroyed. As a
mere observer, Schnitzler sees the busy and Héetiaf London zip past him. “Man eilt
und flieht immer; hier gibt es keine Ruhe, keingitistand” (Schnitzler gtd. in Keller 85).
Schnitzler misses the long, aimless walks of hilvecitizens, and clearly experiences
London as marked by “a less relaxed mode of enjoyntean that to which he is
accustomed” (Brinson and Malet 75). This can belanpd by the work ethics of the
Victorian bourgeois which emerge in England at tivae and which clearly oppose the
Viennesedolce far nienteattitude (cf. Gay 192). If Thompson hence claimatth
Schnitzler’'s Vienna is not unique in itself andtthes concept of theiulles Madetan be

extended to Berlin and London (89), he appareiailg to take these aspects into account.

Against this background, the fast and witty styfettee British plays as opposed to the
lengthy Austrian dialogs no longer appears as & poincidence. Rather, it is obvious
that England’s revolutionary context must generaifferent texts than that of

conservative Vienna. At first sight, the peculieraling of comic and tragic elements (cf.
Mengel; SablerQOsterreichische Identitai86) which typically characterizes Schnitzler’s
dramatic style seems to find its British counterparOscar Wildewho himself is often

described ashe dramatist of Britishfin de siéclecomedy (cf. Small 97). It is hence not

surprising that Wilde’s plays, seen as a “juxtaposiof the comic and the seriousbid.
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109) seemingly constitute the perfect pendant fdin8zler's tragicomical atmosphere.
Affinities can also be detected between Schnitaled George Bernard Shaw. It must
however be mentioned that Shaw's plays are charaete by much sharper social
criticism (cf. Barth 38-41; Mayer 167-168) and th@tilde holds a much more
revolutionary view regarding the rights of womerdahe free choice of one’s sexual
orientation than Schnitzler does. Wilde's homoséiguahas him meet with great
resistance; consequently, he is frequently shurased ‘social outcast’. As a result, he
clearly opposes the conservative British leadersiéglaring himself an Anarchist, with
strong connections to the revolutionary literarywerments ofin de siecleParis (cf. Eltis
15-17; Mitchell 84-87). Shaw, for his part, doeg farus on the tragic element as much
as Schnitzler does. In line with the British tramht of social comedyhe delights his
audiences, “solange nicht ernste Dinge behandetlemé (Mayer 166). He, too, affiliates
himself with socialist circles (Barth 39), and favdringe theaters over main dramatic
venues — an aspect which clearly sets him apamt fBechnitzler’s attitude (cfibid. 43;
Butzko 13).

While other “radical stylistic innovators” (Lorer2d) demonstrate against a rigid system
in desperate need of overhaul, joining socialistxisacircles {bid. 7)*, Schnitzler avoids
any kind of communist, social#tor revolutionary spirit (cfibid. 12). A closer look at
Schnitzler’s life indeed shows that Schnitzlerisjettte is not so much different from that
of the upper class society which he so openly decesiin his plays. “[Blorn in Vienna’s
Second District, then a fashionable part of thg’ ¢ibid. 1), he “graduat[es] in 1879 from
the renowned Vienn&®kademiegymnasium{ibid. 2) and generally continues in this
elitist vein when he enrolls at the University aelMna to study medicine (cf. Gay xxii/3;
Loentz 81; Vacha, “1”, 4). His relative affluencarther allows him “[r]legular visits to
coffee-houses, theaters, and dance-halls, [...] dnaehotels and restaurants, [and] trips
to the nearby mountain resorts and across Eurdpme(z 10). In this light, his topics
must be understood as being at least partiallybdagoaphically motivated and can hence
not be interpreted as mere ‘critique from the algsi(cf. ibid. 13; Butzko 12; Sabler,
Ecriture Dramatique 247). Being integrally affected by the mentabiythe bourgeoisie
or the upper-middle class society (cf. Beniston;228viau, “Ophuls”, 330; Gay, xxii;

Keller 55/63; Thompson 192), Schnitzledguvreremains largely within the realms of

87 “From a Marxist [...] perspective [...] Schnitzler [..ehjoyed the class privileges of the high bourgeois
and would therefore have to be considered politicanservative” (Konzett 349).
8 Beniston mentions Schnitzler’s dislike for thecBdDemocrats (227).
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the “traditional value system” (Lorenz 21)Given that his father’s patients additionally
have close affinities with the Burgtheater, “Schieit ha[s] privileged access to theatrical
circles” (Gillman 146%. The Burgtheater — which is commonly referred $oaarather
traditional venue (cf. SableEcriture Dramatique 62-63) — in turn stages bourgeois
issues for a bourgeois audience (cf. Beniston Z2&jiau, “Reception”, 163; Daviau,
“Ophuls”, 330; SablerEcriture Dramatique 61; Thompson vi/91), deliberately ignoring
“[d]as dunkle, rauchige, elende und dreckige Wi@daderthaner and Mussner gtd. in
Schneider 30). Relatively high ticket prices keep lower classesay from the
playhouses (cf. SableEcriture Dramatique 149). These hence continue to stage plays
which appeal to the upper slices of society, byuieag “[g]racious, melancholy, elegant
Austrian-speaking characters” who allow them tocéee the [...] hectic outside world
for a few hours” (Deutsch-Schreiner #0)Thus, apart from Schnitzler's wish to expose
the immoral attitude of his co-citizens, he alsgddy relies on their approval and consent
(cf. Sabler Ecriture Dramatique 35/78/86).

Schnitzler's semi-identification with the bourgedigennese society is equally shared by
Sigmund Freud, who undoubtedly assumes a vital irolne construction of Vienna’s
specific identity around 1900 (cf. Gay 66; Le Rid&-56; Magris 71; Wisely 123-131).
“Schnitzler was called the secular alter ego ofuBireHe used his understanding of
Freudian psychology to develop a theatrical pdrwhia decadent and deceitful society”
(Lichtenberg 271). Indeed, both men share a styikisimilar biography, both working as
doctors and showing a peculiar interest in psychalyars (cf. Foster and Krobb 15). Freud
even admits to having avoided Schnitzler for fddiraling his Doppelgangein him (cf.
Magris 71): “So habe ich den Eindruck gewonnen, 8a[Schnitzler] durch Intuition
[...] alles das wissen, was ich in muhseliger Arlamt anderen Menschen aufgedeckt
habe”, Freud concedes to Schnitzler in a lettet3#2 (qgtd. in Rella 202). What Freud
wants to express with this letter is that Schnitziguitively incorporates the human
natural drives, most notably “den Eros und den $odb” (bid. 203), the
interrelatedness of which constitutes life’s mastricate enigma according to Freud.
Billington resumes this idea when he states thhg ‘tonflict between Love and Death

runs through the Austrian dramatist's work justrasch as it does through Freudian

8 Cf. also Fliedl 38; Foster and Krobb 13; Keller; 1&onzett 360; SablerEcriture Dramatique
20/26/64/189;

% Cf. also SabletEcriture Dramatique 36/56; Thompson 6.

L Cf. also Thompson 149.

92 Cf. also SablefEcriture Dramatique 52; Sabler, “Boulevardtheater”.
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casebooks” (136). In London, Freud’s influenceokcourse, less significant. Another
aspect which can be felt in a much stronger wdininle siéclevVienna than in London at
the same time, is the “Jewish intellectual life [@¥} flourished in Vienna more so than
elsewhere” (Lorenz &9 As a result, “[tthe names of writers, artists,dathinkers
associated with Viennese modernity — Freud, GuMatler, Kraus, Zweig [...] — are
those of Austro-Hungarian Jewsbid. 9).

All aspects depicted above have added to the dearat the Austrian and the British
society, as well as to their literary traditionsyvéry recent article, published e Presse
on May 17, 2009, shows how the societal trendsabinBzler’'s era largely continue to
mark today’s Austria. In line with what has beemsebove, Fritsch describes the modern
Austrian society as being marked “[durch einen]elveure[n] Sinn fir Theatralik und
eine[r] tiefgrindige[n] Ironie” which she equallyx@ains by the fact “[dass e]ine
birgerliche Revolution wie in Frankreich [...] ausbeben [ist]” (40-41). She further
concludes that Austria’s citizens use their outwardrm in order to repress and block out
their darkest fears, asking, “Ist Osterreich eimd.aler Wegschauer?ib{d. 40). The
article also mentions psychoanalysis as well asneapability of openly carrying out
conflicts as typically Austrian phenomena. By datiother examples from Austrian
literature, such aslerrn Karl who understands democracy as “Die Pappen halten und
lacheln” (bid. 41) and Odon von Horvath’&eschichten aus dem Wienerw#[ao]
nichts so [ist], wie es scheintib{d. 41), Fritsch highlights that the Austrian mernjabf
Schnitzler's hypocritical society continues to ughce Austrian writers today. If
Stoppard’s text is hence more daring, sharper,keuidess superficial and more direct
than Schnitzler's originals, this is to a largetptributable to the divergent societal and

literary systems of the Austrian and the Britiskiora

9 Cf. also Butzko 17; Thompson 7.
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[1.4.4 Considering the Time Axis: From Vienna 1900 to London 2000

Das erste — das ist doch immerhin ein Erlebnis.r®éeleutet das auch
nichts mehr? Sie missen mir dariber Aufschlul3 gdbaa. Ja! Ich finde
mich namlich nicht mehr zurecht. Das Leben ist amisl leichter
geworden in der letzten Zeit. Als ich so jung wae 8ie, nahm man
gewisse Dinge noch furchtbar ernst. Es sind niaitmehr als zehn Jahre
seither vergangen, aber mir scheint, die Welt &t seitdem sehr
verandert.(Genia in SchnitzlelWL, 128)

Naturally, signifying systems (i.e. the commonlymayed communicative practices) do
not only diverge among various nation states asaa gnany contrastive analyses which
juxtapose Schnitzler's works and their English i@rs suggest. They limit themselves to
one dimension of interculturality, namely the tf@nsof the source text into another
linguistic community. It can however hardly be ignored thed intercultural trajectory
does not only take place between various counbigsalso between different eras or
generations (cf. Bennet 53; Fischer-Lichte 130; WMger89). It often happens that an
original - “written more than a hundred years agdéngel 14) - has to be retranslated, or
rather readjusted in order to preserve its “comiative function as a work of literature
within a continually shifting cultural system” (Shklornby, Translation Studigs114}".

As Mengel argues, “[t]his requires adjustments Wwhitave nothing to do with the
problem of interlingual translation,” but rathertii“the necessity of embedding the
translated plays into a new literary context” (14y, differently put, into another
philosophical or theatrical tradition (cf. Benn&f6-159; Levy 26). Thus, even if some
traits mark societies over centuries — as Frits@rscle suggests — some discourses

obviously give way to more modern considerations.

Arthur Schnitzler lives and writes at a time whishcommonly referred to “[als die]
Osterreichische [...] Kultur der JahrhundertwendedjéZ 175¥° or, following the French
tradition, Fin de Siéclevienna (cf. Beller 665). This era is predominantiarked by a
certain feeling of decadence due to rapid chang&&enna’s societal composition, most
notably by the consistent downward spiral of thargeoisie. This tendency which has its
origin in the feeling of Frenchalaiseand the decline d& belle époquenurtures literary
traditions such as symbolism, impressionism, arrdealism, which exist alongside the

trends of naturalism and realism. Even if Schnitideinfluenced in part by this French

% Cf. also Dimitriu 73; Foster and Krobb 14; Jes@énstd. in Popovic 81; Schmid 69.
% Cf. also Vacha, “1”, xxx.



97

a-la-modetendency in his later prose works, his pldysbelei and Das weite Land
generally remain within theealist tradition. Daviau sees Schnitzler as someone wg)o “
at times, viewed as a realist and even as a nattifdReception”, 163¥; Derré classifies
Schnitzler among Austria’s greatest realists (4/&9hmid describe®as weite Land
“[als] ein Gesellschaftsstuck, das sich, was Pemsdarstellung, Milieuzeichnung,
Sprachbehandlung angeht, durchaus noch der Trnaddes Realismus/Naturalismus
zuordnen lait” (87), and Sabler pictures Schnitzler as someone whoahesalistic
conception of higdlramatis persona¢Ecriture Dramatique 167-173), further citing the
Neues Wiener Tagblatthich describesiebeleias being “wahr bis auf den Grund” (gtd.
in ibid. 182). While Schnitzler’s distinctive style by atieans shows realist tendencies,
his classification as a naturalist must be takettn \&i grain of salt. Butzko specifies his
distancing himself from this literary tradition (72and Sabler demonstrates how
Schnitzler’s plays primarily portray the upper eBcof society, hence running counter to
the naturalists’ technique of mirroring the misefythe less affluent classekdriture
Dramatique 189-194; Thompson 180).

Seen from a larger perspective, Schnitzleesivrecan be classified as belonging to the
modernistera (cf. Vacha, “1”, xxxvii) — Sabler mentions tAastrian author “[als] eine[n]
der wichtigsten Reprasentanten der Wiener Modeftisulevardtheater”, 92)— which
shows a heightened “interest in language and questf representation” (Barker 137)
and which already pictures the subject as a fraggdeipeing (cfibid. 137; Baumann 4;
Derré 432) — a trend later taken up and consolidayepostmodern thinkers.

As such, Stoppard lives and writes in a literarg adpich is unquestionably different from
Schnitzler’s creative period. As a writer of thé"Z21% century, Stoppard is unequivocally
influenced by societal and literary paradigms otiiian those prevalent in Schnitzler’s
time. Stoppard is indeed often pictured agoatmoderrBritish dramatist, even though
some claim that he does “not [...] fully inhabit thestmodern terrain” (Vanden Heuvel
213). However, in his approach to language as atable, unsteady system which he
manipulates at will through “pastiche, parody, bkge, irony, and playfulness”
(Klages)® he takes on a clearly postmodern dimension, jsishach as when he gathers

% Cf. also Daviau, “Ophuls”, 337; Le Rider 57; Sehter 29; Wisely 25.

Cf. also Sabletcriture Dramatique 180.

Cf. also Foster and Krobb 15; Gay xx.

Mengel speaks of “pastiche, parody, and a demdeokintertextual allusions and references” (105).
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old literary material in order to incorporate itarhis very own play through intertextual
allusions (cf. HunterPlays 127). Finally, Stoppard is at his best when heeims

fragmented individuals which are all too often tbetween fiction and reality, or between
different levels of communication, styles, and stgyis (cf. Weikert 128), thereby showing

all traits which Barker mentions as being typicibostmodern writers’,

Against this background, Stoppard’'s stylistic deviof character fragmentation in
DallianceandUndiscovered Countrgounds perfectly plausible. Hence, the sudden mood
swings experienced by Stoppard’s female charaetevho alternate between Schnitzler-
style subordination and twenty-first-century indegence; the changes in register or
regional variation made explicit by Penn and thenta tourists; as well as tip@tpourri

of German and French language games (cf. HuRtays 108; Stern 170; Weikert 39-41)
must not be understood as distracting deviatiooms f&chnitzler’s original plays, but as

natural occurrences in a postmodern time and age.

Intertextual references also abound in both of [@ogs plays. Apart from the title which
he takes from Shakespearkfamlet he turns Friedrich's German, “Habe die Ehre, mein
Herrschaften” (SchnitzleWL, 105) into a part of Mark Anthony’'s speech takeoifr
Shakespeare'she Life and Death of Julius CaeséFriends, Romans, and countrymen!”
(Stoppard,UC, 159Y°*. In Dalliance, he again makes use of Shakespeare’s popularity
among the British theater-goers, describing the iagevhich the play is set as “the
toothache age, [which is] rotten to the teetl; (5), thereby conjuring up Marcellus’
highly famous quote, “Something is rotten in thatestof Denmark” flamlet 1.4.90)%
Finally, Theodore’s utterance, “Seams, madam? MWknot seams” (Stoppard, 25)

refers back to Hamlet’s original: “Seems, madany ih#s; | know not ‘seems.
1.2.76}%,

Kamlet

In Das weite Landthe postmodern concept @anfictionality is first and foremost

signaled through the character of Mrs. Aigner, wd®an actress, according to Stoppard,

100 cf, Barker’s definition of postmodernism whicht§ “the fragmentary, ambiguous and uncertain tyali
of the world [...] the blurring of cultural boundasi¢...] bricolage and intertextuality [...] [and] [fraced]
subjects” (22) as typically postmodern traits. Faore detailed information on postmodernism, cf. e.g
Barker 130-158.

101 cf, Stern 172.

192 stoppard makes use of this reference in his paliel — i.e. inLord Malquist and Mr Moon where he
states that “Moon knew there was something rot{gtd. in Hunter Plays 132).

103 Cf. Stern 174.
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iIs no longer able to distinguish between fictiord amality (cf. Stern 172). This is
symbolized by two Stoppardian additions made tongzler’'s play:

MAUER. Yes, her husband was a bit of a devil wita ladies, and she wasn‘t as
resilient as you. Perhaps after all those yeatkartheatre, real life took her by
surprise. (Stoppard)C, 89)

GENIA. Actually, I'm just asking myself, when youaae that very — forgive
me — melodramatic remark about people in genevaiether that doesn‘t have
something to do with the roles you have to playtts life and melodrama
sometimes seem a little difficult to separatieid( 118)

In Dalliance, Stoppard employs another strategy of which he alakes use in his play
The Real Inspector HoundHe introduces a ‘play-within-the-play’ by “removf [the
third act] to the wings and stage of the Josefdtaetitre” (Stoppard gtd. in Mengel 167).
Accordingly, the reality of Christine, Fritz and.ds blended with the illusionary world of
the theater, and in the end the spectator is ngeloable to tell whether the whole story is
nothing but a dramatic production, or whether thera difference between the reality
depicted in Act One and Two and the show of Actethrin Stoppard’s plays, this is
however not of great importance, as reality freqyefades into illusion, while the

illusionary world of the theater continues to bs]¢{true to life” (Stoppard), 48)*

The above-mentioned strategies employed by theasBriauthor generally suggest a
deconstruction of the original plays (cf. BarkerB2B1engel 168/171/179)This is not
surprising given that a typical postmodern strategysists in parodying the original, with
the aim of turning “strenuous art into tea-time Brtelk” (Hunter, Plays 131). In this
sense “the parodist exaggerates and consequertices the stature of events and
characters [... and] turns tragedy into a farce agdéds into clowns” (Robinson 8&s
already mentioned above, Freud's idea of Eros ahdnatos as the two naturally
opposing powers that mark human existence congtyemfluence Schnitzler's plays.
Pollitzer perceives this Freudian love-death metaph Liebelei“[wenn d]ie Liebenden
beim Mahl, Gesang, Tanz [weilen] bis der Tod alakdier Herr [...] die Glocke zieht”
(gtd. in Schmid 79)In Das weite Landthe dichotomy is being foreshadowed through the
juxtaposition of the oxymorons “Liebe und Trug” -Tréue und Treulosigkeit”,
“Anbetung [...] und Verlangen” as well as “Ordnung [ [und] Chaos” (SchnitzleMWL,
88), and later reestablished via the symbol ofAlgmerturm whichper seconstitutes a

104 cf. Mengel 177-180.
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typically Freudian phallus symbol (cf. Mengel 1124} On the one hand the mountain
top symbolizes proximity to death as Friedrich’ierid, Doktor Bernhaupt, loses his life
by falling off a cliff (cf. SchnitzlerWL, 16). On the other hand, however, the Aignerturm
unites Friedrich and Erna in a scene of sexualreledter their perilous climb (cfbid.
93). Stoppard does not dwell on this dimension ashras Schnitzler does (cf. Mengel
108/112). Rather, he deconstructs the Freudianrdiime of Schnitzler's texts when he
has Friedrich say, “Well, shall we start? [...] But more excuses! Or change your
vocation — take up some local pastime — light ope@ psychoanalysis...” (Stoppard,
UC, 107) where Schnitzler's Friedrich speaks of “ei@dern Beruf [...] ... Advokat...
oder Raseur...” (SchnitzlewlL, 44).

Apart from the literary traditions which change owene, socio-cultural factors are
equally subject to continuous modification. Sodietaents which at times trouble a whole
nation — such as particular social hierarcliedemale repression, or the act of the
infamous duéf®- are no longer relevant to people a century orentater. This is due to
the fact that dominant discourses fluctuate ovaetiThe societal realities of Schnitzler's
century — in the sense of a-historical, anti-esaknbnstructs — have given way to other,
more topical issues. In that sense it is understialed‘[dass] Anspielungen auf Fakten,
die in der Zeit und im Land der Entstehung des i@alg allgemein bekannt waren, dem
Milieu, in das das Werk Ubertragen wird, [...] unbefisind” (Levy 98) which makes it
difficult — if not impossible — to bring them acedAs Kelly and Demastes point out, “the
simplicity of linearity [...] of straight or naturai drama [...] is something that simply
doesn’t satisfy an audience that has become matename aware of the complexities of
existence” (12).

In this regard, female emancipation — as displdye&chnitzler’'s female characters (cf.
Mengel 170%"- is not at all bewildering in a century where ffadriarchal attitudes of
Schnitzler's contemporaries (cf. Ametsbichler 188ns 258; Le Rider 112; Macris 109;
Thompson 58) have been seriously challenged ansegukntly replaced by our modern
fifty-fifty society(cf. Mengel 174-175; Spencer 386; Wisely 11A3 Anderman points

out, “Stoppard has placed his version firmly in teonporary history: no longer are

195 cf. Sabler who mentions that most of the playsten around 1900 revolve around problems resulting
from the prevalent social structure of that tinkecriture Dramatique 274) and compare Spencer who
mentions that the social confines are consideralolgened up in the context of Stoppard’s plays (386

196 Cf. Le Rider who addresses the tradition of tRistolenduell (96-100).

197" Stoppard himself admits to “having added sometitiha feminist manifesto” thiebelei(qtd. in Stern
170).
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women passively accepting their fate at the harfdsien” (Europe 212). Likewise,
Schnitzler's aim of unmasking “die ach so morales¢esellschaft” (Mandana 56) fih

de siecleVienna loses its relevance in the context of Stogipalays.

Since taboo matters have also shifted (cf. Lefevd@manslation, Rewriting 34),
Stoppard’s sexually explicit language cannot ordyeliplained by referring to the British
tradition of relative directness, but also by takimto account the fact that modern
societies are much more tolerant toward sexualergatind the act of cursing in public
than Schnitzler's. Understandably, the linguistgstem equally changes over the years.
The language employed in Stoppard’s modern versibrischnitzler’s plays will hence
automatically diverge from the words Wilde would/baused, if asked to rendeiebelei
and Das weite Landin English (cf. Mengel 15). Mengel also mentionofpard’'s
“pruning and toning down” as necessary changedefas spoken by modern actors, as
these days “easily speakable texts” constitutentiien in theatrical productions (16).

[1.4.5 The Significance of the Degree of the Text’'s Cultural Content

Last but not least, the fact that Schnitzler's geate firmly anchored in the Austrian
culture must not be overlooked. Many critfglassify Schnitzler's texts as being most
intricately embedded in the Viennese context inclwhihey emerge, claiming “[dass]
Schnitzlers Talent, seine Form, sein dramatisclestseine Art zu charakterisieren, sein
Humor [...] durchaus wienerisch [sind]”, further perdng in SchnitzlersDas weite
Land“den Walzer eines Reigens [...], der das Leben m dede, die Jugend mit dem
Alter, den leichten Scherz mit dem schweren ErnistGnazie verbindet, wie er nur in
Wien erklingen konnte” (qtd. in Sablébsterreichische IdentitaB4-88). Keller perceives
Schnitzler as being more intrinsically bound to tlpical way of life and the social
spectrum of the “Donaumetropole” (54) than all otheistrian authors combined. Le
Rider mentions Schnitzler as a typically Viennesetew (17), while Thompson
foregrounds the frequency with which “names of Vi@ streets, parks, squares, districts
and buildings, full of associations for those winmw the city well” occur in the former’s
works (31). In line with Henschelmann’s classifioat it should thus not come as a jolt to
anyone that Schnitzler's plays’ high degree of walt anchorage complicates the act of

198 cf. Ametsbichler 197-199; Daviau, “Ophuls”, 33Deutsch-Schreiner 69; Keller 12-18; Konstantinovic
282; Kuttenberg 335; Pollard in Daviau, “Receptiont52; Sabler, Ecriture Dramatique 137,
Schmidtbronn qtd. in Schmid 2; Swales 21; Thomp4éb83; von Weilen qtd. in SableEcriture
Dramatique 139.
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translation for stage productions abroad. Althoagme critics foreground the universal
character of Schnitzlerseuvrewhich “represent[s] human problems regardless ef th
social setting in which they are cast” (Kann gtdDiaviau, “Reception”, 146%, it cannot

be ignored that a Viennese audience will betteretstdnd and interpret Schnitzler's

oeuvrethan spectators outside Vienna (cf. Schmid 2; Vatdiaxxix).

Reconsidering the argument of ‘hybridity’, Schreétzé Jewish background does, of
course, provide food for thought. When Gay goegoodescribe him as a cosmopolitan
dweller who devours Modern French as much as Hndlierature, being “equally
receptive to music and art from many countries”)(xxe seemingly have found the
prototype of a ‘hybrid subject’, in line with postahern thought. Jumping to conclusions
would however prove ineffective in this context.yGes not hesitate to label Schnitzler
as being “Viennese to his bones”, further emphagiZschnitzler's few travels, and
determining Vienna as the center of his life (xoncerning Schnitzler's Jewish
background, it is not surprising that Anti-Semiticcles have tried to attach the label of
“Jewish identity” to the thoroughly Austrian authataiming that a Jewish person can
never understand the intricacies of the Viennegmilation (cf. Sabler, “Osterreichische
Identitat”, 102; Sablei:criture Dramatique 137). Nowadays however many critics point
to Schnitzler's relative ignorance of his non-Autrroots: “Ich betrachte mich namlich
keineswegs als einen judischen Dichter, sondereiaén deutschen Dichter” (Schnitzler
gtd. in Sabler, “Osterreichische Identitat”, 100his conformity can be explained by a
certain “pressure [which was] exerted upon Jewrstividuals [...] to conform to the
Christian mainstream” (Lorenz 9). As a result, if] Schnitzler family maintained [...]
only the barest vestige of Jewish religious pratt{€.oentz 83). This shows that cultural
constellations must be understood as being govebyegower relations. A person’s
hybrid background does hence not automatically esigtiat this person will want to be
regarded as a multicultural subject. Not infredlyeress popular cultural traits will be
ruled out at the expense of the more popular aikuich influences the person. In this
context, it is perfectly understandable that Saheitrefuses to “retreat into the voice of a

minority”, affirming his “position as a writer of ignna’s mainstream” (Konzett 350/358).

109 ¢ also Reinhardt gtd. in Sabler, “Osterreichistdentitat”, 89; Schnitzler who himself highlightsat

Hofreiter's most prominent feature is not his Viesa ancestry. While he deplores the Northern German
accent employed by the German actors which runsteoto the Viennese dialect, he believes thapligs

can nonetheless be successful abroad (qtdhidn 87/90-91); and th&leue Freie Pressehich specifies:
“Wienerisch ist nur das Kleid des Stiickes; aberladln, den es birgt, der arme zuckende Menscherikib
vollig international, ist ewig, wenn man das pafdte Wort im Zusammenhang mit dem Theater
Uberhaupt gebrauchen darf” (qtd.ifid. 94).
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[I.5 From Austria to Terranglia: Factors of Power Governing
the Translation Process

It is always politics, not science and culture
that determines a country’s atmosphere.
(Schnitzler gtd. in Gay 102)

[1.5.1 Translation as Negotiation: Source and Target Elements in
Stoppard’s Dalliance and Undiscovered Country

If we believe Schleiermacher who claims that adi@or must at all times decide on
either a source- or a target-oriented translatem,“everything would turn out to be
unintelligible and unsuccessful if one were to svitnethods within the same project”
(42) — an aspect also addressed by Mandana (8thpp&d’s English versions wouéb
initio fail to constitute ‘decent’ translations, as a bliey of source and target elements
can be perceived throughout both of his adaptatiblosvever, Honegger's question of
whether “it [is] possible in the theatre to presdpnteign’ characters in their native
landscape, but in another language, without confusealms” (25) reverts to the notion of
the hybrid translatum. Accordingly, a negotiation between various sourod #arget
aspects takes place, leading to a translation ptoghich neither reads like typically
source-culture texts, nor like perfectly ‘naturedxts in the target language. As summed
up by Fuchs, “[behalt] [d]er Vermittler [...] sein¢il@me (und seine Sprache), wenn auch
diese nicht unverandert bleibt und nimmt dazu &tmme der Anderen‘ auf, die sich

beide polyphon Uberlagern [...], reflexiv brechen iméinem Dialog verstricken” (325).

If we focus on Stoppard’Palliance and Undiscovered Countrya number of Germanic
elements can be found which contrast sharply wighatherwise British tradition to which
the texts undoubtedly hold on to (cf. Stern 1?4%toppard preserves the Austrian names
of the characters to a large extent (cf. Menge); 168 adopts Schnitzler's Austrian setting
—i.e. both of his plays are set in an Austrianiemment (cf. Mandana 18); his song ‘The
False Hussar’ is undeniably based on “the supestrduGerman hit-song ‘Der treue
Hussar’ (‘The Faithful Hussar’)” (Stern 175); anel éven goes as far as to inject German

expressions into his otherwise English manusciptally, the English spectator will

110 Stoppard has some of his characters speak withstinadive Scottish dialect and he incorporates
intertextual allusions to major British playwrighthereby approaching his versions to the Britisdmuhtic
scene.
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automatically identify Stoppard’&/ndiscovered Countryas at least partially ‘foreign’
when Friedrich exclaims in Act One: “It would bended selfish to interrupt all that
fagging and cricket and bring him babkre where they educate you in every kind of
sentimental brutality” (StoppardC, 94; my emphasis). The immediate juxtaposition of
England and Austria undoubtedly causes some camfdsr an English audience who —
in this very moment — has to identify with Aust(leere), while rejecting England as the

cricket-playing ‘other’.

Focusing on the source elements which Stopparthseta his English versions, a more
detailed analysis shows that the representatichustria on the British stage takes place
on a purely stereotypical level only (cf. Bartholmmand Krebs 1248}. In line with
Edward Said’s notion oOrientalism,what the British audience is presented with is a
peculiar form ofAustrianism,where what is said about Austria has less to db tne
Austrian cultureper sethan it does with the British world. In other werdAustria, as
Tom Stoppard presents it, “is directly indebtedvarious [...] [British] techniques of
representation that make [...] [Austria] visible” (®a22). Mengel speaks of an
ethnocentric perspective which borders on culturgderialism where “all understanding
implies the dissolution of alterity or the otheraits incorporation into one’s own realm
of ideas” (183-184). This complies with Sabler'srgaeption according to which the
‘other’ is perceived as exotic, peculiar and cdtuoed and, by extension, always
interpreted according to already existing schemiesepresentation (“Osterreichische
Identitat”, 85). Honegger witnesses the same phenom in Stoppard’s adaptation of
Nestroy’s Einen Jux will er sich macherStoppard’'s version “seems [...] [to be] a
foreigner's dazzled, amused response to anothé&ureuhnd its signs” (23). She detects
the same strategy in other Anglophone adaptatibsustrian plays, where the original
plot is reduced to the standard cliché of Germaim@ “knockwurst?® while wearing
“lederhosen, laced shoes and thick socksid( 24). “Translated into [...] [the

translator’s] personal obsessions and indulgendeseignness simply reads as

11111 this context Liisebrink speaks of “[rleduktidisshe Formen der Fremdwahrhehmung [,die sich]

[...] uberwiegend in [...] textuellen Kurzformen wie @kdoten, Sprichwdrtern, Setenzen, Witzen [...]
[finden]” (87).

12 The term in itself is a prototypical example ofthforeign elements are ‘molded’ into the home esyst
thereby being semantically bleachdthockwurst,which is defined as “a short, thick, highly seasbne
sausage” (“knockwurst”), is said to be derived frtma German terrKnackwurst the German term being
used interchangeably with the English verskmpckwurstThe German term conjures up the verbal image
of “knack(en)to crack, break”ibid.). This reference is, however, entirely lost in tkent knockwurst
Hence, the English term, although being a loan weadnot be understood as an element which brhgs t
English culture closer to the Germanic source celtu
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strangeness, [and] the German signs are con(pexivito American stereotypes which
reinforce popular myths of ‘Germannessbiid. 25).

This being said, it is not surprising that the Gammlanguage-games employed by
Stoppard — “wanderlustvunderkind” (Stoppard,UC, 85), “Not really, Fraulein”ibid.
86); “Auf WiedersehenDoctor” (bid. 86) — make use of originally Germanic words
which are (1) already incorporated into the Engleiguage system, or (2) basic words
which each tourist visiting a Germanic country,each student having had their first
German class, has already incorporated. As Guss@wvisw of Undiscovered Country
suggests, David Jenkins — responsible for the plagt design — relies on “a landscape
that takes its inspiration from the paintings ofs@wy Klimt” (“Schnitzlerland”, 4),
thereby providing a highly cliché-ridden represénta of Austria which — just like the
above lederhosen — is conform to a tourist’'s pdigepof Vienna. By the same token,
Bartholomew and Krebs interpret “[t]he introductiohthe operetta into the final act [of
Dalliancqg [...] [as] an unfortunate and clichéd comment updéiennese life” (1243).
Finally, Stoppard’'s presentation of Fritz as anicassis pedant reminds one of the
“national stereotype or cliché” of “the ‘Prussidove order” (Mengel 169). This also
shows that in a British environment, no distinctisnbeing made between Austria and
Germany*. As a result, Stoppard’s image of Austria caniraes not even be interpreted
as Austrianism,but asGermanism.In this context, Konstantinovic’s findings regargi
politically powerful nations, which perceive Austras a part of Germany is of heightened
interest:
Deutsche Literatur ist fur die Franzosen alle latar deutscher Sprache [...] Zwar
werden Besonderheiten des dsterreichischen Kudisds eher bemerkt als solche
der deutschen Schweiz, aber alles das zusammest divdh in der Literatur das,
was General de Gaulle gerne ‘la chose allemand®iteaDas hat [...] [u.a.] mit

franzosischer Unkenntnis der Verschiedenheiten rivale des deutschen
Sprachgebietes zu tun. (285)

The same also holds true for Britain, “[wo] derrStech, die dsterreichische Literatur zu
spezifizieren und von der Literatur des Ubrigentsiehen Sprachraums abzugrenzen [,]
[fehlt]” (ibid. 286).Austriaper sethus takes on a farce-like marginal role which $ad
deliberately exploits - by means of pestmoderdanguage-games and other means of
satire — in order to strengthen his texts’ iromd @aeconstructive potential (cf. Anderman,
Europe 337).

113 This has already been pointed out by the fadtttrelinguistic distinction between the Austriardahe
German characters Bfas weite Lands not sustained in Stoppard’s play.



106

[1.5.2 The Hegemony of the English: Yes, Arthur Schnitzler is a Famous
Austrian Playwright... or is he German? Or English?

That Schnitzler's typically Viennese traits are ueeld to a minimum in Stoppard’s
adaptations can be explained by the political powhkich the Anglophone countries
wield over the rest of the world. Especially in trast with a small country like Austria
“in dem die Angst herrscht, dass die eigene Kulintergeht” and which is hence
dominated by a minority complex (Fritsch 40-41) thegemony of the British allows
them to admit to never having had a passionateestten Austria, Austrian drama or
Schnitzler for that matter, as Stoppard concedesarn interview (cf. Gussow,
“Cartwheels”, 132; Gussow;onversations36). He subsequently goes on to confess “to
never having heard of [...] Nestroy” (Pendennis 18yhkich comes as a relief to his
equally ignorant British interview partner: “In ghiat least, we were equalbi@d. 18).
David Hare, for his part, even goes as far as étd’be Blue Roomhis version of Arthur
Schnitzler'sReigen[...] in an unspecified English-speaking metropolig&hderman, “A
'anglaise”, 276). Swales attributes the Britislragtgy of cultural blocking to the
country’s “heavily insular” quality (19), which niig indeed play a certain role, but
cannot be put on the same footing with the Anglaghbegemony, which in my eyes
constitutes the main reason for Britain’s rejectiiogeign cultural influences. This is
confirmed by Honegger when she claims that “[pjigywith a foreign culture seems to
permit Stoppard to be even more outrageous thaal usthis exhibitionist display of
verbal acrobatics which turn Imperial Kitsch upsidi@vn with naughty Anglo-Saxon
silliness” (23-24). It immediately becomes appatéat in the British culture, foreignness
if often equated with inferiority.

Stoppard, who is firmly embedded in the socio-caltudiscourse of today’s Britain,
automatically approaches his text further towas ttieatrical conventions which prevail
in his home country at the time he writes his plégs Mengel 168). The relative
hegemony of his country has also left its markghen British author himself. First and
foremost, he takes up the challenge of translatimge German plays — Schnitzler's
LiebeleiandDas weite Landis well as Nestroy’&inen Jux will er sich machgiGuppy
189) — for the British stage, although he has neéaken a German course, let alone
studied Austria’s cultural peculiaritiegid. 189). To round off the stereotypical picture
of the language-shy Briton, Stoppard goes on tdesanthat he does not “read any other

languages” ibid. 189). The frequent claim — chiefly uttered by @an translation
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scholars affiliated with thekopos tradition- which requires a translator to be culturally
versed", are hence far from being fulfilled in Stoppardase (cf. Mengel 105). If we
believe Anderman, Stoppard is not the only Enditahslator who relies on this strategy
(Europe 26).

11.5.2.1 Performance is Everything

DER DICHTERzum Direktor Mir kommt vor,

die Leut’ langweilen sich.

DIREKTOR Ich hab* Ihnen g’sagt, Sie sollen die Figu
rausschmeif3en. Noch heut vormittag hab* ichs' Ihgisagt.
DER DICHTER Kénnt* man vielleicht nicht noch jet2

... Ich werd g’schwind ein paar Verse streichen.
DIREKTOR Aber schnell — schnell — eh’s zu spat ist
(Schnitzler -Zum grof3en Wurstel

gtd. in SablerEcriture Dramatique41)

While relying on someone else’s translatignStoppard puts all his focus on the
performance aspect, which is not at all surprising British context, where thaise en
scenefrequently takes precedence over the initial mampis¢more so than in the
German-speaking drama business and definitely smtban during Schnitzler’s tirfig.

In an interview, Stoppard hence mentions Peter VWodidection as the main enticement
for translating Schnitzler (Gussow, “Cartwheel’ 218&ussowConversations36). While
“Schnitzler could devote up to twenty years to ctetipg a drama tgx{” (Daviau,
“Ophuls”, 336; my emphasis), Stoppard’s aim is toduce dramg@erformance$’ which
“pursuel...] the dramatic potential of the play[s] mathan [...] [their] fin-de-siécle
guality” (Spencer 388 a relatively short time (cf. HuntePlays 93). “I don’t take that
long [to write my plays] — perhaps a year [for] l#acStoppard admits in an interview
(Guppy 189). “[T]he time between [...] [the] comptati of a script and its production is
nearly always only a matter of months or even weé¢Rsatt xiii). What counts is the

event, not the text (cf. Pendennis 18).

114 Cf. Bassnett and Lefevere, “Proust's Grandmothdr®; Boase-Beier and Holman 7; Gentzler,

Translation Theories90; Kupsch-Losereit 6; Levy 13; Vermeer gtd. tol& 182 and Mandana 15.

15 Anderman specifies that Stoppard “acknowledgesl skrvices of John Harrison, [a] [...] German
linguist provided by the National Theatre, in thetréduction to the 1986 published version of
[Undiscovered Countty(Europe 26-27); Cf. also Stern 168.

118 Note that “[a]ls ‘Liebelei’ [sic] aufgefiihrt wued [...] das Burgtheater noch keinerlei regieliche
Ambitionen [hatte]. Die rangéltesten Schauspielekamen den Titel ‘Regisseur' zuerkannt [...] das
Bihnenbild [war] von sekundéarer Bedeutung. [...] DAmtor, seinem Stlick und den Schauspielern gilt
[...] [das ganze] Augenmerk, die szenische Ausstgttwird Uberhaupt nicht, die Regie kaum beachtet”
(Vacha, “27, 18-19).

117 Cf. also Gordon 20; HuntePlays 93; Pendennis 18; Schmid 4; Stern 176.
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Despite Stoppard’s retaining of some Austrian eleisien a stereotypical level, his plays
must be understood as being perfectly embeddetearBtitish theatrical tradition (cf.
Mengel 7/184). To this end, Stoppard makes use nbértextual references to
Shakespeare’slamletand Julius Caesarand further integrates the uncommitted dialog
typical of the Absurdist drama of the"26entury and reminiscent of Pinféand Beckett
into his plays (cf. Barth; Gordon 21; Huntd?lays 128/242; Iser; Mengel 109-110;
Richards; Weikert 241-274). He equally relies onafle Chaplin’'s and the Marx
Brothers’ music hall effects (cf. Mengel 172). RipaStoppard’s use of quick repartee,
battles of wit, and double entendre often founthm English drawing-room comedies of
the Restoration period and equally employed by ##fldShaw, and Eliot in the 19
century (cf. Barth; GussowConversations x-xi; Hunter, Plays 96-97/131; Mayer;
Mengel 18/108) further moves Stoppardslliance and Undiscovered Countrnaway
from the Austrian culture toward the English homestem. This is evidenced upon
studying the reviews of Schnitzler's plays on Esiglsoil, which foreground Friedrich’s
“rakish but charming character” (Lichtenberg 172; my engd)awhich speak ofrakes
with their conscience well under control” (Gay @8y emphasis) or which identify Fritz
and Theo as “youngn[e]n about towh (Anderman, Europe 207; Spencer 386; my
emphasis). These denotations are perfectly renaginisaf British Restoration comedy and
hence suggest a further move toward the BritiskeaysBy the same token, a description
of Schnitzler's male characters as “careless aty wandy womanizer[s]” (Konzett 353)
or “decadent dand[ies]ilfid. 359) reminds one more of Wilde than of Schnithlienself
(cf. Mengel 168Y°.

Furthermore, Stoppard’s definition of drama aswa-tman or two-woman job” (Gussow,
Conversations86)** suggests his being indebted to his British ‘teaather than to the
Austrian original texts. In his interviews he refsey mentions the opinions and interests
of the whole theater crew: “Peter Wood started \ligh idea that the third act should be
transferred to the wings of the opera” (Guppy 190)jhe director, Peter Wood, was

insistent that he wanted to do it with one intesiuis” (Stoppard, “Event and Text”, 202);

18 \Weikert perceives a mimesis of Pinter’s “stocken eliptische[n] Reden” in Stoppard’s style (J;30
Richards mentions the blurring of what is real amdht is unreal as a typical feature of Pinter's/plavhich
undoubtedly reminds of Stoppard’s style (579).

19 Hunter detects a parallel between Wilde’s angaod’s characters who all “try to speak as mukd i
each other as possiblePlays 103).

120 Note in this regard, that the French — as a dantimation — also tend to mold Schnitzler's male
character into their pre-existent model of the “Dhran” (Derré 356; Le Rider 120), furthdescribing
Schnitzler as “le ‘Maupassant autrichien™ — thes&ian Maupassant (Derré 478).

121 Cf. Also SablerEcriture Dramatique 28/90/122.
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or “the National theatre fire officers said, ‘Gaat fucking pudding out of here!”il{id.
209). Stage effects and performance hits are dvagyt(cf. Barber 15; Gussow,
“Schnitzlerland”, 4) — Schnitzler’'s originals, iromparison, appear to be of secondary
interest, if not altogether forgotten (cf. Sabl&criture Dramatique 84). Instead of
reflecting upon the dubious morals fifi de siecleVienna, Stoppard’s audience, when
leaving the theater, is enthusiastic about “thag ffwhich] came in and the
mountaineers...”. “That was wonderful” (Stoppard, &av and Text”, 204). On the other
hand, Schnitzler's name is “frequently misspelledthe commentaries and reviews”
(Daviau, “Reception”, 150). However, that does mattiter in the least: the audience loves
Stoppard’s plays — and that, according to Sabdesllithat counts, since as long as the
theater produces stories which are in line with titha audience wants, everything goes
(Ecriture Dramatique 33). Artificially distorted translations — as theception of the
earlier English versions dfiebelei, FlirtationsandPlaying with Loveshows* — are often
not to the audience’s liking. Their “minds don’t tkdike that. They just see a contrived
sentence [...] and will blame the translator for latklarity rather than praise him for wit

or sensitivity to the peculiarities of” the origindlira 199).

Nonetheless, no attempt is being made at calliegBttish spectators’ attention to the
fact that they are not watching plays by Schniizleat by Stoppard (cf. Mengel
167/180/183). In reference tdndiscovered Countryeviewers refer to “the Stoppard-
Schnitzler tragicomedy”, and even speak of “a khklscopic study of hedonism in turn-
of-the-century Vienna”, while five sentences latde “witty, acerbic and rueful”
atmosphere — typical of Stoppard’'s plays — is paigGussow, “Schnitzlerland”, 4).
Billington even claims that “Stoppard has not urdahposed his own style on the text
[...] you wouldn’t know it was by Stoppard unless fm@gramme-credits told you so”
(134). Reviews oDalliance equally suggest that “Stoppard manages to invo&estiades
[...] of Schnitzler himself{Morley qtd. in Stern 177), and Stoppard himseHeats that
he has been “largely faithful to Schnitzler's playword and [...] more so in spirit” (gtd.
in Mengel 106%°. This may be explained by the fact that many agifust as Stoppard
himself lack “a thorough knowledge of both the Gammand the English language,
together with the respective literatureddid. 1), and are hence incapable of sensing the

different atmosphere which the German and the Elmghersions conjure up. Another

122 cf, Bartholomew and Krebs 1243; Spencer 383-389.
123 |n an interview he again reiterates his havingrbithful to Schnitzler's origindDas weite Land*|
thought of Schnitzler as a modern classic, noetobnkeyed about with” (Guppy 190).
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explanation would have to be that translations haegitionally been regarded as
“second-hand, ‘derived’ literature [...] hav[ing]tlgé or no aesthetic quality’iid. 1)

As a result, they are automatically identified witte original works from which they
depart. In the light of the above findings this m@zh must however once and for all be
ruled out (cf. Mira 198). In Stoppard’s case, whdraally all of his plays are marked by
intertextuality (cf. HunterPlays 131), it would be even more aberrant to distisgui
between his “own’, his ‘original’, his ‘real’ workand his ‘adaptations’ (Schippers qtd.
in Stern 168; Meyer qtd. in Stern 170). It woulchsequently be desirable if the unique
quality of each form of rewriting was accepted dtexst in its own right’ which canper
definitionem,not be equated with the original (cf. Mengel 3/B3-B5chmid 92). This
being said, it would be equally felicitous if fogai drama productions would care to
inform their audiences about the dual quality of tinanslations and their respective
source texts (cf. Honegger 26; Mengel 18). Maylam tlspectators would realize that the
prevailing Anglophone “image of a light-hearted, refeee Schnitzler” (Daviau,
“Reception”, 163) has nothing to do with an Austrianderstanding of Schnitzler as “a

serious moralist and as a masterful psychologidtpsychoanalyst”ilpid. 163).

124 Cf. also Spencer 375.
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Stoppard in Vienna:
Rosencrantz and
Guildenstern are Dead and
Travesties in their German

Versions by Hanno Lunin and
Hilde Spiel
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1.1 Tom Stoppard: Choice of Plays

Schnitzler’s playd.iebeleiandDas weite Landhave their counterparts in Tom Stoppard’s
Rosencrantz and Guildenstern are Demutl TravestiesJust like Schnitzler'd.iebelei,
Stoppard’'s early playrosencrantz and Guildenstern are Depigesents a significant
breakthrough in the literary career of the thenuti@ly Anglo-Czech author (cf. Cahn 35).
In other words, Stoppard’s “first full-length stagky” (Karwowski 1) turns him into a
“precocious star of the National Theatrédid. 1) almost overnight.

The first version oRosencrantz and Guildenstentich Stoppard writes “while attending
a colloquium in West Berlin” (Bratt xii) first appes at a fringe theater in Germany (the
Theater am Kurfurstendamm) in 1964 (cf. Sieder,, “911). Already built around
Shakespearian material (Stoppard makes ugengf Lear), the one-act burlesque written
in verse (cf. Brassell 36; Cahn 25; Easterling ldkner 51; Sieder, “2”, 911) does not
prove successful. “I mean, the whole thing was aakpble”, Stoppard confesses in an
interview (Hudson et al. 57). The second and moature version of the play which is
now intended as a pastiche or parody of Shakespddeenletwhile equally mirroring
Beckett's absurdist verbal battles (cf. Bratt xgremiers at the Edinburgh Festival in
1966 (cf. Bratt xii; Cahn 25; Dodd 12; Lakner 54edr, “27, 911). Ronald Bryden
immediately describes the play as “the most bntldebut ... since John Arden’s” (qtd. in
Bratt xii). Following its success on the Fringee thlay is finally staged at the National
Theatre in April 1967 (cf. Bratt xii; Cahn 25; Deky 6), where critics praise it as “one of
the best plays written by the new generation ofli&hgolaywrights” (qtd. in Easterling
14) as well as the “[...] most important event in Bréish professional theatre of the last
nine years” (Hobson qtd. in Reitz 157) As a consequence, Stoppard becomes the

“youngest playwright ever to have a play put othatNational Theatre” (Dodd 12).

The years to follow witness the advent of a nuntfeless captivating Stoppard plays,
including Enter a Free Marand After Magritte, which both hold on to the Beckettian
absurdist tradition oRosencrantz and Guildenstein. 1974, Stoppard’s playravesties,
which embarks on a different strategy regardingifand content (cf. Weikert 182) while
still making use of the plot of an English clas@ictthis case Wilde’S'he Importance of

125 Cf. also Hobson in Barth 110; Brassell 35.
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Being Earnegt is performed at the Aldwych Theatre in a production the Royal
Shakespeare Company and directed by Peter WooBr@dsell 136; Bratt xiii; Orlich 1;
Sieder, “27, 562). Apart from Wilde’s literary bagtound, Stoppard equally draws on
historical personalities — including James Joyeestdn Tzara, and Lenin — who, in direct
juxtaposition to the less famous character Henrgr,Ggopear as objects of ridicule and
laughter (cf. Barth 115; Galens). Just as Schmi&zl®as weite Land,Stoppard’s
Travestieensures immediate success; it is hailed as a “npéeste of serious wit” as well
as “a miraculous display of verbal fireworks” (Wstizon 80) and “reinforce[s] Stoppard’s
reputation as one of the twentieth century’'s mosiovative and clever playwrights”
(Galens). Brassell describes Stoppard’s play as ‘@nthe most architecturally complex
plays ever written in the English language” (260jick earns the Evening Standard
Best Play Award of 1974'il§id. 136), and Kelly even goes as far as to declaa@esties
“the best Stoppard play to date” (gtd. in LakneB)1dn 1993 the Royal Shakespeare
Company again takes up Stoppard’s play, this timéeu the direction of Adrian Noble
who places the main focus on the visual stage desgig Sieder explains, “[t]he play has

stood the test of time” (“2”, 590) and is again lappled by critics and spectatBts

In the same year &osencrantz and Guildenstemperformedat the National Theatre in
London, the Viennese Akademietheater successfuthges the German version
Rosenkranz und Gildenstdyased on a translation by Hanno Lunin (cf. Lakr@r ®nly
two years after its British premieré&ravestiesis first performed in Vienna in 1976 —
again at the Akademietheater and under the direatio Peter Wood, following the
German translation provided by Hilde Spiel (cf.d&ie “2", 624}*". Sieder acknowledges
the play’s success in Austria, while pointing aust affinities with the boulevard theater
(cf. “2”, 625). Generally speaking, Austria featsitevo Stoppard plays in the 1960s, six in
the 1970s, eight in the 1980s, four in the 199@sl@kner 3), and a revised version of
Rosenkranz und Gluldensters currently performed at the theat&cala under the

direction of Bruno Max.

126 For more detailed reviews of both production3 @fvestiessee Sieder, “2”, 562-573; 589-609.
127 For more detailed information and reviews onAlustrian premiere ofravestiessee Sieder, “2”, 624-
665.
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1.2  On the Impossibility of Equivalence: Highlighting
Translation Shifts

Shifts can equally be found when contrasting Stogipaplays with their German
renderings. The approach adopted in the followingpters is hence in perfect line with
the one used when comparing Schnitzler's playséir tEnglish versions. While in the
first instance, divergences on the macro-levelhef texts will be addressed, translation
shifts on the micro-level will be discussed in matetail afterwards. Other than in
Schnitzler's case, where linguistic variation adlwe culturemes play a pivotal role, the
focus in comparing Stoppard’s plays with their Ganmversions will be placed on
punning and wordplay as well as on intertextualsains employed in the texts.

[11.2.1 An Analysis on the Macro-Level of Stoppard’s Rosencrantz and
Guildenstern are Dead and Travesties in Comparison to their German
Versions Rosenkranz und Guldenstern and Travesties

[11.2.1.1 Altering Length and Structure

Regarding the number of acts as well as the ovstaltture, Tom Stoppard’s three-act
play Rosencrantz and Guildenstern are Deedwell as his two-act plairavestieshave
not undergone considerable alterations in theipagesve German text versions. Max’s
production, however, omits a considerable numbegraskages, tuning the original three-
act structure into two acts only. Stoppard’s qufkincorporating two concurrent story
lines into almost all of his pla{®is taken up by Hanno Lunin and Hilde Spiel in the
respective German versions. Rosencrantz and Guildenstern are Deak narrative
strand is based on the plot of Shakespedafi@milet, which pictures the twgersonae
Rosencrantz and Guildenstern as Hamlet's gooddsievho are going to lose their heads
in the end of the play. The second strand whidhsttows the two as headless, aimless, if
not completely lost beings takes place outsideHamletaction (cf. Brassell 39; Hunter,
Rosencrantz20; Keyssar-Franke 87). In the latter case, lastfume a different, more
colloquial and more absurd voice, hence strongbemgling the Beckettian duo of
Waiting for Godot, Happy Day®ir Endgameln Act I, both characters are the perfect
copy of Beckett's absurd dwellers, being relativelmote from the storyline of

Shakespearedamlet.As a result, the audience does not immediately nstaied them as

128 Cf. Hunter Plays 136) and Stern who points out “the dual stagétyeaf The Real Inspector Houhd
(173).
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being determined by the plot of Shakespeare’s fanpday. In Act I, however, the two
strands intertwine, and the spectator all of a enddealizes that Rosencrantz and
Guildenstern’s death is inevitable. By the endre play, the Beckettian strand is fully
absorbed into thélamlet storyline: both Rosencrantz and Guildenstern atedfto die
(cf. Keyssar-Franke 94-96). [fravestiespart of the action hinges on Oscar Wilde's
famous playThe Importance of Being Earnestt certain moments Stoppardiersonae
appear as characters straight out of Wilde’s paguming certain lines verbatim which,
in comparison to the rest of the dialog, take @um@ous tinge of exaggerated stiltedness.
At other moments, however, they employ Stoppardity personal punning style, equally
uttering taboo four-letter words which would at to@ske Wilde’'s characters blush.

The German versions take over this two-strand strec However, for an Austrian
audience who is less familiar with Shakespearzmletand even more so with Wilde’s
The Importance of Being Earneshis dual opposition is clearly less distinctive. |
Lunin’s version, a clear distinction can be achiwy juxtaposing Shakespeare’s (i.e.
Schlegel and Tieck’s) blank verses and Lunin’s nemiéoquial dialog — an aspect which
is, however, not fully exploited by Max as the s#ion from theHamletscenes to the
absurdistBeckettianpassages is not clearly marked by the charactangjulage. Hilde
Spiel finds it even more difficult to introduce &ar-cut distinction between the two
strands. As a matter of fact, no pronounced lirtgudifferentiation can be felt by an
Austrian spectator unless he or she has overdasedoh herself on the German version

of Wilde’s Importancej.e. Bunbury.

Lunin at least to some extent manages to bringsadosencrantz and Guildensté&n
“dramatic structure [...] [which is] devoid of ordesymmetry, and purpose” (Cahn 21).
Spiel’s text, on the other hand, misses the verioalosity of the original text. Stoppard’s
gunpowder-like verbal fuel is not infrequently bghi to a halt. Instead of swirling
assonances and alliterations, Spiel relies morengme schemes a la Goethe and other
German-speaking Romanticist writétsHer flowery language unmistakably slows down
Stoppard’s linguistic firework — an aspect which asmmonly deployed in various
reviews of the Viennese production ®@favesties(cf. Sieder, “2”, 652/789). These
understand the length of the German version asraygation of Stoppard’s levity(cf.

Lakner 118) Stoppard himself admits to being “fearful of thexdéh of the play in

129 Cf. Punning and Wordplay below for a more dethdealysis.
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German”, further pointing out that “German transias [generally] add to the length” of
the original English plays (gtd. in Lakner 112). laast at certain moments in the play,
Lunin equally turns to longer renderings; he usesumber of German fillers, such as
“also” (RG 13), “[U]berhaupt” ipid. 15), “denn” {bid. 20), etc., thereby violating the
verbal brevity of Stoppard’s original.

[11.2.1.2 Peritext and Stage Directions

The stage directions are not considerably altemethe German versions of Stoppard’s
plays (cf. also Sieder, “1”, 388). Some additiohswdd however be pointed out: Hilde
Spiel adds that the play is set in ZurichD§s Stiick spielt in Zlrich, auf zwei
Schauplatzen’(T, 6)), further translating Nadja’s Russigordstitje” into German ipid.

8). She thereby pays more attention to the undeylymeaning of the foreign language
game than Stoppard does. His aim is clearly noemaer Nadya's and Lenin’s Russian
conversation understandable to the English specthtd rather to add to the foreign
potpourri of his play. When Spiel has Tzara enteéh gladioluses in his hand (cf. Spiel,
T, 20; Sieder, “1”, 394), she alters Tzara’'s chamagtho does not bring any flowers
whatsoever in the English play (cf. Sieder, “1”"4B89 unin, for his part, again inflates his

stage directions with fillers and hypotaxes whegpBard employs mere parataxes.

The titles of both Stoppard plays are equally fefatively unaltered in their German
versions. However, while an English audience immety relatesRosencrantz and
Guildensternto Hamlet's friends, an Austrian spectator will lpably fail to associate
Shakespeare’s famous play with the title. As Toavesties— which is left completely
unmodified in German — Sieder points to the rumehsch the title fuelled in Austria,

where people expected “a show of transvestites’, 625).

[11.2.1.3 Dialog Structure, Rhythm, and Tempo

Both Lunin and Spiel do their best to keep up ti@od/monolog structure employed by
Stoppard in Rosencrantz and Guildensterand Travesties respectively. However,

cumbersome grammatical and syntactical construstamch are typical of the German
language frequently upset their plans. The strectir absurd stichomythia to which
Rosencrantz and Guildenstern hold on in the Englesision requires an employment of
short, staccato-like terms (cf. Easterling 148)]r@nsition[s] from one topic to another
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can be abrupt”, illogical and non-associativad. 49). Baumgart speaks of a peculiar,
ongoing rhythm which clearly contrasts the fluehiakespeare passages of blank verse
(596). “Dieser Grundrhythmus ist von apokopierendéirze, ein Schlag-auf-Schlag-
Dialog [...] Die Schlag um Schlag folgenden Replilefordern rasches Tempo. Durch
wiederholte Unterbrechungedquse, Beaf...]) wird der psychologische Effekt noch
gesteigert” ipid. 596). Keyssar-Franke mentions tennis as “an apapmor for the verbal
volleying which occurs between Rosencrantz and deastern” (89); the image of the
tennis game as characteristic of Stoppard’s stiytkadog is also taken up by Brady (102),
and Orlich speaks of “verbal fireworks” (1). Longsnstructions in German hamper the
quickly flowing verbal battle of the two charactetisereby slowing down the “brief, fast,
[and] cleverly and skillfully manipulated [exchasjje(Keyssar-Franke 93) typical of the
English versions. As a result, the Gernpemsonaeare more articulate than their English,

laconic counterparts, and hence a tinge less altisandthe latter. Compare for instance:

ROS. [...] Well, I won — didn't I?| ROS. [...] Kurz und gut, ich habe

(StoppardRG, 9) gewonnen. Oder nicht? (LuUniRG, 12)
ROS. It'll take some beating, | ROS. Jetzt wirst du mich einige Male
Imagine. (StoppardRG, 10) schlagen miussen, konnt ich mir

vorstellen. (LuninRG, 12)

GUIL. Where are you going? GUL. Wo geht ihr hin?

PLAYER. [...] Home, sir. SCHAUSPIELER. [...] Nach Hause,
GUIL. Where from? mein Herr.

PLAYER. Home. GUIL. Und von wo kommt ihr?
(StoppardRG, 25) SCHAUSPIELER. Von zu Hause.

(Lunin, RG, 23)

PLAYER [...] Not yet! [...] You SCHAUSPIELER. Aber noch nicht! [...]
left us. (StoppardRG, 66) Sie haben uns im Stich gelassen.
(Lunin, RG, 57)

This can also strongly be felt in Max’s versiontb& play, where the actors Leopold
Selinger and Bernie Feit who pl&psenkranandGuldensterrrespectively are much too
articulate to be truly absurd. However, Lunin andxMio not fail to illustrate the fallacy
of verbal communication in their plays (cf. Cahr).48 many instances, both characters
talk past each other — i.e. they monologize thalk.tAs a result, their dialog-like
conversation is more of a constant interweaveméntwo monolog structures (cf.

Easterling 119). This strategy which Stoppard besrérom Beckett is, however, blended
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with highly lucid Stoppardian wordplay. The follavg verbal exchange between Ros and
Guil, which at first sight might be interpretedadssurd chatter conceals a cleverly thought

out verbal code which Lunin does not decrypt susfcdly in his German version:

ROS. And with her husband’s ROS. Und mit dem Bruder ihres Mannes.
brother. GUL. Sie standen sich sehr nah.

GUIL. They were too close. ROS. Sie ging zu ihm —

ROS. She went to him — GUL. — Zu nah -

GUIL. Too close — ROS. — Und suchte Trost.

ROS. — for comfort. (Lunin, RG, 46)

(StoppardRG, 53)

While, as Easterling explains, the English verstam be combined in three possible
ways: “She went too close”; “She went to him fomfort”; “She went to him too close

for comfort” (122), this cannot be said of Lunignstruction.

Most naturally, forms of address have to be intosduin dialog. Interestingly, Lunin has
the Schauspieler address Ros and Gul with a fot8ial (RG, 22), whereas Ros replies
using the less formal “du”ilfid. 22). Lunin thereby introduces an asymmetry betwee

both characters which cannot be felt to the sanenein the original English version.

Verbal tennis games in which an argument is folldWwg “a refutation, then a rebuttal of
the refutation, then a counter-rebuttal, so thatdhs never any point in this intellectual
leap-frog at which [...] the speech is [going to] pstdScott Robinson 38), are less
common, although not altogether absentavestiesThe use of longer monologs in this
play does however not imply a revelation of therabgers’ inner thoughts and feelings,
but rather suggests “a manic loquacity punctuatgditences or metaphysical jokes”
(Hinden 401) on the part of each persona (cf. $j¢@& 633). Old Carr's monologs, for

instance, are full of “contradictions, puns, inaate quotations and humorous wordplay”
(Brassell 138). As a result, Stoppard’s plays aaedly ever long-winded, but full of

buzzing activity and punning wit (cf. Huntétlays 79; Keyssar-Franke 85). They rely on
“twists of action [...] [and] abrupt flashbacks thgbutime” (Brassell 262), thereby

creating a quick-moving, action-laden potpourrvefbal wit.

This, in turn, bestows a very unique rhythm on $&ogd’s plays, which Hunter describes

as a sequence of “grating sound-music — mostly msgladic, short-vowelled and
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consonantal [...] [and] made up largely of four-letierds” Plays 99). Music is indeed

an apt symbol to describe Stoppard’s rhythmic stgteppard chooses most of his dialogs

because they form a perfect melodious e

(Plays 100). This gives the impression t

nsemblelvwiinter terms “percussive music”

hat Stopparthase of a musical entertainer,

keen on producing a perfect cadence of assonamms@sonances, than a careful

planner of character and plot constellations (cflic® 2). The following examples

perfectly illustrate the rhythmic progression sitgl of Stoppard’'s plays. A direct

juxtaposition with the German versions shows thatlatter remind one more of Goethe’s

romantic atmosphere conjured up, for instancePer Erlkonig. This connection is

reinforced by words suggesting a dim, dusky skywal as by the symbol of the riding

cavalier.

ROS. That's it — pale sky before
dawn, a man standing on h
saddle to bang on the shutters
shouts — What's all the row
about?! (StopparRG, 16)

ROS. [...] lights in the stableyard
saddle up and off headlong ar
hotfoot across the land.

(StoppardRG, 17)

TZARA. Eel ate enormous
appletzara key dairy chef's hg
he’lllearn oomparah! Il raced
alas whispers kill later nut eas
noon avuncular ill day Clara!

(Stoppard]T, 18)-*°

CARR. [...] There was a young
man from Dublin, tum-ti-ti-tum-
ti-ti troublin’. (Stoppard;T, 21)

ROS. Stimmt.. Blasser Himmel vor dem

s Morgengrauen ein Mann steht in

— seinem Satte] donnert gegen die
Fensterladen — schreit... Was soll dieser
Larm da drauRen? (LuniRG, 17; my
emphasis)

dROS. [...] Also, Licht an im StallSattel
aufgelegt, und los ging's Hals uber
Kopf, mit dampfenden Hufenquer
durchs ganze Land. (LuniRkG, 17; my
emphasis)

It TZARA. Zuckungseiterin
antikenschubfach tief dort
dammerungler pfirsich
bewacht eisige opfergabe
nachtlichtunfroh.

(Spiel, T, 7; my emphasis)

t

CARR. [...] Ein schneidiger Jingling
aus Dublin, tan ti tamitt gemachlich im

Trab hin.(Spiel, T, 9; my emphasis)

1% Note that the poem which at first sight appearbemonsensical does have a clear underlying mganin
which is not rendered convincingly in the Germanmsien. Phonetically speaking, it reads in Frendh: “
était un homme ou [sic!] s'appelle Tzara/ qui ddheisses a-t-il un embarras/ Il reste a la [sici$&/ parce
gu’il est un artiste/ nous n’avons que l'art/[I]jdleclara” (cf. Sieder, “1”, 62). — In English: iEre is a man

called Tzara/ Who of riches had an embarrassme

rsiddes in Switzerland/Because he’s an artist/’Weeha

nowhere else,’ he declared” (Cahn 107). Cahn aulyslates the possible rendering “nous n’avonslajiie
not taking into account that it could also refetaxd’. Hunter detects the following underlying Rah poem
in Stoppard’s version: “Il est un homme, s’app@dlEra/ Qui des richesses a-t-il le nonpareil [A?fste a
la Suisse/ Parce qu'il est un artiste/ ‘Nous n'avqoe l'art’, il declara” Rosencrantz135) which, however
sounds less convincing than the above-mentionesiores.
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At other points in the plays, both Lunin and Spiglto render Stoppard’s consonances in
their German versions, however opting for differenotinds, thereby again altering the
texts’ atmosphere. Stoppard’s predilection for /h#/-consonances (cf. “banking
bouncing” T, 24), “sixpounders pounding [...] picked out — pladkout — blessed by the
blood” (ibid. 25), “bellicosity [...] punctuality of public closX (ibid. 26)) is replaced by
IkI-Ig/-1J1 sounds in the German versions. It is obvious tiafplosives /p/ and /b/ conjure
up a more vivid and dynamic atmosphere than them@ersounds, which are rather
associated with sounds of suffocation and the Im@shtypical of the German language.
The atmosphere is hence severely altered:

GUIL (musing).The law of GUL nachdenklichDas_Gesetz der

probahlity, it has been odty
assertedis somethingd do with
the poposition [...].

(StoppardRG, 7; my emphasis)

CARR. [...] A prudish, pudent

Wahrscheinlichkit — das ist oft gnug
behauptet worden — hdniggendwie mit
der Regl zusammen [...].

(Lunin, RG,10; my emphasis)

CARR. [...] Ein pruder, sdauer Mann

man [...] in no way pofligate or [...] keineswegs ausscheifend oder

vulgar, and yetconwvial [...] ordindr, und doch _egellig ohne
yet still  without primness| verschvenderisch zu sein, lgjchwohl
towards hardcurrency in all i nicht orode_ggeniber harter \Ahrung
transmuable and _tnsferake in all ihren eintauschbaren und
forms [...]. (StoppardT, 22; my Ubertradparen Formen [...]. (SpielT,
emphasis)* 11; my emphasis)

In other words, Stoppard approaches language withadtmanlike attitude” (Easterling
121), “treat[ing] sentences as if they were toystarctions which can be dismantled at
will” or made to “enter into a maximum number ofntoinations” {bid. 121). Another
example of such a rhythmic figure is thelyptoton,i.e. “the repetition of words differing
only in termination” (qtd. inbid. 152), or the use of words which have the samixsuf
but a different prefix, as in “[...] enigmatic, magite but not, | think astigmatic [...]
dynamic, gnomic and yet not, | think, anaemic” (ftard,T, 23)%2

In the German versions Stoppard’s “effervescenttyvdialogue and clever, provocative
exchanges” (Orlich 7) are tuned down, both in rhytand in speed. While Stoppard’s

plays rush along with ease (cf. Sieder, “1”, 2)nin’s and Spiel’s texts are less vivid and

131 cf. also Tan who points to the “alliterative adjees used in Carr’s description of Joyce” (156)ftier
suggesting that these adjectives were probablylynesed “for alliterative effect”ibid. 156).
132 Cf. also Tan 157.
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speedy, thereby diverging considerably from Stoggdisuperb command of rhythm and
high-speed comic detail” (Wardle qtd. in Sieder;,“@04). Other than Stoppard who
focuses primarily on the form [i.e. the signifietd]his utterances, Lunin and Spiel work
on the level of the signifieds, hence altering himytand atmosphere of the original plays.
This can also strongly be felt in Max’s performanatere the main focus is indubitably
placed on the topics and themes of Stoppard’sraigtosencrantz and Guildenstern are
Dead The metaphor of probability illustrated by vamsoabsurd games, panfictionality,
multiple identities and the ominous question oftdes omnipresent, whereas Stoppard’s

formal sophistication is widely ignored.

l11.2.1.4 Stylistic Characteristics and Genre

The above-mentioned alterations also have a camdike impact on the style of the
various plays. The change in dialog structure, ®ngmd rhythm also alters the overall
tenor of the plays. One of the most frequently adsed changes as regards Spiel’s
translation of Stoppard$ravestiesvhich is described as “a masterpiece of seriou$ wit
(Orlich 1) featuring “insolent humor and outragemamsense”ibid. 1)** is the loss of
humor which the German version entails (cf. LakhE2; Sieder, “1”, 419). The comical
atmosphere of Stoppard’s plays is most frequentated through “misunderstandings,
mistaken identity, [...] plot twists” (Galens), mirgdips (HunterPlays 81; Sieder, “1”,
58), “unexpected appropriateness” (Huntelays 83), repetition with slight variation
(ibid. 88-89), and other linguistic manifestations sasheated debates of vulgariiyid.
94-95/98) or semantically incongruent onomatopotdrens (cf. Sieder, “1”, 50). Spiel
herself admits to a “Verlust an Humor, den er [TS8toppard] in der deutschen Fassung
so beklagt’ (qtd. in Lakner 44). She can however uraderstand Stoppard’s obsession
with punch lines and laughs and frequently deplies latter's penchant for dramatic
performance, rather than dramatic textuality (ofd. 111). As Stoppard explains in an
interview, he usually looks for “comic possibilgiewhich he can “exploit dramatically
and theatrically in terms of comedy” (Taylor 28reviews of the English productions of
Travestiesunanimously highlight the light and frivolous atrpbsre of a play “full of
laughter” (qtd. in Sieder, “2”, 591), equally speakof “a revelation of [the text’s] full
comic power” (qtd. inbid. 608).

133 Cf. also Shields Hardin who speaks of Stoppdibéitics of laughter” (154).
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Most naturally, the length of the German versiosoainterferes with Stoppard’'s
epigrammatic style which he borrows from Wilde (Efunter, Plays 96), and which

Sieder describes as an

exaggerated use of alliterations, homophones awndhatopoetic effects [which]
makes the reader feel like under the influenceoof heavy perfume used too
lavishly. The effect of being dazzled and surprisedn gives way to a clear view
of what lies behind all that — Nothing! (“1”, 100)

Stoppard is obsessed with or “hooked on” style eshimself confesses (qtd. in Scott
Robinson 47), whereas Spiel cares more about theedeextual level of the play. Genre-
wise, Stoppard’s play is referred to as “a blendhgtream-of-consciousness technique’
[...] Dadaist collage, [...] comedy of manng&fsaand ideas, [...] memory play, [...] [and]

well-made play” (Sieder, “1”, 30). Being devoid $foppard’s linguistic lightness, Spiel’s
play leans more toward a military history play aarvwerminology and slogans are
frequently incorporated into her text (cf. Siedér, 387/403/415/429).

Again, Stoppard’s characters are more sexuallyi@kphan Spiel's counterparts. While
Stoppard’s Cecily accuses Carr of “imagin[ing] hfslie]'d looked stripped off to [her]
knickers” (T, 78), Spiel's pendant prudishly exclaims, “[Sigdlen [...] sich vor, wie ich
wohl aussehe, wenn ich nichts am Leibe habe alsar@dauen Strimpfe™T( 61). The
passage “Snowballs in hell. Snowballs at all” ($eml, T, 24) which, on the surface level
appears to be highly decent, actually hides arsialiuto the not-so-decent Second World
War song ‘No balls at all’ (cf. HunteRosencrantz138) — a melody which does not ring
a bell for the German spectator and hence missgseatual connotation whatsoever in

the German version.

An aspect which has already been touched uponlbitethe preceding sections regards
Spiel's trend of employing Romanticist-style pagsagBy rendering “now I've lost my
knack for it. Too late to go back for it. Alas aalhck for it” (Stoppard], 22) with “Zu
spat, zu spat, die Zeit vergeht, Talent verwehthawenn der Wunsch noch besteht”
(Spiel, T, 11), she dismantles Stoppard’s rhythmic rolleaster ride by molding his
original text into Goethe’s predetermined paths.aA®sult, the deliberately incorporated

Romantic passages of Stoppard’'s play — “The daweaking over no-man’s-land —

134 Sieder further mentions Stoppard’s ability ofitmy with words which she likens to the Comedy of
Manners (“1”. 193).
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Dewdrops glistening on the poppies in the early mmg sun!” T, 41), which in the
English version clearly contrast with the rest bé tplay (cf. Tan 170), almost go
unnoticed in the German version. Sieder’'s genegatiiption of Spiel's version as being
“far more prosaic and far more literary than thé&gioal play” (“1”, 443) efficiently
summarizes the main changes which the Englishomensnderwent by being transposed
into German. “Da haben uns die Englander einigeaus’, muses Blaha (qtd. in Sieder,
“2”, 638), and Sieder further explains that Stogfmplay “was too intellectually British”
— holding on to typically English irony and humor <o be fully successful in Vienna
(“2”, 650/651/655).

Rosencrantz and Guildenstern are Demd alternately referred to as ‘existentialist
metadrama’ (cf. Easterling 13; Lakner 50) or ‘Theaif the Absurd’ (Hinchcliffe gtd. in
Easterling 13jand hence, just as Schnitzlec'®beleithe less comic and more serious of
the two Stoppard plays. However, this is not to g&t “quick wit” (bid. 75), comical
twists and “farcical music-hall effectsib{d. 82)*, as well as “double entendre[s]bid.
108) are altogether absent from this play (bfd. 60/63/83/96; Hinden 401; Hunter,
Plays 87). Indeed, reviews of the play’'s English parfances mention “richness of
humor which creates a crackling atmosphere” (Cuglet), and classify the play as
“funny, poignant, spooky” ibid. 552), “sturdy, witty” (Mc Elroy 94) or “comically
absurd” (Brady 103). Stoppard’s “series of comicahfusion” (Scott Robinson 37) can
again not always be felt to the same extent in iigrtext. Lunin’s characters are, just like
Spiel's, less daring than Stoppard’s. Even thougty tdo not shy away from sexual
innuendo, their way of expressing themselves isallsdess saucy than that of their
English pendants. When the Player suggests thatrkis can give Rosencrantz and
Guildenstern “a tumble” (Stoppar®RG, 21), he is clearly ambiguous, whereas the
German Schauspieler mainly proposes: “Wir konnerethwas vorgaukeln” (LunirRG,
20), which has a completely different connotationBruno Max’s production, the sexual
connotations which are missing on a purely lingaiktvel in Lunin’s version are made
up for by daring and lively poses which are oftefatively unambiguous as to their

sexual content.

It should also not be overlooked that the comienelet of Stoppard’s plays (commonly

used adjectives to describe Stoppard’s style irclaghusing”, “dazzling”, “witty” (Bratt

135 Cf. also Scott Robinson 43; Sieder, “1”, 13/193.
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xxiii), and “burlesque” (Sieder, “1”, 13)) largelglies on the farcical, parodying approach
to the three parental playBlamlet, Waiting for Godotand The Importance of Being
Earnest. Both English plays are generally interpreted as icofarces®, parodie¥”,
pastiche8®, montages, collages, or travestie&f. Barth 112; Brassell 35/137; Easterling
135/144; Hinden 404; Lau 1/5; Orlich 1; Scott Ratnin 37/45; Sieder, “1” 193/199)
Scott Robinson even goes as far as to claim tlogapatd “is at his best in parody” while
being “at his weakest when he wants his charatteexpress a meaning or feeling of
their own” (47). This dimension can, of course, het felt to the same extent by an
Austrian audience, as parody only works if the sgec has a profound knowledge of the
parodied texts.

[11.2.1.5 Topics and Themes

A systematic analysis of all research studies om Bioppard combined has shown that
most has been said and written about the topicstla@mes of his works. However, as
Bratt rightly claims, “[i]t is hardly necessary tead all of these critics’ articles in order to
become acquainted with the][...] central issues [opBard’s plays]: as few as six items
will do” (xvi). The earlier of Stoppard’s playsRosencrantz and Guildenstern are Dead —
generally follows the line of absurdist drama €&hn 36/64), discussing issues such as
the existence of God (cf. Easterling 54; Karwowgki the meaningfulness of life as
opposed to an inevitable death (cf. Easterling 1B63), the dual nature of language,
randomness vs. fate (cf. Sparknotes Editors), Ttheh of the human condition” or the
smooth transition between reality and illusion (Kawski 1/3). Scott Robinson further
mentions “anxiety and confusion of life, [...] thelplessness of the individual caught up
in forces impervious to reason, [...] [and] the lo§&entity and faith” (37)*.

Travesties -which according to Victor L. Cahn goes beyond athigur(141) - is

136 Abrams defines farce as “a type of comedy desigogrovoke the audience to simple hearty laughter
‘belly laughs, in the parlance of the theater” (qtdSieder, “1”, 14).

137 Easterling refers to OED’s definition of parody ‘4a] composition in prose or verse in which the
characteristic turns of thought and phrase in ahaxwor a class of authors are imitated in sucteg as to
make them appear ridiculous [...] an imitation of arkvmore or less closely modeled on the originat, b
so turned as to produce a ridiculous effect” (1Zgott Robinson speaks of “a way of reducing théuste

of characters and events, of destroying a knowneinadd revealing its absurdity, of looking at idéasn
an angle which fractures their meaning” (45).

138 pastiche, as a term generally employed in arersefo “a patchwork or potpourri”, i.e. a collage o
various literary strands (cf. Sieder, “1”, 201).

139 wTravesty’, like parody mocks a particular wotthyt it does so by treating its lofty subject inoaylar
and undignified manner and style” (Abrams qtd. ied8r, “1”, 206).

140 Barth equally speaks of “Gesellschaftskomédie[dP1).

141 Cf. also Barth 112-113; Brassell 266; Keyssar-keaB5; Pearce 1139/1148; Sieder, “1”, 133/916;
Sparknotes Editors.
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frequently described as showcasing the collisiorpalitics and art (cf. Brassell 140;
Galens; Lakner 101; Sieder, “2”, 570). In this pl&yoppard has accepted absurdity as an
essential part of life which must not lead to reaiipn, but to determined revolt (Bratt
xvii; Cahn 153). However, topics such as the bhgrof lines between what is real and
what is invented — as well as the deconstructionotbfer binaries prevail also in
Stoppard’s later plays. Accordingly, Stoppard reBui4o submit to one single style” (Lau
1), he mixes real and fictional figures, incorpegiextracts from both high and low
literary examples into his texts (ranging from Stepeare to Gilbert and Sullivan,
Dadaism and pop songs), and further puts presahtpast happenings on one footing
(Lau 2-3/40). InTravestieseven the authorial voice is split into many didfet voices, i.e.
that of young and old Carr, as well as those ofdtieer dramatis persona of the play
who all display “mutually exclusive opinions andewis”, hence “contribut[ing] to

multiple perspectives and narrativesdid. 40)*%

The general topical strands of absurdity and artpaditics can equally be felt in the
German versions. However, the notion of oppositiodaconstruction — especially
prevalent inTravesties —is generally not as pronounced in Spiel's play airibe
distinction between different styles, registers angh and low literary examples cannot
be felt to the same extent. As Sieder points dhg ‘hostalgic Scottish traditional tune,
also familiar as soldier’'s song of the First Wovitar, i.e., ofAuld Lang Syn&nown in
German under the titlEin schéner Tag zu Ende gedrid Beethoven'&ppassionatare
the only acoustic allusions to the ‘old style’ takever from the original” (“1”, 392).

[11.2.2 An Analysis on the Micro-Level of Stoppard’s Rosencrantz and
Guildenstern are Dead and Travesties in Comparison to their German
Versions Rosenkranz und Guldenstern and Travesties

l11.2.2.1 Language, Register, and Vocabulary

“Tom Stoppard made his reputation in the late 8sx&and early Seventies as a talented
wordsmith and playwright with hypnotizing linguistbrilliance and a penchant for witty
word-play” (Macris 111). Indeed, Stoppard’'s lingidsmastery is probably the most
outstanding characteristic of all of his works (Efasterling 74; Sieder, “1”, 2/172).

142 Cf, also Lau 14/17.
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Reviews which foreground the playwright's verbapaeity are hence abundant. In the
New York TimesClive Barnes states abotuitavestiesthat Stoppard “has constructed a
whole ballet of words, wit and oddly disturbingeliary echoes” (qtd. in Galens); Delaney
describes Stoppard as an author who “values ‘visen words nicely put together” (2);
Hunter praises Stoppard’s “craftsmanship” as welhig “brilliance of the verbal polish”
(Plays 93); and Stoppard himself admits to “dig[ging] rd® more than [...] [he] can
speak them” (Taylor 26). “There are no words to Bayw much | love them. (Isn’t that
nice?)”, he concludes in an intervieiifl. 26). As a writer who is fascinated by “the way
language and logic can be used or misused” (Keye@gk Stoppard naturally sends all
his characters on a verbal roller coaster ride.sS€quently, higlramatis personaspeak
for the sake of uttering witty and provocative sees, rather than in order to develop
distinctive character traits marked by psychologcafundity (cf. Barth 125; Sieder, “1”,
45; Sparknotes Editors). “All my people speak tams way, with the same cadences and
sentence structures”, Stoppard admits in an irgeriGussow,Conversations35). In
Rosencrantz and Guildensteboth characters lack distinctive qualities, anghesgp as
“everyman’ figures” (Sparknotes Editors) ratheathcleverly thought out individuals:
“An die Stelle von Individuum und Gestalt treterff@in und Schablonen. [...] Am Ende
steht, unbeschonigt und unverhllt, ‘niemand™ (Bagart 589). It is hence not surprising
that the borderline between the two characteratiger thin, if not inexistent (cf. Cahn 39-
40; Hunter, Plays 124-126; Keyssar-Franke 90-91). “Nobody, inclgdithe men
themselves, seems able to tell Rosencrantz frondéhstern, which [...] comments on
the difficulties of establishing a firm identity anchaotic world” (Sparknotes Editors). To
add confusion Stoppard blends “real and unrealaciers” (Pearce 1156) ifravesties
and splits Carr’s identity into Young and Old Cenf. Lau 17).

The aspect of ‘multiple identities’ is further stsed by the variant language use of
Stoppard’s characters. As in his Schnitzler adaptat Stoppard varies the register of
each single character in his pldgesencrantz and Guildenstern are Deatl Travesties.
This effect is achieved through a blending of Stogd{s own style on the one hand —i.e. a
language full of puns and wordplay which is yetuglet relatively close to everyday
speech (cf. Brassell 25) — and the style of othegligh playwrights whose language
Stoppard incorporates into his own plays (cf. ChB2; Easterling; Lakner 102; Lau 7-8;
Sieder, “1”, 173; Sparknotes Editors). Stoppardséll the two kinds of language with

great panache [...] establishing two linguisticalgmote styles and yoking them with
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considerable dexterity” (Brassell 42-43). As a lesbhakespeare’s, Beckett's, Joyce’s,
and Wilde’s idiomatic mode (as well as that of matiyer famous authors) is weaved into
the texture of Stoppard’s plays (cf. Brassell 1B@sterling 145/150; Pearce 1149). As
Hunter points out, the juxtaposition of two uttergmote styles can equally add to the
comic character of a playPlays 99)“ This distinction is not always upheld in the
German texts. Where Stoppard contrasts “our gumsistripped in breakneck pursuit”

(RG 17) with “Fearful lest we come too late!ibid. 17), Lunin does not introduce

contrasting linguistic styles in his passage: “Bighrer abgehangt, in halsbrecherischer
Ausubung unserer Pflicht! Vor lauter Angst, zu spa@atkommen” RG, 17); neither does

Max’s production focus on this linguistic contram$é much as Stoppard does in his

original.

Stoppard equally retains his famous multilinguadgiaage games in the two plays (cf.
Barth 109; Lau 7; Sieder, “1”, 51). “Joyce and Gdelen chant Latin and early English
[...] and the Lenins chatter animatedly in Russidtdifter,Plays 101). Surprisingly, the
language games are not always kept up in the Getexds. Stoppard’s Latin “Matri,
patri, fratri, sorori, uxori” RG, 33) is rendered as “Mutter-, Vater-, Bruder-, Gwegister-,
Gatten-* (Lunin,RG, 30), and Ros’srfon sequiturs”(StoppardRG, 47) are turned into
“[flalsche Schluf3folgerungen” (LunirRG, 40). “Tarsus-Schmarsus” (StoppaRiG, 77)
which in English has a clearly Germanic connotgti@mains unchanged in the German
version, thereby missing the ‘exotic’ feel of thegmal. By the same token, Spiel
incorporates the German phrase “Und alle Schifteken...” (Stoppard], 19) into her

version.

A comparison of the vocabulary employed in the Eglersions on the one hand, and
the German texts on the other shows that Spielrgiipéends to employ a more elevated
style than Stoppard. “Hilde Spiel refrains fromloqglialisms, abbreviations and, only in
a few cases helps herself with dialect” (Siedet, 41.8). Lunin’s play is generally more
‘colloquial’, although some highly formal expresssocan be detected which clearly
contrast with the rest of the play. Where Stoppapdaks of a “band’RG, 18), Lunin
mentions “einel...] Kapelle’RG, 18). By the same token, “stuff” (StoppaRi, 28) is
rendered as “Repertoire” (LUniRG, 25), and “I can’t remember” (Stopafd@G, 44) is

turned into “Ich kann mich nicht besinnen” (LuniRG, 37). Sieder mentions Spiel's

143 Cf. also Tan 160.
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tendency of using “more aggressive vocabulary” (“403) than Stoppard, which can be
explained by the fact that war terms or other @&hus to militarism abound in her text (cf.
ibid. 404). In doing so, she at times destroys thecaflyi British, polite atmosphere of
Stoppard’sTravesties(cf. ibid. 404). At some points, Lunin’s language is alsocimu
cruder than Stoppard’s daring, but not obsceneramtes: “Ihr perversen Schweine”
(Lunin, RG, 26) is clearly less distinguished thgmefvert$ (Stoppard,RG, 29). On the
other hand, daring language is not infrequentlpdiaed with less provocative terms, as
in the case of “The vergir stinks” (StoppardRG, 32) which is translated as “Sogar die L
u f tist verpestet” (LuninRG, 29) and “[S]hut up” (StoppardRG, 82/135) which Lunin
variously renders as “[Blitte halt jetzt deinen MU{RG, 69) and “Hor auf!” RG, 111).

In the Viennese production by Max, Lunin’s harsBgames, such as the above-mentioned
“Ihr perversen Schweine” (LuniiRG, 26) are altogether omitted. This tendency caa als
be felt in Spiel's play, when she renders “The silzs — tradition — vomit on it! [...]
Beethoven! Mozart! | spit on it!” (Stoppard, 35) as “Die Klassiker muld man zerreil3en!
[...] Beethoven! Mozart! Und wie sie auch hei3en!pi@, T, 22). Eight lines later, Gwen
prudishly exclaims, “Und ich dachte schon, er wvgiigen ‘zum Schei3en”ibid. 23)

which definitely fits the English version bettehd& same holds true for the passage:

TZARA. [...] For your TZARA. [...] Ein Meisterwerk —
masterpiece [...] | have gregt Ich bin davon verrickt
expectorations [...] GWEN. [...] Oh — Beruckt!

For you | would eructate @ TZARA. Welch grandioser Tiefstand!
monument [...] GWEN. Oh!- Tiefgang!

Art for art's sake — | defecat¢ TZARA. L’art pour I'art — ist das nicht
[...]. (Stoppard T, 48)44 bescheiternd! (SpieT, 35)

Apart from “bescheil3ternd”, the German versionaither unspectacular compared to the

English original.

[11.2.2.2 Recurrence, Syntax, and Punctuation

The repetition of certain elements in a text cameha number of different purposes. In
Tom Stoppard’s plays, recurrence is mainly emplayedrder to achieve a comic effect
(cf. Berger 36; HunterPlays 88). The fact that Stoppard’s characters tentrdépeat

[certain lines] over and over again” (Berger 3&n often be attributed to their faulty

144 Cf. also Berger 34-35; HuntdRosencrantz144.
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memory — a typical trait of the theater of the Aais(cf. Sieder, “1”, 58). Upon hearing
the same sentence being uttered again and agaitheinplay, the spectator will
unmistakably understand it as a humorous deviceg@e36). However, in order for this
to happen the repeated sentences have to followry similar structure so as to be
recognized as a repetitive device by the specthtoan be varied to a certain degree — an
effect frequently employed by Stoppard and alt&lyateferred to asransmutation(cf.
Hunter, Plays 89) orrepetition with variation -but a core element has to be retained

verbatim. Sieder speaks of “variations of a themmajor and minor” (“1”, 56).

In Travesties,“[tlhe exchange between Bennett and Carr [Yes, Isihave put the
newspapers and telegrams [...]] occurs five tifiels..] [and] Carr's exchange of
conversation with Cecily [I don’t think you ougltt talk to me like that [...]] occurs twice
in his memory” (Lau 18). Additionally, Tzara’'s lis€'Pleasure, pleasure” are repeated
four times — with slight variations — throughouetplay*. Finally, a parallel can be
established between the biographical volumes ofrl,eloyce, and Tzara: “Lenin As |
Knew Him. The Lenin | Knew [...]" (Stoppard,, 23); “Memories of James Joyce. James
Joyce as | Knew Him [...]” ibid. 22); “Memories of Dada [...]" ibid. 25)**’. In
Rosencrantz and Guildenstern are De#ttk phrase “a man standing on/in his saddle
[...]" *®is repeated three times in the play. Similarlg finrase — taken from the Bible —
“Give us this day our daily [...]* is taken up with a certain variation over and over
again, just as “What is he doing? [...] Talking [...0 fimself?™° recurs like deitmotif

in the play.

A similar effect is achieved through the use of twkasterling terms “stereotyped
phrases” or “clichés” (21-23). “[S]tereotypy pro@sca high degree of predictability” and
leaves the spectator with “an experiencedéjt vu (ibid. 27). When an English spectator
hears the words “to make up your” (Stopp&€&, 42), he or she immediately knows that
the phrase is going to end in “mindbid. 42). Lunin chooses the phrase “entscheide
dich” (RG, 36) which entirely destroys this effect. The samo#ls true for “Give them a
shout” (StoppardRRG, 63), which Lunin translates as “Ruf sie doch n{RIG, 54).

145 Cf. StoppardT, 26, 27, 29, 31, 95 (cf. also Sieder, “1”, 13).

146 Cf. StoppardT, 32, 36, 41, 63 (cf. Sieder, “1”, 13/20).

47 Cf. Sieder, “1”, 132-133.

148 Cf. StoppardRG, 16; 18; 42.

149 Cf. StoppardRG, 43; 49; 104; 113; 127.

130 cf. Stoppard, RG, 55; 80*; 99*; 104;106; 113*J*repetition with variation].
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While Sieder claims that Spiel “follows faithfullfsic!] Stoppard’s linguistic parallel
construction for the character description of Jogod Lenin” (“1”, 389), she does not
point out the many alterations which Spiel introglian the other recurrent lines. Lunin,
too, does not always prove consistent in the renglef Stoppard’s repetitions. “Talking
[...] To himself?” is variously translated as “Reden] Mit sich selbst?” (LuninRG, 47)
and “Er spricht [...] Mit sich selbst?’iid. 86). “Give us this day our [...]" is again
altered in “Und gib, daR man auch heute sein tagBtchwort hért” bid. 94). Lunin
additionally renders the English quote verbatimerelas the German version would flow
more naturally as ‘Unser tagliches Stichwort gils dreute’. In Max’s production, all
Biblical references are omitted, and the ‘Talkimghimself’ passage is not frequently
repeated throughout the play.

Sieder describes Stoppard’'s syntax as “violateditked by “free association [...], non-
logical and non-chronological order” (“1”, 187). d¢anic constructions further
characterize Stoppard’s syntactic constructionsiciivlare generally elaborated in the
German version. HenceGtiildenstern [...] takes a coin out of his bag, sptngetting it
fall” (StoppardRG, 5) is turned intd'Guldenstern [...] nimmt eine Minze aus seinem
Geldbeutel, wirft sie in die Luft und |43t sie dannBoden fallen” (Lunin, RG, 9). Just
like Schnitzler, Lunin distorts sentences - “Estkaiber gar nicht sein, in Wirklichkeit”
(RG 18) - where Stoppard uses an unmarked syntactcedtruction: “It couldn’t have
been real”’ RG, 18).

The punctuation in the following passages also idenably alters the style of the English
text in the German version. The English passagesnare indeterminate (an aspect

indicated by the many question marks) than themm@a counterparts:

ROS. Game'? ROS. Weiterspielen!
GUIL. Were they [the monkeys]?| GUL. Die Affen?
ROS. Are you? (Stoppar®G, 7) ROS. Nein, du. (LuninRG, 10-11)

GUIL. [...] But it's this, is it? | GUL. Aber nun ist es das.
(StoppardRG, 27) (Lunin, RG, 24)

51 The wordplay on ‘game’ is also lost in the Gerrarsion.
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111.2.2.3 Wordplay and Puns

Stoppard’s unique linguistic style is in large patttibutable to the author’s extensive use
of punning and witty wordplay (cf. Brassell 138;ier,Plays 77; Lau 19; Pearce 1149).
In languages such as English and German, wordglagenerally based on paronomy,
homonymy, polysemy, or double entendre or misundeding. In other words, terms
which have a similar form but divergent meanings aiten used to create wordplay or
puns (cf. Delebastita 285; Easterling 100/116; &ietl”, 50/94/224). Stoppard also lets
“familiar-sounding phrases emerge in unfamiliar bamations and contexts” (Easterling
63), he introduces “slight changes in set idiomploases”ipid. 74), and he relies on the
use of figures of speech such agymoronsand polyptotons(cf. ibid. 152). The
enumeration “Matri, patri, fratri, sorori, uxori” mMch Ros continues with “Saucy”
(Stoppard,RG, 33) lists terms which all end in the same phonefite The German
version, on the other hand, does not retain theesdmthmic progression. “Mutter-,
Vater-, Bruder-, Geschwister-“ all end in the saemel sound, whereas “Gatten- [and]
kel3” (Lunin,RG, 30) do not.

In the following passage, the signifier ‘yet’ isderstood in two divergent ways: “I have
influence yet [...] Yet what?” (StopparBG, 26). The wordplay does not translate readily
into the German language; the homonymic qualityhef original is entirely lost: “Ich
habe wirklich Einflul3 [...] Aber was fur einen wirkh?” (Lunin, RG, 23). The same

phenomenon can be noticed in the following extracts

GUIL. Are you going to —come | GUL. Willst du nicht gehen? Du trittst

on? doch gleich auf?
PLAYER. | am on. SCHAUSPIELER. Ich bin schon drauf3en.
GUIL. But if you are on, you| GUL.Wenn du schon drauRen bist, kannst
can’t come on. Can you? du ja gar nicht auftreten. Oder?
PLAYER. | start on. SCHAUSPIELER. Wenn es anfangt, bin
(StoppardRG, 35) ich schon drauf3en. (LuniRG, 31)
GUIL. Got it in your head? GUL. Hast du kapiert?
ROS. | take my hat off to you. ROS. Hut ab vor dir.
GUIL. Shake hands. GUL. Deine Hand.
(StoppardRG, 48) (Lunin, RG, 41)
ROS. Are we? | can't see a thing] ROS. Tatsachlich? Ich kann Uberhaupt
GUIL. You can stillthink, can’t nichts sehen.

you? (StoppardRG, 107) GUL. Du kannst aber noch d e n k e n,

oder nicht? (LuninRG, 89)
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The following English scene blends homonymy withopgmy, also turning set phrases
upside down. The German passage, on the other sandgds rather stilted and ridiculous,
as the rhythm of the original is entirely lost. Tdvdy paronymic elements can be found in
“Hause” — “daheim” — “Heia”. Additionally, Lunin, tber than Stoppard, does not turn

existent wordplay upside down; his utterance isiehsut not rhythmically appealing.

GUIL. We'll soon be home and GUL. Bald sind wir zu Hause, im trocknen

high — dry and home — I'll - [sic] — daheim, in der Heia — und...
ROS. It's all over my depth — ROS. Mir ist das alles zu hoch...
GUIL. I'll hie you home and — GUL. ... ich treibe dich heim, und...
ROS. — out of my head — ROS. ... alles wachst mir Uber den
GUIL. — dry you high and — Kopf...
ROS(cracking, high). -ever my GUL, ... und ich reibe dich trocken,

step over my head body! — | teJl und...
you it's all stopping to a deathl, ROSschnappt Uber; seine Stimme
it's boding to a depth, stepping Uberschlagt sich: ...alles lauft mir

to a head, it's all heading to p davon, das geht mir an den Leib! ... Ich
dead stop — sage dir: das alles endet im Tod, im
(StoppardRG, 40-41) leibhaftigen Ende, alles geht Uber Kopf,

alles treibt auf die Spitze, laufend spitzt
es sich zu, zu einem Ende im Tod ...
(Lunin, RG, 34-35)

This can even be topped off by a constructiornTiavestieswhere entire phrases are

constructed according to a homonymous pattern:

God'’s blood!, the shot and shell! — graveyard stgfStoppardT, 27)
[combines with
oxblood shot-silk cravat, starchadid. 27)

Christ Jesu! — deserted by simpletaibgd( 27) [combines with
creased just so, asserted by a simpleipid.(27)

they damn us to hell — ora pro nobis — quidkid. 27) [combines with
the damask lapels — or a brown, no, bisabitl( 27)

no, get me out(ibid. 27) [combines with
no — get me out [...Jikid. 27)*2

Spiel, on the other hand, grapples with this pakaditructure and ends up with a
completely different rendering where Goethe’s “Mamgpt” (T,15) reoccurs, as well as a

number of war terms, including “Krieg”, “Schitzeaben”, “Kameraden”, “Kampfgeist”,

152 ¢f. Tan 172.
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“Schlamm und Stacheldraht”, “Soldat”, and “Schufd Udchirm” {bid. 15). The line
“mucus mutandis” (SpielT, 12; Stoppard,T, 23) alludes to ‘mutatis mutandis’ (cf.
Hunter, Rosencrantz137; Tan 157)° on the one hand, and to ‘mucus’ on the other.
While ‘mutatis mutandis’ will ring a bell for an edated Austrian audience, ‘mucus’ is
definitely not as commonly employed in German astEmglish, and hence not fully
understood by the Austrian spectator. Stoppardsetl rendering “who’d have thought
big oaks from a corner room” (Stoppaiid,13) where ‘a corner’ is almost homonymous
with ‘acorn’, thereby referring back to ‘oak’ (cTlan 159), is reduced to “wer hatte
gedacht, daf die BAume in der Spiegelgasse 14 denitdimmel wachsen wirden?T, (
13) in Spiel's version. Another Stoppardian linggiarticularity, i.e. the use of “real
blue [...] empirical purple [...] [and] sultry violets(T, 22) which replaces the more
common colors royal blue, imperial purple, andasitiolet (cf. Tan 155) is rendered by
enumerating perfectly normal colors in German: ‘imaolau, [...] kaminrot, [...]
ultraviolett[...]” (Spiel, T, 11). Finally, the parallelism between “hock [...¢g0 hock,
propter hock” (Stoppardl, 36) and the juridical expression ‘post hoc, epgapter hoc’

(cf. Hunter,Rosencrantz141) is entirely lost in Spiel’s text (CF, 24).

Additionally, Joycean limericks are scattered amdmg chapters ofravesties.These
rhymes are equally difficult to be rendered inte therman language. The literary critics
Plattner and Pizzini complain about Spiel’s tratistaof these limericks, claiming that
they would have needed excessive revision (Platitterin Lakner 111), even admitting
that they “cannot be translated into German withgadrificing rhymes or alliterations”
(Pizzini gtd. in Sieder, “2”, 628). Thierankfurter Allgemeine Zeitungn the other hand
praises Spiel for her elegant translation of thgpeally Irish rhymes (qgtd. in Sieder, “1”,
120). Reimann and thdeue Zircher Zeitungven go as far as to compliment her on the
rendering of all of Stoppard’s puns combinedid, 120). “Stoppard[s] [...]
geschliffene[s] geistreiche[s] Wortspiel [...] konen der Ubersetzerin Hilde Spiel [...]
bewahrt werden” confirms West (qtd.ibid. 215).

As clever verbal constructions make up almost tinad$s of Stoppard’s plays, it can be
concluded that form indubitably takes precedencer @ontent in his writing (cf. Barth
111; HunterPlays 93; Orlich 2; Shields Hardin 157). Scott Robinsmpeaks of “plays

without plot” (38) which show “no necessary progies of events” (45). According to

133 Sjeder further detects in this expression arrtenéual reference to David CamptoVaitatis Mutandis
(“1", 86).
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Reil3’'s classification of various text types whigh,turn, call for different translation
methods, Stoppard’s punning must be understooexaséssive’ language. What matters
is a relative harmony of the signifiers (qtd. inol3é 114). Differently put, “[ist die
Bewahrung des Wortspiels] [w]ichtiger als die Gagkeit der einzelnen Bedeutungen im
Detail” (Levy 104). Spiel and Lunin, however, foam®re on the level of signifieds, thus
trying to establish content-related analogy, thgrabtomatically causing a shift on the
level of signifiers. Indeed, as two linguistic caglestems generally employ very different
signifiers, it is almost impossible to reproduceasances, consonances or other forms of
linguistic harmony of one language in another lisga environment. Hence, as Cowley
suggests, whatever is lost of a pun in translatiarst be compensated for at another
moment in the play (qtd. in Levy 105). Spiel makse of the German word ‘da’ which
she puts in relation to ‘Dada’ when she states, Begriffe fehlen, dada stellt ein Wort
zur rechten Zeit sich ein”T( 13), and Max introduces a wordplay based on the
homonymy of ‘denen’ and ‘Danen’ in his production.

111.3 From Terranglia to Austria: Socio-Cultural Factors
Governing the Translation Process

[11.3.1 Different Code Systems and Norms

Relying on the categories discussed in section thd comparison of Stoppard’s plays
with their German versions further supports thevabfndings, i.e. that socio-cultural
factors have a considerable impact on the translgiiocess. In a letter to Stoppard, Spiel
speaks of “some unknown factor which prevents [hiin] from having the success on
the German speaking stage which [...] [he] obvioudgerve[s]” (qtd. in Lakner 47-48).
When she further suggests that “a racier, snappi¢iperhaps cruder [...] rendering [...]
might do the trick” (bid. 48), she indirectly underscores the tendencyhefGermans to

write less racy, less snappy, and less crude pteysthe English do.

Indeed, both German versions are longer than Stdjgpariginals — if we do not take the
omissions of Bruno Max’s staged version into actoihis impression is amplified by
longer exchanges uttered by the various characstdrish in turn impair the stichomythic
and epigrammatic rhythm of the English plays (&}i@38). Whereas a “policy of no cuts
no matter what” (Mc Elroy 95) is not necessarilypgeiated in the English dramatic

scene, French producersTofivestiesalso didn’t shy away from staging “Cecily’s speech,
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top of Act Two” (Stoppard, “Event as Text”, 206) its full length. While Stoppard
recounts having “cut it down to one paragraph [ondon]” (bid. 206), the French
producer insists on a longer version to be stageBaris which would turn out to be
“magnifique [...] [flormidable, superbe’il{id. 206-207). And so it did since Cecily was
“stark naked!” {bid. 207). This again shows that theatrical approacrey among
different countries. Wagner, for instance, mentiaheut Spiel'sTravesties[dass] [d]as
Publikum [...]einer nahezu dreieinhalbstindigen, atierermidenden Auffihrung [...]
ausgesetzt [war]* (gtd. in Lakner 124). Others, bogr, stress that the play was too long,
even for a German-speaking audience (cf. StraterigtSieder, “2”, 652; Backer iid.
789), which might be explained by the lack of wdagpand humor which characterizes

the German version.

The beat of the series of assonances and cons@ianStoppard’s play is equally altered
since the German authors — Lunin and Spiel — relshgme and simple alliteration, rather
than creating a whole harmony of sounds. As Honeggets out, the German system
has historically relied on “playing with languagatrer than playing with words”, further
employing “acoustic masks [rather than] [...] punriif23). The technique of punning is
generally more frequently employed in English tihmGerman comedies — especially by
Joyce (cf. HunterPlays 107/146; Pearce 1149-1150; Sieder, “1", 224; 8n&26) —
where it is “probably the most widely used techeigu] of linguistic humor” (Berger
34). Even Shakespeare frequently turns to thisnigale in his writing (cf. Easterling 85-
104). It is hence not surprising that the Germannmng techniques diverge from those

employed in the English versions.

Additionally, the phonemes which appear on a fratjbasis in the German language do
not occur with the same regularity in the Englishdguage. The most common vowel
sound of the English language is the ‘schwa’. Thestmrcommon consonantal letters
appear to be <t>, <s>, and <r> (cf. Shortz). Iftalee into account that <r> is frequently
dropped in British English, and if we additionatlgnsider Stoppard’s predilection for /p/-
/b/ sounds, we end up with a chain of /t/, /d/, fpl, and /s/ sounds. The German
language, on the other hand shows a higher frequehthe post alveolar fricativd][

further using the palatal J@nd the velar [x] sound which are both abserthanEnglish

sound system. A direct juxtaposition of both systethus clearly suggests that the
atmosphere created cannot be the same in both. &seasresult, the German rhythm is
generally harsher and less vivid and speedy thaftiglish sound constellations. What is
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more, differences in syntax as well as regardirggftiims of address in both languages
have again been detected. Generally speaking, &gplinguistic style is so peculiar

and unique that it seems as though a German Sthmdaply does not exist. Just as
Mira’s editor warns him against creating a “Sparighde” as the Wildean expressions
and rhythms would simply not “flow naturally” in 8pish (196), Stoppard’s music does
not seem to be readily absorbed by the Germanishgsystem.

Lunin’s and Spiel's style is generally less huma@und jocular than that of the English
plays which again confirms the general patterngmrtes in section I.4. Heinrichs who
writes for the German newspap@re Zeit complains about this humorous tendency of
Stoppard’s plays: “Statt an Konflikten sind die sten dieser Sticke nur an Pointen
interessiert” (qtd. in Lakner 117). This again sbaat German theaters follow different
conventions than most English plays. Additonallgbhdo words as well as sexual
innuendo are found less frequently in the Germatstthan in the English originals. In
Spiel's Travestiesthe military element can be felt very strongly, duth German plays
use Romantic expressions which are reminiscentastl@&’'s and Schiller’s style. In an
interview, Stoppard explains that the German prodnoof Travestiesn Vienna indeed
“had a very different feel” (Eichelbaum 104). Atadher point he specifies that “it was
really refreshing to see [...JAkcadig in German, where comedy wasn't really the
primary idea” (Kelly and Demastes 1@pncluding that everything “depends on where

the play is done” (Stoppard, “Event and Text”, 207)

[11.3.2 The Influence of the Literary Period and Socio-Cultural Events

Although both Lunin’s and Spiel’s texts are writt@md performed immediately after their
presentation to the English theater world and he@mges along the time axis can be
ruled out to a large extent, the influence of therdry period in which all four texts
emerge should not be overlooked. Indeed, charatitaritypical of the modernist as well

as the postmodernist literary era can be detebtedghout the plays at hand.

Absurdism, existentialism and the literary schdolhe Theater of the Absufd— chiefly

represented in Britain by Beckett’'s or Pinter'sygla- exert a significant impact on

154 For a more detailed discussion on The TheattteoAbsurd, cf. Cahn 17-23; Esslin.
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Stoppard’s texts (cf. Brassell 259; Bratt xvi/xk@asterling; Gordon 15; Hinden 401-403;
Hunter,Plays 81/128/149-150; Keyssar-Franke 85; Scott RobiryrSieder, “1”, 214).
Other modern literary influences seem to come ffBmandello” (Cahn 42-43; Keyssar-
Franke 85), “Laurel and Hardy” (Brady 102; SparkesoEditors), “Abbot and Costello”
(Brady 102), “Trevor Nunn, and the Marx Brother8q Elroy 95). Modern literature is
marked by a general feeling of breakdown and deoactgon which first makes its
appearance in Modernism, and is further consolidatturing the period of
Postmodernism. The feeling of uncertainty whichadie contrasts with the atmosphere
expressed by the well-made play of earlier cergujgé Galens) can be felt in Stoppard’s
texts in a variety of ways. He clearly moves away a fixed narrative voice in favor of
“multiply-narrated” storylines; he blurs variousylsts; he puts “an emphasis on
fragmented forms [...] and random-seeming collagbe’rejects “the distinction between
‘high’ and ‘low’ or popular culture” (Klages) andcegerally blends reality and fiction (cf.
Karwowski 3; Pearce; Sieder, “1”, 133). What is mocharacters no longer possess an
immutable identity and frequently lapse into diffiet linguistic registers, language no
longer purports one single meaning (cf. HunRlays 94/101), and elements of the past
and the present are put on one footing (cf. Lainalfy, an extensive use of “repetition
and verbal rhythm” (Snead 226) adds a flavor oividrh and absurdity to the given texts.
The notion of absurdity, “fragmentation and diseoumty” (Klages) is taken up by
postmodern writers. Postmodernism however “diffesn modernism in its attitude”
(Klages). If modernism presents all sorts of fragtaBon and deconstruction “as
something tragic, something to be lamented and nealias a loss [...] [p]Jostmodernism,
in contrast, doesn’t lament the idea of fragmeatatprovisionality, or incoherence [...].
The world is meaningless? Let’s not pretend thaican make meaning then, let’s just
play with nonsense” (Klages). Or, as Hinden desgsrilh, postmodern tendencies exhibit

“a peculiar [sort of] [...] world-weariness buoyed Wit” (404).

In the light of these tendencies, many writers lf 23" century have experienced a
turning point in their career, where the generalifg of depressing and burdensome
absurdity suddenly gives way to an attitude of leand playfulness. The French author
Albert Camus, for instance, turns from his absurdiswpoint in The Strangerto a
pronounced concern for revolt in his later workschs asThe Plaguelt is hence not
surprising that Stoppard’s later pldyavestiesshows a stronger postmodern influence

than Rosencrantz and Guildenstern are Deaduks, which is still largely influenced by
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modernist trends (cf. Billington in Sieder, “2”, BOSparknotes Editors). “[P]astiche,
parody, bricolage, irony, and playfulness” whicha$¢s mentions as typical traits of
postmodern literature assume a more crucial roléravestiesthan inRosencrantz and
Guildenstern(cf. also Brassell 34)However, the method of including intertextual
references in one’s writing can be felt in both Qtbppard’'s plays (cf. Sieder, “1”,
99/117).

Naturally, extra-literary trends equally have sigaint repercussions on literatyper se.
Marxism, Communism, Dadaism (cf. Galens; Orlich;3Sleder, “1”, 145) and the
general problematic of war — especially in line wiVorld War Il — considerably
influence modern writing. In this context, it stiie mentioned that the question of war
has marked the Germanic world in a different waantkhe British Empire. The military
style of Spiel's play, for instance, is clearlyrdntitable to this phenomenon. The misery
and the trauma that the war entails for many GeramahAustrian writers explain why the
hypocrisy and lofty chatter of Schnitzler's noblbacacters is nowadays frequently

replaced by a more embittered war-like atmospheresany German-speaking plays.

[11.3.3 The Significance of the Degree of the Text’s Cultural Content

In contrast to Schnitzler’s plays, both of Stopfmplays are not geographically anchored
in the British culture, but are set in Denmark andZurich, Switzerland respectively
(Barth 115; Galens; Lakner 104, Sieder, “1”, 12)ccérding to Henschelmann’'s
classification they are hence both ‘multilateralkind.

Just as with Schnitzler, Stoppard’s cultural hgetallows for speculation: Is he, too, a
hybrid subject and not typically British? “It isnleed] tempting to speculate whether
Stoppard’s Czechoslovakian origin” (Orlich 7) haslta serious influence on his writing.
A born Czech, he soon moves to India where he ddtam American school, finally
settling down in England at the age of nine (Hadb&; HunterPlays 92). It is only later

in his life that he will be reminded of having Jetviorigins (cf. Lakner 63). When
confronted with his Czech origins, Stoppard immtjaretorts, “English is my language
[...] By the time | got to England, | wasn't speakin@zech at all” (Gussow,
Conversations59-60). When asked if he thinks of himself “asEnglishman”, he replies,
“Of course. [...] | don't think of myself as a foreigwriter at all. | became literate in



139

English” (bid. 60). In another interview, he answers to the tioief whether he feels
British, “Oh, absolutely. | am, for all intents apdrposes. | was educated here from the
age of eight, and I've never lived anywhere elsghi€élds Hardin 162). By the same
token, he does not want to be addressed as a Jemish (cf. Lakner 67). It seems as if
Stoppard, just as Schnitzler, refuses to “retre&d the voice of a minority” (Konzett
350/358). His stepfather frequently drums the it to be born an Englishman [...] [is]
to have drawn first prize in the lottery of lifeH(nter gtd. in Lakner 53) into young
Stoppard’s head. As a result, Stoppard is fullyraved the privilege which beingBritish

author entails.

[11.3.3.1 Intertextuality

In his novels and plays Stoppard mainly draws omoiasBritish forerunners (cf. Hunter,
Plays 127; Sieder, “1”, 3/169/182) which leads Brattdalameson to assume that he in
fact cannibalizesother’s works (cf. Bratt xix; Jameson in Lau 2% A& matter of fact, it is
the myriad of intertextual allusions that he hadaisto which turns his texts into typically
British stories. In this context, we have to digtirsh between intratextuality and
intertextuality. The former refers to “relationsiipvhich exist between elements of a
given text”, whereas the latter describes thosedyy intertextual references “which exist
between distinct texts” (Hatim and Mason 125). Asratextuality has already been
mentioned at least to some extent in connectioh thi¢ phenomenon of recurrence, this

section primarily focuses on intertextual relatioips in Stoppard’s plays.

In Rosencrantz and Guildenstern are De&tbppard makes use of the storyline of
Shakespearedamlet incorporating a number of passages from the fanpbay, without
altering them considerably (cf. Barth 112; Cahn Basterling 12; HunteiRosencrantz
21-23; Scott Robinson 40; Sieder, “1”, 53; SparksdEditors). Stoppard takes over the
comic elements of the original, inflates them amdnps the more serious and dramatic
parts (cf. Cahn 51; Sparknotes Editors) — a teclenghich is undoubtedly reminiscent of
his method employed when adapting Schnitzler toBhglish stage. The atmosphere of
the play is largely inspired by Beckett's style @ative absurdity, although some
differences between Stoppard and Beckett can, ofsep be observed (cf. Brassell 62;
Cahn 35-37; Easterling 58; HunteRlays 147-150; Hunter,Rosencrantz 24-25;
Karwowski 1). Many critics limit themselves to B&tks most famous playVaiting for

Godot, not mentioning the parallels which the play obvigusas with other Beckett
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plays, such asdappy Daysor Endgame.lf we combine both approaches it could be
claimed — in line with Cahn — th&tamletis turned into an absurd play (64). Similarly,
Bratt mentions Rosencrantz and Guildensteras a play which blendgdamlets
seventeenth-century antfaiting for Godos twentieth-century views (xviiy. Brassell
also detects parallels with James Saunddrsxt Time I'll Sing To Yoy65), and
Easterling mentions Pinter'she Caretakeras another source of influence (15/29-43).
Without going into too much detail by quoting dietscenes which Stoppard takes from
Shakespeare, it should suffice to remember thdtofff a total of nine significant
encounters irHamlet between Rosencrantz and Guildenstern and eitherlédam the
king and queen, Stoppard incorporates six in fod amits two entirely” (Brassell 44).
All dialogs apart from thédamletscenes are reminiscent of Beckett's style. Apamnfr
these two major plays, Stoppard also quotes frdmragources, such as John Osborne’s
The Entertaine*Don’t clap too loudly — it's a very old world'RG 22) in line with the
original “Don’t clap too hard - it's a very old iding” (ibid. 146)); ShakespeareAs
You Like It(“[...] if you look on every exit being an entrancensewhere else’iljid. 28)

in line with “All the world’s a stage/ And all themen and women are merely players;/
They have their exits and their entrancabid( 146)); and the Bible. Max’s production
perfectly shows that almost all of the English iiteetual references go unnoticed on an
Austrian stage. The line “Bitte klatschen Sie niztitlaut — die Welt ist sehr alt” (Lunin,
RG, 21), despite having an absurd connotation, de¢sconjure up whatsoever for an
Austrian spectator, just as the utterances “bedela® jeder Ausgang auch einen Eingang
darstellt” jbid. 25) and “Worte, Worte”ilfid. 38) do not ring a bell.

Stoppard’s playTravestiesincorporates Wilde’'sThe Importance of Being Earnest a
large extent (cf. Barth 116; HuntdRosencrantz111-114; Scott Robinson 41), further
relying on Joyce'dJlysses(e.g. in making use of a cuckoo-clock to indicater@ time
slips, in incorporating Joycean limericks, or byting “Deshill holles eamus” (Stoppard,
T, 18)°° “tum-ti-ti-tum-ti-ti troublin™ (ibid. 21) and part of Joyce's poem
Dooleysprudencébid. 49-50)) (cf. Brassell 139/147; Hunter 145-146y 5a Sieder, “1”,
240-44; Snead 226). Gilbert and Sullivan’s opesdath Hunter,Rosencrantz141/144;

155 Cf. also Brassell 46.

1% These lines refer to the fourteenth chaptetUbfsses “The Oxen of the Sun” which allegorically
represents the birth of the English language, diegidts development up to Modern English (cf. Hamt
Rosencrantz135).



141

Sieder, “1", 3/14/19/53/104/137/170; Tan 188)number ofShakespeare’s work§ as
well as many other less well-known British authdosth classic and populé are
equally present in the play. Apart from these Bhtauthors, Stoppard also quotes from
the Bible (“Because man cannot live by bread alo(®&bppard,T, 46)), “feeds on
writings of Lenif* verbatim [...] [and] takes in the ideas of the Datlanovement”
(Sieder, “17, 14/73). It should equally be mentidribat Stoppard refers back to some of
his own earlier plays (cfbid. 182); Sieder and Cahn mention the influence opfard’s
radio playArtist Descending a Staircases well as of his other plajhe Real Inspector
Hound(Cahn 131-132/142; Sieder, “1”, 29/182). The backbof Stoppard’'s parody is,
however, Wilde’'sThe Importance of Being Earnesbm which he repeatedly quotes
verbatim, while at some points travestying the iaag storyline to a certain extent (cf.
Sieder, “1”, 16/24). Thus, at certain moments Tzarturned into Jack Worthing, Carr
assumes the role of Algernon (cf. Cahn 132), Beanfiolbws the persona of Lane (cf.
Sieder, “1", 77), Joyce assumes the identity ofyLBdacknell (cf.ibid. 72), and Gwen
and Cecily impersonate their name mates GwendaldrCacily (cf. Brassell 139). All in
all “Wilde’s artistic and literary positions” (Sied, “1”, 223) as well as the characteristics
of “the Wildean dandy”ibid. 223) can be felt to a large extent in Stoppapthy.

157" Cf. “[Claviar for the general public” (Stoppart, 22) —Hamlet(cf. Hunter,Rosencrantz137; Sieder,
“1", 82); Pages 53-54 assemble a number of ShakespeariasdabtBarth 118; HunteRosencrantz145;
Lau 8-9; Pearce 1156): Various passages are takenSonnet 18pthers, such as “You tear him for his
bad verses?” fromjulius Caesar;These are but wild and whirling words, my lorddin Hamlet; “Truly |
wish the gods had made thee poetical [...] | do mowvkwhat poetical is. Is it honest in word and dekds

a true thing?” fromAs You Like It;"Sure he that made us with such large discourseing before and
after, gave us ndhat capability,and god-like reason to fust in us unused” frétamlet; “l was not born
under a rhyming planet” frorMuch Ado about NothingiThose fellows of infinite tongue that can rhyme
themselves into ladies’ favours, they do reasomt@dves out again.” frolenry V;“And that would set
my teeth nothing on edgenethingso much as mincing poetry” frofdenry IV, “They honesty and love
doth mince this matter"fror®thello; “Put your bonnet for his right use, ‘tis for theadg from Hamlet; “|
had rather than forty shilling my book of songs aondnets here” frorfihe Merry Wives of WindsotBut
since he died, and poet better prove, his for tyie you'll read, mine for my — love” frorffonnet 3Zcf.
Sieder, “1”, 89-91/209-210).

138 Cf. Arthur Calahan’s popular Irish so@plway Bay(Stoppard.T, 21) (cf. HunterRosencrantz136);
The Cole Porter song which goes “my heart belond3addy, coz’ Daddy treats it so” rendered as “my a
belongs to Dada, ‘cos Dada ‘e treats me so” (Stapda 25) (cf. HunterRosencrantz138); The movie or
Second World War slogan ‘What did you do in thed@M/ar, Daddy?’ rendered as “What did it do in the
Great War, Dada” (Stoppard, 25) (cf. Hunter,Rosencrantz138; Tan 159); Francois Villon’s English
version ‘Where are the snows of yesteryear’ reritlae”l well remember as though it was yesteryehr (
where are they now) [...] Oh the yes-no’s of yestary¢Stoppard,T, 25) (cf. HunterRosencrantz138;
Sieder, “1”, 40; Tan 161); A line from a poem by tRomantic poets Wordsworth and Coleridge “Bliss wa
it in that dawn to be alive/But to be young wasyMeeaven” rendered as “Bliss it was to see the dawn
be alive was very heaven!” (Stoppafd, 27) (cf. HunterRosencrantz139); Erich Maria Remarque’s novel
All quiet on the Western Frofibid. 28) (cf. HunterRosencrantz139), etc.

139 «“Nearly everything spoken by Lenin and Nadeshdapkkaya herein comes from I@sllected Writings
and from heMemories of Lenin{Stoppard qtd. in Sieder, “1”, 74).
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Now, in order to make sense of the intertextuahti@hships in a text, the “readers’
knowledge of previous texts is appealed to” (Haéind Masion 124). If the spectator is
familiar with the text which the author refers tb,will “activate [...] knowledge and
belief systems well beyond the text itseiflid. 124). Or, as Sieder puts it, Stoppard relies
on the fact “that the landmarks set by Oscar WAldé be recognized by the audience”
(“1”, 24). By the same token, Keyssar-Franke begevthat Hamlef's] [...] mythical
place in [...] [the English] culture” (88) explainshw Stoppard draws on this play so
extensively’®. Even if Stoppard himself believes that an undeding of the parodied
works is not crucial (an approach also taken u@heder (“1”, 7/17)), Brassell rightly
suggests that if the intertextual allusion is noderstood as such, the atmosphere which is
conjured up by the text is no longer the same'{50)s such, intertextual references
firmly anchor a text in a specific culture. A textitten in another language is clearly
influenced by different textual material. Lefevdists literary allusions as “the final, real
aporia of translation, the real untranslatablEragslation, Rewriting56), a view equally
endorsed by Stolze (118). Lefevere further dessribem as the “shorthand” specific to a
given culture, which cannot be interpreted succdlysfoy another cultural group
(Translation, Rewriting56). Resultantly, Hilde Spiel frequently drops giard’s original
references, at times replacing them with Germameso(cf. Sieder, “1”, 443). It is
assumed that the German dada poem which she usepléxze “Tzara’s bi-lingual -
English/French — Dada poem” is not her own creatjost as the German rendering of
Shakespeare’s sonnet dates back to Stefan Gebide388). Bruno Max, for his part,
pantomimically incorporates a scene from the famouwsvie Titanic in his stage
production, when Rosenkranz and Guldenstern afgoand of the ship to England. The
potential of the intertextual references used edhiginal texts is however considerably

weakened.

As a counter argument, Sieder mentions the fa¢tBhabury— the German version of
Wilde’'s The Importance of Being Earnestis staged at the same time as Spiel’s
Travestieshence guarding against problems of interpretati®h 655). Stoppard himself
assumes thatlamlet “is the most famous play in any language” (Gord@), Xurther
suggesting that botifhe Importance of Being Earneahd Hamlet are plays which
everyone knows (cf. Eichelbaum 105). In this conteknderson’s concept of the

‘imagined community’ has to be taken up again, tasuggests that individual beings

160" Cf. also HunterPlays 143.
161 Cf. also Barth 117; Baumgart 598; Hunflays 143; Sieder, “2”, 608; Sparknotes Editors.
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belonging to one culture are only brought togetheadhering to a common, standardized
code or communicative system. As a matter of fadiyidual traits persist, adding to the
fact that interpretations of Stoppard’s plays wilbst probably not be homogenous across
the UK. This can first and foremost be explainedtly fact that Stoppard’'s plays are
generally referred to as highly complica@elivreswhich have to be watched “in a state
of intellectual alertness” (Keyssar-Franke 88). édtkcholars label Stoppard a “mere

‘university wit” (Cahn 24), a writer of “smart-aspretentious [...] plays” (Bratt xx), an
expert of “intellectual leap-frogging” (Scott Rokon 48), “a conservative with high
regard for traditional culture’ifid. 128), “Einstein of the playwrights” (Sieder, “240),
and the list goes on (cf. Easterling 67; KarwowkkiSieder, “2”, 651-654/786). Hence,
“an audience [...] that has not previously overdoieelf, at the very least, on Hamlet,
Waiting for Godot, and the Importance of Being Estn[sic!]” (Brater qtd. in Lakner
100) will probably interpret the play differentlyoin people who know these plays inside
out. This brings up the question of whether tweréte spectators from the UK and
Austria will not put a more similar interpretati@m the play than a literate and a non-
literate spectator who are both from the UK wilheTfollowing review legitimizes this
approach, as Nightingale wonders whether “all thgt-highters were as familiar with
Wilde as Stoppard assumes and requires?” as ‘ffjoe, [...] [he] found [...] [him]self
laughing more than those around [...] [him]” (Sied&’,, 606). On the other hand, it
must of course not be overlooked tBainburydoes certainly not enjoy the same success
among Austrian viewers @ghe Importancaloes among British audiences. This can be
shown by reviews of SpielSravestiesvhich highlight that the cucumber sandwich scene
is probably the only element which reminds Austsaectators of Wilde (cf. Sebestyen in
Lakner 114), whereas Nightingale concludes thagré&hvere times when [...] [the play]
reached us all” (Sieder, “2”, 606).

1.4 From Terranglia to Austria: Factors of Power Governing
the Translation Process

[11.4.1 Translation as Negotiation: Source and Target Elements in Lunin’s
Rosenkranz und Guldenstern and Spiel's Travesties

The above analyzed German plays show — just likp@atrd’s adaptations of Schnitzler’s
originals — a number of overlaps between the Britislture on the one hand, and the
Austrian on the other. In Spiel'Bravestiesa generally British perspective is maintained
as the library which in Stoppard’s play includesglish” books T, 43) in the Foreign
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Literature Section, also has “englische Blich&"30) instead of German books in Spiel’s
version. When Stoppard’s Joyce deplores the fattZhrich shows a number of foreign
influences “— but nothing from EnglandT,(50), Spiel's Joyce equally bemoans “[dal3]
nichts aus England [existiert] T 37). By the same token, Lunin translates Stopgard
typically English “Yes, sir. [...] Nothing, sir. [...No, sir” (RG, 32) as “Ja, Herr. [...]

Nichts, Herr. [...] Nein, Herr” (RG, 29) which, accing to Levy is not frequently

employed in German (95), and which in Lunin’s cahtise more reminiscent of a prayer
addressed to God above. It hence reduces the Engflsence to a stereotypical level,
which would, however, have been even more pronalifideunin had translated it as ‘Ja,

sir. Nichts, sir. Nein, sir’.

On the whole it can be said that the Austrian € @ven the German culture, which must
be perceived as a powerful one — are much moreatdléoward Anglophone influences
than the British are toward Germanic elements mirthnguistic system. Stereotypes
hence occur less frequently. This can, of courseatbleast partly explained by the fact
that the global knowledge of English has contridute a much better understanding of
Anglophone culturemes, whereas the monolinguidtiategy of the Anglophone world
has largely blocked foreign influence. On stagevdneer, British traits are also commonly
exaggerated in the German-speaking world. Henry i§éthe impersonation of the bone-
dry British consular official” (Sieder, “2”, 633gnd Lunin speaks of “England [...] [als]
eine Finte der Kartographen” (LuniRG, 99), a line which generates loud laughter
among the Viennese audience of the production mn®mMax. The latter additionally
turns Lunin’s original “daf’ die in England andersad$ (RG, 105) into ‘dal3 die in
England nicht sehr anspruchsvoll sind’, i.e. arrnatice which provokes laughter at the
expense of the ‘other’. It must hence be understzod stereotypical device. Finally, Max
strongly relies on the phrase ‘Sein oder nicht ,séims ist hier die Frage’ which is
probably the onlyHamlet line with which the Austrian audience is familidhereby
strengthening the stereotypical dimension of thiéidBrplay. As a result, the Britishness
which is introduced to the Austrian stage can néeea hundred percent British, as “[w]e
always operate metaphorically, always stand readglate the new to the familiar. [...]
We smile when we recognize that the other we sextigally ourselves in the mirror”
(Pearce 1140).
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Even though the Austrian spectator is probably nopen to Anglophone influences than
Britain is to Austria’s cultural heritage, someraknts are inserted into the German texts
which align the latter with the German and Austiiiggrary conventions and norms. This
is necessary as it would probably not prove vergcessful to translate Stoppard’s
countless allusions to the British literary repgdointo the German language. The
references would be there on a superficial levat thhe background knowledge would be
completely lacking; as a result, this strategy wonbt deliver. To make up for the
incurred loss, both Spiel and Lunin make use ofnter intertextuality which evokes
familiar concepts for a German-speaking audiencdine with Stoppard’s predilection
for more ancient English works, Spiel keeps holdomgto the German literary icon,
Johann Wolfgang von Goethe. She quotes part oDimer zu Koblenzwhich in the
original version reads, “Prophete rechts, Prophietes, Das Weltkind in der Mitten”
(Goethe 470; Sieder, “1”, 390-391), and which Spiehs into “Entente rechts, Entente
links, das Weltkind in der Mitten T 14). Lunin, on the other hand, resorts to a fasnou
German nursery rhyme, when he quotes, “Lirum, [&r(iRG, 50), which is so familiar to
the German ear that the spectator will immediategnt to continue the rhyme with
‘Loffelstiel’. Surprisingly, modern Austrian influeees (e.g. by “Kafka, [...], Handke und
Thomas Bernhard” (Konstantinovic 284)) cannot bk ife the textsper sealthough
Becker describes the performanceTofvestiesn Munich as “similar to Peter Handke’s
and Thomas Bernhard’s” (qtd. in Sieder, “2”, 789).

[11.4.2 “I forget what they were [...] Something about brave little [...]
[Austria], wasn'’t it?” (Stoppard, T, 36)

In spite of Swales’ listing a number of English-ski@g oeuvreswhich are apparently
influenced by Schnitzler’s literary genius (20)egtions such as “Welcher 6sterreichische
Autor ubte einen Einflu auf einen fremden Diclader Schriftsteller aus und in welcher
Weise wurde Uber diesen EinfluR etwas spezifiscter@schisches vermittelt und auch
erkannt?” (Konstantinovic 283) will most probablyield disappointing answers.
Generally speaking, Austria’s literary importancalbeit not completely insignificant —
cannot compete with the immense prestige whictEtinglish literary canon has acquired
in the last couple of decades at a global scalpp&w describes the Austrian culture as
one which has historically been subject to varicnifuences from different places.
Situated at the heart of Europe, Austria has ii@thtly occupied the double role of

bridging the gap between various nations and blarkoreign elements to a certain extent
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(“Osterreichische Kultur”, 231). “Gerade d[ieseahijhundertlange Zusammenleben mit
anderen Nationen hat den Osterreicher weichersdmér, verstandnisvoller fiir fremde
Kulturen gemacht” (Dollfuf? gtd. iibid. 2292

As mentioned above a relative openness toward ftitestB culture can be felt in the
context of the given Germanic plays. This can bestillustrated with a contrastive
example: Both Schnitzler's plaliebelei and Stoppard’s tex@Travestiescontain an
enumeration of Germanic and British authors, retbpadg: “Ah! Schiller... Hauff... Das
Konversationslexikon” (Schnitzlet,, 67) and “Allingham, Arnold, Belloc, Blake, both
Brownings, Byron, and so on up to, | believe, G'tof$pard, T, 42). In Stoppard’s
Undiscovered Countridauff is replaced with “Goethe’UC, 53) who is definitely more
famous, and hence better known to the British angdiethan the former. Spiel, on the
other hand, does not alter the English versibn30), although the Austrian spectator
might be more familiar with other British authts Another aspect which shows that
Austrian audiences are probably more open towdhaeinces from the Anglophone world
than vice versa is that “[tjhe Viennese premieré Toavestiey had Peter Wood as
director accompanied by his standard crew, onlyattters were local” (Sieder, “2”, 610).
Sieder further explains that “[tlhe closer the ptagnained within its cultural background,
i.e., familiarity with English literature [sic], &hmore successful it seemed to bigsid.
610)°“. Peter Wood’'s Anglophone background naturallystiie production more toward
the British conventions, an aspect which clearlyewounds Britain’s superiority as
compared to Austria’s. As a result, the focus &gt on performance rather than the text
per se This Anglophone tendency of accentuating thegoerdnce aspect over the written
text can be felt in a number of reviews of Stopfgapays (cf. Cuyler 551; Keyssar-
Franke 85). While Stoppard, himself, in a senseslasithe idea of viewing theater as an
economic equation (cf. Kelly and Demastes 7-8)stages that his “absolute primary aim
is that what [...] [he] write[s] should be engrossii§aylor 25) and “prevent people from

leaving their seats before the entertainment is"q¥eid. 25)*%°.

162 Note, however, that Suppanz mentions that elesnghich are brought in from outside are immediately
assimilated into the Austrian core system, hendegbesed in order to further the Austrian “Wesemske
(“Osterreichische Kultur’ 233), rather than addtoghe country’s hybridityibid. 234).

183 It should, however, be mentioned that Spiel muses letter about turning King Solomon into King
Lear, Edith Sitwell into Virigina Woolf and Augustwohn into Henry James in her German version of
Stoppard’sArtist Descending a Staircagef. Sieder, “1”, 384).

164 Cft. also Lakner 124.

%5 There are a number of critics who interpret tlshnique as a means of ‘chameleonization’ with
Stoppard’s “chang[ing] his color to whichever hagopular at the moment” (Bratt xix).
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Of course, the cultural background of the translptays an equally important role. Hilde
Spiel, who is born and raised in Austria (cf. Lak@8), moves to Britain only at a later
point in her life (cfibid. 30), also spending some years in Berlin, Gern{ahybid. 34).

It is hence not surprising that Sieder mentionsirttadetected Austrian expressions in
Spiel’s text (cf. “1”, 414/441). Lunin, on the othleand, is German, which can equally be
felt in his play (e.g. in the exclamation “Wieh&foch!” RG, 64))°. Both translators are
cultural experts and are thus fluent both in Germauadh in English (cf. Sieder, “2”, 628).
On the other hand they are not famous playwrightstaus naturally approach the texts
in a different way than Stoppard does. Spiel, wh@ ifamous journalist, translator and
essayist (cf. Lakner 28) places her emphasis omwthiten text and frequently finds fault
with Stoppard’s loose approach to the dramatigpsas well as the latter’'s obsession with
the performance aspect of a play (bfd. 56-57/110-112). When Spiel does not turn up at
the first night of one of her translated plays {loid. 49), Stoppard is not very amused, as
he considers it vital tvatcha play instead of limiting oneself to reading Hueipt. The
relationship between Spiel and Stoppard again ightd the power relations which exist
between Britain and Austria, as Stoppard’s ideaigdly prevail over Spiel's. These are
then communicated to Spiel via the publishing comypain a sort of condescending way
(cf. ibid. 42).

111.4.2.1 Text vs. Performance

Stoppard’s and Spiel’s unfortunate relationshipnmsnbtes in serious disagreements and
controversies which result in the end of their pemtion after the translation of
TravestiesTheir divergent approaches to the dramatic texdrblanirror the conventions
and norms of their respective cultural backgroundsthough exaggerated stage
productions are generally less common in the Geienreater scene (which becomes
evident by the fact that the actors of the Burgi®aare not used to Peter Wood’s style
of directing (cf. Sieder, “2”, 628/632/645)), Pewtood’s performance which — in line
with the British tradition — places its main focos design and stage direction, is very
well received by the Austrian spectatorship (bid. 632/634/655/661%. This again
shows that foreign (especially English-speakingdtxare usually received with open

16 Note that Max’s Viennese version does not incliyghécally German expressions, such as “irre” (Ioyni
RG 35), “blode” (bid. 42), etc. — which again supports the claim tbatescultural factors influence drama
to a large extent.

187 Note that Peter Wood refers to them as “retirdd, gensioners” (Sieder, “2”, 629) who lack the
enthusiasm of his British crew.

188 Only a very limited number of reviews criticizéofpard’s obession with punch lines at the experise
individual character development (cf. Heinrichs.gtdLakner 117).
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arms and cheers in Vienna — another indicatiohefasymmetrical relationship between
the British and the Austrian culture. Spiel's iaitivish to stage her text in line with the
Austrian theatrical conventiotisis not respected by the more powerful English crew
Due to the relative cultural hegemony of the Anglope world, the ‘British production’
is nonetheless acclaimed by the subordinate ancehesecure Austrian spectator. Other
than the confident Anglophone visitor who prefessbie presented with whatever is
familiar, less risky and hence more comfortablitlél Austria’ looks up to whatever is
bigger and more powerful, longing to feel literated cosmopolitan, even at the risk of
understanding little of the typically British playhis attitude of the average Austrian
theater goer also reflects, at least partly, thevaliiscussed two-faced mentality so
typical of Vienna’s upper class society. It is fastable topretendto fully understand a
foreignplay (even if half of the punch lines go unnoti@dSpiel complains in a letter to
Juncker (qtd. in Lakner 43)). As Pizzini rightlyipts out, “wird [Stoppard’STravestie}
Uberall dort bejubelt werden, wo Zuschauer es @amesich einen Abend lang im Glanz
ihrer mitgebrachten universellen Bildung sonnendiéufen” (qtd. in Sieder, “2”, 646).
Hahnl speaks of “Klugschwaétzerei fur Vielgebildeteren Bildungsbewul3tsein gekitzelt
wird. Womit ich den rauschenden Erfolg der Akaddhweaterpremiere schon
vorweggenommen habe” (qtd. iimid. 647). This phenomenon is of interest, as generall
speaking a certain amount of “background infornmaigoneeded” (Sieder, “1”, 121) as “a
lack of understanding may result in an unsuccegsfy” (ibid. 121). In some cases,
however, prestige is obviously more important tbhaderstanding: in order @ppearas
literate and educated, the Viennese spectatorsicgpés to miss out on certain jokes and

allusions.

[11.4.2.2 Texts in their Own Right?

The fact that Peter Wood directs both the Briteind the Austrian premiere leads Sieder
to assume that all three productions are “ideriti¢ar, 627) or “identical cop[ies]” (bid.

639). At a later point she again claims that Spiéfiennese version of Stoppard’s
Travestiesshould be regarded as “an authentic onield( 656) and that it should hence
“come closest to the author’s original ideabid. 656). Surprisingly, she nonetheless

describes *“the productions in Austria, Belgium, rfee, Germany, Great Britain,

189 cf. Spiel who claims “[dass] der [...] Text [...] inmevieder der theatralischen Wirkung [...] zum
Opfer gebracht [wird]” (qtd. in Lakner 111). She ntiaues, “lch meine, dafl3 dies bei einer
deutschsprachigen Auffihrung wenig haufiger ded is) weil Mitteleuropder weit mehr Geduld mit
Ideendramen haben und nicht unaufhérlich, wie dasngland geschieht, durch amiisante Bihnentricks in
ihrem Prozess des Mitdenkens angeheizt — oderutehnbrochen — werden musseitsiqd. 111).
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Switzerland and the United Statesbid. 940-941) as “different [...] altogetherib(d.
941), due to divergent audience responses. Geypspdhking, Sieder’s approach is more
of a traditional kind, as she clearly distinguishestween “the original plays” and
“Stoppard’s [...] pastiches, parodies and travest{@gsd. 950), stating that the former
will probably outlive the latter. This suggeststtisae introduces a qualitative hierarchy
according to which original plays are perceivectbaster’ than their derivative texts.

Reimann equally terms Spiel's play “eine[...] Nachdinng” (gtd. in Lakner 120) and
other reviews prais&toppardfor his brilliant, clever and outstanding performa in
Vienna: “Dal} der Brite Tom Stoppard zu den brikestén und geistreichsten Autoren des
heutigen Theaters gehdrt, hat (auch hierzulande) [...] eindeutig bewiesen. [...] Mit
seinemnun am Wiener Akademietheater deutschsprachigudgsfiihrten Bihnenspiel
‘Travesties’ [sic!]beweist er es neuerlich” (West gtd. in Lakner 1Si@der, “1”, 386; my
emphasis). As a matter of fact, it is not Stoppale enthralls the Viennese audience;
neither is ithis play Travestiesvhich achieves a very positive effect (cf. Lakn&8/R220).
Rather, the play is entirely Spiel's who airs hategances regarding Stoppard’'s
condenscending attitude “nachdem [.iHrg] Ubersetzungen im deutschen Sprachraum
geruhmt worden waren” (qtd. ibid. 45). She further believes that her “literary et
and reputation may have helped more than hinderefd[Stoppard’s] success on the
German speaking stage” (Spiel qtd.ilmd. 47). What it is that enticed the Viennese
audience to go and s@eavestiegemains unclear. Spiel is however right in claimihgt
what the spectators got to see was her play, besit Peter Wood'’s theatrical production,
and not Stoppard’s wit or British humor. Stoppargyimh even agree with Spiel in this
regard, as he openly states in an interview th#ft€[only thing which depresses a writer
as a matter of fact, if he chances upon a playbWwn years later, is to see a production
which tries to mimic the original” (Stoppard, “Evesnd Text”, 206). The reason for this
Is straightforward, as mimicking the original isgossible. In Thomsen’s words, “[a]
view which sees a dramatic work as a means of admesnother work is extremely
limited, for it fails to see the dramatic work as @ccess to life” (1235). Unfortunately
contemporary translation criticism largely contiaue hold on to this approach. | hence
consider it vital to stress that Spiel’s play isnasch a unique play as Lunin’s play cannot
be put on the same footing as StoppaRbsencrantz and Guildenstern are Dept$t as
Stoppard’'s plays ar@ot Shakespeare'siamlet or Wilde’'s The Importance of Being

Earnestalthough they incorporate much of their storylines.
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1.5 Tom Stoppard and The ‘Death of the Author’ Argument

Rien n'appartient a rien, tout appartient a tous.

Il faut étre ignorant comme un maitre d’école

Pour se flatter de dire une seule parole

Que personne ici-bas n'ait pu dire avant vdus

(Alfred de Musset gtd. in Lefever&ranslation, Rewriting26)
Upon reading the word ‘unique’ in connection witketvarious plays discussed above,
some might argue that in line with Barthes’ notafrithe death of the author’ the word
‘unique’ can no longer be used in order to defitiéeaary piece of work. | have generally
argued in favor of Barthes above, but would likdtimg up some potential objections to
his theory as a concluding remark. Stoppard appears one of the best objects of study
in this context. His work (a) incorporates alreagiisting literary material to a large
extent, but (b) adds his very own — and, | wouldguar— ‘unique’ style to the original
texts. Stoppard’s playRosencrantz and Guildenstern are Deaud Travestiesindeed
show a number of parallels with other British playsnot only regarding their plot
structures, but also as far as stylistic charagties are concerned. At the same time,
Stoppard’s linguistic rhythm isery peculiar and can be told apart from that of many
contemporary British writers. If we hence rule the potential influence of an authoer
seon the literary systenwe negate the fact that it is the authors wbatributeto the
pool of literary ideas in the first place. Thesefurn, are going to influence new writers
to come. This notion is taken up by Said who “valMichel Foucault [...] believe[s] in
the determining imprint of individual writers updhe otherwise anonymous collective
body of texts constituting a discursive formatio(23). “Foucault”, he continues,
“believes that in general the individual text othaar counts for very little” ipid. 23),
whereas indeed there exists a “dialectic betwedivistual text or writer and the complex
collective formation to which his work is a contitipn” (ibid. 24). In other words, the
literary pool which Barthes and Foucault understasdthe only source of influence
consists of various authorial statements. As altlesieaning is probably not determined
by the author him- or herself, but their stylisigatures must nonetheless be regarded as
individual characteristics which are at least gastibjectively motivated. In other words,
“[s]tylistic effects are, in this sense, traceabbethe intentions of the text producer”

(Hatim and Mason 10). By the same token, Mengelalspeof “the idiosyncratic

170 cf. Lefevere’s translation: “Nothing belongs totimag, all things belong to all/ Ignorant as a
schoolmaster must you be called/ To flatter yodidelt you have said one single word/ Nobody else d
not say before you on this earth” (Lefevereanslation, Rewriting26).
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temperament” of the text producer (14), an argurasd taken up by Brassell who senses
Stoppard’s “own, idiosyncratic tribute to the plfigosencrantz and Guildenstern are
dead] (62). If the individual author was not permittedadd any finishing touches to his
or her play, this would have to suggest that plagten by authors at the same time and
place would have to be almost equal in style. E@asge however, points to “the deep gulf
that separates [...] [Stoppard and Pinter] stylidigtd76), and Hinden cautions against
comparing Pinter, Stoppard, and the American plaghtr Sam Shepard, as “each
playwright has evolved a quirky dramatic vision [[ahd as] no one would confuse their
distinctive theatrical habitats” (400). Flemingnctudes that “[ijn comparison to [...]
[most] prominent contemporary British playwrightise tone, style and subject matter of
Stoppard’s theatrical vision is striking” (gtd. liau 1).

In Tom Stoppard’s case, opinions differ considgrabs to whether he should be
understood as a writer with an innovative spiritaomere copier of others. Some critics
“suggest|...] that the verb tstoppard be added to drama criticism to describe his
innovative adaptations” (Billington gtd. in Sterr82), labeling Stoppard “a talented
wordsmith and playwright with hypnotizing linguistbrilliance and a penchant for witty
word-play” (Macris 111) or as someone who despiseténdency of “cannibalizing old
situations [...] has been expanding his scope alltiime” (Clive gtd. in Sieder, “1”,
186)". Others, however, picture Stoppard as a paradite fe@eds on others’ ideas and
who lacks a voice of his own (cf. Brustein in Brati; Gardner in Bratt Xxviii
Weightmann in Bratt xix; Hinchliffe in Cahn 60), é&second-hand Beckett, [and] third-
hand Kafka” (Gardner gtd. in Bratt xvii). Lau ségavestiesas an exemplification of the
“notion of the death of the author” (14) as no eamrhing voice or meta-narrative can be
detected, and as multiple authorial voices areugd in the play. Some take a middle-
ground position, like Sieder, who cannot decidéwlinether Stoppard should be seen as a
genius or a plagiarist” (“1”, 4), as “Stoppard’sywaf handling an established work gives
the impression of watching the original simply frendifferent angle”ibid. 170). At the
same time, she argues that “a postmodernist vieiweofdeath of the author’ would not be
applicable to Stoppard’s casabifl. 108). She explains that hideas(i.e. the content of
his plays) are those of others, but that these tlewyghts are “executed with zest and
brilliance” (ibid. 936). This stance is taken up by Barth who masti&toppard’'s

difficulty of creating plot structures, at the sammae stressing the fact that the latter’s

171 Cf. also Bratt; Marowitz in Bratt xviii; Tynan i@ahn 60.
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plays must nonetheless be regarded “ [als] se#stgie kiinstlerische Leistungen” (111)
due to a certain degree of remodeling if@fl. 111; HunterPlays 98).

Stoppard’s stance is in itself rather muddy: At sgooints he states that everything that
Lenin says in his playravestiess taken from the latter’s texts and that not glsirword

is written by himself (Stoppard gtd. in Sieder, ,"T3). Asked whether he feels more like
an innovator or like “a dramatist writing as [...]eldoes] because it comes out of [...]
him” (Taylor 25), he immediately opts for the laitelaiming that “[o]ne is the victim and
beneficiary of one’s environment, history, subcaomss’ (ibid. 25). At the same time, he
explains that he likes to assist at his plays idepr‘to prevent oneself from being
misinterpreted” and that his texts can only be spokn one particular way only “to
achieve an optimum effect” (Gordon 20) — a stangeckv still very much echoes the
traditional understanding of the author as a ‘g&niln another interview, he concedes
however that a work of art must not necessarilyrfownicate X to everybody” (Taylor
28). These contradictions show that the passage tie paradigm of the author as
‘genius’ to the paradigm of the author as a dead aravoman has as yet not been fully
implemented. Naturally, this trend comes as atgofhost authors who are desperate when
watching new versions of ‘their’ plays which “hamething to do with what [...] [they]
wrote! Nothing to do with it!” (Wetzsteon 84), andho are at times tempted to
“movel...] in with [...] [their] lawyer and stop]...] it(Stoppard, “Text and Event”, 205),
as Harold Pinter did when higetrayalwas staged in a boxing-rintpid. 205).

For the time being Stoppard’s statement which $igsdhat “one’s output is bound to be
to some degree an expression of input” (Shielddidat64) best sums up the current
state of knowledge. What | have tried to show it thutward influences determine a
writer to a large degree, but that room is noneseleft for a small amount of individual
freedom. This has been shown by the analyses al#dlvéexts are to a large extent
influenced by socio-cultural, power-related, thieair and other literary factors. To
provide but two examples, Stoppard’s pRgsencrantz and Guildensteisicommonly
referred to as an absurd and existentialist pleyprd, however, claims “that he did not
know what the word existentialist meant until itsagpplied tdRosencrantz(Gordon 15).
He equally admitted to “know[ing] very little abo{irandello]” and that he “really
wasn’t aware of that as an influencebid. 21). We hence have to do away with the

common belief that the author controls his pieceviting to a hundred percent. Much of
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what goes on in writing is unconsciously motivaté&dhen Stoppard hence claims that
“bad art is [...] [when] the artist knows exactly whee’s doing” (Bratt xxvi), he suggests
that, by extension, good art — or rather art inegah— is a conglomerate of a myriad of
different factors. Although Barthes’ notion of thieath of the author’ is probably too
strong a stance — as individual factors prevaileast to some degree — socio-cultural,
historical, literary, and power-related aspects enalp the lion’s share of potential

influences on the literary business.

[11.6 Conclusion

Socio-cultural, historical, literary, and powerat&d norms and conventions influence
translations, and texts in the widest sense ofwbed, as adescriptiveand function-
oriented analysis of Schnitzler'siebeleiand Das weite Landn juxtaposition to Tom
Stoppard’s versions of these texts, as well asmgeanison of StoppardRosencrantz and
Guildensternand Travestieswith their German versions has shown. This appredtich

is first introduced by James Holmes, is put intactice in connection witlPolysystem
Theoryand Cultural Transfer Theoryand consolidated by modern translation scholars in
close co-operation with other disciplines, such sagiology and cultural studies.
Accordingly, shifts which occur throughout the station process must be understood as
being mainly motivated by social, rather than imdiixal factors, and are hence not chiefly
attributable to the translators’ lack of capacityninutenes$ Rather, the comparison of
texts which are firmly anchored in a specific ctdduenvironment will provide salient

information about the relationship between thesermanities.

Since each cultural community holds on to a setaifventionalizedcommunicative
practices,members of different cultural groups interpret therld in largely different
ways. As a result, the notion efuivalenceas well as ainiversalistunderstanding of the
very translation process have to be dismissed vorfaf a morerelativist approach.

Indeed, the analyzed British and Austrian plays tnbgsdefined according to a notion of

172 This conception dates back to Barthes’ concepthaf death of the author’ according to which the
author is no longer regarded as an individual gerbut as a product of the time and age in whicbrrghe
lives and writes. | have, however, tried to point that individual ideas and thoughts cannot bdaded
null and void altogether. Indeed, authors and wgitaust be understood as subjects rather thantelgéc
least in as far as their individual ideas are addete literary pool which in turn will influenagew authors
and writers to come.
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difference rather than sameness. From a macrostiguperspective, shifts mainly
occurred regarding the length, the rhythm and ¢nepb, as well as the overall tenor and
genre conventions of the various plays. Alterationghe microlevel of the texts included
changes in language, register, and vocabularyastintvariation as well as deviations
regarding punctuation and recurrence patterns;tsshif wordplay; and discrepant
conversational styles which were initiated by déf® forms of address. Additionally,
culturemes in the case of Schnitzler's plays ateriextual references in Stoppard’s plays
- as highly culture-specific communicative pracsicefurther impeded the translation

process.

A more detailed look at the English and the Gerrmaguistic systems has shown that
both cultures rely on different syntactic constimts, sound patterns, and salutatory
conventions. The use of case markers in the Getamguage allows for a larger variety
of syntactic constructions than the English unmarlease system does. Different
frequency patterns of the phonemes of both languaugke a certain alteration in tone
and rhythm inevitable, and set forms of addresbdth languages as well as the T/V
structure of the German language which does nat &in equivalent in the English

language further account for translation shifts.

Naturally, textual and theatrical conventions alliwerge among various countries.
Accordingly, German plays are traditionally longerd more content-based than English
plays are. The latter rely on a long tradition dftyy quick-moving dialog, where lengthy
passages merely hamper the intended notion of tespand sharpness. This, in turn,
implies the use of comic, stichomythic exchangdsiclv build up suspense and provide
an action-laden stage production. Finally, sexllak@ns and taboo expressions such as
four-letter words and obscenities are more toleratea an English stage than in an
Austrian stage production. This can naturally bpl@red by the fact that English drama
productions have historically swayed toward the icorather than the purely serious. In
other words, England’s comedy tradition is rich gdstigious; the witty plays of the
Restoration period, Wilde’s, Shaw’s, and Pintedayp provide but some examples. The
Germanic drama tradition, on the other hand, ratiesa syntagmatic understanding of
‘action’, with the focus being placed on plot arithacter development. Resultantly, the
rhythm is tuned down, and quick ‘tennis game-likxchanges are replaced by more

melodramatic and serious constructions. Additignallordplay and puns are generally
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more frequent in English than in German/Austriaranta. Whereas the English
playwright generally relies on a series of assoaanconsonances and word-based puns,

the Germanic tradition rather turns to rhyme scheraped sentence-based wordplay.

Indeed, a general conformity between these corwesitand the patterns used in the
analyzed plays can be detected. Schnitzler's plagbelei and Das weite Landare
generally longer, employing lofty chit-chat and #intalk, where Stoppard’s adaptations
Dalliance and Undiscovered Countryise direct and sharp conversational exchanges,
cutting both plays down in length. The same hotds for Spiel’'sTravestiesand Lunin’s
Rosenkranz und Gildenstetroth of which are longer than Stoppard’s playssiwilar
pattern can be noticed regarding the plays’ stagetibns; whereas the Germanic plays
employ generally lengthier, more carefully formetstructions, Stoppard’'s texts keep
them less explicit, and hence shorter. This tenglean also be felt in the choice of dialog
structures, as well as the rhythm and the tempgbeof/arious plays. Schnitzler's texts are
marked by lengthy exchanges which hold on to theversational tone typical din de
siecle Vienna. Similarly, Lunin’s play makes use of a n@nkof fillers, thereby
lengthening the quick rhythm of Stoppard’s origipkly. Spiel, for her part, equally turns
to a less vivid style than Stoppard doedJ iavestieswhich is further accentuated by the
changes in rhythm which the German play entailnali, Stoppard’s pun-centered
exchanges which flow naturally like tennis gamesraot infrequently brought to a halt in

Spiel's and Lunin’s plays.

The above-mentioned differences in the sound patérthe English and the German
language cannot go unnoticed either, as they aukcaiig alter the rhythm and
atmosphere of the various plays. As a result, theradl style of the texts diverges
considerably. In line with the conventions delimebabove, the German plays are more
serious, melodramatic and sentimental than Stofgpdrdmorous farces which are
punctuated with irony, wit, and satire. This migdhe deep-rooted tradition of comedy in
the Anglophone world, where epigrammatic style dadble entendre are just as common
as jocular repartee and strong lines. The Germayspivhich focus on philosophically
and ethically vital issues, hence giving prioritythe content rather than the form of the
texts, are alternately described as ‘tragicomeigmestic tragedy’, ‘history play’, and
‘absurd, existentialist play’. These genres suggeste sort of profundity, whereas the
English plays are best described as parodies,dan@esties, pastiches, and collages. By

the same token, the British predilection for sexegblicitness and curses on stage are
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reflected in Stoppard’s productions, whereas ther@a plays are generally more prudish
and distinguished, also avoiding the use of to@webhs terms on stage.

Apart from linguistic and theatrical norms, liteydrends and socio-cultural events further
mark the texts at hand. Schnitzler's plays showrang influence of realism and the
beginnings of modernism, as topics such as muliga@stities, the blurring of illusion and
reality, as well as the fallacy of language showddiionally, the socio-cultural
atmosphere ofin de siecleVienna runs like a recurrent theme through desivre His
characters stroll along the streets of Vienna,siefyito commit themselves to anything
political or moral. Socio-culturally speaking, qtiees of feminism which are
omnipresent today are less important in Schnizlegtriarchal society, which is more
concerned with the practice of the duel, Freudsycpology, and the societal relationship
between the aristocracy, the bourgeoisie and the feivileged classes. As a result,
Schnitzler's plays focus much more seriously onséhaspects, whereas Stoppard’s
adaptations are more marked by (post-) moderrestd. Stoppard’®osencrantz and
Guildensternis largely marked by modernist tendencies, inclgdime question of God’s
existence, life as being meaningless, and decatistnu as a trigger ofmalaise.
Travestieswhich is written almost ten years affRosencrantz and Guildenstesiready
largely integrates itself into the literary periad postmodernism, as questions of
deconstruction are treated in a more jocular waydi##onally, socio-cultural trends such
as Marxism and Dadaism are discussed in detaiel'Splay Travesties which appears

after World War I, is largely influenced by this@o-political event.

All in all, this means that culture-specific integfations, based on culture-bound
signifying systems, continue to shape texts arotied world. Accordingly, linguistic
material which is transposed into another lingaisystem is automatically molded into
the latter, thereby being semantically bleached lagwlce no longer equivalent to the
original concept. As a result, translations mupest definitionem cannibalizéhe original;
what is expressed in the new culture will be intetgd in relation to the ‘self’, and not to
the ‘other’. To suggest “[dass] auf der Blihne dieende [...] Wirklichkeit authentisch
dargestellt wird” is hence illusionary at best (€fscher-Lichte 135). Seen from another
angle, the meaning of the original term cannot iRedf or stable, as meaning always
depends on the context in which the very term ccclinis concept is taken up by Derrida
and Hall who understand meaning as being composefioating signifiers, which

depending on the individual interpretation of somewill take up a myriad of different
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signifieds. Foucault argues that possible integti@ts are limited, as too illogical an

interpretation willab initio be ruled out as impossible by a given cultural camity.

This brings up the question of how homogeneousltareucan be, and whether ‘culture’
linked to the concept of the nation state existallatModern scholars, including Bhabha,
Wolf, and Mitterbauer claim that the notion of asific, homogeneous national culture
must be dismissed in favor of a hybrid space, wkareus cultural elements merge and
compete. Indeed, a cultural group is hardly evendgeneous. Individual interpretations
and perceptions exist, which has best been showtheancontext of Stoppard’s plays
Rosencrantz and Guildensteamd TravestiesAs a matter of fact, it may happen that a
literate person from the UK and a literate perseamfAustria will interpret the plays in
more similar ways than a literate and a non-lieedrson, who were both born and raised
in the UK will. However, the modern stance whicletpres the world as a hybrid and
culturally indefinable conglomerate as such dodsasoyet exist. Put differently, even if
different cultural elements merge, we are not yatefl with a universal system of
communicative practices. Rather, different sigmfyipractices persist, and stereotypical
views of the ‘other’ have not been dismantled, eifea sustained transfer of cultural
goods allows for a number of modifications andtshifi the existing cultural spheres (cf.
Mengel 18).

This is where the aspect of power among the varaulisiral conglomerates comes in.
Although the modern individual might get in touchttwa wider range of cultural
influences than people did some decades ago, tiEs dot necessarily imply that they
will feel committed to each cultural aspect to dkathe same extent. Schnitzler and
Stoppard who have both hybrid origins nonetheledase to be regarded as hybrid
subjects. Both of them identify with the more pofwkeof their cultural backgrounds,
avoiding to be labeled ‘minority writers’. In hertiale, Honegger who, despite her
Austrian origins, has lived in the US most of higg admits to finding it easier to portray
a character in German than in English. Her Englistsonae, as she explains, “become
strangers in foreign territory” (22); Honegger isarly influenced by two cultures, but
does not feel attached to both of them to the sdegeee.

To take stock, Bhabha'’s notion of the ‘third spame‘the space in between’ is relevant in
the context of translation studies only inasmucit aballenges the age-old dichotomy of
source- vs. target oriented translation. In whaali&hterms ‘third space’, elements of both
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‘cultures’ merge, which could also be documentethananalyzed texts above. However,
and this is where Bhabha’s notion seems to fadl,tieaning of these elements cannot be
equivalent in English and in German, as the Britssh relate the German items to the
rest of their signifying system, whereas the Aastsi will interpret the English words in
relation to their system of communicative practioks a result, the understanding of the
‘other’ remains partial, and hence stereotypicaa tiarge extent. This is exemplified by
Stoppard’s highly cliché-ridden productions in tiWenglophone world, where the
Austrians are subsumed under the general rubricthef Germanic people, and
stereotypically portrayed as pedantic country devellwearing lederhosen and eating
‘knockwurst™ In Austria, the British traits of Stoppard’'s drigl plays are equally
accentuated. Accordingly, Carr appears as a typidatitish gentleman, and Max
introduces jokes like ‘Die Englander sind nichtrsahspruchsvoll’ into his production of

Rosenkranz und Guldenstern.

This, again, brings up the question of power. a$ been shown that the ratio of source
and target-based elements in the translated texissvaccording to the relative power that
a country wields on a global scale. Stuart Campisellight in claiming that “in the
professional translation enterprise there is arsitin that English is just one of a set of
replaceable codes of equal value” (27). The heggnodrihe English language and the
Anglophone culture has allowed the British to bldokeign influences to a large extent.
Since other countries and cultures are eager ta leare about their culture, the British
citizens do not necessarily feel the need to ledwut foreign cultures or to acquire other
languages. As a result, anything which is too exwill be blocked and replaced by what
seems familiar. Austria, which, due to its smallesinaturally wields considerably less
power, is interested in anything that comes in fitbe Anglophone world and will hence
integrate English elements more readily into itmeeystem. This could be shown by the
fact that Peter Wood, a British director, was iedito take charge of the Austrian stage
production of bothRosenkranz and Gildensteamd TravestiesHis wish to place the
focus on the performance aspect of Hilde Spielia teas respected, whereas Spiel’s
objections were largely ignored. In the end thei&riapproach to the text was largely

hailed by the Viennese audience.

13 Note that this term perfectly illustrates howgimially foreign words (‘Knackwurst’) are assimildte
beyond recognition, to the home system.
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Bhabha and modern translation scholars like Bassmet Lefevere, who criticize that
translation largelyannibalizedoreign works, do not take into account these goestof
power, further ignoring the lobbying which tendstéke place in the field of drama.
Theaters like to invest in plays which ‘sell’. Imder to prove economically successful,
plays have to amuse the spectator, which basigalty hand in glove with the fact that he
or she must be able to understand what happensaga. sThis, in turn, does not easily
combine with the claim that as many foreign elermead possible must be retained in
translation. English theaters very much rely os #irategy. Eager to meet the spectators’
expectations, they prune and cut what would surfiass presuppositions. Only in less
powerful nations will spectators willingly watchays which they don’t understand in
their entirety, if these plays come from relativgdgwerful nations, such as England,
America, or France, etc. This does however not ¢pmith Bassnett’'s and Lefevere’s
claim of supporting the less powerful. Accordingdarrent belief, powerful discourses
canindeed be dismantled. Drama translation does, heweot seem to be the right field
for change. The transient quality of drama produndi whichab initio prevents the
spectator from being able to look up unknown coteep the play, as well as the weak
position which translators have historically oc@gpprevent the initiation of far-reaching
changes to a large extent. Even smaller counsigsh as Austria, which are more open
toward influences from outside, shift the foreigxtttoward the home system at least to
some degree. Both Spiel and Lunin make use of Qetexds which they incorporate into
Stoppard’s original in order to naturalize the Bht play. It seems that Anderman’s
question of whether “the translation [should] steyclose as possible to the original or
[whether it] should [...] be adjusted to better miet expectations of the target actors and
speakers” Europe 16) must be answered with a tendency toward dtter| at least in

drama translation.

Due to enormous power webs which influence drammastation, and any act of writing in
the largest sense, texts adhere to the socio-allthistorical, and literary norms and
conventions of the culture from which they origmatJust like Rosencrantz and
Guildenstern who are inevitably bound to thamletplot — without being aware of it in
the beginning — every writer (i.e. every author drahslator) is bound to his or her
society. Just like Rosencrantz and Guildensterriadegl to die, each translator is fated to
cannibalizewhichever text he or she attempts to transposehigmr her own culture.

What this study hopes to achieve is to encouragatgr awareness among spectators of
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foreign drama productions by informing them abd tactors governing the translation
process delineated above (cf. Bassnett and LefeWtleere are we?”, 8): One, it is not
the translator’s fault if his or her version doex equal the ‘original’. Two, the factors

which have been discussed in detail above prewentranslation from being equivalent to
this ‘original’. Three, each translation shoulduaued as a text in its own right, instead
of being dismissed as the smaller, ridiculous keotif the source text. Translation, then,
relates to the original just as the mirror imagetloe photograph relates to the ‘real
object’. Both rely on “the principle of similaritand difference” (Pearce 1149; my

emphasis), rather than on complete equivalence.
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German Summary

Die vorliegende Arbeit beschéftigt sich mit dem fitiss soziokultureller, historischer,
literarischer, theatraler, sowie machtbezogenertdfak auf die wissenschaftliche
Doméne der Dramenubersetzung. In Anlehnung an aoifre James Holmes eingefiihrte
Bezeichunung desteskriptiven, funktionsorientiertéranslationswissenschatft, deren Ziel
es ist, Translate hingehend ihres soziokulturelial literarischen Hintergrundes zu
untersuchen, werden Dramentexte aus dem angloshehsi Raum mit ihren
osterreichischen Ubersetzungen, sowie umgekemgijdhitlich ihrer allgemeinen Normen
und Konventionen verglichen. Dabei wird der Fokagiglt auf Arthur Schnitzlers Werke
Liebelei und Das weite Landin Gegeniberstellung zu Tom Stoppards englischen
Adaptionen derselben StickBalliance und Undiscovered Countrysowie auf Tom
Stoppards Text®osencrantz and Guildenstern are Deautl Travestieam Vergleich zu
deren deutschen Versiondtgsenkranz und Guldenstarnd Travestiegelegt.

Der erste Teil der Arbeit bietet eine allgemeineetsicht der wichigsten Theorien und
Trends in der modernen TranslationswissenschaftaBgelte Themen umfassen u.a. die
Dichotomie von Ausgangstext — und Zieltextorientreg, sowie von universalistischen
und relativistischen Translationstheorien, die Rnotatik des Aquivalenzbegriffes im
Laufe der Zeit, sowie moderne Entwicklungen im RaehrderTranslation Studigsy.a. in
Anlehnung an ein postmodernes Translationsversténbndiesem Zusammenhang wird
gezielt auf aktuelle Studien eingegangen, die sigh Even-Zohardolysystem Theory
sowie Espagnes und WerneCslltural Transfer Theoryberufen und weiters in enger
Zusammenarbeit mit anderen Disziplinen (WGultural Studies(vgl. Hall, Derrida,
Barthes, Foucaultynd Soziologie (vgl. Bhabha, Luhmann, Bourdieu)lsteemden sind
(vgl. z.B.: Bassnett, Lefevere, Mitterbauer, Walénuti). Ein spezielles Augenmerk wird
aulerdem auf kulturelle und literarische Machtvienigse, v.a. im Bereich der

Dramenubersetzung gelegt.

In weiterer Folge werden die oben angefuhrten salgén und deutschsprachigen Stiicke
hinsichtlich Abweichungen auf deren Makro-und M#bene verglichen. Anstatt den
Ubersetzer fir diese Veranderungen verantwortliohnzachen, wird versucht, jene
Modifikationen als natirliche Erscheinungen aufzaém, die durch die Konventionen
und Normen des jeweiligen kulturellen Umfeldes hgtiwerden. Dadurch soll bewiesen

werden, dass lbersetzte Texte keineswegs als Agoteaihrer Originaltexte aufgefasst
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werden koénnen. Viel eher kommt es zu einem Kongtaimezieltext- und
ausgangstextbezogener Elemente, wobei letztere ilgewia Anlehnung an die
Interpretationsschemen der Zielkultur verstanderder® Die Annahme, dass kultureller
Transfer automatisch zu einer Annaherung der In¢ponssysteme zweier Kulturen
fuhrt, muss daher aufgegeben werden, da fremde daliemdurch ihren Bezug zum
zielkulturellen — Sprachsystem semantischen Veramgemu unterliegen. Diese
Modifikationen flihren oft zu einem reduktionistischbzw. stereotypen Verstandnis des

/Anderen’ im Verhaltnis zum,Eigenen’.

Wie stark diese Stereotypisierung einsetzt, hangtmen dem Wissensstand einer Kultur
Uber eine andere ab. Im Rahmen der Studie kannndawsgegangen werden, dass die
Machtposition einer bestimmten kulturellen Gemeadtc die Blockierung
fremdkultureller Elemente weitegehend erlaubt, wgbgen weniger einflussreiche
Kulturen eher dazu neigen, Konzepte aus fremden, prestigetrachtigen Kulturen zu
Ubernehmen. Dies konnte durch die Gegenuberstelldegh oben angefihrten
anglosachsischen und osterreichischen Dramentegigieben werden, wobei die
Osterreichischen Dramenproduktionen mehr typisdfisbine Elemente zulieRen als dies
auf der englischen Buhne in Hinblick auf Schnitzlésterreichische Komponente der Fall

war.

Die Forderung einiger moderner Translationswisdeaiser (vgl. Bassnett, Lefevere,
Venuti), diese Machtverhaltnisse durch ausgangstexitierte Translate zu brechen,
erscheint vor allem im Bereich der Dramenubersefzehwer realisierbar. Dies erklart
sich v.a. durch die starke finanzielle Abhangigketer Theater von deren
Stammpublikum, das zumindest eine gewisse Einhgltuter landesublichen
Konventionen erwartet. Da ein Machtwechsel meistiiner lange Zeit bewirkt werden
kann und Theatersticke, die nicht den allgemeinemign entsprechen, oft schnell vom
Spielplan verschwinden, kann das Theater nichidaelsle Brutstatte flavantgardistische
politische Vorhaben gesehen werden. Weiters erkléht diese relative Ohnmacht durch
die wenig prestigebehaftete Stellung der meisteeréfizer und Ubersetzerinnen. Daraus
ergibt sich, dass Anderungen vor allem im Bereidtr dramenibersetzung oft
unumgehbar sind und ein original aufgefihrtes Watknur wenig bis gar nichts mit
seiner Ubersetzten Version gemeinsam hat. Es waterdwinschenswert, diese
Abweichung dem Publikum zu kommunizieren, ansthth izu vermitteln, dass es

tatsachlich das Original geboten bekommit.
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