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Genetics of translation may suggest a unidirectidivk between two
fields of research (genetic criticism applied tartslation), but there are
many ways in which translation and genetic criticisnteract. This
article’s research hypothesis is that an exchandeideas between
translation studies and genetic criticism can betually beneficial in
more than one way. The main function of this exghas to enhance a
form of textual awareness, and to realize this echkd textual awareness
translation studies and genetic criticism inforntkather in at least five
different ways: genesis as part of translation;nskation of the genesis;
genesis of the translation; translation as parttloé genesis; and finally
the genesis of the untranslatable. To study thxusdetween translation
and genetic criticism, the works of James Joyce Saxthuel Beckett will
serve as case studies.

1. Genesis as part of translation

Translation involves one of the most meticulous svaj reading a text;
and if any text needs to be read meticulously deoto be appreciated, it
is James Joyce’sinnegans WakeAccording to the Dutch translators
Robbert-Jan Henkes and Erik Bindervoet (2012) &lmost impossible
to translate this book without recourse to its geeln the mid-1990s,
we started translating th&akeinto Dutch, and soon it became apparent
that going back to the inception of the work amscdgiestation, its ‘genetic’
history, was vital for even a semblance of undeditay, and hence for a
translation worthy of the name” (p. xlviii). One ibfe most direct reasons
for this need was that in the course of the longnmmsition and
publishing history oFinnegans Wakseveral passages inadvertently got
lost along the way.

For instance, how does one read — let alone ti@nsla passage
like the following 23-line sentence, which — stegito its basic syntax —
opens as follows: “It may be [...] that with his deeping insight [...] he
[...] prayed [...] that his wordwounder [...] might [...]niold into the
first of a distinguished dynasty of his posteriprs], his most besetting
of ideas [...] being the formation [...] of a truly ominal stratum [...],
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thereby at last eliminating from * all classes andsses with directly
derivative decasualisation” (Joyce, 2012, pp. 75—T&e * indicates a
lost line. As early as 1944, iA skeleton key to ‘Finnegans Wake
Campbell and Robinson drew attention to the disaomep between the
version of this sentence as published tiansition and the version
published inFinnegans WakeThe first draft runs as follows: “With
deepseeing insight he may have prayed in silermiehil wordwounder
might become the first of -alediptinguished dynasty hisnostcherished
idea being the formation, as in more favoured dinwd a truly criminal
class, thereby eliminating much general delinquermy all classes and
masses” (Joyce, 1963, p. 75). Joyce later addedn@nmany other
things) the words “from the oppidump” and changepkrieral” into
“desultory™: “thereby eliminatingfrom the oppidump much desultory
delinquencyfrom all classes and masses” (British Library MS 47423
emphasis added). While preparing the galley prodis, printer of
Finnegans Wakapparently jumped from the firsfrom” to the second,
thereby eliminating the direct object “much desyitdelinquency”. It is
not easy to translate a transitive verb withouireatl object, so the Dutch
translators, Robbert-Jan Henkes and Erik Bindervestored it in the
Dutch version: “om op die manier eindelijk uit depodump veel
ongeregelde delicteniit te bannen van alle klassen en massen met
aanstonds afgeleide afschaffing van losse dierswelen” (Joyce, 2002,
p. 76; emphasis added).

On the website of the online jourrakenetic Joyce Studieseveral
of these textual disappearances are gathered ieparage section,
conceived of as a ‘Lost & Found’ counter. Thus, ifmtance, Sam Slote
discovered a discrepancy between the transitioegpagd théinnegans
Wakeversion of the so-called ‘The Ondt and the Grapelhicepisode. In
transition, the passage reads: “Or, if lveas not done doing that,
improbably hewvas always striking up funny funereels” (Slote120n.p.,
emphasis added). The passage in italics went rgisbecause the
typesetter skipped it, jumping from the first ‘h& the second, a
twentieth-century equivalent of a scribal errore(tho-called ‘saut du
méme au méme’). Again, this loss has syntactic emumesnces. In
transition, the conditional sentence or protasis was follovisd the
expected apodosis (‘if he was not doing X, he wasg Y’); in
Finnegans Wakethe sentence has become a protracted conditional
sentence (‘if he was not doing Y’). It should notree as a surprise, then,
that readers find it hard to make sense oMWttae which is already more
than difficult enough without ‘transmissional depaes’. The
‘dutchification’ by Henkes and Bindervoet is onetloé only versions of
Finnegans Wakéhat restores the lost fragment and presente#dars
with a sentence that is syntactically correct (alvith a twist): “Of, als
hij daar niet klaar mee was, zette hij onwaarstlijraltijd vrolijke
funerelia inzette” (Joyce, 2002, p. 414). Withobe tlost fragment, it
would have read: “Of, als hij onwaarschijnlijk gtivrolijke funerelia
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inzette”. The (ungrammatical) double usage of &ett in-’ and ‘inzette’

may be a transmissional departure in itself, omatance of what Daniel
Ferrer (1996) has called “contextual memory” (p3)23 grammatical
oddity that draws attention to a textual historgl aaminds us of things
lost in transmission.

Whether these transmissional departures need tesbhared or not
is debatable. In hiSoundbite against the Restorati®am Slote (2001)
argues that it is better to leave “ill enough alogiace it is impossible to
find watertight criteria for a restoration (n.pfhe last item in the ‘lost &
found’ list is a good example. It is a tiny ‘transsional departure’ in the
typescripts of the last lines &finnegans Wakebrought to the ‘lost &
found’ desk in December 1999: “Given! A way a lankosta last a loved
a long the” (Van Hulle, 1999, p. 201). Betweenfits typescript and the
next the words ‘a lost’ disappeared. The questiowhether Joyce ever
noticed that ‘a lost’ was lost in transmission, wiee he actively
instructed the typist to make this change, or wéretie only ‘passively
authorized’ it. The effect of adding the appendikhwiransmissional
departures is that the text ends twice: once vétlohe a last’ on page
628, and once with ‘a lone a lost a last’ at thd ehthe transmissional
departures, which is the last page of both thedpial Athenaeum edition
with the Dutch translation (2002) and the Oxford Affg Classics
edition (2012).

In their translation, Henkes and Bindervoet havstespatically
taken these losses into account. Their translatiould be seen as a
continuation of Joyce’s ‘Work in Progress’, whiclas Fritz Senn (1998)
argues — is “already an act of translation” (p.)li#land of itself. If this
applies to the ‘original’ version oFinnegans WakeJoyce's act of
‘translation” would accord with what Lawrence Ven(t995) calls a
foreignizing strategy: from a linguistic vantagemid-innegans Wakean
be regarded as an attempt to enrich the Englisjulege with as much
foreign lexical ‘local colour as possible. Againsis background, it is
remarkable that the translators were asked bydiieeJEstate not to call
their work a ‘translation’ but a ‘dutchificationa¢ they explain in the
‘Note to the Text', Bindervoet & Henkes, 2012, plvix note 1).
According to a similar ‘foreignizing’ principle, Bdervoet and Henkes
have not tried to ‘domesticate’ Joyce's text. Rathan adapting Joyce’s
‘Wakese’ to Dutch, they have adapted the Dutchuagg to that of the
Wake

2. Translation of the genesis

To answer the most direct question “whafianegans Wakéasically

about?” the introduction by Finn Fordham (2012)tlie same edition
resorts to the work's genesis, notably to the eahketch of the
“proverbial loser” Roderick, the last king of Irak One half of the book
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“can be said to concern the comic doddering fath ofian from fame and
fortune to rack and ruin — from ‘Rex’ to ‘wreckp(ix). This sketch is
also referred to iBrouillons d’'un baiser2014), a translation by Marie
Darrieussecq of the early genedisgmiers pas ver§innegans Wake’
as the subtitle indicates), edited and annotateDdryiel Ferrer, director
of the Joyce team at the Institut des textes etus@aits modernes
(ITEM-CNRS, Paris). But whereas Fordham makes & iwith the
protagonist HCE (*he’d been spotted by three yoorayn behaving in an
‘ungentlemanly’ way in Dublin’s Phoenix Park opgesi two
maidservants while they were responding to a chlhaiure”), Ferrer
focuses on the subsequent sketches as the ‘s sbward=innegans
Wake, as the subtitle indicates. The drafts of a lass five sketches
centred around the kiss of Tristan and Isolde, gowesl partially at the
National Library of Ireland in Dublin, and partialat the British Library
in London. They have been given the following itla square brackets,
preceded by a letter: APortrait of Isoldg, B) [Tristan & Isoldd, C)
[Tristan & Isolde, the kigsD) [The Four Old Men and the kiss of Tristan
& Isoldg], E) [Mamalujd. By presenting the sketches in this sequence,
Daniel Ferrer shows how the seemingly unrelatedchies A and E are
nonetheless connected by (a sequence of versipass.

The portrait of Isolde enumerates examples of @gtauch as her
prudence, her learning, her charm (“she knew howtagemanage her
legs in nude stockings under a straight as posskit€), her health, her
domestic economy and her piety, which is illustidig her version of the
Lord’'s Prayer: “Howfar wartnevin alibithename [...The translation on
the facing recto pages not only manages to keepatigpiage as playful
as the original: “Norepére quiétesosseu ctonomastifié [...]” (Joyce,
2014, pp. 64-65), but it also draws attention xtut problems.

Enhancing textual awareness is one of the majasrohnslation
can play in the nexus between genetic criticism #&adslation. For
instance, Darrieussecq’'s translation draws attentim manifest
contradictions such as the so-called “decasyllabmbic hexameter”:
“Roll on, thou deep and darkblue ocean, roll"” @@y2014, p. 82). The
text claims it is a ‘hexameter’, but the line itsalanifestly isn't. The
French translation has taken the liberty to tumnlthe into a hexameter,
exceeding the limit of ten syllables imposed by thejective
‘decasyllabic’. By doing so, Darrieussecq creatdsrsion between the
original and the translation, thus highlightingexttial problem with an
interesting genesis, relating to a set of missympscripts that was first
described by Richard Brown (1988). In ‘Tristan &lde, the kiss’
(sketch C in the Gallimard edition), Joyce incogied the line as a direct
quotation from Byron’sChilde Harold’s PilgrimageIn later versions, he
gradually started distorting the wording: “Roll ahpu deep and darkblue
ocean, rolll” (Joyce, 2014, p. 82) became “Roll¢troudeep anddark
blueo ceanroll' in the third fair copy and thesfirtypescript, grouping
the syllables and making the meter prominent stoasmphasize the
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clash between the actual (penta)meter and its miss®En as a hexameter.
In the next typescript Joyce added “andamp”: “Rolthoudeep*damp
anddark blueo ceanroll!” (Van Hulle, 1999, p. 198y, means of which
he turned Byron’s pentameter into a hexameter.dté this typescript to
his maecenas Harriet Shaw Weaver in August 192&efi years later, at
a much later stage in the writing process (Sumre@8), he decided to
incorporate this early sketch in the textFonnegans WakeBut by that
stage, his ‘Wakese’ had developed to such an eixteithe had to
seriously distort the original wording in order iotegrate it in the
discourse of his text, which is also the way Bysolihe appears in the
published text ofFinnegans Wake“Rolando’s deepen darblun Ossian
roll' (Joyce, 2012, p. 385). But in the meantirdeyce had forgotten the
typescript he had sent to Harriet Shaw Weaverediftgears earlier. As a
result, the decasyllabic hexameter became a texinginoron. The
English pentameter is turned into a French versiem hexameétres
iambiques décasyllabiques” that is really more tlacasyllabic: “Roule
tes profonds flots bleus, 6 toi vieil océan, roulgloyce, 2014, p. 83).
Thus, instead of smoothing out the textual contmeges of the complex
genesis, the translation calls attention to thenhaacing the readers’
textual awareness.

3. Genesis of the translation

The genesis of a translation can be complex, somstieven more
complex than the genesis of the original text. Tikarguably the case in
Samuel Beckett's’ Innommable / The Unnamablas the genetic map of
the digital edition in the Beckett Digital ManugdriProject (BDMP)
indicates (Van Hulle & Weller, 2014, pp. 87—-88) eldarliest stage in the
genesis of Beckett's English translation is rat@nplex in terms of the
chronology of the extant documents. The manusofiphe translation is
written in three notebooks (EN1/EN2/EN3, presenaddthe Harry
Ransom Humanities Research Center, Austin, TX wgHialogue
numbers MS-HRC-SB-5-9-1/2/3).

Given the pattern of Beckett's customary way of kirg, the
expected chronology would be that this manuscrigicgdes the two
extant typescripts (ET1 and ET2). But a collatibthe extant documents
suggests that the firstpart of the first typescript (ET1, until and
including folio 24r) is older than the first 23 magof the manuscript
(EN1). For instance, the substitutions in the sede‘Low types they
wereMust have beenthayf nockets full of-venreni®sonsand-caustignidoes jn
typescript ET1 (MS-HRC-SB-5-10, folio 8r) have bBken incorporated
in the manuscript: “Low types they must have bekeir pockets full of
poisons and antidotes” (EN1, MS-HRC- SB-5-9-1 d@r.

This chronology offers an explanation for the crexhgrder of the
novel's opening questions. The French version reqdé maintenant?
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Quand maintenantQui maintenant?” (Beckett, 1953, p. 7; Beckett,
1971, p. 7, emphasis added). The first English dgppt presents the
questions in the same order: “Where nddf?en nowXho now?” (ET1,
folio 1r, emphasis added), whereas the order isngdd in the
manuscript: “Where now? Who now®hen now? (EN1, folio 1r,
emphasis added).

The first English typescript (ET1, folio 25r) is rkad with the
comment “end of revision”. Of the first 24 originahges, the first 5 seem
to have been replaced by the 6 pages of the typesmed for the pre-
book publication of the opening fragment in the awmge Spectrum For
these first 6 pages, the order is generally [1g$gpipt ET1, [2] pre-book
publication in Spectrum [3] ET1, holograph revisions, [4] manuscript
EN1, [5] second typescript (ET2). The following wsmrce from the
opening page may illustrate this order. The origiranch sentence “Les
oui et non, c'est autre chose, ils me reviendroninésure que je
progresserai, et la facon de chier dessus, totum) tomme un oiseau,
sans en oublier un seul” is translated in the fypescript as: “With the
yesses and noes it is different. They will comekkiacme as | go along,
and how to shit on them, sooner or later, like ra,bivithout omitting
any” (ET1, folio 1r). The closing words “without d@itmg any” also
appear in the version in the magaz8pmectrumThen, Beckett revised the
first typescript by means of a substitution: “with@mitting-anyexcertion
(ET1, folio 1r). When he started copying this vensin his notebook, he
incorporated the substitution in the running texiithout exception”
(EN1, folio 1r) and that is also how it reads ie gecond typescript. The
chronology therefore seems to have been: TypesdripSpectrum
Manuscript, Typescript 2.

But this basic chronology is complicated by anot@npagnede
révisionon the first typescript. The French sentence “Qtrelcs que ces
histoires de clarté et d'obscurité!” (MS HRC SB @&-Iolio 16v) is
translated in the first English typescript as “Whainsense all this
business about light and dark” (ET1, folio 20r)d aubsequently revised
on the same typescript: “all this-busin&s® (folio 20r). The manuscript
incorporates the substitution in the body of the:t&ll this stuff” (EN1,
folio 18r). So far the scenario is the same ashédase of the previous
example. But then, Beckett made a second revigiahe first typescript:
“What hensensé'tbs® (ET1, folio 20r). And all these revisions were
subsequently incorporated in the second typesciigiiat rubbish all this
stuff about light and dark” (ET2, folio 19r). Judgifrom these material
traces of the translation process, Beckett mosbahly used both the
manuscript and the first typescript to make thesddaypescript.

Beckett's correspondence helps explain this corafdit genesis of
the translation. In a letter of 22 February 1956clgtt (2011, p. 602)
told his American publisher Barney Rosset that &g $tarted translating
L'Innommableinto English. Less than a month later, however tdig
Pamela Mitchell that he “gave it up the other dayoathing” (Beckett,
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2011, p. 606). In early April, he did mention todRet that he had made
“a little further headway” (Beckett, 2011, p. 618yt throughout the rest
of 1956 he kept complaining to friends that it was impossible job”
(Beckett, 2011, p. 640), “effroyablement difficilgBeckett, 2011, p.
684), and even “un supplice” or “torture” (Beck&t@l11, p. 658). It took
him a year to find the courage to really start vimgkon the translation
(February 1957) and this moment of renewed cousagens to coincide
with the beginning of the manuscript, marked witle tate “February
19577 (Van Hulle & Weller, 2014, p. 180).

The last words of the manuscript are as intergsigithe incipit.
Whereas the French version of the novel ends wighwords “il faut
continuer, je vais continuer” (Beckett, 1953, p.1R6the English
translation ends as follows: “you must go éman't go on I'll go on”
(MS HRC SB 5-9-3, folio 54r, emphasis added). Assult of the tension
between the last two sentences, this line becaraeobthe most famous
Beckett quotes. But one tends to forget that i& iganslation. Before
Beckett translated it, the original was the onlysi@n and therefore
‘complete’ by definition. Due to the addition inetliranslation, Beckett
paradoxically made the original less complete. Ttranslation
retroactively created a sort of ‘gap’ in the orgin

il faut continuer| ] je vais continuer.

After Beckett received the Nobel prize for literatin 1971, Les Editions
de Minuit decided to publish a new edition, whidlowaed Beckett to
revise his text. On this occasion, he filled thep gaeated by the
translation, completing the French text by meanhefwords “je ne peux
pas continuer”: “il faut continuer, je ne peux pesntinuer, je vais
continuer” (Beckett, 1971, p. 213).

4. Translation as part of the genesis

With regard to drama, Beckett evidently gained mexperience by
directing his own work, but the plays are not oiijeresting from a
theatrical perspective. As some of the stage dinestindicate, they can
also be savoured as reading texts, and as tramdath case in point is
the moment when Vladimir and Estragon discuss fit@w of hanging
themselves from the tree, until Estragon says salitir: “Mais réfléchis
un peu, voyons”, after which the stage directiordidate that Vladimir
réfléchit’ (Beckett, 2006, p. 44). In the English translatidestragon’s
exhortation “Use your intelligence, can’t you?'fadlowed by the playful
stage direction Vladimir uses his intelligentg(Beckett, 2006, p. 45).
Such an instruction is hardly performable on stdme, it shows how
translation plays a role in the genesis of the, xen after publication.
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Several attempts have been made to present Becleds in a
bilingual edition, and Beckett gave his full supptw these editorial
enterprises. Apart from the genetic bilingual edis by Charles Krance
and Magessa O’Reilly (Beckett, 1993, 1996, 20019rd is also a notable
bilingual Faber edition oHappy Days / Oh les beaux jouby James
Knowlson, who points out the differences betweea &nglish and
French versions by listing the passages that wefe untranslated
(Beckett, 1978, p. 121). One of the items in Knonls list relates to the
parasol in the following passage in the text of dhniginal 1961 Faber
edition (printed on the left-hand pages of thenigilial edition):

Reason says, Put it down, Winnie, it is not helpyog, put the
thing down and get on with something elsRaise) | cannot.
(Pause) | cannot move. (Pause) No, something must happen, in
the world, take place, some change, | canifot,am to move
again. (Pause) Willie. (Mildly.) Help. Pause) No? (Pause.) Bid
me put this thing down, Willie, | would obey youstantly, as |
have always done, honoured and obeyBduge) Please, Willie.
(Mildly.) For pity's sake. RPausel No? (Pause) You can't?
(Pause.) Well | don’t blame you, no, it would ill become me,
who cannot move, to blame my Willie because he capinspeak.
(Pause.) Fortunately | am in tongue again. (Beckett, 1978\8)

The passages in bold were left out in the Frencsioe:

La raison me dit, Dépose-la, Winnie, elle ne t'aite rien, et
attele-toi a autre chosedJif temps. Je ne peux pasUf( temps.
Non, il faut que quelque chose arrive, dans le raprait lieu,
guelgque changement, moi je ne peux pam (emps. Willie.
(D’'une petite voiy. A moi. Un temps. Ordonne-moi de la
déposer, Willie, j'obéirais, sur-le-champ, commel'@ toujours
fait. (Un temps. Par pitié. Un temps. Non? {Un temps. Une
chance, que le moulin tourne. (Beckett, 1978, p. 49

Knowlson’s critical bilingual edition clearly indites which versions are
used as base texts and it provides ample informatio the context of
Beckett's works, on stage productions and on tliteeal response. The
texts are preceded by an ‘Editorial Note’, explagnthat Beckett himself
agreed ‘to the inclusion of the changes which hderia the copy of the
Faber and Faber English text, annotated for theNatTheatre, London,
production, directed by Peter Hall, with Dame Peggkcroft as Winnie’

as well as the inclusion of references to Beckgttsduction notebook,
prepared for his own production of the play in Gannat the Schiller
Theater Werkstatt in Berlin in September 1971, wiha Katharina

Schultz as Winnie. Beckett's experiences as a tiresf his own plays

had an impact on the texts as well. And this preaiid not stop when
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Faber and Faber published Knowlson’s bilingualiedibf Happy Days

In June 1979, one year after this edition came Bedkett directed a new
production of his play at the Royal Court Theakte.used a copy of the
1973 Faber edition dilappy Dayso make annotations in pencil (held at
the University of Reading, UoR MS 1731). This ambed 1973 edition
served as his production copy. Beckett also copiedst of the
annotations and changes (in black ink) in a copirawlson’s bilingual
edition (UoR MS BR30HAP), apparently in view of amedition of the
text, which never materialized.

In terms of the nexus between translation and gemeticism,
this raises the question whether these annotaktiame any consequence
for the translation into French, for Beckett did meark any changes in
the French text on the right-hand pages. As foptssage quoted above,
after Beckett had already left out the passageboid in his French
translation, he cut the English text even more tobaly (the symbol |
indicates the cut):

Reason says, Put it down, Winnie, it is not helpyog, put the
thing down and get on with something els@guse) Fortunately |
am in tongue again. (Beckett, 1978, p. 48)

Even though Beckett's last revisions of the Engtiskt were not marked
in the French version on the facing pages, thedfréranslation did play
an important role in this process of textual regurctrom the original
117-word passage to the final 28-word version. &irtbe French
translation marked the start of this reduction pesCit represents a
crucial part of the genesis.

5. Genesis of the untranslatable

Texts that are deemed untranslatable, suchFiasegans Wakecan
sometimes be translated thanks to genetic reseasclvas the case with
the Dutch translation by Henkes and Bindervoetcudised in the first
section of this article. In Beckett's case, the mastranslatable work,
according to the author-translator himself, Wedasrstward Ho(1983). In
1998, Ruud Hisgen and Adriaan van der Weel puldishegenetic
edition, which could not be included in the sertésgenetic bilingual
editions, coordinated by Charles Krance, becausead# not a bilingual
work. Nonetheless, this ‘untranslatable’ work isitgjurelevant to the
theme of the nexus between translation and gecwiicism.

The twofold aim of Hisgen and van der Weel's 198&ien was
“to establish a definitive reading text, ironingtavhat errors have crept
in during the ordinary course of textual transnais8i(p. 10), and “to
present an evolutionary variorum edition” (p. 1The order in which
these two aims are presented (a “definitive” regdext and a “variorum
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edition”) corresponds with the traditional relatidretween text and
apparatus variorum in most editorial traditions. n€t& criticism,
however, has shifted the emphasis from the finadlpet to its production
process. And even though, for the theoretical fraonk in their
introduction, Hisgen and van der Weel (1998) emgibyold phrases
such as “establish a definitive reading text” (p) &nd “the author’s final
intention” (p. 53), the praxis resulted in a muchreninventive genetic
edition. The editors started from the observatibat t‘few efforts of
textual criticism have been lavished on Becketéswe” (Hisgen & van
der Weel, 1998, p. 8): “Surprisingly, even the aiobs series of
bilingual variorum editions published under the gmh editorship of
Charles Krance does not aim to establish a critieat” (p. 8). The
Garland/Routledge editions take the text of thev@&redition as their
reading text. This implies that misspellings suck the word
“philogenitiveness” inCompany (paragraph 51), which “should read
‘philoprogenitiveness™ (Hisgen & van der Weel, B99. 10), are not
emended in the Garland bilingual edition.

But editorial emendation is more difficult than tlee hoc
correction of misspellings here and there. The ikseye is of course to
find watertight criteria to fit preferably all th&extual situations of
Beckett's works. In the case Worstward Ho Hisgen and van der Weel
collated the US and UK versions with the typesdaptkett submitted to
John Calder for the UK edition (typescript E). Tiesult is a short list of
only six variants. Interestingly, the UK editionetonot follow typescript
E faithfully, whereas the US edition does. Accogdin John Calder, the
discrepancies between typescript E and the Caldiéorm resulted from
revisions made by Beckett at proof stage, whickesithe interesting
question “whether the author’s copy or the authprsfs represent most
closely the author’s final intention” (Hisgen & vater Weel, 1998, p.
53).

Unfortunately, no proofs have been found for eitbdition. Based
on evidence found in the earlier versions, Hisgad san der Weel
suggest different choices for each of the six vasiaEven though the
Calder text deviates from typescript E, the docuamgrevidence appears
to support the Calder text in three of the six sase the other three
cases, it supports the Grove edition (Hisgen &danWeel, 1998, p. 67).
Apart from these six variants, there is also orstaimce (paragraph 61,
segment 21), where Hisgen and van der Weel (1989@pest an
emendation — changing “worser worst” (a readingntbun the three
versions under consideration) into “worser worsebecause it is “a
reading also found in the previous two sourdégéscripty C and D)”
(p. 70).

This raises the rather fundamental question whethes
reconstruction of the genesis can serve as a basienjecture that a
certain reading is a textual error and that it &hobe emended
accordingly (a procedure most genetic critics waajdct since it reduces
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genetic criticism again to a subservient role atghrvice of establishing
a restored, corrected, or edited text). The probieth this procedure is
what Pierre-Marc de Biasi (1996/1998) sees as ferdiice in kind
between endogenesis (the writing of the drafts) #aedcontinuation of
the genesis after the so-called ‘pass for presshemb. In the case of
Worstward Ho the document Beckett submitted to John CaldettHer
UK edition (typescript E) represents the momenteided that his text
was ready to be presented to the public, ‘bon ex’'tiThe subsequent
versions constitute the ‘epigenesis’. Traditionallyis post-publication
phase is the realm of textual scholarship, andtgeoaeticism has tended
to treat this realm as being outside of its rededocus because, as
Pierre-Marc de Biasi writes, it generally does ecmtrespond to “the logic
of a process comparable to the pre-textual oned (dgique d'un
processus comparable a celui de l'avant-texte”Bawesi, 1996, p. 41;
1998, p. 43).

In Beckett's case, however, the logic of the epdgen is not
entirely incomparable with the process of #want-texte The difference
is not in kind but in degree. Although the ‘endoggr’ is supposed to
take place ‘inside’ the private sphere of the atghavorkspace, it is
never entirely immune to outside elements, suct®asgenetic’ sources
or suggestions by partners, friends, editors, ctwre and publishers.
Around the ‘pass for press’ moment, the intensitythe latter kind of
interaction only increases. And the epigenesis play a similar role in
the process of “written invention” (Ferrer, 2011,184), as the examples
of L'InnommableandHappy Dayshave shown.

The epigenesis oNorstward He however, is special in that it is
marked by its ‘untranslatability’. Beckett did ttg translate it, but as
James Knowlson notes:

His efforts to translat@/orstward Hointo French soon ground to a
halt. How, he asked me, do you translate evenittsterfords of the
book “On. Say on” — without losing its force? It svaot until after

his death that his friend, Edith Fournier, traredathe book,
although she had discussed it with him and he haden her title,
Cap au pire from among several that she suggested. (Knowlson,
1996, pp. 684-685)

As John Pilling notes, Beckett stressed the impdigj from the very
first word (“On”), of translating the text into Freh as early as 6 July
1983 (only two months after the publication Wbrstward Hoby John
Calder; Pilling, 2006, p. 221). In consultation lwit.auren Eileen
Upadhyay, Lois Overbeck and the team working oncibieespondence
of Samuel Beckett, we recently discovered that pedy manuscript
fragment, sent by Beckett to his French publishEréme Lindon,
contained in the Beckett/Minuit Correspondencesfilgt the Institut
mémoires de I'éditions contemporaine (IMEC) in Cé&ea compilation
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of fragments fromWorstward Ho translated into French by Beckett. It
consists of a translation of parts of paragraph2@9and the last lines of
the text (the last part of the penultimate paradgapd the last paragraph):

Bit by bit an old man and child. In the dim void by bit an old
man and child. Any other would do as ill. // Hamdhand with
equal plod they go. In the free hands — no. Frepterhands.
Backs turned both bowed with equal plod they go] [Slowly
with never a pause plod on and never recggdf-2Q [...] Nohow
less. Nohow worse. Nohow naught. Nohow on. // $aldow on.
(Beckett, 2009, p. 84; p. 103)

In Edith Fournier’s translation this correspondghwi

Peu a peu un vieil homme et un enfant. Dans lampbr®vide peu
a peu un vieil homme et un enfant. N'importe quaiutte ferait
aussi mal l'affaire. // Main dans la main ils vaaht mal que mal
d’'un pas égal. Dans les mains libres — non. Videsnains libres.
Tous deux dos courbé vus de dos ils vont tant malmal d’'un
pas égal. [...] Lentement sans pause tant mal ques’eralvont et
jamais ne s’éloignent[819-2Q [...] Plus meéche moins. Plus
méche pire. Plus méche néant. Plus meche enc@eit /dit plus
méche encore. (Beckett, 1991, pp. 14-15; p. 62)

Beckett's solution for the insistent repetition 9fohow” was quite
different. Instead of Fournier's “Plus meéche” herken with the phrase
“ne se peut” (that is, the sequence of ‘nohow lessrse / naught / on’
became ‘moins / pire / néant / plus loin ne se 'hednd the most
‘untranslatable’ word “on”, was not translated &ncore” but as “plus
loin”. Beckett presented this to Lindon as a meamgle of what he is
sparing him, but even though this is only a tirggfnent (or compilation
of fragments), Beckett's solution for the last Bniedicates that what he
told James Knowlson may create the wrong impresiiah he already
stopped trying after the first few words. For thstlwords echo the first:
“On. Say on” (Beckett, 2009, p. 81). Beckett's $ioln for “nohow” was
“ne se peut” (applied to ‘less’, ‘worse’, ‘naughnd ‘on’, that is, ‘moins’,
‘pire’, ‘néant’ and ‘plus loin’). So, extrapolatinfjom this solution, the
translation he had in mind for the opening words:wRlus loin. Dire
plus loin’. But whereas the English text opens wihn. Say on” and
ends with the participle “Said nohow on”, the Fierfragment does not
end with a participle, but with the same infinitiaes the opening
infinitive.® As a result, the closure of the English versidieatfiated by
means of the opening infinitive (or imperative) §Sand the closing
“Said” is undone in the translation, which openstiug closed space of
this so-called ‘untranslatable’ text. Thus, the usbetween translation
and genesis turns out to be a bidirectional intemac¢hat plays an active
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role in the dynamics of what H. P. Abbott (1996)lezh “continuing
incompletion” (p. 20).
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