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This article charts the emergence of a new fornrasfslation research
that we term genetic translation studies. It exptothe foundations of
this approach in the French school of critique déné, which
developed a methodology for studying the draftsjuseripts and other
working documents (avant-textes) of modern literaoyks with the aim
of revealing the complexity of the creative proeessngaged in their
production. This methodology draws upon differeh¢otetical and
interdisciplinary  approaches (poetic, linguistic, hijmsophical,
psychoanalytical, phenomenological, etc.) and hasesbeen adapted to
the study of other media, including music, cineptetography, painting,
architecture, and the translated text. This artielealyses how genetic
approaches have been applied to translated textsdbly genetic critics
and translation scholars. It highlights, furthernegithe opportunities as
well as the challenges for literary and other forafgranslation research
when a genetic approach is adopted.

Over the past decade a new field of research hasgeah that may be
termed “genetic translation studies”. It analyshe practices of the
working translator and the evolution, or genesighe translated text by
studying translators’ manuscripts, drafts and otlwerking documents.
Genetic translation studies focuses therefore errimsformations of the
translated text during the process of its compmsitilt may, like
cognitive translation studies, also attempt to dedthe strategies and
mental operations of the working translator. Ysetritethodology differs
from the cognitive approach because its objedhéstéxtual evidence of
the activity of translation rather than the tratistasubject. In particular,
genetic translation studies have developed witlitierary translation
studies through the application of the methodolofygritique génétique
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— which is known in English as “genetic criticisngt “manuscript
genetics” — to translated texts. Here, scholarstygieally drawn to the
genesis of certain translations for their aesthetiditerary value, long
after the creative energies that flared at the toheomposition have
faded.

Genetic criticism offers a methodology with which gain a
window upon the writer's workshop. It maintainstttf@e published text
is but one phase in the text's evolution, and that process of textual
transformation continues wedfter the work’s publication through its re-
editions, its retranslations and its different mme by heterogeneous
communities of readers. This issuelafiguistica Antverpiensiaims to
take stock of the diversity of genetic approachesently applied to the
study of translation and to generate a dialoguevdsmt these and other
scientific disciplines. It attempts, also, to prkgogenetic critics to
revaluate their methodology in light of the spexifes of translating and
the translated text. Equally, it aims to stimuldtanslation studies
research into the contingencies of the transladet and the variety of
strategies employed during the various phases abinposition.

1. Genetic criticism: A brief overview

Critique génétiquavas born in France in the mid-1960s, on the cdsp o
the shift from structuralist to post-structuraksinceptions of text and in
an intellectual climate where the authority of tngthor as well as the
stability of both the publisheceuvreand the written word were brought
into question (Barthes, 1971). While post-strudistecritiques of text
confronted assumptions of the text's stability withe evolving
synchronic and intertextual networks upon whichdépends, genetic
critics sought to challenge the sacrosanct aushofithe published text
by showing how it is but one phase in a continuuntegtual creation
(Bellemin-Noél, 1972). With this move they also bgbt into question a
model of authority inherited from the Romantic peri revealing the
labour of the text's creation undermines the muatimied myth of the
author's genius. One could no longer hold that gvearks of literature
witness the channelling of metaphysical essenagitr the author in the
moment of inspiration. Genetic studies chart trecliionic phases of a
text's composition through the constitution of wisatermed thedossier
génétiqué The genetic dossier includes the worldsant-textes(the
French term has carried over into English) (Ferg&10a), which are
classified as either “exogenetic”, being sources tfee work (notes,
articles, images and books), or “endogenetic”, iygiroduced during the
text's composition (manuscripts, drafts, corregbage proofs) (Debray-
Genette, 1979). While these categories provide wksitnctions for
researchers, they are recognized to be imperiacthére are often cases
where the division between exogenesis and endoigaadsurred.
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The methodology of genetic criticism began in tie [1960s when
Louis Hay was working on the manuscripts of Hergirté¢. Hay founded
what was to become the Institut des textes et nuaitsismodernes
(ITEM) in Paris, where scholars such as Pierre-Migr@iasi, Jean-Louis
Lebrave, Daniel Ferrer and Almuth Grésillon develjits methodology.
They sought to distinguish genetic criticism froraditional philology
and biographical literary criticism (Ferrer, 20@910b; Lebrave, 1992),
asserting that its object of study is not the ¥imed” text but the “work in
progress”. Unlike Italian philology, and even itatdr concept of
“variantistica” (Contini, 1971), which is closer genetic criticism in its
study of the writing process, genetic critics do cansider the published
text to be the complete work, but rather the lgastesin a continuum of
textual becoming. They do not align themselves wlichmanian
methods and they have sought to distance themsdives Anglo-
American textual scholarship (e.g., Bowers, 196@etham, 1992/1994),
which has traditionally focused on reconstitutinghast correct, ideal or
best possible version/edition of the text throughnoscript research.
While a published genetic edition may be the outoai genetic
research, genetic critics claim that the focus hdirt research is the
classification and analysis of the processes gawgrtne text’'s coming
into being, themapping out and understanding of the different phax
its composition(de Biasi, 2011; Ferrer, 2011; Grésillon, 1994; HE893,
1998; Willemart, 2007; a useful collection of geoetritical texts in
English is Deppman, Ferrer and Grode@snetic Criticism: Texts and
Avant-Texte§2004]). Yet Van Hulle (2014, pp. 8-11) points dbat
textual scholars do not neglect such dimensiond, that while it was
important in the cultural climate of French poststuralism for genetic
critics to distance themselves from traditional lgbgy, which was
stigmatised by its search for origins and authdrgntions, it is often
difficult to discern the difference between genafiticism and textual
scholarship as each is currently practised.

Today, genetic approaches to the study of liteeadme practised in
many languages all over the wotldst ITEM this method is currently
being developed outside of its traditional field lbaérary studies, such
that alongside teams of scholars working on cambraathors such as
Flaubert, Joyce, Nietzsche, Proust, Valéry and Zodathose working on
the genesis of philosophical and linguistic texis, autobiography and
correspondence. The methodology has also been eadapt different
media — ITEM comprises teams devoted to the gesgiity of art works
and architectural objects, of films and photograghy2010, a group of
scholars formed a team devoted to translated anliilingual texts,
although genetic translation studies was praci#gd@EM from the early
1990s, when scholars working on the Paul Valéryhises were
presented with manuscripts of his translations1985 they published a
collection of articles Génétique & Traduction(Bourjea) after a
conference at Arles in France devoted to the quesYet only in the past
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decade has momentum for genetic translation stuldéssh building.
Recent conferences have been held in Brazil —rfipdsio Internacional
de Critica Genética, Traducao Intersemiética e éwidual” (Nuproc,
2011) and “Il Simpdsio Internacional de Critica @#ra e Tradugio”
(Universidade Federal de Santa Caterina, 2014)—edisaw in France—
“La traduction et la question du choix” (Paris, EN®14; proceedings,
Montini, 2015) and “Les grands traducteurs dansitekives de I'IMEC”
(IMEC, Caen, 2015). The European Society for TextBeholarship
devoted its 6th International Conference to “Tekisyond borders:
Multilingualism and Textual Scholarship”, held inrBBsels in 2009,
which resulted in a special issue\driants(Dillen, Macé, & Van Hulle,
2012). Genetic translation studies has been thedubdf special journal
issues in the fields of genetic criticis@énesis2014) and Italian studies
(Transalpina 2015). The technique has been used to discog&nioes
of collaboration and authorial intervention in tshtion (Anokhina,
2015, Hartmann, 2000). In Brazil, the question haen addressed in
articles (Grando, 2001), an edited collection (Roetla Soares, & Souza
2013), and a special issueManuscritica(Gama & Amigo Pino, 2011).
Important articles have appeared in journals ohdiaion studies
(Munday, 2013; Scott, 2006). Furthermore, receninogoaphs have
offered in-depth reflection and analysis of tratistagenetics in English,
French, and Portuguese (Paret-Passos, 2011; Rdina0éBa; Sardin,
2002; Van Hulle & Weller, 2014).

These recent studies do not treat the writing afidlation as less
prestigious or complex than that of its source taxt as writing which
develops strategies to respond to different setenditions. Whereas this
field is in its infancy, studies to date suggesittione of the great
strengths of a genetic approach to translation tés dapacity to
problematize the much-debated “agency” of the tedos Indeed, the
studies in this issue dfinguistica Antverpiensiademonstrate that the
degree to which a translator exercises his/hetigityain translation, not
to mention his/her engaging in domesticating oeifgmizing strategies
when translating, shifts during the translationengsis. Discussion of
these questions in translation studies often assutimagt a translator
adopts a position or strategy to which s/he remeammitted. However,
by studying the process of a translation’s compmsitone observes
translators using different strategies at differenbments in the
composition of their translation. To ignore thettwig of a translation’s
creation blinds one to the different practices eyt between the
translator’s first efforts, for which the sourcettenay be kept close at
hand, and the later revising phases, where a &tansimay exercise
greater “agency”, using his/her discretion to iméere in the text. In this
case, a translation that may have begun as highlyce oriented may
finally demonstrate great freedom from its souroe areativity. Or a
genetic study may reveal the opposite strategyamskator may permit
him/herself a degree of freedom and play in thétslmahich he/she feels
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must be censored from the published work. To clanither case, that
the translatoris a translator who exercises the strategy eviderthén
published text is thus to describe but partiallg thature of his or her
work.

2. The search for originsin trandation and genetic criticism

Reconsidering genetic criticism through transla@éiows one to rethink
the premises of philological research and the quesbf its much-
contested search for origins. The French scholanriHBleschonnic
underlined the centrality of translation in Westeutiure when he began
his courses, Tout est traductioh This sentiment is echoed in Gianfranco
Folena’sVolgarizzare e tradurre”in principio fuit interpre$ (1991, p.
VII). Folena detects translation at the origin eésy literary tradition and
thus reformulates the old cliché of theaduttore/traditore into
traduzione/tradizione (translation/tradition). Tradition is translation
because without translation there can be no toaditand translation is
tradition in the sense that it is the historicad goresent transfer of
cultural heritage. The history of cultural tradit®o is the history of
translation.

Translation is at once origin and transmission. dansider
translation as origin does not introduce the notidnequivalence of
origins and textual “originalsNor does it subsume translation into a
hierarchical logic of subordination, posterioritgdadefective repetition.
It affirms the need for originality in every act tferary translation,
which, by definition, cannot merely replicate opmeduce anterior forms.
It also suggests the parity between writing anddligting that Proust felt
when he designated the writer a translator andtésaa: ‘Le devoir et la
tache d'un écrivain sont ceux d'un traductéProust, 1987-1988, p.
45), which was reformulated by Samuel Beckett (18906): “The artist
has acquired his text: the artisan translatesThie‘duty and task of a
writer (not an artist, a writer) are those of alator” (p. 84).

In this lineage, the present issue lahguistica Antverpiensia
investigates the process of translating as the mewe of cultural history
and tradition by tracing its transformations fromedanguage and culture
to another. The articles in this issue proposeeudfit interpretations of
translation as text (the genesis of an indepentiett} and/or post-text
(the next evolution in the genesis of the sourgd.t&enetic criticism has
given little attention to the post-text while atettsame time much
attention in recent translation studies has beerecidid towards
establishing the independence of the translated #he study of the
translator’'savant-textegeveals the diachronic momentum and temporal
particularity of the translation’s becoming, itgjaging its independence.
Yet theavant-textesalso bear witness to the post-textual transfoonati
of the published work. Indeed, a genetics of timh shifts the attention
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of genetic criticism fromavant-texteto post-text and the focus of
translation studies from the published translatmiis genesis, revealing
at the same time the varying strategies used byrdimslator at different
moments of the text’'s composition.

3. Challengesto a genetic trandation studies

As necessary as genetic criticism has been toerigaflg the Romantic
heritage in literary studies, so too a geneticrarislation is needed to
render visible certain complexities of the compos#él process. Yet
genetic scholars have been slow to adapt their odethgy to the
translated text, and this neglect has left thememalble to the accusation
that they too have been victim to the worshippihghe very original of
which they have been so critical. Only when thaglator had acquired
independent “symbolic power” in the cultural field, adopt Bourdieu’s
terminology, could some traction be gained for idem that translators’
avant-textes were worthy objects of study. In tgatiowever, a number
of circumstances have conspired against the meefitigese two fields
of research.

Genetic scholars typically work outside the fieltl translation
studies, and they have only recently begun to @paie in the debates
that have sought to rescue translation from itsndisal as a derivative
and secondary activiyThe meeting otritique génétiquend translation
studies has suffered from the fact that Fretnatluctologieconsolidated
itself as a discipline relatively late and has gmow be, for many cultural
reasons, slow to engage wholeheartedly in the dshait international
translation studies, which uses English adimgua franca Introducing
one of the first collections of articles dedicatexdl the genetics of
translation, a 2014 special issue of the journalgehetic criticism,
GenesisFabienne Durand-Bogaert (2014a, p. 7) remarksittinaas only
in the 1970s and 80s that translation studies iandé& became an
autonomous discipline that was no longer confiredhe periphery of
linguistics, stylistics, and comparative literatutddore fundamentally,
however, for a genetics of translation to emerged&ded to overcome the
prejudice that translations are both ephemeralngstdrically contingent.
They were considered ephemeral not only becausdranslator was
overlooked by history, existing in the shadow o #uthor, but because
his or her work appeared to exist only in the titamg present. Whereas
the author’'s text was regarded as definitive anunpaent, translations
were seen to multiply, be corrected, revised andatgul; they were
continually recontextualized by researchers.

The ideological bias that led genetic scholarseglect translation
has also had serious material consequences fovethye possibility of
conducting genetic translation research. Manuscrigtve, of course,
been collected since the middle ages, yet extatgeaph manuscripts
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dating from before the eighteenth century are veaye, for most
surviving manuscripts are typically copies produtgdscribes and the
scriptorium. And yet the modern obsession with ioality values
autograph material above all else. The fascinatidm collecting authors’
manuscripts has been traced to Victor Hugo, wisaid to have protected
his drafts as if his life depended on it, and wesfirst to bequeath them
to the Bibliotheque nationale de France (de Biasill, pp. 19-20).
Hugo’s gesture was and continues to be repeateal gneat number of
writers in France and abroad, while institutionsd aarchives have
amassed vast and valuable collections of such mmakter

However, the cult of genius that emerged in theteenth century
and fuelled the desire to collect authors’ manpgsrdid not extend to
translators, who had to wait until the next centianattract the attention
of collectors and archivists. Somewhat ironicaltihe only genetic
translation research that has been possible issalimeariably that which
has been able to reinforce the cultural standingasfonical authors or
persons of historical interest for the very readwt only these person’s
translation papers were collected. Contrary to @atlenjamin’s (1991)
assertion that “even the greatest translation ieraened to become part
of the growth of its own language and eventuallyperish with its
renewal” (p. 153), some translations have stooddkeof time. They are
almost always the translations of those whose ipasit the cultural field
is already legitimated by their literary authorshi consider only the
Western tradition, one thinks immediately of auttranslators such as
Artaud, Baudelaire, Beckett, Benjamin, Chateauldria@icero, Dryden,
Fitzgerald, Holderlin, Mallarmé, Milton, Nabokov,afese, Petrarch,
Pound, and Valéry. Indeed, for a long time, onle tlranslation
manuscripts of author-translators were not consifiglisposable, devoid
of artistic, cultural and commercial value, subonede to “original”
writing. Lacking authorial capital, translators’ mescripts have not, until
recently, appeared in libraries or institutionsd agenetic translation
studies have therefore focused on a select grouputifor-translators,
including Baudelaire, Beckett, Mallarmé, NabokowuRd, and Valéry.

With their art unrecognised and their papers camesi to be
worthless, translators themselves have rarely #ept own manuscripts
or working documents. And even when they do possash material,
they are often reluctant to offer it up to researsh Durand-Bogaert
(2014b, p. 14) recounts her experience of tryingyain access to the
papers of at least five major French translatoro,wbven if they
acknowledged the value of such material for redeas; nonetheless
declined to share it. This suggests that theselatms feel the pressure
to conform to a model of authorship as inspiredggrpreferring to hide
their formulations and reformulations, their equigtions and false starts,
their corrections and backtrackings, as if to stleevmechanisms of their
translation would reveal themselves to be less ldapaf their final,
polished version.
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However, two recent trends have contributed to ogenip the
possibilities for genetic research in translatidhe first of these relates to
the changing status of the translator and a wigeognition of the
importance of translation generally. The rise @nslation studies has
provoked a broad revaluation within the humanitéshe importance of
translation for understanding the internationahsfar of culture and
ideas. Certain institutions are responding to themd and supporting
translation research by investing in the collectioh translators’
manuscripts. Substantial repositories of trans$atdocuments may now
be consulted, for instance, at the Lilly Library ladiana University
Bloomington, the Harry Ransom Center at the Unitiersf Texas at
Austin, the University of East Anglia in the UK, danthe Institut
Mémoires de I'Edition Contemporaine (IMEC) in Cadfrance. Such
collections have facilitated a growing number ome translation
studies, even when, in certain cases, researclteemnsod situate their
methodology or results within the framework of g@neriticism (e.g.,
Guzman, 2010, 2014; Munday, 2013).

The second major factor that has allowed for tloemeemergence
of genetic translation studies is the technologidadnges within the
translator’s, not to mention the researcher’s, wagylenvironment. The
effects of the digital revolution are yet to belyubppreciated within
genetic translation studies, yet there is no dthet the digitizing of the
translator’'s workspace offers unprecedented acteshkis/her avant-
textes The capacity for versions of texts to be saveated, categorized
and also analysed by computers presents reseansfiera new set of
theoretical, technological and practical challengdsch future genetic
translation studies will have to address. They hd@hefit from advances
in emerging but cognate disciplines, such as didaeensics, which
specializes in the recovery of information from quiters and digital
storage; digital information management, which &miates on
strategies of data storage and its exploitationgd aomputational
linguistics, especially corpus linguistics, whichables the linguistic
processing of volumes of data that are so large &g impracticable for
non-computerized analysis. Crucial, too, is themadization of CAT tool
use within the profession: as translation technelare increasingly
being integrated into translator training curricidead used in the
workplace translators will more and more be prodgcwork that is
periodically saved and recorded in the projecsfité their translations.
They will furthermore feel more comfortable usingck technologies
outside the contexts of pragmatic or technicaldi@ion. The fact that
the Translation Memory eXchange (TMX) file format written in the
XML computer language means that sugdneticinformation will be
able to be exploited by a great number of curredt fature tools, not to
mention multi-skilled genetic translation scholafdso, democratizing
access to thavant-texte®f translation through digital editions, websites,
or databases is opening up such material to rds@atcA case in point is
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the Beckett Digital Manuscript Projecinyw.beckettarchive.oig which
has been pioneering in this field, offering accesshe manuscripts of
English and French versions of Beckett's bilingtiekts while also
providing computing tools for the comparative vigetion and analysis
of thoseavant-textes

4. Towards a genetics of trandation

The articles in this issue dfinguistica Antverpiensidbear witness to
scholars staking out the emerging field of genétimslation studies.
Using theavant-textesof translation to test, measure and analyse the
methods of translation, these studies reorientskation studies in the
following ways.

1) They situate the source text within the translatimmesis by
observing:

- the changes in proximity between translation andotext
over the course of the translation’s genesis;

- the constraints and conditions that rewriting thierse text
places upon the translator’s work;

- the impact that access to treant-texte®f the source text
has upon a translation;

- how parallel genetic studies of source and tamgestyield
precious evidence for studies comparing the writihg
authorship and with the writing of translation.

2) They gauge the varying degrees of the translatsibility and
subjectivity by studying:

- the cognitive processes engaged during the writing
translation;

- the different, but often imbricated processes ef th
translator’s translating and revising;

- the contact between languages during the translatiocess

that generates new hybrid language forms;
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3) They acknowledge translation as a multitaskedraiteve
process by revealing:

- the collaborative processes that influence a tadiosl (the
impact of authors, other translations and transdatoends
and colleagues, revisers, editors, online comnas)iti

- the authors’ interaction with third parties;

- how translations can feed into or stimulate otheative

works of the author-translator.

These studies dadvant-textegietail the different strategies and processes
of translators who engage at once many of the ahaestions as they
write for different audiences and different medimjuding print, theatre,
film (dubbing) and the internet.

In Eva Karpinski's “Gender, Genetics, Translati@mcounters in
the Feminist Translator's Archive of Barbara Godandanuscript study
reveals the importance of author-translator collation in Godard’'s
development of a poetics of translation. Karpirskalyses'translation
[as] a multidirectional, recursive, and dialogigabcess of thought and
transformation, a creative combination rather than transparent
substitution of meanirig demonstrating the capacity of genetic criticism
to thread together the translator’s thought praesfisrough their material
traces. Sucheciprocity between a translator's own genetiatetyies and
her poetics of translation is explored in Dirk Mdulle’s study ofSamuel
Beckett's self-translation and the translation ibiatch of James Joyce’s
Finnegans WakeVan Hulle identifies five different contexts in which
genetic criticism and translation studies can nliytuaform each other.
These include: (1) when the study of the genesikefource text aids its
translator(s); (2) wherthe translation calls attention to the textual
contingencies of the source text's complex geng8)swhen the genesis
of the source text becomes part of the translatmvhen the genesis of
the translation can complicate its source, not émtion, in the case of a
self-translator such as Beckett, cause later editad the source text to be
altered; and (5) when the genetic study of so-dallgranslatable texts or
phrases renders them comprehensible and thus atalsl. Beckett's
bilingual writing is contrasted with Joyce’s muhijualism, which
challenges and modifies “standard” English by acoodiating foreign
idioms.

Such multilingual practices generate a liminal spdmetween
languages, which recalls, for Marie-Héléne ParesBa in her
contribution, the genetic critic Louis Hay's premithat genetic scholars
penetrate la troisieme dimension de la littérature, celle sten devenir,
elle nous permet de voir les diverses composamd&ctiture—socialité
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et individualité, pensée et inconscient, langue fetme—dans la
combinatoire mouvante de leurs interactions donit & mouvement
d'une genése(p. 87); literature’s third dimension, its becowyj that
which allows one to see the various componentsriing—sociality and
individuality, thought and the unconscious, languamnd form—in the
moving combinatory of their interactions, from whithe movement of
genesis is born. Hay’'s concept of a third spaceiries Paret-Passos’
analogy between genetic study and the processeansiation, the third
space of the former comparable to the unique laggoatranslation. Her
“Les cahiers de travail d’'un traducteur: analyse m’traduire-écrire.
Donaldo Schiiletraducteur deJames Joyce” generates a dialogue with
Henri Meschonnic’s theories of translation and &twve Schiler’s
translation into Portuguese dfinnegans Waketo be a complete,
autonomous linguistic recreation. She concludes tliamately, Joyce’s
Wakebecomes a sort of language laboratory for the lasors

Elisa Bricco also reads the translator's manuscrgg a kind of
laboratory where the space of the translator's besutic work (in
progress) becomes most visible. lbe*dossier du traducteurGiorgio
Capronia I'épreuve de la poésie francaisshe accounts for Caproni's
abandoning a more literal strategy and his adopdinfgeer translation
strategy when returning to revise his translatibAmdré Frénaud’s poem
“Passage de la Visitatidrafter many years’ absence. She also detects the
influence of Caproni's collaboration with the authin his new poetic
strategy. Bricco’s study therefore enters what ®arRpmanelli terms the
“uncensored” space of the manuscript in his coatiim “Manuscripts
and Translations: Spaces for Creation”. Romanelies once more the
question that was considered for a long time tesdleevident: What is
the use of working on material that the translamsidered unworthy of
publication, the waste product of his/her hesitegjo unsuccessful
formulations and misunderstandings? For Romaribli,study ofavant-
textesallows researchers to access the space wherdatmassdare to
experiment, test solutions and make mistakes (ley donscious or
unconscious), where they are more comfortable wéhscending rules
and letting their minds run, where they allow thelwss to be, in short,
creative. The work inscribed on the page rendegstrdmslator a visible
agent working within a cultural matrix at the nexoktwo or more
languages. This is precisely what Romanelli dematet when his
analysis of the manuscripts of two different tratmis—Sara Virgillito,
who translates Emily Dickinson, and Dom Pedro llpayglot and
multifaceted translator as well as insatiable studg languages—yields
up evidence of a degree of freedom and creatilidy is far greater than a
translator would ever permit him/herself in his/peablished translation.

These articles address, therefore, the specificty genetic
translation studies of written texts. Yet the umiqgonditions of
translating for particular media, be they theatricanematographic,
musical, or digital, are equally explored withinstissue.
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In “The Pursuit of Beauty by an Aesthete: A StumfyHarold
Acton’s Manuscripts ofPopular Chinese Plays Xingzhong Guan
combines a genetic approach with one informed byats’ theory of
theatrical translation, “the metamorphosing of irsginsory images of
performance into visually perceived images of wgti (Poyatos quoted
in Guan). Guan shows how Harold Acton’s translatigradually
transforms his texbn the pageinto a text that adapts multi-sensorial
images to the demands of the stage. And, as Guiais pmut, if every
translation can be considered supplémeritin Derrida’s (1967, p. 314)
sense, apalingenesi§ or regenesis of the original, translation foe th
stage is a performance that prepares for its oagtagdition, offering a
new supplement to the genesis in the form of afsetotocols

While it may be difficult to imagine a supplemeotiames Joyce’s
Ulyssesthe work that aspires to channel all of humartohysinto a day,
this is exactly what Rosa Maria Bollettieri and Swlla Zanotti discover
in “Exploring the Backstage of Translations: A Studf Translation-
related Manuscripts in the Anthony Burgess Archiv@$ey retrace the
hypothesized Italian translation of Anthony Burgedsboretto for the
musical playBlooms of Dublinbased on James Joyc&l/sses Piecing
together the complex relationship between six whiié manuscripts
located in Europe and the United States, as weli@soles played by the
different individuals involved, they reconstructetthitherto unknown
conditions and phases of manuscript genesis theeshthe translated
text's coming into being.

Indeed, a genetic approach to translation expdsesotherwise
hidden, collaborative nature of the translator'srkvdn “Genética del
doblaje cinematogréfico. La version del traductomnm proto-texto en el
filme Rio” (“Genetics of Cinema Dubbing: The Translatoversion as
Avant-textein the FilmRigo’), analysing theavant-textesof the Spanish
translation of the children’s filmRio, Julio de los Reyes Lozano
discovers evidence of different levels of extratiek communication that
are specific to translating for dubbing. Not onke alubbing symbols
included to indicate paralinguistic elements of fitra, but the translator
communicates with his subsequent reader(s) (usti@lyilm’'s dialogue
writer and director) through a series of annotaitmthe translation that
comment upon it, offer multiple propositions and péifications, or
express doubts. De los Reyes demonstrates, ther#ierdegree to which
the translator of a film for dubbing uses compe@Enspecific to the
production of the dubbing track to prepare a that anticipates the next
phase of its realization. This underscores how tgues of textual
authority and any claim for a translatodactoritasare very different in
this context from those of literary translatiorbiook publishing.

The question of revision and the way it can begrated into a
genetics of translation is taken up by Giovannac8era in “Computer-
based Collaborative Revision as a Virtual Lab ofit&dl/literary
Translation Genetics”. She focuses on the digit@ig environments in
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which most translators work today, examining esgdchow computer-
based collaborative revision technologies leaveesaof the work of
revision, which have a direct impact upon the tiatre.

Regenesis, not only of the source text but of thesiation itself, is
a phenomenon that translators who post their @#osks online
encounter more and more frequently. In “MethodataebiPath to the
Genesis of a Digital Translation” Lingjuan Fan expk the dynamic,
sophisticated interactions that arise when tramidagubmit their work to
the scrutiny of readers who are endowed with thgaci#y to comment
upon the translation and are offered a space iowioi do so that permits
access to the translator. Fan thus stakes out dathallenging and a
fascinating new area for genetic translation reggeasne in which virtual
communities of readers provoke changes to transktihat evolve with
them. Here, the audience thus participates in tbeegs of the
translation, in real time.

These last two contributions extend the scope pnétie translation
studies beyond literary research. They point torttamy other forms of
translation not addressed in this issue. Indeedersetic approach to
translation can been adopted for specialized, feahn political,
institutional, or commercial texts, or indeed fonyaother kind of
translated text. And while genetic translation sedhas inherited a
concern with the creative process from its origmgritique génétique
creativity is but one of the many translation pssss to which the
documents of translation attest. For they offergiiale evidence of a
multitude of skills deployed by translators, skilbich can be studied in
conjunction with other forms of translation processearch, including
cognitive approaches. It must be stressed thahetigeapproach does not
imply a return to the hermetic vision of translgtithat descriptive,
cultural, and sociological approaches to transtatgtudies, amongst
others, have dispelled. Rather, genetic studidsihble to complement
and be informed by cultural and sociological tratish research, such
that the decisions and processes of the transtamunderstood to be
situated within a network of actors and socio-terahoeconomic,
political, and institutional factors.

Several contributions in this issue use the worldoguments of
the translator to identify the many hands that iouate to the translation
process. They measure the extent to which theserait parties
influence the published or performed translatiomjarscoring the need
for genetic translation studies to keep step witsent advances in
collaborative translation research. Many such stgromote a departure
from an inherited model of writing as individual taarship for one
constructed around a plurality of actors and preegsGenetic translation
studies will thus need to examine not only the slenos of the individual
“translator”, but those of the institutions, edgprcorrectors, proof-
readers, and clients who each participate difféyreint the translation
process. Furthermore, within literary translatiotudges, a genetic
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approach can yield powerful insights into the psses of collaborative
translation that have hitherto remained unobserkgdn one of the most
visible cases of such collaboration—co-translatidras-failed to attract
much attention from translation scholars, desgite fact that it is a
widespread practice. This is attested to, for msta by the 2015 MLA
translation prize, which was delivered to Maureegely and Alex Dawe
for their English rendition of Ahmet Hamdi TanpitsafurkishThe Time
Regulation Institute with an honourable mention going to Robert and
Elizabeth Chandler for their translation from Rassiof Alexander
Pushkin’'sThe Captain’s DaughterA better knowledge of the dynamics
of co-translation through the study afant-textesill allow researchers
to formulate informed hypotheses with respect tpeats of style and
other translation choices, especially where sowame target language
competency is unevenly distributed between a platramslators—as is
the case, for instance, with Richard Pevear andsdarVolokhonsky,
translators into English of Russian classics, er Fnench translators of
the Chinese Nobel Prize winner Gao Xingjian, Na# &iliane Dutrait.
And while genetic critics have theorized how theiethodology can
account for the specificities of the theatricalttexxamining the stages
of writing, rehearsing, performance, and, finallyt mot necessarily,
publication (Léger & Grésillon, 2006)—they have moade a sustained
effort to consider the next phase in its collabeeatauthorship:
translation.

Indeed, the potential for genetic research intortiamy different
kinds of collaborative translation process is gntbus. The mind
boggles, for instance, at the prospect of studimegFrench translation of
the Bible edited by Frédéric Boyer, Marc Sevin dedn-Pierre Prévost
(2001), where twenty francophone writers collabedawith twenty-seven
exegetes competent in Hebrew, Aramaic and GreeierAdtively, along
the lines of Eva Karpinski's discoveries in thiduroe, genetic research
into author—translator interactions may witness hovimacy and
emotion can complicate the literary lives of aughand translators, which
sometimes merge—as was the case with the Portuguetsr José
Saramago and his wife and translator into Sparislar del Rio—or
become conflictual sites of power and rivalry, aokhina (forthcoming)
and Hersant (forthcoming) have demonstrated.

5. Conclusion

This issue otinguistica Antverpiensig testimony to the fact that
translators’ archives should no longer be consaléine curiosities of the
scholar or collector but rather essential resoufoesinderstanding the
processes engaged in the act of translation. Suaht-texteoffer a rare
opportunity to gauge the different strategies dredifferent degrees of
creativity and autonomy exercised by the translatotranslators during
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the writing process. It is becoming clear that effferts of genetic critics
to establish the (relative) autonomy of treant-textefrom that which
precedes it is paralleled by the contemporaneousement within
translation studies to establish a concern forstedion as independent
from its source. Making the case for genetic dstic Bellemin-Noél
(2004, p. 31) employs organic metaphors of filiatidescribingavant-
textesas the “mothers” of their textual offspring ovelnage development
there are no guarantees. Some genetic translatloslass in this issue
follow Scott (2006) in arguing that translation mgpagates such a
process of generation, reactivating the continuumteatual genesis
through a reverse procedure, where the translatidimishes the source
text, rendering it aavant-texteof the translation. Indeed, the practices of
translation and genetic research follow similajettories, as has been
evoked by genetic critics who turn to translatiBo\rjea 1995b; Durand-
Bogaert, 2014a). Like translation, it is in the yerature of genetic
criticism to unfinish that which seemed to be firdd, to destabilize
textual authority by submitting a text to its mplé witnesses and
incarnations.

This issue of Linguistica Antverpiensiahas identified new
challenges for genetic translation scholars. It Bhswn that when
researchers study translated texts produced outis@éraditional ambit
of genetic criticism —literary studies—gaps appathe methodology
which need to be dealt with. Genetic criticism hast, as noted,
developed a coherent methodology for accommodatiopborative
translation or the digital tools used for producitrgnslations, for
subtitling, surtitling, cinema dubbing, and tramisla for many other
media. Nor has it attempted to integrate into itethndology a
consideration for how the use of machine trangtatmd translation
memories feeds the translation genesis with comp@rerated text or
text derived from past translation and translatdtshas not, more
generally, properly considered questions of textuaitology in
translation, of the inherent differences betweandiated texts and non-
translated texts, and how such differences contpliaatheory of textual
genesis. This special issue has, nonetheless, pee bfered examples of
how this emerging discipline may address the chg#ls that await it.
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