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Abstract

This essay will look at Bnescu’'s acclaimed Romanian
translation of Joyce’s novel from both a practieald a
theoretical perspective. Following a general surekits and
the translator's place within Romanian culture dmistory,
among inchoate earlier attempts by other writérsill then
focus on several “cruxes” or themes (structuratréisancies
between English and Romanian grammars, sexuality in
Molly’s soliloquy and censorship, the translatioh ppoper
names and of networks of motifs) as well as onstiytes of
different chapters (“Proteus,” “Cyclops,” “Peneldpeusing
textual close-ups in order to assess the consistehdhe
rendering. The analysis will be framed at each bigpecent
approaches developed by Lawrence Venuti and edlyecia
Antoine Berman in favour of a more ethical dimensid the
experience of translation, whereby the task ofttaeslator is

to open up the target language to the foreignndésthe
original in order to free possibilities within theiown
language, rather than domesticating or literarizitige
original’s alterity both linguistically and cultuha

oyce published hidJlyssesin France at a time when French

literature was the cultural benchmark in Romania e national
elite were, with a few exceptiondusy praising thenagnum opusf
Marcel Proust. Even amongst the promoters of “Bhgliiterature,”
few were those who were prepared to see in thh lsidter more
than the author of a “monstrous creatfoahd of a decadent porn
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novel. In a country which produced Bragicand Eliade, who both
decided to exile themselves to Paris, and in whigst up-to-date
critics were readers dfa Nouvelle Revue Francaiseho could not
have access tbllyssesbut through Auguste Morel's 1929 French
translation, it would have been unrealistic to expa complete
Romanian equivalent of Joyce’'s English-basadlysseyin a then
foreseeable future.

The inter-war translations from (rather than Gfyssesinto
Romanian were so scant that they could fit on glsimewspaper
page. True to the inclination of Romanian criticifsn decades, Al.
Philippide’s effort appeared with a few general comments on the
Irish writer and his narrative techniques, the y€a930) when
another “fragment,” translated by |. Holzman, wésoaublished.
There were a mere handful of attempts at tranglatipssesafter the
Second World War: Gellu Naum, the most represergd@®@omanian
surrealist, and Simona Eghici translated the “Telemachus” episode
in an anniversary epoch-making issue of the leaginghal Secolul
XX dedicated to James Joyce in 1965. The first schétaenvisage
the translation of the whole novel were Andrei IDeleanu and
Eugen Barbu, the latter an important Romanian mstyelvho
together signed a contract for a Romanian translan 1967. The
two had already tackled challenging texts; theytheeones to whom
we owe three works of Faulkner’s in Romanibarruder in the Dust
(1964), The Hamlet (1967), The Town (1967). However, their
common project on Joyce came to an abrupt end Biééganu’s
demise in 1980. Only a fragment with the first ¢ighges of “Scylla
and Charybdis” in Romanian, followed by extremdbberate notes
on the Shakespearean material, saw the ligl&esolul XXin 1980.
The fact that Deleanu started his translation frim intricate
Shakespearean intertext created by Joyce was rideatcas he
nourished a real passion for the Bard: he is taredited with the
most original version of Shakespeare’s sonnetsoimdhian.

“Hades” was translated both by Ana ©lm 1967 — an
incomplete version which endeavoured to keep ashrnascpossible
Joyce’s syncopated technique but which was chaizete as
Romanian postmodern writer and critic Adrianoi@ noted, by a
reluctance about “Bloom’s fleeting erotic memori@hjch she toned
down beyond recognition™ and by Mircea lnescu in 1973. By
that year l¥nescu had become the most important translator of
Ulysses with his spectacular rendering of “Oxen of the Sun
published in 1971 also iSecolul XX where subsequent chapters
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appeared in instalments: “Aeolus” (1977), “Cyclog4982)® The
chapter, which remained unchanged in the final isarswas
followed by Andrei Brezianu’s essay, “Parodigodnicie” (Parody
and Fruitfulness), in which, among other generahments on the
Irish writer, the critic pointed out the differestyles used in the
original. To be able to transpose into the litedaistorical palette of
any other language what Joyce defined as a “frugitjtimble of
Pidgin English, nigger English, Cockney, Irish, Bow slang and
broken doggerel”l{etters | 140) would in itself be a major tour de
force, let alone in a language lacking the timensphthe literary
tradition and varieties of Joyce’'s Englishes by the time
Shakespeare had produced his greatest tragediesarftms were
barely literate, the oldest attested document i@ ternacular,
Scrisoarea lui Neaw din Campulung dating from 1521 only.
Indeed Mnescu’s note on “Oxen of the Sun” mentions thak “th
Romanian version tried to follow the successiontlibfierent periods
in Romanian literature, “inevitably more concerachtin the
chronological evolution, yet perhaps as rich in nugs as the
original, after the first pages, in which the remadg of the style of
foreign chronicles does not represent a style efidtional language
strictly speaking, from the chroniclers through tfiest literary
classical texts in the evolution of the languagéh®verbal outbursts
of colloquial and, as much as possible, slangynidic®

Ivanescu’s complete translation bilyssesfirst appeared
in two volumes at Univers Publishing House in 1984, year when
Dan Grigorescu published the only monograph on €oyt
Romanian Reality, Myth, Symbol: A Portrait of James JQyaethe
same press. The translation was hailed as a sue@sa time when
Romanians were eager to read good literature, dnmau in
translation, and the communist regime was sendingt rtalented
Romanian writers to hard labour. Printed on a papérfar removed
in quality from toilet paper, the wonderfully craft product soon
sold out, despite being gift-wrapped, as was th&ocn then for
reasons of propaganda for all books earmarked agabike and
valuable, either with Cea@scu’s public speeches at the Communist
Party Congresses or with other equally unsellablaghlets showing
how to devote one’s life to the party, to socialdgas, and to the
building of communism, etc. Univers Publishing Heugs the main
outlet for writers from the “enemy countries,” wheere seen to
speak about taboo subjects such as sex, politick religion in a
manner which censorship could not approve of. Thesgs after the
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Romanian revolution in 198 Jlysseswas reprinted as a joint
venture with Venus Publishing House, before an edpd (with
preface) one-volume edition, showing clearer-cumaleations
between the book’s eighteen chapters and Mollyghtetperiods,”
appeared in 1996, an occasion marked by a boolchateaturing
severgl prominent Joyceans during a four-day syimpog23-27
June):

Born in 1931 lwnescu is a self-taught man who did not
even have a degree in any of the main languagéhéharanslated
from. He graduated in French from the UniversityBafcharest in
1954 but instead of embarking on work related ®nEh literature,
he took on the translation of most of Faulkner'ganaovels The
Sound and The Fury, Absalom, Absalom!; Sartoris; awn,
Moses; Requiem for a Nun; Sanctuafyie Reivers; Intruder in the
Dusi), Scott Fitzgerald’'She Great GatsbyndTender is the Night
and Truman Capote'©ther voices, Other Room#\ proficient
speaker of German, he likewise translated Kafkattels, essays,
short-stories and diary, Nietzschéeece Homoand The Birth of
Philosophy in the Age of the Greek TrageRgjner Maria Rilke’s
Stories of Godand Musil'sThe Man Without QualitiedHe is also a
much praised poet of discreet fame, ranked as ¢oensl most
significant contemporary verse writer after theauchable Nichita
Stanescu, and was even put forward for the Nobel Phigethe
Association of the Professional Writers from Romam 1999, a
proposal endorsed by the influential Romanian-btreorist of
postmodernism Matei dinescu. Yet, while Snhescu remained a
myth for the Romanian poets of the '80sjrigscu is nothing but a
reference to the generations to coth@here is also an uncanny
similarity between the commommopete (an acronym of the
Romanian words for "poem” and "poet”), the protaigbof several
poems by a writer also known as "the Joycean re¢lad Joyce’s
own Leopold Bloom.

Doubtless the greatest achievement of the traasl&iin its
overall feel and the successful transposition & itliosyncratic
“technique” of the most overtly experimental chapte¢he breathing
of sentences in “Aeolus,” the musicality of rhymijiggles and
reprises in “Sirens,” the demotic speech and veraacadences in
“Cyclops,” the namby-pamby mock-literary prose biaUusicaa,” the
ontogenetic evolution of the Romanian language @xen of the
Sun,” the quasi-scientificity of “Ithaca.” Adriant@u listed among
Ivanescu’s translation skills “an unprecedented awesgnof the
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intricacies of the Joycean text, professional eogtlon of its
openings, intellectual rigour and a vast culturalizon, doubled by
that linguistic resourcefulness, musical ear amlitclgpirit that Joyce
himself always favoured when supervising the tiaimh of his
work.” (Otoiu 2004, 203). Among the shortcomings, one could
perhaps point to the slight loss of the pulse iadels” to recreate the
heart's systole-diastole, the less convincingly efhdstyle of
“Eumaeus,” as well as the stylistic unevennessadatly Bloom's
verbal outpourings in “Penelop&'”

The first, two-volume edition contained extensiyet oddly
disproportionate annotations, based on Gifford Settiman, Zack
Bowen, Darcy O’Brien, and Richard Ellmanniamescu may have
had to rush through his translation since theahititention was to
bring out the book on Joyce’s centenary; the dizmey between the
first, heavily annotated volume and the second melstarting with
“Nausicaa” is uncannily huge: no fewer than 337%8db a mere six,
the latter of a generic nature. Particularly strikis the tenor of the
very last endnote, dealing with “Penelope,” in whitvanescu,
allegedly presenting other critics’ opinions, seeitts concur
implicitly with the overall condemnation of Mollyisnmorality: “the
character’'s crudeness of expression, its lack ofratitp and
spontaneous egotism, seem to have made some coatonent
wonder if the vision of the writer, who entrustéé tnd of his book
to this figure, is not, after all, one of an evaardiher condemnation
not only of the moral flaws of his contemporariesit even one
invalidating the possibilities of human redemptitvat the whole
book would seem to uphold through its repeatedngite at
establishing human communication and valourizing méu
constants.” Jlise, 700, n. 492, translation ours).

For a long timeUlyssesrepresented for Romanian literary
critics — and unfortunately still does so to somtert — nothing but
an isolated borderline experiment whose main velag to be found
in Joyce’s literary techniques, especially his wdethe interior
monologue?? What seemed to annoy French people in 1924, as
Giraudoux put it — since, “what intrigued Pariglas time certainly
wasn’t death, it was the interior monologtie2 was still in a large
measure a critical novelty in Romania in the ‘88%hen the
complete translation ofllyssescame out, Joyce's famous alleged
borrowing of this narrative technique from Dujardias therefore
foregrounded in many Romanian critics’ accountgetber with the
well-advertised fact that the book spans a singly dh the
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characters’ lives and is a modern parody of Hom@uyssey
Ironically enough, it was precisely the interior motogue, or rather
its mixture with free indirect style and third-pens narration,
sometimes in the course of a single sentence aagpgwh, that
proved resistant to a smooth Romanianization sieeen more than
English, Romanian does not follow the sequenceeokds and
Romanian verbs have different endings for eachopemnaking it
thus impossible to keep the original's deliberateonpminal
indirections. Thus, Joyce’s interior monologue sgesucasionally
too structured in Romanian, those gaps of the ledkintentionally
by Joyce needing to be filled in byihescu so that Joyce’s
referential, syntactical ellipses give way to wahned, unambiguous
sentence$’

Such structural discrepancies between languagdse nta
ultimately awkward to confidently assess the idiesgtic mark left
by the translator on his recreation of an origirdkferring to
Lawrence Venuti's debunking of the myth of the #lator's
invisibility as the criterion of a successful, tsparent translation,
Rodica leta had noted in her earlier assessment tha

Ivinescu’s translation renders the strangeness ofedoyc
language quite faithfully, which paradoxically makieim

a both visible and invisible translator. His intemtion is
visible in that he preserves the strangeness ohdhel's
language and invisible in that he also tries to aiem
faithful to the original®

However — and without wishing to detract from wisaindisputably
overall a stunning achievement — it should be poinbut that
Ivinescu’'sUlise is characterized more often than not by a tendency
towards making the original explicit, even to theinp of
overstepping the limit of the translator as, parthecessarily a
reader-interpreter, as when Bloom's name is changeglooma in
the section in “Circe” when Joyce's character ugdes
feminization, on a par with Bella conversely becognBello in the
original, and even though an explanatory endnogelsiight on the
hallucinatory transformatiotf. Possibly as a compensatory strategy
for what is irremediably lost elsewhere, afescu channels
interpretation into his recreation but also smuggdte clarifications
which should have been confined to the editorighaaptus and
arguably go against Joyce’s spirit of indirectidfor instance, to
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Bloom’'s unfocused thought “All the way from Gibiaft in

“Calypso,” referring to Molly’'s bed brought from ah location,
Ivinescu adds a first-person-singular present perféotmai de la
Gibraltar I-am adus” (i.e. | brought it all the wlypm Gibraltar).
Such textual manipulations bring us to a generabl@m: how to
assess the translator's semantic overdeterminatageinst the
Romanian language’s inability to fully keep the ysalmic fabric
resulting from flexible English morphology.

gramma’s grammar

In the same chapter Milly’s letter to her fatherkes Bloom think of
her childhood turning into adolescence:

Milly too. Young kisses: the first. Far away now
past. Mrs Marion. Reading, lying back now, countthg
strands of her hair, smiling, braiding.

A soft qualm, regret, flowed down his backbone,
increasing. Will happen, yes. Prevent. Useless:'t can
move. Girl's sweet light lips. Will happen too. Hdt the
flowing qualm spread over him. Useless to move now.
Lips kissed, kissing, kissed. Full gluey womanjssli U
4.444-50)

Here is how linescu renders the fragment into Romanian:

Si Milly, si ea. Pupicuri copdresti; primele. Acum,
departe s-au dus demult. Doamna Marion. g@tacuma,
rasturna pe spate, nuanindusi buclele dup degete,
mpletindusi-le.

Un regret molatec, calm, 1i alunecagir@ spiririi,
tot mai pronurat. Are 4 se intimple, da.@mpiedic asta.
N-are rost; nu mpot mica de aici. Buze dulcisoare de
fecioaf. Si are 4 se intimple. Simea ca o stringere de
inima cuprinzindu-l. Inutil § mai incerc acum. Buze
sirutind, @rutind girutare. Buze pline lipicioase de
femeie. Ulise, 68)

Romanian knows two types of indefinite subjestsbiect inclugthe
subject “included” in the ending of the verb) asubiect subimles
(the implied subject, a verb in the third-persongsiar or plural
referring to a subject previously mentioned). Towrier refers to the
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subject expressed by a first-person or second-pgyemoun, as in
“Sa-mpiedic asta” for “Prevent,” lit.: | will/need torevent this (here
Ivinescu feels the need to add a direct objasta(this), although
the sentence could have done without it). The sekiect inclus
appears in “useless to move now,” which becomesipot mica
de aici,” lit.: | cannot move from here (incidemyathe adverb of
time is replaced by an adverb of plaegci). The second type of
subject appears in the translation of “far away nmast,” which
becomes literally “Now, [they, i.e. the kisses] domg gone far
away;” in this sentence dnescu supplies not only the subject of the
sentence but also the predicate, inexistent inifimglAcum, departe
s-au dus demult,” lit.: Now, they have long gone davay. If, as
Molly proudly recalls, “a noun is the name of amgrgpn place or
thing” (U 18.1473), the versatile English verb may refertsoown
comparable amount of unspecified referents, whiom&nian will
often have to identify.

Another minor interpretive spin dmescu gives to his
translation is for “Lips kissed, kissing, kissedyhich becomes
“Buze grutind, @rutind girutare.” (lit.: Lips kissing, kissing a kiss)
since the Romanian patrticiple and gerund do not ltavresponding
functions and meanings to their English equivalehtais hnescu
privileges the action (kissing) as the focus of femtence, unlike
Joyce who concentrates on the result and particpléhe verb:
kissed lips. Soon afterwards attention turns to dae at the door
waiting to get out:

She looked back at him, mewing. Wants to go outitWa
before a door sometime it will open. Let her whiias the
fidgets. Electric. Thunder in the air. Was washatgher
ear with her back to the fire todJ @.456-9)

Mai privi Tndirat spre el, mieunind. Vrea aflarSta si-
asteapt in faa wii, mai devreme sau mai tirziu, cindva,
tot are § se deschitl Las-o s-gtepte. E cam agitat Ele
sint electrice. E-o furtunin aer.Si se spla si dupi ureche
cu spatele spre fodJlise, 68)

“Wants to go out” obviously refers to the cat, sénescu likewise
uses an implied subject: “Vrea afdrHowever, the next sentence
starts with “Wait,” i.e. without the third-persomgular marker, but

Ivanescu infers that the subject is still the catd‘lasteapt in faa
usii, mai devreme sau mai tirziu, cindva, tot ateses deschid” (lit.:

92



ARLEEN IONESCU AND LAURENT MILESI

[She] is standing there and waiting in front of th&or, sooner or
later, sometime, it will still open). “Let her wéaihas no clear
referent either: it may mean “l will let her waitr, in a more
Bahktinian dialogic form of self-address, “you, Bio, let her wait.”
In any case this imperative has a slightly différenance than the
one in “Wait” above. lgnescu prefers the second possibility: “Las-0
s-gtepte.” lit.: “[You] let her wait,” a choice he ually makes,
especially in “Penelope” when Molly plays roles atetls herself
things which are fairly systematically translatadhe second-person
singular. At the same timedmescu introduces a detailed explanation
of what “sometime” would mean in this context inglish, adding
an unnecessary “mai devreme sau mai tarziu” (soomelater).
Likewise, the one-word sentence, “Electric,” is gped out into “Ele
sint electrice.” lit.: They are electric, just aftee translation of “Has
the fidgets” as “E cam agitat yet the translator does not feel like
explaining who this “they”€le), following a singular referent, is, nor
does he mind jumping from the unidentified pluraleither cats
(generic) or storms — to “E-o furtaifin aer.” (lit.: There is a storm in
the air), then back to an implied subject in thedtperson singular:
“Si — [eq i.e.pisica she, the cat] — se #p si dupa ureche cu spatele
spre foc.” lit.: And she was washing behind her tear, with her
back to the fire.

A similar mismatch in the polyvalence of parts spieech
mars the end of what is otherwise a well-executedesin “Sirens.”
Variously interpreted as introducing the fragmesfteading themes
and refrains to be reprised in the chapter’'s mperformance,” or as
the tuning-up of an orchestra, the overture britoggther in a raw
state syncopated elements whose consistency oéniagdonce they
are built into the text’'s main action, is the keyensure recognition
of the compositional stratagem. Here are the vasy introductory
beats, those with which Bloom will sign off the pher:

My eppripfftaph. Be pfrwritt.
Done.

Begin! U 11.53-63)

Si eppripfftappful. Fi-va pfrvritt.
Gata.

Tncepem! Ulise, 238)

Compare with:
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[...] Let my epitaph b&KraaaaaaWritten. | have.
Pprrpffrrppffff.
Done.(U 11.1291-4)

[...] Fie epitaful meuKaraaaaScris. Eu am.
Pprrpffrrppfff.
Infaptuit. (Ulise, 269)

One and the same tiny word (“Done.”), which in Esiglcan either
do duty as a shorthand stage/musical directionecinfected into a
compound verbal form... but a world of differenee Romanian,
between the adverb “Gata.” (lit.: Ready) and thpassibility of its
echo: ‘Eu am([...] Infaptuit” lit.: | have carried out (one should also
note the asymetrical depersonalization of the ppita the translated
overture).

The (Un)translatability of proper names

Much of the inimitable atmosphere of Joyce’'s magétee
lies in his meticulous recreation of idiosyncragiccents, a feel for
the unmistakeable realism and locality of topogregdHandmarks —
to the point of timing characters’ itineraries thgh Dublin as part of
his fictional strategy for shaping “Wandering Rdcks ascertaining
whether a man of Bloom’s stature could conceivafalylt over the
railing at 7 Eccles Streetétters | 175). The translator is thus faced
with a specific instance of the double bind whichtdine Berman
and Lawrence Venuti, to name but these, describsgectively as
the translator’s incontrovertible choice betweeredmocentric and a
literal-ethical approach, or between domesticatioand
foreignization!’ conveying to the reader the localized ambiance of
June 18 1904 while doing so in a language where those iBubl
pointers will inevitably sound foreign and out dge.

In “Des Tours de Babel” Derrida emphasized theessity,
yet impossibility — the necessifig impossibility (Walter Benjamin’s
“task” as giving-up pAufgabé “of the translator”) — to translate,
within which proper names (mainly people’s nameg hiso
toponyms) occupy a special place as they clingsmgle referent®
Bloom's in particular lends itself to all manner$ polytropic
manipulations and fares predictably differently eeging on the
lexical surroundings: in the truncated sequenceviBBlue bloom is
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on the.” in “Sirens” (J 11.6), where it becomes a prosy, almost
meaningless, literal “Plaf. Bum albastru-nflorind”inecessary for
each leitmotif part to be semantically recyclabtgoi the later
narrative Ulise, 237) — just as “flow” cannot be saved as a
syncopated form of his pen name, Henry Flower; wike in
“Seabloom, greaseabloomU(11.1284), which is rendered as
“Bloommarinul Bloomunsurosul”lise, 269), whose first element
introduces the hint of an unwanted punbdeumarin marine blue; in
Josie Breen’s puns on Molly’s married name: “M Biog/oure
looking blooming” (U 18.842-3). This is rendered in a successful
mixture of Anglicized Romanian and explanatory gla as to
preserve the punning mediation between common aodep “M
Bloom a#iti ca o blumicia@ Tinfloritoare” (Ulise, 622), where
floricica: little flower (i.e. floare: flower + Romanian diminutive
suffix -ica) is “bloomianized” and made more explicit by
Tnfloritoare; in bloom, soon after the “bloomers” had been wow
into “pantalonii bufafi bloomesi” (lit.: baggy Bloom trousers), etc.
Molly then derides names with a “bottom” in thelike
Ramsbottom, before ranting on her friend’s own mdrname:

well its better than Breen or Briggs does brig loose
awful names with bottom in them Mrs Ramsbottom or
some other kind of a bottortJ(18.843-5)

oricum e mai bine decit Breen sau Briggs cu brzbii
sau numele astea groaznice care au cite un poptein
doamna Ramspopo sau citie ce alt fund (lise, 622)

The alliterative play on Breen and Briggs gives waya creative
adaptation in “cu brizbrizuri,” withorizbizuri: short window curtains
(cf. Frenchbrise-bis@ or (more recently) (women’s) frills, being
distorted into “brizbrizuri” in order to bring outlolly’s lack of
education (the incorrect forrorizbrizuri is often heard in popular
parlance). Ramspopo does keep the funny botpopd part but at
the cost of an implausible family name in the tartgguage.
Another approach could have been to opt for a ticalttranslation”
based on a nativeur: arse, thus making it possible to enlist the
attested “Cutvale” to match Molly’'s single instance. In such
micrological decisions as well as at the macroestmal level, the
ethical dilemma is therefore between letting theeifgn original
through to the detriment of verisimilitude and daogo it into a
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domesticated frame of reference through an equigalewhich
Berman sees as working against the “spokenngsstafice of the
original (Berman 1999, 65).

The author ofSweets of Simeets with a less felicitous fate
in order to retain his name’s “cocky” homophonyisiteft as “Kock”
in Romanian (since it is a proper name), yet israed with a
common cocg, i.e. rooster but also, sexually, cock only in
“Penelope.” So we have “domnul de Kock cgc@Ulise, 625),
mixing translation and annotation into an ungaiohgation of a
proper name (and though the syntactical flow of Ilslthought
partly helps its lexical integration), whereassiteft untouched (and
unglossed in the endnotes) when Molly pointedlyenokis “nice
name” earlier in “Calypso”\§ 4.358; Ulise 66).

Joyce’s Dublin abounds in characters with popular
nicknames preceding their family names, in whicé ttanslator’s
decision to either domesticate or leave as fordigna partly
transplanted geo-linguistic setting intersects withsues of
(un)translatability. hinescu fairly systematically chooses the former,
more traditional method, where a more flexible,cdiginatory
approach, based on how “loaded” the semantic detaoy and
effect of the nickname is in a given thematic ceptenight have
worked better. Thus, while the character varioksigwn as P/pisser
Burke or, for short, Pisser, becomes PipiliBurke, a great find
Romanianizing the vulgar tag albeit into an unwy&tompound, the
decision to translate Bantam Lyons into Lyons Gatappears less
imperative since its semantic motivation, hencénitsnded effect, is
less strong — and the result triggers off in thpdmnnesic reader or
back-translator an unwanted association with Msllyiention of Mr
de Kock in “Penelope*®

Ivinescu’s more haphazard dealings with toponyms tevea
more fully the extent of the translator's quandaggpecially when
proper place-names also double as, or contain, ammmouns. The
following passage from “lthaca” will give an ideé& the inevitable
effect of hybridity achieved in any attempt at siating what is
translatable, which cannot avoid turning the Duldimroundings
into a quaint pseudo-Romanian no man’s land:

A scheme to connect by tramline the Cattle Markkrth
Circular road and Prussia street) with the quay=®(§
street, lower, and East Wall), parallel with theliline

96



ARLEEN IONESCU AND LAURENT MILESI

railway laid (in conjunction with the Great Southeand
Western railway line) between the cattle park, ayff
junction, and terminus of Midland Great Westernl\Ray

43 to 45 North Wall, in proximity to the termingbsons

or Dublin branches of Great Central Railway, Midlan
Railway of England, City of Dublin Steam Packet
Company, Lancashire and Yorkshire Railway Company,
Dublin and Glasgow Steam Packet Company, Glasgow,
Dublin and Londonderry Steam Packet Company (Laird
line), British and Irish Steam Packet Company, Dubl
and Morecambe Steamers, London and North Western
Railway Company, Dublin Port and Docks Board Lagdin
Sheds and transit sheds of Palgrave, Murphy and
Company [...] U 17.1726-38)

Un plan pentru legarea prin tramcaruri a tirgulai\dte
(soseaua North Circulagi strada Prusia) cu cheiurile
(strada Sheriff jogi Meterezelor Est), parakelcu calea
ferati de jonciune care deserye (in conjunge cu calea
ferai Great Southerrsi Western) tirgul de vite, gara
Liffey si gara terminus a liniei ferate Midland Grand
Western, North Wall 43-45, pirla staiile terminus sau
garile locale din Dublin ale companiilor Great Cemtra
Railway, Midland Railway of England, City of Dublin
Steam Packet Company, Lancashire Yorkshire Railway
Company, Dublin and Glasgow Steam Packet Company,
Glasgow Dublin and Londonderry Steam Packet
Company (linia Laird), British and Irish Steam Peick
Company, Dublin and Morecambif] Steamers, London
and North Western Railway Company, Dublin Port and
Docks Board Landing Sheds garilor de tranzit de la
Palgrave, Murphy and Company [..Ul{se, 583)

Similarly, in “invite some other woman for him whdrs Fleming
and drove out to the furry glen or the strawbergdy U 18.947-8),
Ivinescu juxtaposes a well-known or popular toponymift |
unchanged but capitalized (unlike “Cattle Markeibae, turned into
a commortirg de vitg, and a (capitalized) translatioryi ‘3 invitam
nca-o femee pentru el cine madam Flemgnga mergem cu mg@na
para la Furry Glen sau la kget” (Ulise, 624), a felicitous, slightly
alliterative choice in the target language mixirapestic adaptation
and adaptability.

Joyce himself may also have constrained the tatorsl
regardless of the latter's own strategies. ThushBlac's Walk may
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sound quaint as a literally translated Romanianceslzame (a
pluralized “Promenada Burlacilor”) untili one remesmnd its
association with unmarried Boylan tripping lightip his way to the
Blooms’ in “Sirens:” “By Bachelor’'s walk jogjauntyngled Blazes
Boylan, bachelor” I 11.524), hence, by thematic necessity (yet
leaving aside the change from “Promenada” to “Cale®e Calea
Burlacilor birja lejer legnindu-se clinchetea Blazes Boylan, burlac”
(Ulise, 249).

Less accountable, however, is the lack of congigtéar one
and the same place-name, as when City Arms Hotel is
(un)identifiable as either “Hotelul Armele Qrdui” or “Hotelul City
Arms,” Green street and Little Green street geifferént treatment
(strada Verde, strada Little Green), or, perhapsensoibtly, when
Featherbed Mountain, itself the end product of mdias chain of
transformations in “Proteus” — “God becomes manobexs fish
becomes barnacle goose becomes featherbed mouga® 77-9):
“Dumnezeu se face om se facagtpese face gigccu pene [lit.: goose
with feathers] se face munte de perne cu puf [titountain of
pillows with down]” Ulise, 55) — becomes “Muntele cu Pene”
(Vlise, 218; lit.: the Feather Mountain) becomes “munidde puf”
(Ulise, 337; lit.: the down mountain) becomes even anplaunte”
in its final appearance in “Penelopdllise, 611), mixingpeneand
pufin different lexical collocations and thematicwietks.

Morphing language: “Proteus”

The first more experimental chapter in Joyce’'sssay of
styles, “Proteus” displays various instances of ametrphic
language, such as trans-linguistic neologisms faitnous crux in
underworld cant, apt to defy any translator gragplvith the limits
of expressivity across languages:

His lips lipped and mouthed fleshless lips of aiouth to
her moomb. Oomb, allwombing tomb. His mouth
moulded issuing breath, unspeeched: ooeeehah: ofoar
cataractic planets, globed, blazing, roaring
wayawayawayawayawayJ(3.401-4)

Buzele lui se mycau cuprinzind buze netrupiede aer:
gura pe pintecul ei. Pintec, mormint atoatecupmthzia
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un pintec. Gura lui pmadea #suflarea igind, nerostii:
uiihah: mugetul planetelor cataractante, globuldire,
flacari, mugind departedepartedepartdlige 53)

Here we see Bnescu, translator but also poet, who elsewheretis n
averse to producinelles infidélesoverstepping the call of literality
towards that of literarization (cf. Berman 1999),38 when he sets
to verse the unrhymedThe curse of my cursds.]” doggerel in
“Cyclops” (U 12.740-7; Ulise, 287), cringing in front of the
inventive pliability of English grammar, where maybtabic “lip”
and “mouth” can easily metamorphose into verbse- Romanian
offers a literal gloss: His lips moved coveringstidess lips of air —
before being defeated by the portmanteau “moomlg’ (houth +
womb), a plain “womb” in the target language. Thatloiwing,
strongly assonantal string, “Oomb, allwombing tomghoulishly
redolent of themermere phobia soon “roaring” for Stephen, is
equally normalized and dilated/diluted into (litgra “Womb, all-
covering tomb like a womb,” shedding its sonorotp gltogether in
the process.

A few lines above, the language turns into cantitas
introduces the second stanza of “The Rogue’s DeligtPraise of
His Strolling Mort” in Richard Head'$he Canting Acaden(i.673):

Buss her, wap in rogues’ rum lingo, for, O, my danb
wapping dell! A shefiend’'s whiteness under her i@nc
rags. Fumbally’s lane that night: the tanyard ssnell

White thy fambles, red thy gan

And thy quarrons dainty is.

Couch a hogshead with me then.

In the darkmans clip and kis§J 3.378-84)

Stringe-o Tn bng, fi dragoste cu ea daghipul si vorba
celor de jos, &i, O, iubirega esti si buri. Albeaa de
demon femeiesc sub zdtele-i rincede. Pe maidanul
Fumbally Tn noaptea asta: mirosil¥dcariilor.

Albe cazmalele, r fi-e botul

Si trupul tau iubaret mi-e.

Intinde-te-aici cu mine cu totul

Tn strinsoareasi pupatu’ de intunecimgUlise 52)
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While the colloquial diction and matching choice lekical units
(e.g. cazmalel® capture the semantic flavour of the original, the
Romanian reader will not undergo a similar expeaxenof
“defamiliarization” as even a cultured Anglo-Saxawnuld, who is
not likely to be conversant with seventeenth-cgntunderworld
cant. hMinescu in all likelihood applies the age-old priteipf
conservatism when faced with linguistic, literargcentricity, let
alone one bordering on “intra-lingusitic translatio Rather than
venturing into limbajul lumii interlope or the contemporary
Romanian equivalent of underworld cant (egte: for the merely
collogquialbot— gan), and in spite of the forced reference &dicde
jos,” i.e. of those from below, which further clashwith the Biblical
echo of “dug chipul” (Genesis 1:27), Bnescu “plays it safe,”
possibly for consistency of tone, but falls shdrthe perlocutionary
impact of Joyce’s text, losing the snappiness efdhginal cadences
as well (“wap in rogues’ rum lingo” is drawn outar'fa dragoste cu
ea du@ chipulsi vorba celor de jos;” note also the reduplicatain
iubarearaliubarey, for the more varied “dimber” (pretty) and
“dainty”). If, as Berman contends, only tHedinai or “cultured
languages” have the ability to be carried acrogsamslated into one
another, and the exoticization of external foregps (source
language) into an internal one (target languagegineravesties the
original (Berman 1999, 64), the issue of the l&taiilful obscurity
and alterity in some passages opens up a slighiffereht
problematic that brings it closer to his emphasisrespecting the
literality of the letter.

Soon after, Joyce’s Protean prose translates itsedf
polyglottal coinages before conjuring up its owrrsien of the
Homeric epithet (signalled by the Greagkopa pontorand its literal
translation): “myriadislanded,” a felicitousemisuratinsulate in
Ivinescu’s rendering:

She trudges, schlepps, trains, drags, trascinetoaédr A
tide westering, moondrawn, in her wake. Tides,
myriadislanded, within her, blood not minainopa
ponton a winedark seal) 3.392-4)

Paseste, se Tmpinge, se tiriie. se inuamea, isi trage
dupa sine povara. Fluxul amurgind, atras deiluim urma

ei. Fluxuri, nemsuratinsulate, in ea, singe nu al meu,
oinopa ponton, anare Tntunecatca vinul. Ulise 53)
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GermanschleppenFrenchtrainer, Italiantrascinare all Anglicized

for smoother integration, “drag” out the meaning tbk initial
“trudges” in an intra-linear translation which fansly expresses
language’s all-too-slippery nature — hence SteghéRut a pin in
that chap, will you?”¢ 3.399), which doubles up as a self-conscious
remark about his own uncertain morning literary reis® on
Sandymount Strand. Although two of these foreignuiaents
belong to a Romance language, thus closer to Ra@améahan they
would be to English, Bnescu curiously does not translate the effect
of translation, plumping instead for a lengthenjuigkening of the
rhythm and the presumably deliberate unusual rieftese Tmpinge”
(she pushes herself) so as to suggest the accimnuilatthe scene
(lit.: She steps, pushes herself, drags herseif, igsistent, pulls her
load behind herself).

Cyclopean garrulity

The Romanian text does a brilliant job at captyitime wide
spectrum of narrative styles and addresses, frandémotic pearls
of the vituperative citizen (with their quaint bapposite Biblical
archaisms in the translation instead of such Hibersms as
“begob” and “arrah”) to his cronies — featuring swielightful lingo
as “Sfinte Sisoie” lise, 287) for “Holy Wars” U 12.765) — to the
pseudo-loftier accents of the intrusive catalogueght to the
bathetic finale when Bloom hastily departs “liksteot off a shovel”
(U 12.1918), which linescu adapts to a perfectly punchy “precum
piatra dintr-o prstie” (Ulise, 316), suggestive dd-si lua hamulsi
prastia: to pack up and go (lit.: to take one’s harnesksdimg) while
adding a further alliterative twist to the stockrgdeca o piate
dintr-o prastie.

Though not reaching the stylistic, literary amypdié of
“Oxen of the Sun,” the chapter is so rife in venalotechnics that it
would deserve a separate study to fully do it qpastiwe shall
therefore limit ourselves to one specific densespgs: the spoof on
the Apostles’ Creed, as it raises complex issuesiraértextual
translation” — the original prayer in the sourcegaage versus the
specific, slightly more archaic version used in theget language
(the Nicene Creed), and Joyce’s own parody:
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They believe in rod, the scourger almighty, creatohell
upon earth, and in Jacky Tar, the son of a gun, was
conceived of unholy boast, born of the fighting ynav
suffered under rump and dozen, was scarified, flaged
curried, yelled like bloody hell, the third day leose
again from the bed, steered into haven, sittethhisn
beamend till further orders whence he shall come to
drudge for a living and be paidJ (12.1354-9)

Cred in varga, pedepsitoarea atotput@rnicreatorul
iadului pe amintsi in Jacky Catran, fiul de tif care-a
fost Zimislit dintr-o kudarosenie blasfematorie,ascut din
marina militai, care a suferit sub ciozvirjebastonade, a
fost sacrificat, jupuitsi uns, a zbierat ca un blestemat al
iadului, si a treia zi s-a iltat iaisi din pat, minat Tn port,
si a stat pe raza funduluiis pir la noi ordine de unde va
veni € mai trudeast pina iese untul din el caasi tina
zilele si s primeasé plati. (Ulise, 302)

(Lit.: They believe in (the) rod, the almighty psahér,
creator of hell upon earth and in Jacky Tar, soa bitch,
who was conceived of an unholy boast, born of the
military navy, who suffered under hunks and beatjng
was scarified, flayed and greased/anointed, ydlled a
cursed from hell, and the third day he arose afyain the
bed, driven into port, and sat on the ray of hikite till
further orders whence he shall come to toil tile tfat
comes out of him to make a living and to get hig.pa

An endnote informs the reader that the sequenagé@rodic version
of the Creed based on corporeal punishment in thistBNavy, and
clearly this was the semantic angle privileged Bnéscu, to the
detriment of the competing religious vein. Thus baeely disguised
Jack Tar, personifying a seaman but with no egentah Romanian
except the commohlup de mareis transposed literally (in keeping
with the prevalent strategy used byirescu to adapt a mixture of
nickname and proper noun) but meaninglessly foom&hian reader
(though there is arguably a catchy feel to the ap#). An even
greater degree of semantic literality was used@h “rod” (instead
of “God”) and “unholy boast” (instead of “[un]holghost”), the
latter being turned into an unwieldy mouthful in rRanian. The
travesty of “Was crucified, dead and buried” intwas scarified,
flayed and curried” is similarly rendered more rigtidy, as “a fost
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sacrificat possibly a typo foscarificat], jupuitsi uns.” The choice of
“uns:” greased, but also (religiously) anointed afsthng) well
beaten, for “curried” is in itself problematic, g@ée potentially
carrying across the punitive element, since thigioels undertones
are positive rather than in tune with the negatiygrodic
environment, and it is later echoed in an unjwedifaccretion “pi&
iese untul din el,” lit.: until the grease/fairfl comes out of him,” to
convey a less convoluted “to drudge for a livingl & paid,” which
in the original puns on “to judge the living andettdead.”
Conversely, the anticipatory echoes of the spodieean the chapter
(U 12.1329, 1338) are not retained: “marinaa#oi’ becomes here
“marina militad” and the otherwise graphic “Ciozvirgaduzina” is
emended to “ciozvirtgl bastonade,” possibly in keeping with “bataie
cu bastonul,” the (plain) Romanian translation loé titizen’s own
“translation” into what “the modern God's Englishmaalls it:”
“caning on the breech’'U 12.1339-40) — one should note here that
Ivinescu unfortunately translates the text's metalstgu fold
literally into a non-sequitur since the “englezadewi de acuma”
(modern English of nowdays) ushers inRamaniansyntagm...
Finally, “a stat pe raza funduluis,” lit.: he sat on the beam (i.e. ray:
raza) of his behind, gets the wrong beam or end ofstiegk and, in
trying to keep to the letter of Joyce’s humorousviNbased
description, provides a fairly opaque translation.

A more satisfactory rendering moving between Jay/osin
colloquial parody and the more formal Romanian auftix liturgy,
for the sake of recognizability, could yield someth like the
following:

Cred in dumnehu? biciuitoruP atotputernic, creatorul
iadului pe pmint, si in Lupu Marinirescu fiul de tirfa,
care dintr-un duhdnsfint fost-a zmislit, ndscut din
marina de zboi, care sub ciozvirtgi ciomigel® a
patimit,” fost-a scarificat, jupuigi tabacit,? a zbierat ca un
blestemat al iaduluki a treia zi s-a Wltat iafsi din pat,
minat Tn portsi pe ciucisadé' pini la noi ordine de unde
va g vind' i mai trudeastdin greu ca&si tini zilelesi
si-si ia plata.

NOTES:

& A pun onDumnezeu God, incorporatingbdy: stick,
allowing to keep the same grammatical gender throug
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® Based ora biciui: to flog, less common thaa pedepsi
therefore more appropriate to translate “scourger”

¢ Lupu de mare (old) seaman, turned into a mock-
Romanian, yet plausibly a native proper name

4 Duhéan (regional): tobacco, punning obBuhul Sfint
Holy Ghost, in a similar way as Joyce does, i.e th
meaning of the literal distortion is deemed to lessl|
relevant and dropped

® The alliterative locution tries to partly recoupetloss of
the colourful historical flavour of “rump and dozé&hike
duhan cionmugeli is of Hungarian origin (the Iatter
markedly so to a native Romanian ear) and woulg hel
recast the ironic tensions between the citizenlicbse
nationalism and the mock-bombastic deflations oiae
impersonal narrative voice into a Romanian context,
introducing a note of Hungarian “dissidence” intee t
dominant language — and providing a localized eajaivt

to the shift from the original polyglottism to diatal
polyphony in Joyce’'s own lItalian adaptation of “Ann
Livia Plurabelle,” praised by Berman in conclusionhis
study (142).

" Unlike the more commoa suferiused by linescu, the
more formala patimi appears in the Nicene Creed

9 A tabdci: to curry (skins) or, slang, tan (hides), keeps th
two most relevant meanings, though it still carsuggest
“buried” from the Apostles’ Creed

" pe ciucisade combines a humorous, colloquial phrase
for “on one’s bum” and the verb used in the Nic@meed

in the right (present) tense, as in the original's
heterogeneous mix of archaism and nautical slasigj€th

on his beamend”)

' A slightly more formal version of the future tenssed in
the Nicene Creed, followed by a more literal, laght
rendering of the end.

Translation, tradition and censorship: Taming Molly’s soliloquy

The “scandal oUlysses” on grounds of its alleged obscenity
would prove a natural challenge to translation;adt avhich has long
blushed more readily on “calling a spade a spalda its immodest
originals, let alone in the more morally restraifiedner communist
countries. While the mildly lewd doings of its pegbnists on June
16" cannot be excised without incurring the chargbasfic semantic
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infidelity, the graphic wording and occasional usfesalacious or
taboo words offers more scope for placating viditmansorship.

It is no surprise therefore that some of Molly &ius
“veritable psychological peaches” (C. G. Jung Jall, 629) in
“Penelope” are toned down, sometimes excessivelywiaen her
bluntly direct “O Lord | wanted to shout out allrof things fuck
or shit or anything at all only not to look ugly'etomes a tamer,
generic “imi veneaastip in gura mare tot felul de paird haide sau
asa orice lucru mai porcos numai su i se fi @arut murdad” (Ulise,
615; lit.: | felt like shouting out loud all kindsf smut come on or
any smuttier thing like that only not to look dixtyor when her
comment on Bloom’s sexual abstinence, “he coulg@as$sibly do
without it that long,” is translated as “nu e ekiare § stea atitadfa
si asa” (Ulise, 602; lit.: he couldn't possibly stay like thattlhdut
[doing] s0”). The use of the Romanian advesh (so) here instead
of a verb of action betrays a reticence to nametwlwald offend
sensibilities and was still in Romania of the ‘@soded linguistic
ellipsis substituting for the unmentionable. Likeej Molly’s foul-
mouthed “to make his micky stand for him Il letrhknow if thats
what he wanted that his wife is fucked yes and dewihfucked too
up to my neck nearly not by him 5 or 6 times handing theres the
mark of his spunk on the clean shedt/ {8.1510-2) is urbanized
into “asa ca & se scoale mititica aia a lgiram -l si anurt dac asta
vrea 4 afle & nevasta lui e senditda si-nca al dracului de bine
serviti umplug pina aproape sus la git nu de dumnealui de cinci sau
sase ori la rind uitegi urma spermei lui aici pe cearceaful curat’
(Vlise, 638). “Al dracului de bine serdit (damn well served), in
spite of the mild, yet common expletive, sounds gddRomanian
and would readily suggest to the reader somethiogerim line with
the vexed issue of who will serve breakfast to wrainthe Blooms
on the morning of June ¥7and only because the correct, if de-
slanged (sperm for spunk) translation of “his spumkthe clean
sheet” can one reconstruct what this top-notch iceractually
involves. .2

Conversely, and possibly making up for the dimiomtof
the vulgar sexual vein, words are occasionallyipulolly’s mouth
which are more colloquial in Romanian than what attially says
in English, as when a perfectly straightforwardjdve her her weeks
notice” (U 18.70) becomes a stylistically hybrid “i-am pusvedere
si-si ia papucii intr-o &ptamina” (Ulise, 602; lit.: | made it clear to
her she'd get the boot in a week): “a pune in vweder phrase which

105



THE “EXPERIENCE” OFULYSSESIN ROMANIAN

is more elevated than the downright colloquiaki‘tsa papucii” (lit.:

to take one’s slippers — when one is sacked) aedmnikxture of
formality and informality sits awkwardly with the are
homogeneously spoken register of a somewhat untstlddrs
Bloom, despite her odd pretension to class andureultin that
respect, the translation usually endeavours toucagiow a gabby,
loud-mouthed Romanian might spontaneously ventheuntfeelings
to herself in a comparable situation, even if ipli@s supplying the
extra idiomatic touch, as when “a dirty barefaded &nd sloven” is
reworked into “o mincinods de-asta ordinarsi nerwinati si 0
tiritura” (Ulise, 602; lit.: one of those ordinary, barefaced
[shameless] liars and a strump#tifura; cf. Frenchtrainéd). The
(out)spoken orality of lEBnescu’s Molly Bloom might not be quite as
consistent as Joyce’s, yet it eschews the trapeefing into the
excessively demotic (cf. Berman 1999, 58).

“curios of signs”

If home would be incomplete without Plumtree’s tBdt
Meat, a critical examination of &Jlyssestranslation would be
equally so without looking at some of those memiarahotifs and
punning delights which keep even the most demandiagler on
their toes after prolonged acquaintance with theshbut equally put
the translator's skills of linguistic innovation dn literary
expressiveness to the utmost test as s/he endsaorgdeploy the
structural imbrications of underlying signifying ta@rks into the
target language.

- Plumtree’s Potted Meat

The reiterated Plumtree meat advertisement firpeays in “Lotus
Eaters” as What is home without Plumtree’s Potted Meat?
Incomplete. With it an abode of blis§) 5.144-7;Ulise, 74), then
when Bloom is deciding on his luncliWhat is home without
Plumtree’s potted meat? Incomplete. What a studidUnder the
obituary notices they stuck it. All up a plumtrégéignam’s potted
meat.” U 8.742-5). There are later ruminations on the Pieent
Potted Meat motif, among which the one in “Ithaca:”

What is home without Plumtree’s Potted Meat?
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Incomplete.
With it an abode of bliss.

[...]
The name on the label is Plumtree. A plumtree in a
meatpot, registered trade mark. Beware of imitgtion
Peatmot. Trumplee. Moutpat. Plamtroo. (U 17.597}605

Ivinescu manages to retain consistency, turning tleengtional
rhyme (“Meat / Incomplete”) into a catchy allitawe pattern, but
imparts a quaint literal twist to the language imatempt to retain
the proximity between the brand name and the comirem as in
the passage from “Lestrygonians:”

Ce este unamin fara conservele de carne Plumtree? Un
camin incomplet. Ce stupid reclani! Sub anurturile
mortuare s-audpit s-0 plaseze. Haésie suim cu tgi intr-

un plumtree, intr-un prun digtia. Conserve din carnea lui
Dignam. {lise, 161)

The word “plumtree” is kept as well as translatedémded upon:
“Intr-un prun dinastia” (lit.: one of those plumtrees), yet the degpthl
proximity to an obituary column, which prompts Bio'e dismissal
and ironic comment “All up a plumtree” (cf. up &), still remains
unaccounted fo? The rendering of the “lthaca” fragment carries
across the alliterative slogdras well as boasts an ingenious jingle
matching the four verbal “imitations:”

Ce-i un @min fara cutiile de conserve de carne Plumtree?
Un cimin nedesvirsit. [...] Numele pe firni este
Plumtree. O cutie Plumtree este o cutie de consdeve
carne, marca inregistéatFerti-va de imitgii. Plumcutie.
Trumplutree. Cutitrie. PlamtutredJlfse, 551)

- Met him what?

Molly’s legendary puzzlement at the sesquipedalian “the
transmigration of souls” presents a double cha#leniinding a
plausible distortion or “reduction” (met him what®jthin which
some of the character's own concerns of the dagnd€ating with
a(nother) pike in hoses) would still show throughd keeping those
across the motif's several iterations:
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Met him what? | 4.336)
M3 tu-n-pe ce?Ulise, 65)

[M]et him pike hosesy 8.112, 11.1062, 13.1280-1)
M3 tu-n pisoz (Ulise, 145)
ma-tu-n-pisoa (Ulise, 266, 347)

Though, strictly speaking, “Brtu-n-pisoz” is meaningless in
Romanian, a native ear would not only intuitivelyckpo up a
burlesque distortion ahetempsihazbut also parse it as a dismissive
variation ondu-te-n nd-ta (go to hell, lit.: to your mum) anpisoi +
pizdi (kitten; tomcat + cunt); neither him, pike, norsks, therefore,
but possibly the contiguous female sex instead. nibde the
shorter version of Molly’'s “Met him what?”, “M tu-n-pe ce?”,
convincingly keeps the truncated word/locution ahd question
([pg ce [on] what).

But then what happens to the motif when it is ob®y one
last time by Molly herself in “Penelope,” as “thatord met
something with hoses in it"U 18.565), i.e. barely retaining the
phonetic framework of “metempsychosis™? There we B&nescu
changing tacks between the two editions, from tleeally
disconnected, literal “cuvintdlla si te-ntilneti cu ceva care paic
are un furtun® (lit.: that word met something which it seems has
hose [i.e. not hoseas breeches]) to a more contiguous “cuviakal
ma tu-n pisoz ceva care paidicare un furtun” Ulise, 615), from the
unfortunate effect that Bloom’s several musingsuabas wife’s
garbling of the word during the day were out ofdymvith the way
Molly herself rearranges it in the final chapter,the successful re-
tuning of the motif®

- Rose of Castile

Lenehan’s riddle “What opera is like a railwayline? “Aeolus”
which produces the punning solutidRose of Castilé Rows of cast
steel U 7.588, 591), returning in slightly curtailed foim“Oxen of
the Sun” as “Rose of Castile. Rows of cadtl”1(4.1510-1) — and lost
in translation: “Roza din Castillesic]. Ce mai distribtie” (Ulise,
385) — is adapted into a more appropriately sejalad in order to
attempt preserving a near-homophonic pun: “Cepeara o femeie
frigida?” (lit.: What opera is like a frigid woman?)Rbsa din
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Castilia. Nu va prindgi? Roza de casta Lia.'Ufise, 128; lit.: The
Rose of chaste Lia).

Still in “Sirens” one of the most amusing sexualsical
double entendredriggering off a sequence of verbal effects: “Gen
get women by the score. Increase their flow. Thftower at his
feet. When will we meet?'U 11.686-7), is rendered somewhat flatly
but also erroneously bydaescu as “Tenorii au la femei cuigrada.
Le face vocea mai anipl Le-arund flori la picioare, cind ne-
ntilnim?” (Ulise, 253, lit.: Tenors get loads of women. Makes their
voice more ample. Throw(s) flowers at their feetew will we
meet?), i.e. Bloom’s imperceptible refocusing from general
statement to the particular situation irking hint (es feet), the
impending meeting between Boylan and his wife,ldscorred, as is
the double semantic vein so prominent in the chiaptié anything
the Romanian reader has to be more sophisticagedttie original
reader to think of a sexual innuendo in “Le faceasmai amjfl”

- “U.P. UP”

The terse postcard sent to Mr. Breen representelyihescu’s own
admission, one of the difficulties for the transfatone he “solved”
by turning the original liquidity into solid mattér order to keep the
play on letters as a noun: “K.K.: caca.” (elise, 148, 150; 275).
The explanatory note sums up the various ways WUd3. been
interpreted by criticism — its sexual innuendo&spminous note via
an allusion toOliver Twist even the supposedly “kinder” French
(Morel's) translation ag-ou-tu — yet fails to mention the play on
secretions in the letters (“you pee”), which wotihdis seemingly
have found its way into the Romanian version ovimthe fortuitous
fact thatk was the only letter which, if reduplicated, coyield a
derogatory messagbllfse, 666, n. 193).

“Conclusion” — Translation as an experience of thdimits

In a work of such magnitude &Bysses and with such deep
local moorings, translation is at times indissol@abfrom
transplantation in ways that subtly relativize Barms and Venuti's
categorizations and plea for an adherence to ttex lef the original.
Thus syncretism, which Berman identifies as a featwf
ethnocentric translations (Berman 1999, 31), igllyaavoidable as
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soon as the necessity to adapt, rather than adepbmes a guiding
principle if no systematic strategy can hope to m@md the
multitude of trans-linguistic issues, andtdiality (the letter as
signifying residue) and sense come into conflict.

In that respect, and although her practical examphd brief
commentaries fail to live up to her overall themadt outlook, it is
worth returning to Rodica leta’s Benjaminian taketbe relation of
any translation oUlysses to the nature of Joyce’s work as itself
already in a state of intra-linguistic translatioranifesting the full
plenitude of aeine Sprache

My premise is that the English dfllyssesis itself
governed by the law of translatability, that isd#rives
from, echoes, and aims at pure language, at express
outside the confines of meaning. The novel souikesd
translation in both languages [...], from a puregizage
into an English and a Romanian that experienceamge
purifying metamorphosis, namely that of both beamgl
not being themselves any longer. (leta 2007, #24)

This desirable status is also what for Berman apgdgtranslation
should aspire to: beyond the specific task requinetOxen of the
Sun” (which can therefore be taken as a literagcprsor of this
approach), to give back to the language the memory of itohjist
back to its origin, to open it up to a future of suspected
possibilities (Berman 1999, 137; translation ours). Such an
“experience” of translatior from Latin experiri. to put to the test,
by going beyondgx’ a risk or dangerpericulum related to Greek
peras limit) — ultimately aims at the manifestation of the origih
the original (Berman 1999, 95), and to translat&aslook-for-and-
find the non-normativile non-norméjin the mother tongue in order
to introduce into it the foreign tongue and its waly saying[son
dire]” (Berman 1999, 131, and also 75; translatiars).

Notes

! See e.g. lon Biberi, “James JoycRgvista Fundgilor Regale?2
(May 1935) 393-401, a year which also saw the pabthn of his Joyce-
influenced novel,Proces For an account of the literary influence, see
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Arleen lonescu, “lon Biberi - A Romanian Joycearitevt” forthcoming in
the proceedings of the XXInternational James Joyce Symposium on
“Joycean Unions,” Budapest-Szombathely, June 208@s. Brandon
Kershner and Tekla Mecsnober.

2 Al. Philippide, “James Joyce&devirul literar si artistic 502 (20
July 1930) 5. For a compendium of critical grievesitypical of the period,
emanating from one of Romania’s major prose writdrhe time (who sets
off Proust’s genius against Joyce’'s numerous sboiitegs), see Camil
Petrescu Tezesi antiteze(Bucharest: Editura Cultura Nenak, 1936). A
fuller account of the national antipathies ragiggiast Joyce can be found
in Arleen lonescu, “Inter-war Romania: Misinterpngt Joyce and
Beyond,” The Reception of James Joyce in Europe. |, eds. Geert
Lernout and Wim Van Mierlo (London and New York: dgmmes
Continuum, 2004) 214-8.

% “James Joycellysses’ trans. Al. Philippide Adevirul literar i
artistic 502 (20 July 1930) 5.

4 “Ulysses,” trans. |. HolzmanHasmonaea4 (September 1930)
14-16. Interestingly, and in spite of the prevaléutglophobe cultural
climate, an early attempt to translate frétfimnegans Wakeppeared in
1931, a mere three years after the serial pubdicatif the original:
“Consideraii asupra Annei Livia Plurabelle” [Considerations Anna Livia
Plurabelle],Cuvantul2352 (6 November 1931) 2.

® Adrian Qoiu, “Le sens du pousser.’ On the Spiral of Jogce’
Reception in RomanianThe Reception of James Joyce in Eurdp202.

® See “Oxen of the Sun,Secolul 20 (October 1971) 55-98:
“Hades,” Secolul 20 (December 1973) 169-97; “AeolusS3ecolul 20
(September 1977) 59-92; “Cyclop§ecolul 20 April 1982) 5-47.

" Irena Grubica makes a similar point about CroaitigtUlyssesin
Croatian,”Joyce Studies in ItaJyl0: “Joyce and/in Translation,” eds. Rosa
Maria Bollettieri Bosinelli and Ira Torresi (RomRulzoni, 2007) 115.

8 James Joycd/lise, ed. and trans. Mirceadmescu, Foreword by
Stefan Stoenescu (Bucharest: Editura Univers andtutadi Fundgei
Culturale Roméane, 1996) 691, n. 407 (translatiorspuhereafter cited as
Ulise with page references in the text. In her review lefnescu’s
translation, Geta Dumitriu mentions the felicitaesdering of the famous
shatch of alliterative Anglo-Saxon prose “Beforerrbdabe bliss had.
Within womb won he worship.”| 14.60) as “Nainteaascitorii noroace
avea pruncgorul. Prins Tné in pintece prngire prea mare pregiga.”
(Ulise, 349, and 692, n. 409, quoting Gifford and Seidsaxplanation),
lit.: Before the birth luck(s) did the small nurgdi have. Still (taken) in the
womb(s) all too much valuing did he pre-win. Sknes Joyce Quarterly
35.1 (Fall 1997) 203.
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° For a more detailed presentation of the transiaidistorical
context, see Geta Dumitriu’s review referenced abov

10 cf. Alexandru CistelecanMircea Iwinescu, Monografie
(Brasov: Aula, 2003) 7.

™ Thus we wish to nuance Geta Dumitriu’s apprecéatigmark
that “[a] part of the [...] episode’s great chashat the cadence of Molly’s
monologizing mind brings it closer to the speakinice or rather to a voice
that has gender and cultural determinations” (Dumiil997, 204).

2 See e.g. C. Georgeir®lulescu,The Joycean Monologue: A
Study of Character and Monologue in JoycdBysses against the
Background of Literary Tradition(Colchester: Wake Newslitter Press,
1979), who also translated part@facomo Joycénto Romanian.

13 Jean Giraudouxuliette au pays des homm@aris: Emile-Paul,
1924) 149.

14 A similar point was made both about Romanian anddérian
translations by Erika Mihalycsa, who, starting frdfritz Senn’s earlier
leads and critical nonce words, especiallydayce’s DislocutionsEssays
on Reading as Translatiof1984), notes that “[e]Jven a superficial glance at
the translation texts reveals how far they turnBl@omiansentsinto well-
rounded, grammatically complete sentences.” (“Tiedimgy the Gap: The
Hungarian and Romanian ‘fillings-in’ of Bloom’s AM A’ in ‘Nausicaa,”
forthcoming inJoyce Studies Annual 2009

% Rodica leta, “James Joycelyssesin Romanian: An Uncanny
and Foreign LanguageJoyce Studies in Italjt0, 124-5. See Lawrence
Venuti, The Translator’s Invisibility: A History of Trandian (London and
New York, 1995).

'8 Thus, in view of its overall excellence, it migitund churlish to
object that, while I#nescu’s translation concentrates usually succégsful
on the novel's stylistic purple patches and nowsiocruxes, it is
occasionally still guilty, even in its slightly rised form, of blinking at
details, as in “on the occasion [...] of the intemhof Mrs Emily Sinico,
Sydney Parade” in “IthacaU( 17.1453-4), which becomes “cu prilejul [...]
Tnmormanirii domnisoarei [i.e. of Miss] Emily Sinico, din Sydney Paedd
(Ulise, 576) — followed in the first edition by a waywal&splanada
Sinico.”

7 See e.g. Antoine Bermar,a Traduction et la lettre, ou
'auberge du lointain(Paris: Seuil, 1999) and Lawrence Venuti, “Strasg
of Translation,” The Routledge Encyclopedia of Translation Stydéezs
Mona Baker (London and New York: Routledge, 1998)-24.

8 Jacques Derrida, “Des Tours de Babel,” trans. plosE.
Graham,Difference in Translationed. and intr. Joseph F. Graham (lthaca
and London: Cornell University Press, 1985) 165-207

19 Similarly the supposed no-hoper of a horse thahésindirect
cause of Bloom’s undoing in “Cyclops” is translats¥virluga based on a
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verbal equivalent of the English “throw away gvirli), lit.: groundling, a
small vivacious fish but also (for a person) a fwitthe-wisp,” hence more
readily suggestive of vivacity, though the consisie of the motif is not
adhered to throughout, especially in the cruciathaxge with Bantam
Lyons where the more common synongnaruncais used: “Eram tocmai
si-l arunc” / “Eram cit pe-aciasl arunc in clipa asta.”Ulise, 84, 85),
whereas the same verb is used in other contexis, the editor’'s “Throw
him out and shut the door” in “Aeolus” — in RomamidZvirle-1 afa# si
Tnchide ga.” (U 7.399;Ulise, 122).

% yet a similar degree of obscenity in “if he wanmtskiss my
bottom Il drag open my drawers and bulge it right in his face as large as
life he can stick his tongue 7 miles up my holées there my brown part*
(U 18.1520-22) is carried across into Romanian: §daea 4 ma sirute in
fund am &-mi desfac pantaloga si am $i i-l scot bine drept in fa in
marime natural poate §-si intinda limba sapte mile in sus in gaura mea
daa tot e-acolo n partea mea intunatdtJlise, 639).

2l The appeal to consistency, as opposed to the rtibing of
registers, is not to be confused with a call fombgenization versus
prose’s native hetereology; cf. Berman 1999, 60, 66

22 Compare with Ira Torresi’s analysis of De Angaidtalian
translation in “Domesticating or Foreignizing Faneization? Joyce
Translation as a Test for Venuti's TheorieBApers on Joycd3 (2007):
104-6.

% Indeed IWnescu’s poetic talent comes to the fore in suchicalis
passages, as in his rendering of the Ulysseantizarian the Mother Goose
rhyme of Peter the Piper in “Scylla and Charbydis,Wwhich he freely adds
“L-a picnit,” lit.: it gave him a sniffle:

—Piper! Mr Best piped. Is Piper back?

Peter Piper pecked a peck of pick of peck of pitkiepper.

9.275-6)

— Piper? pia-n vorbi domnul Best. S-a-ntors Piper?

Peter Piper a picat un pic de piper pe pipa lua picnit. Ulise,

180).

24 James Joycd)lise, ed. and trans. Mirceadmescu (Bucharest:
Editura Univers, 1984), vol. Il, 407.

% Compare with Jolanta W. Wawrzycka’s compendium of
polyglottal solutions in “Tell Us in Plain WordsTextual Implications of
Re-Languaging JoyceJoyce Studies in Ital§0, 41-2.

% See also 131-2 where, taking her cue from Pat@itKeill's
approach inPolyglot Joyce: Fictions of Translatiof2005), she adds that
the inter-text ofUlyssesin translation enriches the work’s interpretive
experience.
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