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Thesis Abstract
Elif Aka, “A Critical Study on Pmar Kiir as Author-Translator:
Authorial and Translatorial Styles in Interaction”

The present thesis has two main goals: to explore interactions between Pinar Kiir’s
authorial and translatorial styles and to test the extent to which corpus methodology
can be employed in the stylistic analysis of literary texts. The quantitative and
qualitative analyses of the texts in the corpus, which consists of Bitmeyen Ask (1986),
Bir Cinayet Romani (1989), Genis Genis Bir Deniz [ Wide Sargasso Sea] (1982),
Dortlii [Quartet] (1985), Karanlikta Yolculuk [Voyage in the Dark] (1989), and
Giinaydin Geceyarist [Goodmorning Midnight] (1990), demonstrate that there are
various interactions between Kiir’s authorial and translatorial styles. The study
reveals that certain aspects of style would not be detected without a qualitative
analysis despite the benefits provided by corpus software. The discourse analysis of
the essays about author-translators in the journals Terciime, Yazko Ceviri, and Metis
Ceviri shows that author-translators were well-esteemed and expected to translate
literary works into Turkish in stylistic similarity to the source texts particularly in the
1940s. The results of the investigation on Kiir’s ‘habitus’ and the reception of her
works in the fields of Turkish literature and literary translation show that Pmar Kiir
has considerable symbolic capital as an author-translator. The thesis further explores
the agency of the author-translator positioned in the intersection of the Turkish
literary polysystem and the system of literature in Turkish translation and identifies

influences of her authorial habitus on her translatorial habitus and vice versa.
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Tez Ozeti
Elif Aka, “Yazar-Cevirmen Olarak Pmar Kiir Uzerine Elestirel Bir Inceleme:
Yazar ve Cevirmen Bicemleri Arasindaki Etkilesimler”

Bu tezin iki temel amaci vardir: Bir yazar-¢evirmen olarak Pinar Kiir’iin yazdigi ve
cevirdigi eserler arasindaki bigemsel etkilesimleri arastirmak ve edebi eserlerde
bicemsel inceleme yaparken biitlince yazilimlarmin ne derece yararl olabilecegini
ortaya koymak. Sirasiyla Bitmeyen Ask (1986), Bir Cinayet Romani (1989), Genis
Genis Bir Deniz [Wide Sargasso Sea] (1982), Dortlii [Quartet] (1985), Karanlikta
Yolculuk [Voyage in the Dark] (1989) ve Giinaydin Geceyarisi [ Goodmorning
Midnight] (1990) olmak iizere, biitiincedeki eserlerin niceliksel ve niteliksel
incelemeleri Kiir’lin yazar ve ¢evirmen olarak bicemleri arasinda gesitli etkilesimler
oldugunu gostermistir. Biitlince yazilimi, arastirma stirecinde ¢esitli yararlar saglamis
olsa da edebi metinlerin bazi dnemli bigcemsel 6zelliklerinin niteliksel inceleme
olmaksizin tesbitinin miimkiin olamayacagi sonucuna varilmistir. Terciime, Yazko
Ceviri ve Metis Ceviri dergilerinde yazar-cevirmenlerle ilgili ¢ikan yazilarin soylem
cOzlimlemesi yazar-cevirmenlerin saygi duyulan ve 6zellikle 1940’larda yabanci
edebi eserlerin Tiirkge ¢evirilerinde kaynak metindekine benzer bicemsel 6zellikleri
yakalayabilecegi diisliniilen kisiler oldugunu gostermistir. Kiir’tin ‘habitus’unun ve
0zgiin yapitlariyla ¢evirilerinin alimlanmalarinin incelenmesi sonucunda, Pinar
Kiir’iin yazar-cevirmen olarak onemli diizeyde simgesel sermayeye sahip oldugu
anlagilmistir. Tezde Pinar Kiir’iin hem Tiirk edebiyati cogul dizgesiyle Tiirkge ceviri
edebiyatin kesistigi noktada duran yazar-cevirmen 6zneligi hem de yazar ve

cevirmen habituslarinin birbirlerine olan etkileri tesbit edilmistir.
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INTRODUCTION

The long journey in writing the current thesis started with the intention of doing a
corpus-based study of translator style in literary texts. While reading about the Corpus
Translation Studies methodology and conducting a preliminary corpus-based study, I
decided that qualitative analysis needed to be used to complement the quantitative
methodology. Corpus methodology was helpful throughout the various stages of my
research. Nevertheless, considering the significance of style in literary texts, as “it is the
style of a text which allows the text to function as literature” (Boase-Beier 2006, 114), |
felt the need for meticulous qualitative analysis in the processes of gathering and
interpreting data. Author-translators’ work appeared to be an interesting area to explore
translator style because the work of author-translators' enables access to the
distinguishing language features of the same individuals in their writing and translating.
It is certainly possible to trace translators’ styles regardless of the identity of the
translator, as each individual translator has the tendency to make certain choices in the
act of translating. However, focus on an author-translator makes it possible to analyze
authorial and translatorial styles of the same individual rather than focusing on solely the
translations with a comparative look at target and source texts. As a result, I decided to

conduct a study which has the following two aims: to explore whether there are any

" The fact that the word “author” comes before “translator” does not reflect a hierarchical order here but is
a result of the established use in Turkish literary tradition. It is also possible to claim that “author”
qualifies the translator. Thus, this use implies that translators who are also authors are in the focus of this
thesis.



interactions between Pinar Kiir’s authorial and translatorial styles and to test the extent
to which corpus methodology can be employed in the stylistic analysis of literary texts.
For this purpose, I chose to concentrate on Pmar Kiir, a contemporary Turkish woman
author-translator, her style in her own novels and translations of Jean Rhys’ novels in a
ten year period, that is, from 1982 until 1992. The works selected for analysis in the
present thesis are the following: Bitmeyen Ask [Unending Love] (1986), Bir Cinayet
Romani [A Novel of Murder] (1989), Genis Genis Bir Deniz [ Wide Sargasso Seal
(1982), Dortlii [ Quartet (first published as Postures)] (1985), Karanlikta Yolculuk
[Voyage in the Dark] (1989), and Giinaydin Geceyarisi [Goodmorning Midnight|
(1990). While the first question in this thesis is whether there are interactions between
Pinar Kiir’s authorial and translatorial styles, the second is how far corpus methodology
can provide useful data for a thorough analysis and help further qualitative analysis of
style in literary texts. In order to investigate if these assumptions could be made, I used
both qualitative and quantitative data, which were gathered and analyzed through the use
of corpus software.

There are several reasons why this was a research topic worth studying. First of
all, there is, to my knowledge, no study which simultaneously investigates the works and
translations of a Turkish author-translator with attention to her/his identity as an author-
translator. There is, however, research on individuals who were both translators and
authors or poets (Akbatur 2010; Bengi 1990; Cavusoglu 2007; Demircioglu 2005). In
her doctoral thesis entitled “A Re-evaluation of the Concept of Equivalence in the
Literary Translations of Ahmed Midhat Efendi: A Linguistic Perspective”, Isin Bengi

(1990) explores the paratexts in Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s translations, choosing his
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translation of La Dame aux camellias, a novel written by Alexandre Dumas, fils, as her
case study. One of the most important points is that Ahmed Midhat, who makes a variety
of choices in his translation strategies, considers himself as the translator [miitercim] in
some of his ‘translations’, while he signs some others as the author [muharrir]. Also,
Cemal Demircioglu (2005), in his PhD thesis on concepts of translation in the Late
Ottoman literary translation, explores certain translations done by Ahmed Midhat Efendi
for the purposes of exemplifying and discussing the variety in terms used in reference to
his works at that specific place and period in time, which draws attention to the fact that
these terms are time and culture-bound. The study underlines how diverse translation
discourses and practices were in the Late Ottoman literary tradition and how
intermingled the practices of writing and translating can be as the exemplary case of
Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s summary translation, Sid in Hulasasi, of Pierre Corneille’s Le
Cid reveals. Thirdly, Ozgiir Cavusoglu (2007) wrote his master’s thesis on the Turkish
translations of a poet-translator, Can Yiicel, whose translations have been criticized due
to “his idiosyncratic translation poetics, especially characterized by vocabulary and
usages specific to Turkish language and culture” (iii). Drawing attention to Can Yiicel’s
use of “Tiirk¢e sdyleyen” in relation to his identity as the “the one who speaks or retells
the source text in Turkish” (137), Cavusoglu explores four of Can Yiicel’s poetry,
drama, and prose fiction translations from English into Turkish and the use of the terms
‘translation proper’, ‘imitation’, ‘adaptation’, ‘version’, and ‘rewriting’ in reference to
the works in the corpus of his study. Finally, Arzu Akbatur (2010), in her PhD thesis,
entitled “Writing/Translating in/to English: The ‘Ambivalent’ Case of Elif Safak”,

investigates how Elif Safak and her literary works have been received and represented in
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the Anglo-American and Turkish contexts. Akbatur (2010) both analyzes the discourse
in the extratextual data collected for the study and conducts two case studies on The Flea
Palace, the English translation of Bit Palas, and The Bastard of Istanbul, which was first
written in English and then translated into Turkish by Asli Bicen and Safak. Among
significant findings of the study is that the ‘foreign’ is presented as “that which is more
familiar, explicit, accessible, and intelligible for the target readers” in her writing and
‘self-translating’ (309) and that Safak had an “’interventionist’ position” in the
translating of The Bastard of Istanbul (312). Due to the latter finding, Elif Safak appears
to have “rewritten” or “de-translated” The Bastard of Istanbul in/to Turkish (313).
Despite the fact that the aim in these studies is not to focus on the identity of an author-
translator and comparatively analyze her/his own works and translations, there are
obviously significant discussions on the relationship between writing and translating of
those who both write and translate.

There are also studies which place the translator in focus. While the role of the
translator in international trade (Birkandan 2000) and in ideologically shaping literary
and cultural systems (Karadag 2003) have been explored in separate theses, Tunali
(2006) specifically investigated translator identities with a historical, systemic and
critical approach. Another study obviously worth mentioning here is Ahu Selin Erkul’s
master’s thesis (2005), which discusses discourses on translators as well as those on
translation in Turkish fiction. It is significant that Erkul (2005) chose works by
“translator-writers” (vi) in which fictional translators appear. Considering the role of the
translator in the society and history and having explored 30 novels written from 1875

until 2003 in Turkish, she focuses on four novels written in the Late Ottoman period in

4



her case study. In her corpus, therefore, there are not any translated texts, but ‘original’
works in which translator characters appear. Last but not least, Saliha Paker’s (2011)
chapter “Translating ‘the shadow class (...) condemned to movement’ and the Very
Otherness of the Other: Latife Tekin as Author-Translator of Swords of Ice” in
Translation and Opposition explores Latife Tekin’s short novel Buzdan Kili¢lar and the
related extratextual material and discusses its English translation by Saliha Paker and
Mel Kenne, Swords of Ice, in the conclusion. Although Latife Tekin appears to be the
author of Buzdan Kili¢lar, she claims that she is not its author but translator, as she
translated “the experiences of the ‘ragged’ individuals” (Paker 2011, 148) who are in
“shadow” (149) or rather the “shadow words” of those individuals (153, emphasis
original) in this work of hers. Tekin, therefore, considers herself the ‘translator’ of “the
‘source’ action of the book™ (150) into “the universe of the settled and the affluent”
(157). This, Paker reveals, is in line with Tekin’s “clarifying for herself the driving force
of her writing as that of reacting to criticism about her self-declared ambivalence
regarding her authorial status” (152). As a result, Swords of Ice appears to be the
translation of a ‘translation’, in which Paker and Kenne aimed to preserve effects of the
striking “difference”s of the source translation (157). In short, Paker’s chapter presents a
different use of the term ‘author-translator’ with her examination of challenging writing
and/or translating experiences.

Secondly, there are only two master’s theses written with a focus on Pinar Kiir’s
literary works in Turkey. The first thesis, focusing on Kiir’s novels “in the light of Kate
Millett’s sexual politics” (Tiire 1993), as it says in the title, explores the novels Kiir

wrote until 1993, but not her translations. Yarin Yarin (1976), Kii¢iik Oyuncu (1977),
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Astlacak Kadin (1979), Bitmeyen Ask (1986), Bir Cinayet Romant (1989) and Sonuncu
Sonbahar (1992) are the novels analyzed. The second is quite a new study and
investigates all the novels and short stories written by Pinar Kiir with a focus on the
problems experienced by woman characters (Cin 2010). There is in fact no study at MA
or PhD level done on Pinar Kiir’s translations. The claims concerning the translations
done by author-translators, which are discussed in the literature review section of this
thesis, are the evidence for the relevance of selecting an author-translator, like Pmar
Kiir, to do research on. Another reason for the selection of a contemporary author-
translator was the opportunity to contact Kiir and do interviews with her concerning her
authorial and translatorial practices. Moreover, her focus on social and feminist issues
and the thematic links between her own and Rhys’ writing made studying Kiir further
motivating.

A third reason why this research topic was worth studying is related to the fact
that Rhys’ “fiction is notable for its stylistic experimentation on multiple levels”
(Simpson 2005, 1) and it would be interesting to see how this style is reflected in the
Turkish translations of her novels. Diana Athill (1985) stresses Rhys’ distinct style when
she draws attention to catlike moves in Rhys’ writing (vii). This is due to Rhys’
language use with “elegance and economy which is perfectly natural and easy ... or
rather, easy-seeming” (ibid.). Athill (1980, 5), also in her foreword to Smile Please,
underlines Rhys’ “perfectionism”, as she states that Rhys would not present her writing
before she felt it was complete. Athill exemplifies her “perfectionism’ when she tells
that Rhys once posed the question “Why did you let me publish [ Wide Sargasso Sea]?”

to her editor (ibid.). The reason why she asked that question was because she thought it
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was not ready to be published. They should first have deleted two words: one ‘then’ and
one ‘quite’ (ibid.). Despite such emphasis put on Rhys’ style, there has been little
“discussion of technical matters in her fiction” (Alexander Malcolm and Malcolm 1996,
xii). Considering that this study may shed light on the Turkish translations of Rhys’
work as well as the connection between Pinar Kiir’s writing and translating, which have
not been explored in depth, the results of the study can fill a gap in the literature.

Six texts were selected for the purposes of this study”: Bitmeyen Ask (1986), Bir
Cinayet Romani (1989), Genis Genis Bir Deniz [ Wide Sargasso Sea] (1982), Dértlii
[Quartet (first published as Postures)] (1985), Karanlikta Yolculuk [ Voyage in the Dark)
(1989), and Giinaydin Geceyarisi [ Goodmorning Midnight] (1990). While the first two
are Pmar Kiir’s own works, the latter four are her translations of Jean Rhys’ novels.
Therefore, together with the source texts, there were ten texts to be analyzed. There were
two reasons for choosing Kiir’s translations of Rhys’ novels. To begin with, it is of vital
importance to limit the number of variables in corpus-based studies. This is required to
be able to gather reliable data and draw significant conclusions. Otherwise, the number
of possible reasons for the results can be too great to handle and speculation becomes the
ultimate guide in drawing conclusions. To begin with, because I had only the
translations of the novels by Jean Rhys, I did not deal with features caused by the styles
of different source text writers. The second noteworthy variable is the publication dates

of the Rhys translations done by Pinar Kiir, as they were considered in selecting the

? The editions used in this study are the following: Bitmeyen Ask (2008), Bir Cinayet Romani (2007),
Genis Genis Bir Deniz (1989), Wide Sargasso Sea (1985), Dortlii (2007), Quartet (1985), Karanlikta
Yolculuk (1989), Voyage in the Dark (1985), Giinaydmm Geceyarist (1990), and Goodmorning Midnight
(1985).



works to be in the corpus of this study. A ten-year-period was specified as has already
been pointed out: 1982-1992. Due to the fact that Kiir did not publish any books or
translations of Rhys’ books in 1991, it is in fact a nine-year-period, which does not cause
methodological shortcomings about the corpus design, as it is relatively a short period of
time. The selected novels written by Kiir to be in the corpus were also published for the
first time in this period of nine years: Bitmeyen Ask in 1986 and Bir Cinayet Romani in
1989. Another variable that needs to be referred to is the publishing house. Kiir’s short
stories and novels were published by other publishing houses like Can, which continues
to publish her translations of Rhys’ works, but Kiir’s own works have appeared by
publications made by Everest Publishing House since 2003. This, Kiir explains, was a
result of the interest of several publishing houses in publishing her earlier work. She
points out that despite her asking for only advertising her works, not money, which was
offered by other publishing companies, she had disputes with Erdal Oz at Can.
Therefore, she reached an agreement with Everest Publishing House (Sever 2004). By
selecting works that were published in a span of ten years (1982-1992) all by the same
publishing house before the publications of her own work by Everest, attention has been
paid to having a corpus of texts which went through presumably the same or a similar
editing process in a period close in time. Kiir, in the interview she did with Nazmiye
Cin, clarifies that despite the fact that the publishing houses that published her work
changed in time, there are only a few minor changes she herself did in the editing
process of her works [... yayinevi degistirdigim zaman hepsinin yeni basimi yapiliyordu
ve son tashihlerini ben yaptim. Dolayisiyla hepsini bastan sona okudum. Yani boyle bir
iki deyim hatasi ve bir iki kelime degisikligine gitmisimdir. Oyle ¢ok degisiklik
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yapmadim.] (Cin 2010). In addition, at least in the case of translations, they are all being
published by Can and all Pmar Kiir novels are being published by Everest right now.
Moreover, by choosing only the novels and not including the collections of short stories
in the corpus, I also managed to limit one more variable: genre. Thus, the variables of
source author, genre, publishing dates, and to a certain extent publishing house were
kept constant in this study. The second reason for the selection of Rhys’ novels was the
fact that Kiir has translated four of the five novels written by Rhys, which provided a
considerable corpus.

Rhys’ works have been translated into Turkish largely by Par Kiir for two main
reasons. Kiir’s preface to Genis Genig Bir Deniz, which is the only preface to be found
in her translations to Rhys’ works, shows how much Kiir was impressed by Rhys’ work,
especially Wide Sargasso Sea. In this preface, Kiir states that she decided to translate
Wide Sargasso Sea, which she could not forget for years, when she experienced a period
of “stagnation” in her writing so that she could start writing again. Below is the whole
paragraph she wrote in the preface in order to explain the process she went through
while deciding to translate the novel into Turkish:

Last winter, when I came to a point of stagnation in my own writing, I revisited

this novel in a way to encourage myself. This is because, yes, there is deep

affection, courage, and endurance besides that intense unhappiness in this novel
just like all the other books by Jean Rhys —but most of all, in this one-. That was
what I —as a reader and a writer- needed. Because it had been years since I last

did translation, I had never thought of translating the novel into Turkish. That

last time reading it, I suddenly made up my mind. Such work, I thought, would

both help me gain personal strength and make it possible to introduce a very
important writer to Turkish readership.’

3 All translations are mine if not indicated otherwise.
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[Gegen kis, kendi ¢alismalarimda bir duraklama noktasina geldigimde bir bakima
kendi kendimi yiireklendirmek i¢in yeniden elime aldim bu romani.Ciinkii, evet,
Jean Rhys’in tiim kitaplarinda oldugu gibi bunda da —en ¢ok bunda- o yogun
mutsuzlugun yanisira ¢ok derin sevgi, yiireklilik, dayaniklilik vardi. Benim de
gereksindigim —okuyucu ve yazar olarak- buydu. Yillardir ¢eviri yapmay1
biraktigimdan, romani Tiirk¢e’ye ¢evirmek hi¢ aklima gelmemisti. Bu son
okuyusta birden karar verdim. Bdylesi bir calisma hem kisisel olarak benim gii¢
toplamama yardim eder, hem de Tiirk okurlari ¢cok 6nemli bir yazari tanimis
olurlar diye diisiindiim. ] (Kiir 1989b, 5).
The connection between Kiir’s translating Wide Sargasso Sea and the works she wrote
along with or after it is implied in the preface. Working on Rhys’ novel seems to have
served like a therapy in overcoming the difficult stage she was experiencing in her own
writing career. However, as is clear, this was not ‘the’ only reason why she undertook
the task of translating this novel. She was also aware of the benefit of translating Rhys’
work for the sake of Turkish readers.
It needs to be noted here that there are two other translators who have worked on
Rhys’ works. The results of the catalogue search I have done reveal that Nili Bilkur
translated Ayriliktan Sonra [After Leaving Mr Mackenzie] and it was published by Can
Publishing in 1985, when Kiir’s translation of Dértlii [Quartet] was published by the
same publishing house. Interestingly, Pinar Kiir thinks she has rendered After Leaving
Mr Mackenzie into Turkish and actually recommended that I should check with the
publishing house to make sure about the publication [Mackenzie’yi ¢evirdigimi
zannediyorum valla. Onu mutlaka sorun. Can Yayinlari’na gidip biitiin listeyi
alabilirsiniz.] (Aka 2011). It appears that this is the only Rhys novel Kiir did not
translate. Nili Bilkur has translated one more book, Hadrianus 'un Anilari, written by

Marguerite Yourcenar and published by Helikopter Publishing in 2009. Giinaydin

Geceyarisi [Goodmorning Midnight] is the other Rhys novel translated into Turkish by
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another translator, Nuray Kermen, who does not seem to have done any other published
literary translations. Kermen'’s translation was published by Tel Publishing in 1972.
Thus, Nuray Kermen seems to be the first translator to have introduced Jean Rhys to the
Turkish readership. This is also interesting for two reasons. Firstly, Goodmorning
Midnight, which is the first Rhys novel Kiir read and was “very much impressed” by [ilk
okudugum kitab1 benim, Giinaydin Geceyarist’ydi. Cok etkilenmistim] (Aka 2011), was
chosen to be translated for the first time into Turkish. Secondly, Pmar Kiir underlines the
fact that she is the one who first translated Jean Rhys into Turkish [Bagkasinin daha dnce
cevirmedigi yazarlari tercih ediyorum. Jean Rhys’i de dyle.] (Aka 2011). It is possible to
argue that Nuray Kermen’s translation was not known and probably is still not known to
many, including Kiir, who actually claims that Jean Rhys was almost unknown to the
Turkish readers when she translated Wide Sargasso Sea into Turkish [lilkemizde hig
denilecek kadar az taniniyor] (1989, 5). Thus it may be after Kiir’s Jean Rhys
translations, which cover four of the five novels, that Rhys became more well-known to
the Turkish readership.

In the preliminary analysis of the Turkish translation of Wide Sargasso Sea, that
is Genis Genis Bir Deniz, corpus software was used. Because this study is corpus driven,
I did not identify the features to be searched at the beginning stages. Having done that, I
had an idea about the translation and the ‘original’ and started to read first Genis Genis
Bir Deniz and then Wide Sargasso Sea. 1 analyzed the ‘original’ novel qualitatively and
using the corpus software whenever I thought I might have found a pattern. In other

words, I did not wait until I finished reading the whole book and kept taking notes
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concerning those possible areas to be investigated. This has been the strategy followed
in the reading of all the translations in the corpus of this study.

As mentioned above, I did not select the features to be explored prior to the
study, but I had an assumption which is one of the driving forces for me to do this study.
I personally believe in the importance of increasing working and future translators’
awareness for their responsibility regarding the target text. Increasing this awareness is
one of the potential contributions of this thesis to translation studies. However, I am only
“guided” by this assumption and not “restricted”, which is possible to avoid by “being
led by data observation and keeping a receptive attitude to “unexpected” findings”, as
Winters points out (2005, 87). My claim is that fingerprints of translators can be traced
through the study of target texts and this analysis can show that Pinar Kiir’s style in her
translations of Jean Rhys’ works is not “invisible” in Venuti’s terms (1995). According
to Venuti, “the illusory effect of transparency that simultaneously masks [the target
text’s] status as an illusion”, presenting it as an “original” (1995, 5) is generally sought
while translating works into English. Because there is no one single ‘meaning’ in any
text and trying to follow ‘meaning’ is “relentless tracking through an always moving
play of difference” (Davis 2001, 15), it is hard to understand how translation can be
considered to be in a secondary position when compared with ‘original’ works (Hermans
1996, 3). As Bassnett points out, however, there are translators who perceive themselves
as mere copyists (1994, 11). Examples can be seen in Turkey as well as other countries.
Camci (2006) refers to statements made by translators like Asli Bigen, which reveal
translators’ giving “roles that are secondary and between existence and non-existence”

to translation and translator [ikincil ve varla yok arasi bu roller]. It is, therefore, possible
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to argue that there are translators who attempt at “remain[ing] so discreet as to vanish
altogether” (Hermans 1996, 4) not only in the target text but also when they talk about

their translations. The fact that translators, when ‘visible’, often receive negative

9 ¢

criticisms which result from reviewers’ focus on translators’ “shortcomings” (Olohan

2004, 5) may be a reason why some translators look for an escape from visibility.
Whether translators are conscious or unconscious of the decision-making process they
go through, they cannot be hidden behind the target texts they have produced (Bassnett
1994, 15). Translators are there in the text. This is one of the reasons why they cannot
claim to be not responsible for the target text as if there is only one meaning which is
what all the readers of the same text perceive and convey to other readers when they
translate. Because “similarity in translation inevitably brings with it difference in
translation” (Tymoczko 2004, 37), Tymoczko (2004), with a focus on ‘similarity’,
highlights similar points that are critical:

(...) translation is a one-to-many process, determined in part by the choices of
individual translators themselves. Translators make choices based on their
perceptions and received cultural categories which are culturally shaped, but they
also make conscious and autonomous choices based on their particular
ideologies, their individual tastes and values, their conceptions of what is
relevant to the particular moment, their specific life experiences, their personal
readings of the source text, and so forth. As a result of these personal, individual,
and idiosyncratic aspects of translation, attributable to the agents of translation,
even translations of the same text produced in the context of the same culture and
time will have only partially overlapping configurations with both the source text
and with each other. That is, insofar as they are motivated by common cultural
categories and values, such translations will be similar to the source text in some
of the same ways, but they will show different types of similarity to the source
text insofar as they reflect the individual priorities and choices of the translators
themselves. (36)
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In addition, because translators play a major role in presenting those with which the
target culture is not familiar (Vermeer 1994, 13), the act of translating cannot be seen as
“a mere linguistic transcoding of a text” (Vermeer 1994, 10). For this reason, translators
with an awareness of the role they play in the process of interpreting a text and for the
importance of openly stating this role are required to carry the responsibility for their
product (Arrojo 1997, 18). As Dizdar (2006) stresses, the peril in being unaware of the
fact that translating requires interpreting the source text cannot be ignored (6). An
awakening concerning the role of reading and interpreting in the process of translation is
required (ibid.). In brief, I strongly believe in the significance of increasing translators’
level of awareness of their presence in the text and their responsibility for the target text
and the target reader. This kind of research may prove to be helpful in convincing
translators that they are ‘visible’ and the target text is not a simple reproduction of the
source text, which is, I assume, one of the main ideas shared by those who have
participated in “the ‘shared ground’ debate of translation studies” (Olohan 2004, 8),
whose details are provided later in this thesis.

The descriptive approach to this parallel corpus helped me bring out salient
aspects of Kiir’s distinct style in her translations of Rhys’ novels. The translator’s
preferences are not just listed; the description of these preferences is accompanied by an
effort to explain the motivation behind them. In that sense, the analysis of the results
may also prove useful for translator training. The results of a parallel corpus study can
illustrate “how translators overcome difficulties of translation in practice, and to use this

evidence to provide realistic models for trainee translators” (Baker 1995, 231). Although
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this was not among the aims of this study, it is another potential contribution of this
thesis to translation studies.

The present thesis consists of seven chapters. Following the Introduction,
Chapter 1 focused on the concept of agency. After the literature on agency was explored
in general terms with a focus on Pierre Bourdieu’s concepts of ‘habitus’, ‘field’, and
‘symbolic capital’, I investigated how the concept of agency has been used particularly
in the field of translation studies. As the specific kind of agents in the production of texts
that are studied in this thesis were author-translators, I then analyzed the discourse on
author-translators in the Turkish context as well as outside the borders of Turkey.

Chapter 2 presents the methodology of the thesis including stylistics and corpus
methodology. The chapter also comprises some extratextual material in the form of
interviews with Piar Kiir which provided additional qualitative data. Other sources of
extratextual data are the preface written by Kiir to her Turkish translation of Wide
Sargasso Sea, the studies, criticisms, and news published about Kiir and her work.

In Chapter 3, the audience of this thesis is provided with relevant information
about Pinar Kiir as an individual and an author-translator. Describing Pinar Kiir’s
personal and professional life served to learn about her ‘habitus’. Attention was also on
the ‘fields’ of Turkish literature and Turkish literary translation in the discussion of the
reception of Kiir’s work, as ‘habitus’ needed to be studied in relation to the ‘fields’” and
considering sources of influence on the agent’s work other than the individual.

The focus, in Chapter 4, is on the stylistic analyses of the two novels written by
Pinar Kiir: Bitmeyen Ask and Bir Cinayet Romani. The aim was to identify the recurrent

features in the two novels so that they could be compared with the patterns in Pinar
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Kiir’s Turkish translations of Jean Rhys’ novels. The qualitative study of style in the
novels were preceded and later supported by corpus-based data whenever necessary.

Chapter 5 explores the stylistic analysis of Pinar Kiir’s Turkish translations of
four novels written by Jean Rhys: Genis Genis Bir Deniz [Wide Sargasso Sea] (1982),
Dortlii [Quartet (first published as Postures)] (1985), Karanlikta Yolculuk [ Voyage in
the Dark] (1989), and Giinaydin Geceyarist [Goodmorning Midnight] (1990). Although
the preceding chapter focused on specifically Kiir’s own works and this chapter on her
translations, there are references to one another in both chapters. This is due to the need
to draw attention to the interactions between Pmar Kiir’s authorial and translatorial

styles, which are summarized at the end of the chapter.

16



CHAPTER 1
A SOCIOLOGICAL APPROACH TO AUTHOR-TRANSLATORS

AS LITERARY AGENTS

In this chapter, I will present a brief literature review of the concept of agency first in
general terms and then its use specifically in the field of translation studies. For the
former purpose, after I briefly describe whats and hows concerning agency, I will focus
on Pierre Bourdieu’s work, which offers fundamental concepts related to agency.
Towards the end of the first part of this chapter, I will discuss not only Pierre Bourdieu’s
but also Gayatri Chakravorty Spivak’s works, which shed light on the roles carried out
by translators as agents in different contexts. For the latter, I will provide a survey of
agency related work in the field of translation studies through the writings of Gideon
Toury, Itamar Even-Zohar and Andre Lefevere. Next, I will discuss the more recent
studies benefiting from Bourdieu’s concepts in the field of translation studies. Daniel
Simeoni (1998) pioneered in this area by integrating Bourdieu’s concept of habitus in
the framework of a descriptive translation study. Following this part will be a discussion
of the works on author-translators, who are the agents in the focus of this thesis. In the
light of works on subjects related to authors written by Roland Barthes, Michel Foucault
and Sigmund Freud as well as those that specifically focus on literary translation and the
interaction between writing and translating, the position of author-translators and the
practices of author-translators will be studied. The last part of this chapter will be an

exploration of the discourse on author-translators in the Turkish context. This will be
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done through an analysis of the essays published in Terciime from 1940 until 1966 and
those in Yazko Ceviri and Metis Ceviri, published in the 1980s and early 1990s, during

which the novels in the corpus of this study were published.

1.1. The Concept of Agency

Human beings act. They have the capacity to act with a specific view of the result that
action will bring. While some of those actions have minor effects, some others lead to
major events in the life of the person or even history. Alex Callinicos (2004) starts
Making History: Agency, Structure, and Change in Social Theory by referring to three
kinds of making history offered by Perry Anderson. Callinicos presents the following
categorization considering the reasons for the actions: individual, societal, and collective
(2004, 1-2). An example to the first kind can be an individual’s deciding what to study at
university. It is worth mentioning that rational choice theory views individuals as those
who make choices by evaluating the alternative actions in order to realize their aims in
the best possible way (Barnes 2000, 17). The second kind can be seen in fields like
politics because societies have common interests in such areas. Finally, collective aims
are those that lead to a change for the whole society. While those who carry out the first
kind of action are “individual agents”, the other two kinds can exemplify acts of
“collective agents” (Callinicos 2004, 152) such as a group of people coming together in
“organisations” and believing in the importance of a shared aim (153). But what is
agency? Barry Barnes (2000), in Understanding Agency: Social Theory and Responsible

Action, explains agency as follows: “For an individual to possess agency is for her to
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possess internal powers and capacities, which, through their exercise, make her an active
entity constantly intervening in the course of events ongoing around her” (25).

Sociological theorists, such as Talcott Parsons and Anthony Giddens, have
discussed issues concerning agency, one of which is the connection between norms in
the society and how human beings act. On the one hand, Parsons underlines that people
feel guilt if they do not conform to the norms and thus they seriously consider not only
their personal motivations but also norms while making decisions concerning their
actions (Barnes 2000, 22-23). On the other hand, Giddens draws attention to the power
human beings have as they do not conform and bring a change in the society (27). It is
also noteworthy that Giddens differentiates between “routine” and “non-routine, creative
action” since the former leads to the continuation of the system, while the latter results
in new options (ibid.). Although this approach has important aspects that deserve
attention in a study on literary translation, it is unfortunate that binary oppositions are at
play. This perspective forces the researcher to choose either one or the other despite the
fact that the translator, for example, as the agent does not have to produce a translation
which can simply be associated with the ‘routine’ or the ‘non-routine’.

Unlike this dualistic approach to action, Pierre Bourdieu stresses “the primacy of
relations” between structure and action, system and actor, the collective and the
individual (Wacquant 1992, 3, emphasis original). This is clear in the importance given
to relations in Bourdieu’s concept of habitus (16). Due to Bourdieu’s aim to introduce an
action theory, which is obvious in his giving the title Practical Reason: On the Theory of
Action to one of his books, and his investigating the acts of agents (Gouanvic 2005,

147), Bourdieu’s key concepts need to be recalled here. It is not possible to pick only
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one of these concepts and leave the rest out of a discussion on agency because they are
interrelated (Gouanvic 2005, 148). Therefore, not only field but also habitus and
symbolic capital deserve particular attention. First of all, fields can be described as
“historically constituted areas of activity with their specific institutions and their own
laws of functioning” (Bourdieu 1990, 87). To illustrate, one can talk about a scientific
field, the field of advertising, politics or art. Bourdieu also discusses specifically the
literary field, which he defines as “a force-field as well as a field of struggles which aim
at transforming or maintaining the established relation of forces” (143). This seems to be
due to the struggle between literary forms, themes, etc. in a literary field at a specific
time and place. It is significant that Bourdieu and Wacquant (1992) underline the
relational aspect of the field rather than structures in a system (96-97) and state, “the
real is the relational” (97, emphasis original).

Despite the possibility of acting in various ways in a certain field, regularity and
patterns can easily be spotted. Wacquant (1992) explains that the concept of habitus
presents a reason for this fact because it is “a structuring mechanism that operates from
within agents, though it is neither strictly individual nor in itself fully determinative of
conduct” (18). It is significant to note that Bourdieu’s views are opposed to those of the
structuralists in that agents clearly have a more active role in the picture of the social
world Bourdieu draws (Bourdieu 1990, 18-19). Bourdieu (1977) explains that “the
structures constitutive of a particular type of environment (...) produce habitus, systems
of durable, transposable dispositions, structured structures predisposed to function as
structuring structures” (Bourdieu 1977, 72). There is, therefore, the idea of ‘structure’ in

habitus, too. However, Bourdieu underlines not only the structured but also the
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structuring aspects of structure. For this reason, there is a dynamic structure. In other
words, habitus shows that “the subject of practice can be determined and yet be acting
too” (Bouveresse 1999, 53). Bourdieu (1990, 91) elucidates the relationship between the
field and the habitus, the source of the agent’s practice as well as what is influential on
the forming of the habitus as follows:
The habitus, which is the generative principle of responses more or less well
adapted to the demands of a certain field, is the product of an individual history,
but also, through the formative experiences of earliest infancy, of the whole
collective history of family and class; (...)
Webb et al. (2002, 36-37) also explain that individuals’ practices in a society can vary
despite the “values and dispositions” they are well aware of in their cultures. The
important point is that what they do is a mirror of who they are and this puts the agent’s
identity, shaped by her/his ‘individual history’ and ‘collective history’ in focus.
Nonetheless, it is not possible to deduce that scholars should rely solely on biographical
data while interpreting the works of authors. Bourdieu (1990) plainly states that the
theory of the field discards “the direct relating of individual biography to the work of
literature” and “the internal analysis of an individual work or even of intertextual
analysis” (147). This is in line with Bourdieu’s stress on relations. It is not one or the
other that researchers need to focus on but all in relation to one another. My
understanding of Bourdieu’s approach is that leaving biographical data out of research
would be neglecting possible sources of influence on one’s writing or translating in a

historical framework. However, this does not lead to an exclusive reliance on

biographical data. For this reason, agents and their products need to be explored with an
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awareness of the fact that agents’ actions are directly influenced by their habitus in a
certain field.

One of the main reasons for Bourdieu’s attack against the structuralist approach
seems to be the fact that they see “practice as simple execution”, not as actions that can
generate new practice (Bourdieu 1990, 13). Indeed, he draws attention to the fact that
action cannot simply be treated at a “mechanical” level, considering merely the effect of
the outside world. There is also “the conscious and deliberate intentions” of individuals
in the formation of action (Bourdieu 1977, 73). I would like to stress that even when
there is no innovative aspect of the agent’s act, the practice could not be regarded
‘simple’. This is due to the fact that even an act that can be considered a continuation of
a tradition adds to the preservation of expectations concerning future acts. Theo
Hermans (2002), in “The Production and Reproduction of Translation: System Theory
and Historical Context”, refers to the work of Niklas Luhmann, German sociologist, and
maintains that Luhmann’s work on social systems adds to the “existing empirical,
sociological and historicizing approaches (polysystem theory, Bourdieu)” (179).
Drawing from Luhmann’s work, Hermans argues the existence of translations and
statements about translation make it possible to translate and to make statements about
translation. Their very existence provides “the necessary connectivity and a sufficient
‘horizon of expectations’ to produce further translations and statements about
translation.” (185). In brief, consideration of ‘practice as simple execution’ is certainly
problematic. Not only novelties but also actions that are in line with the accustomed

state deserve attention as Hermans reveals.
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Having elucidated on the fact that those sharing similar backgrounds are brought
up with ideas of similar practice as a result of common habitus (81) when compared with
the practice of the members of a different class (85), Bourdieu (1977) points to “organic
individuality” (86). In addition to socially recognized practice in accordance with the
idea of collectivity, there are cases in which individuals exhibit their personality with the
distinct moves they make. At this stage, it seems proper to discuss symbolic capital,
which is another key term by Bourdieu, since it has a role in the agent’s finding the
strength to appear with a practice which does not resemble others’. The symbolic capital
that is “the recognition [agents] receive from a group” (Bourdieu 1991, 106) has an
enormous effect on the result[s] their words, performances, and actions will bring.
Bourdieu does not ignore “the symbolic struggles of everyday life” in the utterances
made and draws attention to the “person’s position within the field, and the amount of
capital she or he possesses” (Webb et al. 2002, 23) in exploring spoken and written
discourse or actions. An individual’s speaking as “the authorized representative”
(Bourdieu 1991, 111) of an institution, for instance, gives him such power that the
influence of her/his words on the audience cannot be compared with that of an ordinary
man, at all. It is clear that reception is directly linked to the symbolic capital of the
speaker and the audience’s recognition of that capital (Bourdieu 1991, 116). In other
words, not only what is said but also who said and who listened to the speaker are of
vital importance. In addition, depending on the time and society, the fields of cultural
production, such as the literary field, enjoy different levels of autonomy and authors in a
literary field “are dominant, in so far as they hold the power and privileges conferred by

the possession of cultural capital” (Bourdieu 1990, 145). Hence, the autonomy one has is
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in relation to time, place, and that individual’s power, which has to do with the symbolic
capital s/he has gained as a result of the kind of cultural capital s/he has produced.

Authors can have considerable symbolic capital in the publishing world, but they
are not the only ones with symbolic capital. In “The Social Conditions of the
International Circulation of Ideas”, Bourdieu (1999) undoubtedly shows his awareness
of the role agents in the publishing world, including the translator, play. Stressing the
processes of reading and interpreting, Bourdieu highlights different processes in the
transformation of one text from the source to the target cultures.

(...) the sense and function of a foreign work is determined not simply by the
field of origin, but in at least equal proportion by the field of reception. First,
because the sense and function of the original field are often completely
unknown, but also because the process of transfer from a domestic field to a
foreign one is made up of a series of social operations. There is a process of
selection (what is to be translated, what is to be published, who it will be
translated by, who will publish it), a process of labeling and classification (often
the placing of a label on a product that previously has no label at all) by the
publishers, the question of the series in which it is to be inserted, the choice of
the translator and the writer of the preface (who in presenting the work will take
some sort of possession of it, and slant it with his own point of view, and explain
how it fits into the field of reception, only rarely going so far as to explain where
and how it fits into its field of origin, as the difficulties presented by such an
enterprise are too large); and finally the reading process itself, as foreign readers
are bound to perceive the text in different ways, since the issues which are of
interest to them in the text inevitably are result of a different field of production.
(Bourdieu 1999, 222, emphases mine)

It is obvious that Bourdieu underlines agency in the reproduction of texts and there are
various people who act as agents at different stages. In addition, certain individuals may
have power in not just one but several stages of the publication process. For example,
the translator may be the agent who selects the work to be translated, renders it into the
target language and writes a preface to the book. The “formidable misunderstandings”

(221) like those Bourdieu exemplifies in the circulation of ideas are certainly striking
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and they increase one’s awareness of the fact that this is not a simple process of agency,
at all. Nevertheless, I would like to maintain that there are several reasons why the
translator’s role in the process needs to be confirmed even when there are not such
remarkable instances of misinterpretation. To begin with, the translator’s writing the
source text in the target language is an act that introduces a foreign work to a culture,
which is an act worth investigating. Furthermore, these acts of translation may lead to
the presentation of new ideas, styles, etc. to the target culture. Last but not least, those
who introduce a foreign author to the target readership have “some ulterior motive”
(222), which is a point Bourdieu makes in the same essay. The translator’s introducing
an author to the target audience merely because s/he admires that author’s works is
significant enough to be noted because, as Bourdieu explains, such acts help to fortify
the translator’s place in the field (ibid.). Thus, power relations are at the front in all these
acts of agency, whether they result from misinterpretation or not.

It is not only Pierre Bourdieu but also Gayatri Chakravorty Spivak, who has
discussed the role of translation and the translator in power issues concerning agency. It
is known that feminist critiques generally draw attention towards “many cultural
discourses as impositions” and pose the question “Whose view is being constructed as
though it were the only one?” (Holland et al. 1998, 25). They stress the fact that women
who are not in a privileged position at all are devoid of a say in culture formation (ibid.).
They are expected to follow ‘the’ norms of the culture. At times women find themselves
in a position at which the dominant male, such as the colonizer translating texts
concerning women and the translator who does not care much about the colonized

woman author’s voice, consciously or unconsciously push women to an even more
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passive state. Translators, as powerful agents under such conditions, can follow practices
that totally deprive women of the right to act as agents. In other words, translators can
conceal or even attempt at erasing notable aspects of the experiences and/ or identity of
the women. Spivak’s articles entitled “Can the Subaltern Speak?” (1988) and “The
Politics of Translation” (2000) deserve to be explored at this stage due to their focus on
the interrelated area of agency, women and translation.

Gayatri Chakravorty Spivak (1988), in “Can the Subaltern Speak?”, puts
emphasis on one’s power to speak in her own voice, which is not very much possible for
the oppressed. By discussing the undertakings of the British while codifying Hindu Law,
particularly the rite concerning “widow-sacrifice” (281), which was seen in especially
some parts of Bengal in the eighteenth and early nineteenth century, Spivak reveals how
this rite was misrepresented in multiple ways. On the one hand, British men in power
prohibited women’s “self-immolation on the husband’s pyre” (305) and appeared as
“White men saving brown women from brown men” (297). However, in police records,
the names of the sacrificed widows were wrongly transcribed and not much attention
seems to have been paid to other aspects of their identities, such as the castes they
belong to, which were often referred to as tribes (ibid.). In addition, those writing about
the British rule in India, such as Edward Thompson, presented even the names of the
widows through appropriations (305) and thus turned those sacrificed widows’ names
into common nouns in their English translations (306). On the other hand, Indian nativist
men claimed this act was those women’s independent choice as a result of their faithful
love (297) as though it had nothing to do with problems related to overpopulation,

contempt of women, and the fact that widows at that time in Bengal had the right to take
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over the property of the dead husband (300). In this discussion about issues related to
female agency in India under British rule, Spivak openly expresses the almost
impossible: “If, in the context of colonial production, the subaltern has no history and
cannot speak, the subaltern as female is even more deeply in shadow” (287). This
exemplary case reveals how men adopt an active position in shaping or averting the
agency of women and thus the society. In her introduction to Women out of Place,
Brackette F. Williams (1996) also draws attention to gendered agency. Referring to
George Mosse’s claims in Nationalism and Sexuality: Respectability and Abnormal
Sexuality in Modern Europe, Williams states that women in Europe have been
considered “creatures of passion to be kept under control” (6). The task of constructing
the society belonged to men, while women were expected to stay at home and protect
the already established norms of the society (ibid.).

Just as certain aspects of the Hindu women’s identity are produced or rather
misrepresented by the British men in their writings on the Hindu, language has always
had an obvious effect on the presentation of identities through translation. For this
reason, Spivak (2000, 397) underlines the significance of “the role played by language
for the agent” in “The Politics of Translation™:

The task of the feminist translator is to consider language as a clue to the

workings of gendered agency. The writer is written by her language, of course.

But the writing of the writer writes agency in a way that might be different from

that of the British woman/ citizen with the history of British feminism, focused

on the task of freeing herself from Britain’s imperial past, its often racist present,

as well as its “made in Britain” history of male domination. (397-398)

Considering “the linguistic rhetoricity of the original text” (405) crucial in translating,

Spivak demonstrates how the translator can manage to let the voice of the woman writer
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be heard or make her identity disappear by carelessly or consciously changing the
rhetoricity of her language. To sum up, the agency of the translator plays an important
role in reflecting the agency of the writer, especially when it is the subaltern, which
seems to be an important reason why agency has attracted attention in the field of
translation studies. However, it also needs to be noted that the agency of the translator
deserves attention for its own sake because the ultimate goal is not to reflect the agency

of the writer in all tasks of translation.

1.2. Agency in Translation Studies

The theoretical works on social life written by Pierre Bourdieu have certainly influenced
sociology, anthropology and education, but the influence of Bourdieu’s work has also
spread to various other fields such as political science, linguistics, and translation
studies. The field of translation studies has benefited from Bourdieu’s sociological work
following its cultural turn since the late 1990s. Moira Inghilleri (2005) interprets the
increase in the interest in Bourdieu’s work not only as a testimony of this “paradigmatic
shift within the discipline, toward more sociologically-and anthropologically-informed
approaches to the study of translation processes and products” (125) but also as “part of
the re-evaluation of descriptive and polysystems approaches” (126). It is therefore
crucial to begin with the previous agency related work done in the field of translation
studies and then discuss the more recent writings specifically influenced by Bourdieu.
Starting with Anthony Pym’s criticism of James S. Holmes’ map of translation studies,
the previous agency related work will be discussed through articles by Gideon Toury,

Itamar Even-Zohar, and Andre Lefevere.
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Awareness of the importance of agency has led to negative and positive
criticisms of even early articles written in translation studies. An example is Anthony
Pym’s (1998) criticism of James S. Holmes’ map of the field by referring to an earlier
map drawn by Lawrence Humphrey. As is well known, James S. Holmes introduced the
name and the map of the field of translation studies in “The Name and Nature of
Translation Studies” in 1988. The significance of Holmes’ naming the field and thus
once again drawing attention to the fact that translation studies is a field on its own as
well as presenting the different areas in which research can be done in the field can
certainly not be denied. Pym agrees with this fact and points out that it used to be a
dependable instrument (2). The starting point of Pym’s objection seems to be the two
main goals of the field that Holmes underlines while drawing his map. Holmes (1988)
states that these two goals are “to describe the phenomena of translating and
translation(s) as they manifest themselves in the world of our experience” and “to
establish general principles by means of which these phenomena can be explained and
predicted” (71). Although it is possible to argue that translation history can be
considered a part of certain branches of translation studies, such as product-oriented
descriptive studies, these goals and the categorization of the research areas lack a clear
reference to “the historical study of translation” (Pym 1998, 1). Having made this point,
Pym also criticizes the lack of reference to the translator in Holmes’ map and compares
it to Humphrey’s sixteenth century map, which presents two main branches: translation
and the translator (4). Due to this difference, Pym, who elucidates that “the activity of
translators should be a privileged field for the study of how cultures interrelate” (2000,

2), advocates research with a focus on translators. In line with these approaches, Pym
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(1998) seems to prefer Humphrey’s map to Holmes’ because the division in the latter
relies on products only. Nevertheless, there are two points that need to be stressed in
response to Pym’s criticisms. First of all, Holmes (1988) does not seem to have totally
forgotten translators. Under applied translation studies appears translator training. It is in
specifically the branches of descriptive translation studies that one cannot see the
translator. In addition, while describing translation policy, another area in applied
translation studies, Holmes highlights one of the duties of the translation scholar: “to
render informed advice to others in defining the place and role of translators, translating,
and translations in society at large” (77-78). Second, considering the fact that Pym’s
emphasis is on the importance of agents as well as social actions in translation studies,
Holmes’ drawing attention to the possibility of “the development of a field of translation
sociology” (72) is noteworthy. Though Holmes’ focus is still on translations in function-
oriented descriptive translation studies, his mentioning “translation sociology”
demonstrates his awareness of the importance of individuals and societies as a whole in
the translating or reading process.

The fact that the presence of the translator was not emphasized and the focus was
rather on the translation process and the product in descriptive translation studies have
also resulted in negative criticisms against Gideon Toury and Itamar Even-Zohar’s
works. However, both of the scholars have directed attention towards the agent and/or
specifically the translator in certain publications, some of which have appeared after the
criticisms. Among these is “The Translator as a Nonconformist-To Be or: How to Train
Translators so as to Violate Translational Norms” (Toury 1980), “Translation as a

Means of Planning and Planning of Translation: A Theoretical Framework and an
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Exemplary Case” (Toury 2002), “The Making of Culture Repertoire and the Role of
Transfer” (Even-Zohar 2002) and “Idea-Makers, Culture Entrepreneurs, Makers of Life
Images, and The Prospects of Success” (Even-Zohar 2005).

Toury begins his paper entitled “The Translator as a Nonconformist-To Be” with
reference to the fact that the concept of norm involves the idea that “translation is a
socially contexted behavioural type of activity” (1980, 180). Toury clarifies that the
translator is certainly under the influence of norms, but the translator does not have to
conform to all the norms. This shows that the translator has her/his own free will in
making translation decisions (180-181). He also highlights that these idiosyncratic acts
can be accepted by other translators in time and lead to changes in norms, which is a
clear indication of the power individual translators have (181). Toury believes that
students of translation need to be taught translational norms so that they can make their
own decisions with an awareness of the kind of translations they would like to produce
(186). In “Translation as a Means of Planning and Planning of Translation: A
Theoretical Framework and an Exemplary Case”, Toury (2002) again underlines the role
of translation in bringing change, but this time not only a change in translational norms
but also a change in a culture as part of the planning process. Similar to the questions
Bourdieu (1999) poses in “The Social Conditions of the International Circulation of
Ideas”, research on planning requires answers concerning texts chosen to be translated,
languages of those texts and translational norms followed in target texts. What seems to
be missing in Toury at first sight is the interest in the identity of the agents who make

those choices. Nonetheless, Toury (2002) makes the following statement:
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In each group, there is a small minority who act as producers on the level of the

repertoire itself. Whether entrusted by the group with the task of doing so or

whether self-appointed, it is mainly those persons who introduce new options,

and hence act as AGENTS OF CHANGE. All the rest tend to be mere consumers

of the repertoire: they are producers on the level of texts alone. (151)
As a result, the translator, the hidden agent in the previous statements on translation and
translational norms, comes to the stage in the subject position. Although Toury
emphasizes the role carried out by translators who introduce new options to the
repertoire of the target culture, there is a lack of interest in the agents who do not bring a
change by using the already existing options. I do not deny that cases in which agents
deliberately or unintentionally introduce a source culture product to the target audience
in a strikingly new way or cases in which agents introduce new options to the target
culture deserve investigation. The point I would like to stress is that the seemingly
‘neutral’ translations are worth studying, too due to their exhibiting other facts
concerning the nature of translation and the translator’s presence in the target text.

With an aim to describe target texts in a functional and systemic approach,
Itamar Even-Zohar showed the dynamic structure of not only literature, which is a
‘polysystem’, “a multiple system, a system of various systems which intersect with each
other and partly overlap, using concurrently different options, yet functioning as one
structured whole, whose members are interdependent” (Even-Zohar 1990, 11), but also
translated literature, which is a system on its own. Although translated literature has not
generally enjoyed attention in literary histories due to source-oriented points of view
(Hermans 1985, 7-8), Even-Zohar (2000) regards “translated literature not only as an

integral system within any literary polysystem, but as a most active system within it”

(193). This is owing to the power translated literature has in shaping the literary
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repertoire by introducing new elements through works of other literatures and thus the
center of the polysystem (ibid.). One of the most important contributions of the
polysystem theory seems to be its revealing the impossibility of defining and describing
the position of translated literature universally (197). The connections between the
systems of the polysystem and the positions of the polysystem as well as the systems,
including the translated literature, need to be taken into consideration in any description.
For instance, a young polysystem will be in need of support from translated literature
and thus translated literature will position itself in the center and have the power to bring
changes. However, when the translated literature is in the periphery, translators will
mostly be conforming to the norms of the literary polysystem (Even-Zohar 2000, 193-
195). Despite the fact that binary oppositions, such as center and periphery, seem to be
in the front in the polysystem theory, Even-Zohar makes it clear that the translated
literature should not be imagined at either the center or the periphery as a whole. This is
because different sections of translated literature can have different positions (195).

Moving from this perspective of the polysystem theory, Even-Zohar (2002,
2005) brings the agents of ‘the making of culture repertoire’ into the picture in papers
such as “The Making of Culture Repertoire and the Role of Transfer” and “Idea-Makers,
Culture Entrepreneurs, Makers of Life Images, and The Prospects of Success”. He
explains that there are two ways of making repertoire: ‘invention’ and ‘import’ (169),
but not all options that are imported achieve to be part of the target repertoire. Even-
Zohar uses the term ‘transfer’ when referring to the state in which the imported elements
are accepted by the target culture (ibid.). Having made these points concerning the

making of culture repertoire, he explicitly underlines the role of agents in the process.
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Even-Zohar explains that the focus cannot be solely on the product because “what plays
a role in the culture is the persons, agents themselves who are engaged in the business”
(172). Even-Zohar’s (2005) article entitled “Idea-Makers, Culture Entrepreneurs,
Makers of Life Images, and The Prospects of Success” is even more focused on those
who initiate such processes of introducing new options to the repertoire. If the option
introduced by an agent starts innovative processes (Even-Zohar 2005, 9) as a result of
her/his actively producing and advocating its use in the culture, that agent is not only an
“active idea-maker” but also a “cultural entrepreneur” (10, emphasis original). This is
because “they are engaged in the creation of new or alternative ideas for the repertoires
of culture” (ibid.). Drawing attention to the similarity between potential idea-makers,
such as philosophers, and makers of life images, such as “writers, poets, painters,
composers, film directors”, Even-Zohar maintains that poets and writers have carried out
the role of cultural entrepreneurs at various times and places mostly thanks to the
symbolic capital they have (14). Although Even-Zohar does not mention translators in
this list of cultural entrepreneurs, an example of an idea-maker or cultural entrepreneur
is Dr. Abdullah Cevdet, a poet-translator (Aylugtarhan 2007, 174). This is due to the fact
that Abdullah Cevdet aimed at offering alternative ideas to the Ottoman culture during
the Second Constitutional period. Abdullah Cevdet, who did not only literary but also
non-literary translations, attempted at “using his translations as cultural tools” (ibid.) and
thus introducing and strongly advocating the use of “a Western-oriented materialist
repertoire” (190). In short, “a special attention to the activity of the makers of repertoire
who are at the same time agents of transfer” (Even-Zohar 2002, 173, emphases mine) is

required. This statement of Even-Zohar’s illustrates the addition of stress on agents,
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which was missing in the polysystem theory and which became even more obvious as a
result of his proposing the use of the concepts of “idea-maker” and “cultural
entrepreneur”’.

Although there are important similarities between Even-Zohar and Andre
Lefevere’s writings, Lefevere (1992) clearly showed his awareness of the necessity to
give particular attention to agents in Translation, Rewriting, and the Manipulation of
Literary Fame. Lefevere (1992) deals with issues of “power, ideology, institution and
manipulation” (2) through rewriting, a form of which is translation (vii). In addition to
texts, those who act in the rewriting process are in the focus. Indeed, the very first
question scholars doing research on rewriting should ask is “who rewrites”, while the
reasons for rewriting, the conditions under which the task is done and readership need to
be other areas of investigation (7). Having pointed out that writers and rewriters in a
literary system can perform their tasks considering the constraints of the system or resist
the poetics or ideology that is prevailing in the system (13), Lefevere draws attention to
patronage, which refers to individuals, groups of people or institutions with a power to
“further or hinder the reading, writing, and rewriting of literature” (15). It is significant
that Lefevere dwells on not only change (23) but also conservation of the poetics in a
specific culture (20) and explains how patronage is influential in both cases. Although a
definition of translation is not made, which makes it difficult to distinguish other forms
of rewriting from translation in Lefevere, his elucidating the role agents play in the
process of rewriting and aptly describing the hows and whys concerning patronage are

highly important.
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After these relatively early agency related work in the field of translation studies
come studies that make use of specifically Pierre Bourdieu’s writings. Among these is
Daniel Simeoni’s (1998) “The Pivotal Status of the Translator’s Habitus”, which
attempts at integrating Bourdieu’s concept of habitus into the framework of descriptive
translation studies. It is important that Simeoni (1998) is especially interested in “the
myriad determining choices made by translators in the course of translating” (1), stylistic
differences between translators as well as those between the translator and the source
author (2), and “the dynamics of the complex of inner/outer forces” powerful in the
formation of the translator’s style (3). Having criticized the studies done in the field of
cognitive science with a focus on the human mind, Simeoni puts emphasis on the
necessity of including the social world (3). After a discussion of Toury’s writings on
descriptive translation studies and mainly his notion of norms, Simeoni makes the
following statement: “It is not so much the activity of translating, nor the translator
himself, nor objective norms as such, but the internalized position of the translator in his
field of practice which may turn out to be the single most determining factor.” (12)
Therefore, translation as product is the outcome of “diversely distributed social
habituses or, specific habituses governed by the rules pertaining to the field in which the
translation takes place” (19, emphasis original) and cannot be treated in isolation from
other factors already mentioned. It is due to this link that translator style can be studied
as “a case of mapping out” the differences between the agents’ choices in comparison to
the “differences between their cultural and socio-economic statuses” (19) in the field of
translation or more particularly literary translation. It seems possible to do such a

comparative study of style between different translators’ translations of the same text or
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compare the translator’s style with that of the author’s with an attentive look at
differences between their cultural, social and economic lives. That is why Simeoni later
in the article states, “a whole new area of research, contrasting the specificities of what
we might call “authorial habitus” versus “translatorial habitus”, is thereby open” (26).
He does not touch upon the habitus of the author-translator, at all and I argue that the
study of the author-translator’s habitus might contribute to this research area with its
more interlinked aspects. That is because in the case of an author-translator, it also
becomes possible to compare the same individual’s choices in her/his authorial and
translatorial styles. Whether the minor change in the field causes any minor or major
changes in the symbolic capital the author-translator has despite the fact that it is the
same individual and thus the same habitus might prove to be a point researchers need to
be careful about. Since there is an obvious lack in “modern sociographies of single
translators’ professional trajectories”, doing interviews with the translator as part of the
process of gathering biographical data can be useful (31).

Gouanvic (2005) criticizes Simeoni for ignoring specifically the concept of field
in Bourdieu (148-149). I would like to point out that although Simeoni does not really
introduce the concepts of field or capital separately, he uses these concepts in his
discussion of habitus. Considering Bourdieu’s claim that “such notions as habitus, field,
and capital can be defined, but only within the theoretical system they constitute, not in
isolation” (1992, 96) and the fact that Simeoni’s statements on habitus show the
unavoidable reference to the notion of field, I would argue that Simeoni does not deserve
harsh criticism. Pointing to Simeoni’s lack of describing these concepts in Bourdieu’s

theory is one thing; criticizing Simeoni as if he did not pay attention to these concepts is
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another. Simeoni’s lack of reference to Bourdieu’s own works and his using only
secondary sources has been another reason for Gouanvic’s negative criticisms (149).
Although Bourdieu’s writings can be seen in the list of references, Gouanvic seems to be
right in that Simeoni, in this article, does not generally refer to specific pages in
Bourdieu’s papers or books. Simeoni rather appears to discuss Bourdieu’s points without
quoting or paraphrasing specific sentences, but it needs to be noted that there are
exceptions to that.

Due to the increase in translation scholars’ use of Bourdieu’s concepts following
particularly Simeoni’s article, The Translator published a special issue entitled
“Bourdieu and the Sociology of Translation and Interpreting” in 2005. The guest editor
of the volume, Moira Inghilleri (2005) has written on “The Sociology of Bourdieu and
the Construction of the ‘Object’ in Translation and Interpreting Studies”. Inghilleri
(2005, 126) states that the agents of the tasks of translating and interpreting, i.e. the
translator and the interpreter, have been further in the focus of translation research
together with the use of Bourdieu’s concepts. Jean-Marc Gouanvic (2005), in “4
Bourdieusian Theory of Translation, or the Coincidence of Practical Instances. Field,
‘Habitus’, Capital and ‘Illusio ™, presents the studies done in the field of translation
sociology and stresses that the external that is the literary field and the internal
sociologies, which include the text, agent and habitus, need to be woven together in
research. After his discussion of “the emergence of an autonomous French literary field”
(154) in the nineteenth century through the use of Bourdieu’s concepts, Gouanvic (2005)

makes the following statement in his discussion of the translator’s habitus:
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If a translator imposes a rhythm upon the text, a lexicon or a syntax that does not
originate in the source text and thus substitutes his or her voice for that of the
author, this is essentially not a conscious strategic choice but an effect of his or
her specific habitus, as acquired in the literary field. (158, emphasis original)
It is reasonable to claim that the translator’s habitus is very much influential on her/his
decision to make her/his translatorial style apparent in the translation, but to argue that it
is certainly not the result of a conscious decision seems problematic. The translator’s
habitus may help to draw conclusions as to whether the decision might be consciously or
unconsciously made, but additional sources of information, such as interviews with the
translator, could prove a deeper insight in order to draw such clear-cut conclusions.
Interviews are in the focus of Jan Blommaert’s (2005) article entitled “Bourdieu
the Ethnographer. The Ethnographic Grounding of Habitus and Voice”. This is because
Blommaert (2005) investigates “problems of voice” (219) in the transformation of an
interview made with a refugee applying for the Belgian asylum into a letter written by
the asylum authorities. Pointing out that “a sense of lived and experienced reality”, thus
ethnographic work is in the essence of Bourdieu’s writings (224), Blommaert studies his
case using Bourdieu’s concepts and depicts how the applicant’s voice is not heard as a
result of all the “misunderstandings”, “absences”, and loss of noteworthy details in the
letter of the authorities (232). Blommaert effectively demonstrates the relationship
between power and voice and argues habitus shows the “not necessarily innocent nature
of routinized behaviour, (...) that routines may be the points where patterns of inequality
enter into our everyday behaviour, and that these patterns of inequality lead to patterning

in our routines as well” (233). Thus, Blommaert once again draws attention to both the

‘structured’ and ‘structuring’ aspects of the habitus and attempts at awakening those
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who are blind to the power of regular acts, which cunningly might not attract much
attention.

To conclude, the first two sections of this chapter have shown that whenever a
case is profoundly explored in the literary field, the focus is often on the author or the
translator but not the author-translator. The investigation of the author-translator’s
habitus in the literary field may reveal a kind of a shared habitus between the author’s
and the translator’s or the dominance of one over the other. However, it is also possible
that the interactions between the authorial and translatorial styles in writing show that
the two cannot easily be distinguished. This is important due to various reasons, one of
which is the long prevalent assumption concerning the universals of translated language

versus the non-translated. All these questions await answers.

1.3. Author-Translators

Agency is very much related to the identity of the person or persons. Dorothy Holland
and the co-authors of Identity and Agency in Cultural Worlds, assert that identities can
provide channels to be agents (1998, 4-5). Power has definitely an important effect on
agency. In other words, those holding power may feel freer to be creative and start that
which is considered uncommon compared with the norm at a certain time and place. As
a result, they may bring out changes in various areas of life. In order not to “participate
in the silencing of those who lack privilege and power” (Holland et al. 1998, 25) in the
field of literature and translation studies, it is important to be aware of the identity of
authors, translators and author-translators. In this section, first the etymology of ‘author’

in English and the changing position of the author at different times and places are
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emphasized. Then Roland Barthes, Michel Foucault and Sigmund Freud’s writings on
the relationship between authors and their texts, including the death of the author as a
consequence of writing, control of ‘meaning’ as well as Barthes and Freud’s uses of the
terms ‘author’ and ‘writer’ are discussed. Having questioned the position of the
translator and the author-translator, the relatively high status of literary translation and
literary translator is described. Next is an attempt at responding to claims concerning the
importance of being a poet or an author in translating literary works. Finally,
information on a number of studies done on topics related to author-translators is given.
The word ‘author’ in English was derived from the Latin ‘auctor’, which is
etymologically linked to four terms. Three of those do not convey the idea of “textual
mastery” or creativity (Burke 1995: xviii). They can be listed as “[a]gere, ‘to act or
perform’”, “augere, ‘to grow’”, and “auiro, ‘to tie’” (ibid.). However, the fourth one,
autentim, refers to authority and therefore it is associated with authorship but not
autonomy. This, Burke explains, is due to the fact that in antiquity, authority depended
on the author’s connection with the tradition and God’s authority in letting the author be
inspired (ibid.). In short, it is not as a result of the definitions of the words from which
‘author’ was derived that authors have been considered to load their texts with ‘the’
‘meaning’ in their minds. Authors have not enjoyed an enormous amount of power at all
times, however. To illustrate, in Plato’s Republic, poets are not very much esteemed:
(...) we must love and salute [poets] as doing the best they can, and concede to
them that Homer is the most poetic of poets and the first of tragedians, but we

must know the truth, that we can admit no poetry into our city save only hymns
to the gods and the praises of good men. (Plato 1995, 20)
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As is obvious, poets are not condemned simply because writing poetry is all they can do.
In line with this belittling, poets are clearly devoid of a say in The Republic. Plato
considers poetry as a threat to the wellbeing of the state. This is due to the fact that
“pleasure and pain” start to rule the city instead of “law” (21) when the public reads
poetry.

Plato’s approach to poets did not designate the idea of authorship forever. The
idea of authorship evolved in time, especially during Romanticism, that is, beginning
with the end of the eighteenth century. It needs to be noted that Romanticism did not
influence all cultures during the same period of time in the same way. Synchronic and
diachronic studies have revealed a number of differences. For instance, romantic literary
works were first written towards the end of the eighteenth century in England and
Germany but in the nineteenth century in other European countries like France and
Spain (Barberis-Grasser 1994, 86). The important point here is that there are two main
characteristics of Romanticism, which makes it a landmark in the changing conception
of the ‘author’. To begin with, the individual’s experiences were in the focus of
Romantics (Hauser 1973, 171). Second, imagination played an important role in the
search for “the remote, the exotic, and the unknown” (Hauser 1973, 164). As a result,
the author’s perceptions and creativity in writing attracted attention. At this stage,
Roland Barthes, Michel Foucault and Sigmund Freud’s writings concerning the
relationship between authors and their texts need to be discussed. This is owing to the
fact that all three scholars have essays on the connection between the author as an
individual and the interpretation of the text or the role of the reader as well as the use of

the terms ‘author’ and/or ‘writer’. I have two arguments in relation to the discussion of
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these writings. First of all, I argue that the identity of the speaker or the writer needs to
be taken into consideration in order not to neglect power issues. Second, in a discussion
of the terms ‘author’ and/or ‘writer’, the ‘translator’ deserves to be included. It is
unfortunate that the translator is indiscernible in the discussions made by Barthes and
Foucault.

Sean Burke (1995, xxiii) explains that the study of the link between the literary
text and the author’s personality was prevalent in the second half of the nineteenth
century literary criticism. This view was contested by the impersonalist theory, which
maintains that literary texts cannot be regarded as an illumination of the author’s
character. Sean Burke refers to T. S. Eliot’s motto that “poetry ‘is not the expression of
personality, but an escape from personality’ (ibid.). Roland Barthes’ (1995) “The Death
of the Author” can be considered a continuation of this confrontation (Burke 1995,
xxiv). This is due to the fact that Barthes exhibits how the author disappears the moment
the act of writing begins and criticizes classic criticism in that authors are studied
through their biographies, diaries, and interviews in relation to their texts. Critics then
come to conclusions concerning literary works in the light of the information gathered
about the authors. Michel Foucault (1972), in “What is an Author?”, also discusses the
relationship between the author and death or rather “the sacrifice of life” (206). While
drawing attention to the question concerning what constitutes a ‘work’, Foucault first
states, it is well known that the main aim in literary criticism is not to demonstrate the
relationship between the author and the text. The focus in literary criticism is rather on
the work itself, that is, “its structure, its architecture, its intrinsic form, and the play of its

internal relationships” (207). Foucault then poses the question whether the work is not
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that which “an author has written” (ibid.). This is a reason why it is difficult not to
include the author as an individual while interpreting the literary work. However, there
are also “ideological” reasons Foucault underlines (221):

The question then becomes: How can one reduce the great peril, the great danger

with which fiction threatens our world? The answer is: One can reduce it with

the author. The author allows a limitation of the cancerous and dangerous
proliferation of significations within a world where one is thrifty not only with
one’s resources and riches but also with one’s discourses and their significations.

The author is the principle of thrift in the proliferation of meaning. (...) We are

used to thinking that the author is so different from all other men, and so

transcendent with regard to all languages that, as soon as he speaks, meaning
begins to proliferate, to proliferate indefinitely.

The truth is quite the contrary: the author is not an indefinite source of

significations that fill a work: the author does not precede the works; (...) In fact,

if we are accustomed to presenting the author as a genius, as a perpetual surging
of invention, it is because, in reality, we make him function in exactly the

opposite fashion. (Foucault 1972, 221)

Foucault (1972) apparently criticizes the assumption that there is one single ‘meaning’
of anything and the ‘creator’ of that ‘meaning’ can only be the author of the text. Human
beings want to be in control and seem to be stingy in letting others go through their own
reading processes as if it is possible to avoid that. Therefore, there are ideological
reasons lying behind interpreting literary works by regarding the author’s life and
personality as the main guide.

In agreement with Foucault, Barthes asserts, “it is language which speaks, not the
author; to write is, through a prerequisite impersonality” (1995, 126). Texts await their
readers who might be considered to give birth to various ‘meanings’ of the text, thus
making it explicit that the author is already dead. For this reason, “a text’s unity lies not

in its origin but in its destination” (Barthes 1995, 129). However, I would argue that

taking the author, her identity into consideration while studying literary texts does not
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mean that the researcher is merely interested in the identity of the speaker or writer. If
this is only one of the aspects of the research and if the identity of the speaker or writer
does not become the ultimate channel through which conclusions are drawn, asking this
question does not have to produce negative results. On the contrary, disinterest in the
speaker or the writer can bring out a study lacking in certain ways. This may even lead
to major problems if one is dealing with a translated text. To be unaware of the presence
of the translator in the writing process can blind the researcher to various aspects of the
text, which may indeed result in ignoring the effect of ideology in text production. An
example can be the postcolonial text Samia Mehrez (1992) investigates in “Translation
and the Postcolonial Experience: The Francophone North African Text”. Mehrez (1992)
discusses how “hybrid” (121) texts written by North African authors display the authors’
bilingualism and the existence of two distinct cultures at their homeland. Mehrez (1992)
explains that the main aim of the postcolonial author in producing these texts is “to
subvert hierarchies by bringing together the ‘dominant’ and the “‘underdeveloped,’ by
exploding and confounding different symbolic worlds and separate systems of
signification in order to create a mutual interdependence and intersignification” (122).
Ideology is obviously at play as some North African authors make their choices
concerning the language in which they write and use language as an instrument to fight
for their own sovereignty in the postcolonial world. Therefore, it is not possible to
generalize and suggest that who is speaking is a superfluous question to ask in any
context. Identities certainly make a difference, but this certainly does not mean that the
signified is “present in and of itself, in a sufficient presence that would refer only to

itself” (Derrida 1982b, 12). There is an endless referencing between ideas and the author
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cannot draw the borders of that referencing. Having discussed “the process of “saving
the text™” (56), Sibel Irzik (1990), in Deconstruction and the Politics of Criticism,
argues as follows:
The question of the speaker’s control over the meaning of his utterance is one of
degree, not of absolute presence or absence. It is true that words have unintended
connotations and they can be interpreted in contexts not controlled by the
original speaker or author. But this does not obliterate the distinction between the
word “brot” and the word “bastard” in any specific context. (Irzik 1990, 62)
Thus, exaggeration of the fact that the intention of the author cannot be an absolute
source of ‘origin’ that determines the readings of the text needs to be avoided, as well.
In addition to the discussion related to the death of the author and the study of
the author’s life in the interpretation of literary works in Barthes and Foucault, Barthes
and Freud’s uses of the terms ‘author’ and/ or ‘writer’ deserve attention. Having
described the superior position of the author from the sixteenth until the nineteenth
centuries in France, Barthes (1972), in “Authors and Writers”, first differentiates authors
from writers. The former “lose[s] his own structure and that of the world in the structure
of language” since he produces literary works and does not seek truth as the ultimate
object (145). The writer, on the other hand, has a practical aim in producing texts like
articles or essays on scholarly subjects, politics, etc. Unlike Barthes, Freud (1995) first
of all reveals the connection between the identity of the creativity of the writer and
her/his works. In addition, Freud uses the word ‘writer’ when referring to Barthes’
‘author’, but Freud adds the adjective ‘creative’ to clarify that the kind of the writer he
discusses is the one who writes literary works. It is significant that Freud (1995, 55) sees

similarities between “the creative writer” and “the child at play” and draws attention to

the emotional aspects of writing a literary work in “Creative Writers and Day-
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Dreaming”. Interestingly, Freud distinguishes “the ancient writers of epics and tragedies
[who] take over their material ready-made, from writers who seem to originate their own
material” (58). Thus, he excludes writers of texts other than literary works in his
discussion of the link between creative writing and daydreaming to ensure that there is
creativity involved in the writing process. Although Freud does not even mention
translators, the point he makes here helps to deduce that translators are different than
creative writers in his understanding. This is because the former works on texts that have
already been written and thus there is no need to be creative for the translator in his
reading and writing process. Nevertheless, Freud demonstrates his awareness concerning
the idea of ‘original’ by using a hedging device and says those writers “seem to” write
‘original’ literary texts. This point is openly stated by Barthes in “The Death of the
Author” since he stressed the fact that “the writer can only imitate a gesture that is
always anterior, never original” (128). Then how can it be possible to claim that the
(creative) writer or the author and the translator do not share common ground and to
leave translators out of this discussion?

Besides ‘authors’ or ‘creative writers’ and ‘writers’ in general, Barthes (1972)
states that there is also “a bastard type: the author-writer” (149), but he does not mention
the ‘translator’ at all. Those that Barthes names as author-writers are intellectuals who
do both. They can be the authors of creative works and at the same time write scholarly
papers. So where does the translator stand in this description of authors, writers and
author-writers that Barthes (1972) has presented in this essay? Barthes, similar to
Foucault, does not even refer to the presence of the translator and thus ignores the fact

that there is translated literature. He seems to assume literature is read only in the
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language it is written and focuses on ‘authors’, ‘writers’ and ‘author-writers’. For this
reason, [ will attempt at finding the position of the translator in this picture through
Barthes’ lenses, but first several points concerning the task of the translator need to be
made. The literary translator renders the already produced literary text into another
language and thus produces that creative work anew for the target culture. Translators
can identify themselves so much with the literary work that they may feel as lost in its
language as the target authors. However, they may also have goals like instructing the
reader by making the source text available to the target readership and thus have an
aspect of the writer’s identity as described by Barthes. Although Barthes seems not to
share the view that authors may as well have one or more aims in creating a literary
work, it is a fact that not all authors merely write as a result of inspiration. Therefore,
even in the single act of producing a literary work or translating a literary work into
another language, one can carry the roles of both an author and a writer in Barthes’
terms.

When one says ‘author-translator’, s’he seems to consider ‘translating’ in similar
terms to ‘writing’ in that authors, as creative beings, produce their own works and
translators have more practical aims in producing other authors’ works in a different
language than the source language. I would like to clarify that the intention in using the
term ‘author-translator’ in this thesis is to underline the presence of the two roles carried
by these individuals and the link between the two activities. The fact that the word
“author” comes before “translator” does not reflect a hierarchical order here but is a
result of the established use in Turkish literary tradition. It is also possible to claim that

“author” qualifies the translator. Thus, this use implies that translators who are also
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authors are in the focus of this thesis and has no implications concerning the existence or
non-existence of the creative aspect in these practices. The question Freud asks at the
beginning of his essay may be helpful at this stage, as it inquires about where “that
strange being, the creative writer,” finds “his material, and how he manages to make
such an impression on us with it and to arouse in us emotions of which, perhaps, we had
not even thought ourselves capable” (1995, 54). Apparently, the material of the literary
text in translating is not brought together by the target author but the source author. This
is a fact that can certainly not be denied, but it is not possible to claim that the source
material is totally ‘original’, either. In addition, other potentials of the creative work can
only be realized as a result of the translator’s work for the target readership. It is also
noteworthy that it is literary translators but not the translators of other kinds of texts that
can be considered ‘authors’ according to this definition, which appears to place literary
translators in a superior position.

‘Literary translation’ seems to have one single definition, but the definitions
made by two people may differ from one another. Gideon Toury (1995), in Descriptive
Translation Studies and Beyond, highlights the distinction between the two uses of
‘literary translation’. ‘Literary translation” has come to be used while referring to the
rendering of texts considered literary by source readership as well as those translations
considered literary by target readership (168). Therefore, two different systems may be
the source of the assessment of a translation as literary. Nonetheless, it is possible to
argue that there are cases in which both the source text is considered to be literary by the
source culture and the target text is considered to be literary by the target culture

regardless of the perceptions of the source culture about the source text (ibid.). It is

49



significant to note that literary translation has been treated to be nonexistent in histories
of literature (Hermans 1985, 7). Theo Hermans (1985), in his introduction to The
Manipulation of Literature, draws attention to the fact that whenever a translated literary
work is criticized, the focus is usually on the qualities of the ‘original’ and the lacking
aspects of the translation when compared with the target text (8). Thus, translated
literature has mostly been studied with source-oriented approaches and rarely as a
system in a language (ibid.). Having told the old story, which still has influences on
critics evaluating literary translations, Hermans continues with the new era that opened
with descriptive translation studies, which has a target-oriented approach and deals with
the functions of the translation in its system, in the 1970s. The systematic, descriptive
study of translated literary works started with Gideon Toury and Itamar Even-Zohar,
who considered literature as a polysystem and translated literature as a separate system
in relation with the other systems in that polysystem. For this reason, in Toury’s (1995)
remarks concerning the definitions of literary translation, possible differences between
two different cultures’ perceptions concerning a text as literary are significant. There are
no such major differences between cultural perceptions concerning the literary
translations in this thesis, but it is worth stating that ‘literary translation’ here is used to
address translations considered literary by target readership unless indicated otherwise.
Literary translation seems to have occupied a position ‘higher’ than other kinds
of text translation. The essays in Translating Selves: Experience and Identity between
Languages and Literatures vary in their focus, but who translates, how s/he translates
and the effects of translating on reading as well as the identity of languages, which is

open to change, are among the main questions for which answers are sought. Nikolaou

50



and Kyritsi (2008), in their introduction to the book, make the following comment on
literary translation:
Together with the crux of subjectivity that we especially identify when language
becomes literary language, and translation, literary translation, we encounter a
persistent virus that keeps unraveling preconceptions: the adjective ‘literary’
begins by designating what one participates in, illuminating the intricacies of a
practice in dialogue with and shaping the consciousness of the practitioner. (3)
The main reason for the different status given to literary translation appears to be its
being considered to be similar to creative writing. This may be the cause leading to the
fact that writers and poets have been regarded ‘better’ translators of literary works.
Josephine Balmer (2006), in her article entitled “What Comes Next? Reconstructing the
Classics?”, narrows down the area of literary translation even further and concentrates
on specifically the translation of classics when she points to the similarity between the
translation of classics and creative writing (184). Lauren G. Leighton (1991), however,
addresses the translation of classics from a different perspective and points out that
translating classics has been regarded a scholarly work. Thus, the view that one must be
a poet in order to translate poetry has been shaken by some scholars including Matthew
Arnold in the case of translating classics (Leighton 1991, 153). The reason why Balmer
relates translating classics to creative writing is that she sees it a requirement for the
translator of classics to consider the audience of the time and make translation decisions
accordingly (ibid.). Furthermore, it is impossible to be in contact with the author of the
source text and to gather detailed information about the context of the time and place in
which it is written (185), which necessarily frees the translator (186). Thus, translators

become “innovator[s]” (184) whose thumbprint can be seen on the classic when

compared with the previous renderings of the same text. After presenting how she
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journeyed through the translation of Greek texts to her creation of her own poems in an
interaction with those Greek texts, Balmer, a poet-translator, states that translation of
classical texts and writing ‘original’ poetry are “interlinked and interdependent art
forms” (194). Referring to poets such as Balmer, Leighton shows how they stress the
importance of being a poet in translating poetry and the freedom poet-translators need in
fulfilling the task (151-154).

Scholars may underline the relationship between writing and translating even
when they have not asserted the requirement or at least the significance of being a writer
or a poet in translating fiction or poetry. Clive Scott (2000, 251), who wrote Translating
Baudelaire, asks, “Do we use translation to get to our own creativity, or do we use our
creativity to get to the source text’s best translational advantage?” The fact that Scott
sees this as an ‘either-or’ situation is problematic. It is certainly possible to talk about a
‘both-and’ or a ‘neither-nor’ case. What Scott stresses is the fact that the translator’s role
in the process is not merely at a linguistic level, as s/he is involved as a “whole” (ibid.)
in the task of translating. After stressing that the literary translator does not have to be a
poet, Bonnefoy (1992, 189) adds, “if he is himself a writer he will be unable to keep his
translating separate from his own work”. Scott (2000, 2) also states that those who
believe only poets have the capability to translate poems think poets are freer than others
in their translation decisions. This may be related to the expectation of the translator’s
“suppress[ing] subjectivity” in translating an ‘original’ work, to which Nikolaou and
Kyritsi (2008, 9) refers while explaining the different assertions related to writing and
translating. How can one ignore the presence of ‘subjectivity’ when even the task of

selecting the text to be translated can be the starting point of “an act of assisted self-
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expression” and when the translation stands as “a confession of connections and
influence” (Nikolaou 2008, 57)? This impossible task expected to be completed by a
translator seems to be loosened when the translator is also a writer. This might be
because writers, as ‘subjects’ with their ‘original’ works, have secured a place that gives
them the freedom to translate in their own voice.

An investigation of studies on the concept of ‘author-translator’ or ‘translator-
author’ reveals that there is remarkably small number of scholars who have done
research in this area. There is research on individuals who were both translators and
authors with a focus on demonstrating the relationship between those individuals’
translating and writing. An example is Cockerill (2006), who puts an author-translator at
the forefront: Futabatei Shimei, a prominent figure of Japanese literature. She studies the
novels written and translated by Futabatei Shimei from Russian into Japanese. It is
important that Cockerill not only focuses on the written and translated texts but also
informs her readers about the influence of Futabatei Shimei’s translations from Russian
literature on the field of Japanese literature. However, Cockerill’s main aim seems to
investigate Futabatei’s style in his major translations and identify the influence of those
translations on his writing (11). That is why Cockerill examines features such as the
Japanese verb forms the writer preferred. As it says in the blurb of the book, Cockerill
shows how Futabatei’s authorial and translatorial styles emerged under the influence of
Turgenev and Gogol. Thus, Cockerill’s is a study that illustrates interactions between
authorial and translatorial styles of an author-translator, but the major sources of

influence appear to have been the novels Futabatei Shimei translated, not vice versa.
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There are also studies that explore self-translating, i.e. translating one’s own
work. While self-translating can happen anywhere, in certain contexts, such as the
Canadian, self-translating may attract more attention than it usually does. This is due to
the reason for and result of self-translating in bilingual contexts. In Translating Identity
and the Identity of Translation, Daniel Gagnon’s article on “cross-writing and self-
translating” discusses the appearance of “innovative bilingual translating/ writing
experiences” (2006, 47) in the Canadian context. Gagnon (2006) elucidates that
Canadian writers produce their works in the ‘other’ language, and then render them into
their mother tongue or rather “mix writing and translation as cultural practices” (ibid.).
Focusing on his own writing and translating experiences, Gagnon states the novels he
wrote in English were received as translations, while his translations of his own novels
were received as ‘originals’. This, Gagnon explains, resulted from the fact that Gagnon’s
mother tongue is French and the French translations were published before the English
novels he wrote. It is also important that Gagnon refers to the freedom writers are
considered to have in translating while giving details about his translating 7he
Marriagable Daughter. He clarifies that he preferred not to render some English words
into French in the translation and added some words that did not appear in the ‘original’.
For this reason, Gagnon believes while self-translating, he has “taken considerable
liberties as a writer/ translator” (50). Gagnon’s reminding his identity as an author-
translator in this explanation concerning the translation implies the idea that if it were
another translator who undertook the task of translating Gagnon’s novel, s/he would not
be considered to have as much freedom as Gagnon. It is Gagnon’s own novel, so he has

the right to make any changes he likes. It is interesting that there is no questioning about

54



the source text when it is the author self-translating, which seems to mean that the author
carries much more significance than the source text.

In brief, the relationship between translating and writing and/or advantages poets
or authors have enjoyed in translating literary texts are mentioned if not stressed in these
works. While Balmer (2006), Bonnefoy (1992) and Cockerill (2006) definitely throw
light on the link between writing and translating practices of author-translators, Scott
(2000) directs attention to the fact that translation is not a simple linguistic activity and
that the involvement of the translator as an individual in the act of literary translation
cannot be avoided. Considering the fact that the author is also involved as an individual
in her/his practice, it is reasonable to expect interactions between the two practices of the
same individual. The important point here is that there is no theoretical framework in the
works of author-translators, but this is in line with the nature of these writings. The
significance of these writings comes from the fact that they provide insight into the
author-translators’ view of their own experiences and others’ similar to theirs. An
exception is Cockerill’s (2006) work, as it is a result of serious research. Her study
reveals the influence of the source authors’ style on the author-translators’ own writing
as a result of his translating practice. A question proper to ask here is whether the
author-translator’s authorial style can also be distinguished easily in her/his translating,

which could show that the influence is bidirectional.

1.4. The Discourse on Author-Translators in Turkey
To my knowledge, there is no study which simultaneously investigates the works and

translations of a Turkish author-translator with attention to their identity as an author-
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translator. The discourse on author-translators in Turkey has not been in the focus of any
study, either. However, Sehnaz Tahir Giirgaglar’s (2001) PhD thesis, the book version of
which was published in 2008 as The Politics and Poetics of Translation in Turkey, 1923-
1960, needs to be discussed here for several reasons. First of all, Tahir Giirgaglar (2001)
analyzes the discourse on translation and translators while exploring the role played by
private publishing houses in addition to the role of the Translation Bureau in this period.
Secondly, she discusses the politics of the period with reference to the publications and
thus provides a historical framework. Thirdly, her first case study in the dissertation
focuses on three author-translators’ pseudotranslations, ‘indigenous’ works, and
translations. The corpora consist of three publications of each one of the author-
translators: Selami Miinir Yurdatop, Ali Riza Seyfi and Kemal Tahir. As a result, Tahir
Giirgaglar sheds light upon the discourse on author-translators in this period.

In Kapilar. Ceviri Tarihine Yaklagimlar, Tahir Giirgaglar (2005) investigates the
discourse on translation and translators over a longer period, that is the 1940s, 1960s and
2000s. Her study reveals that “translation was considered a tool for modernization and
canon formation in the 1940s” [1940’larda, ¢eviriye bir cagdaslasma ve kanon olusturma
araci olarak bakilmistir] (2005, 88) and thus translators were ‘visible’ actors in the
process (90). The examples of author-translators speaking or writing about translation
and translators provided by Tahir Giir¢aglar demonstrate that translation was generally
regarded as a secondary activity and that the requirement to be “successful” [basarili] at
translating was to have the ability and the experience of writing (92-97). Translators,
therefore, were not seen equal to writers and obviously this requirement was an

“idealization” [idealize edilmesi] of the concept of author-translator (93). Tahir
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Giirgaglar then shows that the 2000s brought certain important changes concerning the
discourse on translation and translators. First of all, translators themselves, rather than
authors or critics, began to draw attention to issues concerning translation. Secondly,
translating began to be considered a profession as a result of the effort made by
translators. Thirdly, it is now agreed that translation studies is an independent academic
field (114). However, there is a similarity between the 1940s and 2000s that Tahir
Giirgaglar puts emphasis on. This is related to the fact that almost all the translators who
played vital roles in establishing (Turkish) Literary Translators [Kitap Cevirmenleri],
such as Tuncay Birkan, Giirol Koca, Asli Bigen and Isik Ergiiden, are not only
translators but also writers and work with publishing houses which can be claimed to be
at the center of the Turkish literary system (ibid.).

For the purpose of investigating the discourse on author-translators in Turkey in
a historical framework, I have searched the volumes of the journal entitled Terciime
[Translation], which was published from 1940 until 1966, Yazko Ceviri (1981-1985) and
Metis Ceviri, published in the 1980s and early 1990s, during which the novels in the
corpus of this study were published. Terciime, published by the Translation Bureau,
aimed at “introducing the best” of the works written in mostly European languages to
Turkish readership [Baslica gayemiz Tiirk okurlarina, baska dillerde yazan
muharrirlerin, bilhassa Avrupa’nin irfanlar1 her tarafa yayilmis muharrirlerinin en
iyilerini tanitmakti] (Atag 1941b, 1). In Terciime appear not only translations from
foreign languages but also criticisms on published translations and essays on translating.
My reading the first five volumes revealed that there is either no or only a passing

reference to author-translators in a high number of criticisms. Therefore, particularly the
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essays on translating have been chosen for the exploration of the change or changes in
the discourse on author-translators in this period of 26 years. The 1940s, 1950s, and
1960s will be discussed with a focus on views concerning author-translators. The
findings of this analysis will be compared to the findings related to the discourse on
author-translators in Yazko Ceviri and Metis Ceviri. As a result, it will be possible to see
whether the discourse was different in the period Pmar Kiir’s novels and translations in
the corpus of this study were published when compared with the discourse in Terciime.
It is here important to provide information concerning the amount of data
gathered during these periods. There are plenty of examples that can be quoted from the
1940s, whereas the 1950s and 1960s fail to provide that much information in quantity.
This seems to be due to three main reasons. To begin with, essays on the issues
concerning translation, including the question who should translate literary works into
Turkish, were more common in the 1940s, since the journal was in its early period and
needed to explain its expectations. In addition, the intention was to supplement
translations and criticisms of translations in the later period. In the 1950s, Bedrettin
Tuncel (1955), for example, states that the primary reason why they were publishing this
journal was not to “discuss issues of translation” and come to clear conclusions about
translating [Dergimizin bellibash vazifesinin terciime meselelerini miinakasa edip
formiillere baglamak oldugunu da kabul etmek giigtiir.] (134). He adds that these issues
were mostly discussed during the first years of the journal and that their primary goal in
the 1950s was to publish translations of “good examples” of works from foreign
languages [Bilhassa ilk ¢iktig1 yillarda, sonradan da zaman zaman, siras1 geldik¢e bu

meseleler izerinde durulmustur. Bugiin i¢in as1l vazifemizin yabanci dillerdeki fikir ve

58



edebiyat mahsullerinden iyi drnekler vererek okur yazarlarimizia hizmet oldugu
kanaatindeyiz.] (135). Another reason is the fact that certain issues of the journal could
not have been published in 1954. Last but not least, the journal was published for only
six years during the 1960s. However, the essays that appeared in the volumes during all
those twenty-six years provide sufficient amount of information to make an analysis and
synthesis of the discourse on author-translators. In relation to the emphasis on the role to
be carried out by the poets and authors of the period in translating literary works into
Turkish, the similarity between writing and translating, the relationship between the
selected source work and the author/poet-translator, and stylistic features that have to be
taken into consideration in translating literary works were underlined. I will begin each
point related to this discourse with the 1940s and then make remarks concerning the
later period whenever possible.

Starting with the very first volume of the journal, it is possible to see how
intertwined the above-mentioned ideas are. Bedrettin Tuncel (1940), in the first volume
of Terciime, has an essay entitled “Terciime Meselesi” [The Issue of Translating], which
delves into the required characteristics of translators while pointing to these ideas.
Tuncel first refers to Ahmet Hasim’s and then Andre Gide’s remarks. This is important
because he aims at reinforcing his ideas by sharing the views of two famous names, one
Turkish, the other French. Tuncel, as a result, makes it clear that it is not only him but
also established names in Turkey and abroad that are concerned with the same issues in
the same or a similar fashion. Through Ahmet Hasim, Tuncel stresses that assuming that

anyone who knows a foreign language can translate is a clear indication of that person’s
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“ignorance” [cehalettir] (79). His reporting Andre Gide’s words shows the importance
he attaches to the fact that literary translation needs to be done by authors.

According to Andre Gide, not everyone can translate and indeed should not. This
task needs to be left for writers who have the taste. An author of the country who
is known and who is competent in a foreign language should try to translate a
work that matches her/his tastes and soul, a work that almost shares a kind of a
kernel with his own soul. Only under such conditions can translations that will
enrich a language be done. To know a language is a prerequisite, but that is not
enough. This task requires craftsmanship. The task cannot be completed by
blindly reporting the sentences of the original work. Those words and sentences
have to be understood and written in our own language. To be the slaves of
sentences means to overlook the idea and excitement in those sentences. The
translator has to preserve particularly the tone of the original work. Unless the
tone is preserved, the translation cannot be considered successful.

[Andre Gide’e gore, terclime isini herkes yapamaz ve yapmamalidir. Bu isi zevk
ve kalem sahibi kimselere birakmali. Memleketin taninmis ve yabanci bir dile
vakif olan bir muharriri, kendi zevkine, ruhuna uygun gelen, terciime edecegi
eserle kendi ruhu arasinda adeta bir nevi cevher istiraki bulunan bir eseri
terclimeye kalkismalidir. Ancak bu sartlar dahilinde bir dili zenginlestirecek
terclimeler yapilmasi kabil olur. Dil bilmek, liizumlu bir sart, fakat kafi bir sart
degildir. Bu is san’atkarlik ister. Orijinal metnin climlelerini korii koriine
nakletmekle is bitmis olmaz. O kelimeleri, o climleleri, kendi dilimizin imkanlar1
icinde diisiinmek, yazmak icabeder. Ciimlelere esir kalmak, o climlelerdeki fikir
ve heyecani ihmal etmek demektir. Miitercim, orijinal metnin tonunu bilhassa
temin etmek mecburiyetindedir. Bu ton verilemedigi taktirde, terciime muvaffak
olmus sayilamaz.] (Tuncel 1940, 80)

Having made his points clear by referring to Ahmet Hasim and then Andre Gide, he also
provides examples of authors like Falih Rifk1 Atay and Resat Nuri Gilintekin, who have
the knowledge to use Turkish well and required skills to produce literary translations
[Tirkceyi giizel ve temiz bir sekilde kullanan muharrirlerimiz yok degil. Falih Rifk1
Atay’1n nefis nesri i¢inde fransiz edebiyati saheserlerden birini okumanin ne demek
oldugunu benim gibi herkes te bilir. Resat Nuri Giintekin’in terciimeleri meydanda;
bunlar dilimiz i¢in birer kazangtir.] (80). As is obvious, Tuncel’s essay is a good

example because it involves all the significant points made by various other writers in
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different volumes of the journal in the 1940s. In other words, this is certainly not one of
the few examples which draw attention to the identity of the translator for the best of
translating literary works into Turkish. In addition to Tuncel (1940), various others, such
as Nurullah Atag (1941a; 1941b, 2), showed their belief in the positive outcomes
authors’ translating prose and poets’ translating poetry into Turkish would bring. There
are also translations of essays that highlight similar points. Bedrettin Tuncel’s translation
of Wladimir Weidle’s (1940, 386-387) essay entitled “Terciime Sanat1” [The Art of
Translation] and Erol Giiney’s translation of A.F.Tytler’s (1941, 173) “Terciimenin
Prensipleri Hakkinda Bir Deneme” [ An Essay on the Principles of Translating] can be
given as examples of such renderings published in the journal. It is noteworthy that there
is particular attention on the ‘difficulty’ of translating poetry, which can be overcome
only by poet-translators in ‘the best possible way’. Tuncel, in the same essay, discusses
poetry translation and claims if “great” poets translate poetry, poetry can be translated in
verse [(...) memlekette biiyiik bir sair bu isi eline almadik¢a manzum terciimelerden
vazgecmek mecburiyetindeyiz.] (82). Thus, he implies that others cannot tackle poetry
translation and if they do, the result will not be poetry, at least not in verse. Devrim
(1940) also asserts that “it is in vain to attempt at translating poetry and verse, in which
there is harmony and rhythm” [(...) ahenk ve musikinin hakim bulundugu siir ve nazmi
terciimeye tesebbiis etmek beyhudedir.] (276). Devrim then refers to examples of poetry
translation done by poets, such as Mallarme’s translation of Edgar Poe’s poems, which
are “perfect” [milkemmel] (ibid.). However, Devrim claims these are “exceptional

cases” [istisnalardir], which is why poetry cannot really be translated in his view.
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The journal in its introduction to the fifty-ninth issue in 1955 and Prof Melahat
Ozgii’s (1960) essay on a newly published translation of Faust reveal that it was still
writers who were particularly expected to contribute to the journal with their translations
of literary works in the 1950s and 1960s. It is stated that the task of publishing this
journal can be accomplished “with the help of writers who work in the field of
translation” [Terclime alaninda ¢alisan yazarlarimizin da yardimlariyle boyle bir isi
devam ettirebilecegimizi umuyoruz.] (1955, 1). In the next issue in 1955 also appears an
essay that makes the same point clear:

(...) it is natural that we benefit from the contributions of our writers who know

foreign languages well. As has been stated at the beginning of the previous issue,

the Translation journal can enjoy the esteem of its readers only if there is such
collaboration.

[(...) yabanci dilleri iyi bilen yazarlarimizin yardimlarindan faydalanacagimiz

tabiidir. Gegen sayimizin basinda da belirttigimiz gibi, Terciime dergisi ancak

boyle bir isbirligiyle okuyucularinin itimadini kazanabilir.] (Tuncel 1955, 130,

emphasis original).
Hence, the idea is that writers already have a symbolic capital which leads to a belief in
the success of their literary translations. In addition to the fact that the required traits of
literary translators are found in writers, the journal takes that positive outcome on the
readers into consideration and continues to expect the contributions of Turkish writers.
Ozgii (1960) also mentions this issue in specifically the case of poetry translation and
states that it is not possible to translate poetry in verse unless the translator is a poet [(...)
terclime edenin (...) siiri siirle karsilayabilecek kudrette, yani sair olmasi gerekmektedir. ]
(159).

It is of vital importance that there is usually an emphasis on the similarity

between the natures of writing and translating, which is a reason why authors and poets
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are considered to translate well. This is again clear in Tuncel’s (1940, 80) stating that the
Turkish authors who are competent in foreign languages should do translations due to
the fact that translating resembles writing original works [ Terciime davasinin
halledilmesini istiyorsak, yabanci dillere agina muharrirlerimizi seferber etmekten baska
care yoktur. Cilinkii, terclimenin bir nevi telif oldugunu unutmamak lazim.]. Likewise,
Atag (1941a) states, “The translator is also a poet, a writer” [Miitercim de bir sairdir, bir
mubharrirdir] (505). Even the fact that there is a need to explain that translating is not a
simple task to be undertaken by anyone who knows foreign languages exhibits the
widespread view concerning the relatively low status of translating or the translator.
Obviously Tuncel and Atag¢ remind their readers of this fact due to the existence of
views in contrast to theirs. Another example is Devrim (1940), who points out that
Goethe’s high expectations of the translator lead to the translator’s “ascending to the
position of a creative artist” [ Goethe bir miitercimde Oyle yiiksek bilgi, zevk ve tislup
meziyetleri arar ki onu tam yaratici bir san’atkar mertebesine ¢ikarir.] (18). Although at
first sight this statement appears to bring the writer and the translator close to one
another almost in equal terms, it is the translator who needs to rise up to the writer’s
position. This is a clear indication of the translator’s lower status in comparison to that
of the writer.

A significant aspect of this stress on the authors’ and poets’ translating literary
works is the nature of the relationship between the author or the poet who will carry out
the task of translating and the selected source text. Andre Gide, to which Tuncel refers,
for example, clearly claims that the author needs to select a source text that fits her/his

own tastes and spirit. Otherwise, the result will not contribute to Turkish language and
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the target text will not be a pleasure to read. The reason for this is the need for harmony
between the tastes of the writer and the translator. To illustrate, Nurullah Atag (1941b, 2)
states that they expect Turkish authors to translate invaluable literary works “they have
read and enjoyed in other languages” [Tiirk muharrirlerinin baska dillerden okuyup ta
sevdikleri, kiymetleri zamanin da tasdiki ile anlasilmig yazilar1 dilimize ¢evirmelerini
istiyoruz.]. Only if author-translators translate works that they have enjoyed reading, can
they produce translations that match the expectations.

The 1950s also show this tendency as is obvious in Tuncel’s (1955) stating that
the task of choosing the authors whose works the translator wants to render into Turkish
is of vital importance [(...) terciime isinde asil mesele, miitercimin kendi ruhuna,
mizacina uygun muharrirleri segebilmesidir.] (135). Tuncel strongly expresses his belief
that when translators attempt at translating the works of writers whom they do not share
much in terms of spirit, the result is not positive, at all [(...) ruhu ruhuna uymayan
mubharrirleri terciimeye kalkismak iyi netice vermiyor.] (ibid.). An essay written by
Edmond Cary (1960) is evidence for the continuation of the special interest in poetry
translation and the relationship between the source text or the author and the
author/poet-translator in the 1960s. In his essay entitled “Siir Cevirisi” [Poetry
Translation], Cary claims, the reason for the success of certain translations of poems is
that their translators are poets [Rusgaya ¢evrilen Goethe veya Heine’nin bazi siirlerinin
ve daha yakin bir tarihte Cecil Day Lewis’in Ingilizceye gevirdigi “Le Cimetiere
Marin”in sagladig siirekli basar1 nasil izah edilebilir? Siiphesiz ki, sadece, ¢evirenlerin
sair olmalariyle.] (108). Nonetheless, he also states the fact that the translator is a poet

does not necessarily result in good translation [Siirleri en iyi ¢evirenler her zaman biiyiik
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sairler degildir.] (ibid.). This is because of the importance of the connection between the
translator and the source text, in the absence of which the result cannot be as good as the
expected [(...) cevirenle eser ve yazi arasinda siki bir ruhi anlagsma zaururidir.] (ibid.).
In the 1940s, the stylistic features in each work of literature were considered
essential. As a result, the ideas that these features need to be created in translations and
that the goal to create the same or similar artistic effects on the target reader can be
fulfilled only by an author who has written stylistically similar works were prevalent. In
relation to this significance given to style, there is an emphasis on the fact that not words
but sentences carry importance in transmitting the feel of the text. This is obvious in
Nusret Hizir’s (1941) maintaining that literary translation requires the transmission of
the feel of the work, its meaning rather than a word-for-word translation [Edebi
terciimede (burada yalniz o mevzuubahistir!) asil metin, kelime kelime degil, umumi eda
ve mana gozéniinde tutularak nakledilecek.] (266, emphasis original). Following are
two other examples of the discussion on this point:
(...) it is certainly impossible to translate literary works in which the beauty of
style has an invaluable degree of importance word for word; even translating
sentence for sentence does not usually work. Even if we leave aside the
particular grammar and dialects of a language, (...), every writer who deserves to
be described as a man of letters has her/his own manner of expression and
rhythm in language.
[(...) Gislubun giizelligi fevkalade miihim bir yer tutan edebi eserleri kelime
kelime terciime etmek tabii imkansizdir; ekseriya ciimle ciimle terciime bile
dogru olmuyor: her lisanin kendine has nahiv ve sivesini, (...) bir tarafa
birakalim, edip sifatia layik her yazicinin 6z edas1 ve 6z ahengi vardir.] (Devrim
1940, 276)
Translating is not simply looking up and finding the equivalents of words. A

good translator has to first and foremost search for ways to defer to the soul of
the author, i.e. her/his thoughts and expressions- by penetrating into it.
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[Terciime yalniz kelimelerin karsiligini arayip bulmaktan ibaret degildir. {yi bir
miitercim miiellifin ruhuna —yani fikirlerine ve bunlar1 ifade tarzina- niifuz
ederek, her seyden dnce ona riayet ve onu muhafaza etmek imkanlarini
aramalidir.] (Sinanoglu 1941, 485)
Tuncel (1955) underlines this point once again in his essay entitled “Kisa Notlar” [Brief
Notes] by referring to Prof Sabri Esat Siyavusgil’s essay that was published in Yeni
Sabah in the same year. Different from the previous examples which depict the
importance given to style, there is additional emphasis on the possible influences of the
translator’s style on the translation of the source text. Asserting that “the primary
requirement is fidelity to the spirit of the original text” [(...) ilk kaide, asil metnin
ruhuna sadik olmaktir.], Siyavusgil (in Tuncel 1955) argues “the style in translated text
is not the style of the translator” [Terciimede iislup, miitercimin tislubu degildir.] (134).
If the translator does not conform to this requirement, Siyavusgil claims that the
translated text cannot survive [(...) ashin tislubu aktarilmazsa, terclime havasizliktan
oliir.] (ibid.). This is one of the very few places where the possible interactions between
the styles of the source text or rather the author and the translator are touched upon.
Apparently, the ‘spirit’ of the source text is believed to be conveyed to the target reader
mainly through style. Thus, the translator was almost considered to commit a crime if
s’/he does not pay enough attention to the style of the source text in the 1950s, too.
Similarly, Melahat Ozgii’s (1960) statement concerning this point seems to prove that
the same idea was prevalent in the 1960s. Ozgii (1960) asserts that the focus in

translating needs to be on the “spirit” of the original text [Terciimede esas olan ruh ve

espiridir,] (159).
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In addition to prose, the stylistic features in poetry and thus poetry translation
were definitely of interest in the 1940s. Terciime published a special issue on poetry
translation, which attracted so much attention that the journal published several essays
concerning their special issue in the following issue. In some of those essays, there is
direct reference to poets whose translations of famous poets writing in other languages
were published in the journal. One of these poets is Orhan Veli, whose translations seem
to have been generally celebrated since he managed to preserve the individual
characteristics of the poems [Orhan Veli Fransizca siirleri dilimize gevirirken Tiirkgenin
hakkin1 vermenin sirrin1 yakalamas, her sairin hususiyetini ve sahsiyetini dilimize
aksettirebilmistir.] (Akan 1946, 85). However, this should not lead to a generalization
that if the translator is a poet-translator, those who critiqued these translations always
praised them. Zahir Giivemli (1946), for instance, first writes highly of a translation by
Orhan Veli, but then claims that another translation of his, Aragon’s Les yeux d’Elsa, is
a ‘disaster’ [Derginin en giizel siirlerinden biri Orhan Veli’nin Cros’dan miilhem olarak
yazdig1 “Cirozname”dir. Kanatimce, aslindan giizel bir eser. (...) Orhan Veli’nin boyle
basarili eseri yaninda Aragon gibi bir sairin en giizel eserlerinden olan, hatta pek kisa bir
zamanda klasik bir giizellik 6rnegi diye kabul edilen “Les yeux d’Elsa” isimi siirini
terclime ediyorum diye perisan etmesine nasil miisaade olunmus?] (89). Similarly, Ali
Rauf Akan, refers to another poet-translator, Cahit Sitki, whose translations of
Baudelaire were a source of disappointment for him. This is interesting because Cahit
Sitk1 loved and knew Baudelaire well [Cahit Sitki’nin terciimeleri ise sekil ve kafiye
diistikliigiiniin kurbani olmustur. Cahid, en ¢ok sevdigi, bildigi, tanidig1 sanat sirrina

erdigi Baudelaire’in en giizel misralarindan birini Sanirim cigerimde kanmin kokusu var
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diye ¢evirecek ve aslini bilmeyip de sirf Baudelaire’i tercimesinden tanimak isteyeni
Baudelaire’den nefret ettirecek kadar, kendisinden bekleneni verememistir.] (ibid.).
Therefore, there are cases in which poet-translators’ work was not acclaimed much and
the idea that even when the poet-translator has read and enjoyed the work, s’/he may not
create a translation which resembles the source is discussed. Nevertheless, the
expressions used in the criticisms show the high expectations for the poet-translators due
to the fact that negative outcomes in their views cause disappointment.

In conclusion, the survey of the essays on topics concerning the task of
translating, published in Terciime from 1940 until 1966, demonstrates that there are
patterns in ideas about author-translators. Although the concept of ‘author-translator’
does not appear in the essays, author-translators and poet-translators are in the forefront
throughout the years during which the journal was published. In addition to the view that
author/poet-translators are the only ones who can achieve translating literary works from
other languages into Turkish, there are two other points that need to be highlighted in
this period of twenty-six years. Firstly, the relationship between the source text and the
author/poet-translator is regarded as a key to ‘success’ in literary translation. Secondly,
there is stress on the significance of creating a target text which is stylistically similar to
the source text. This is related to the idea that author/poet-translators cannot translate as
is expected of them if they do not enjoy reading the source author’s works and if their
own writing does not resemble that of the source author in terms of style. Thus, the
analysis of the data gathered demonstrates that author-translators had a much higher

position when compared with translators for those twenty-six years.
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The discourse analysis on author-translators, mostly conducted through the
exploration of interviews done with Turkish (author-)translators, published in the
journals Yazko Ceviri and Metis Ceviri provides information about the discourse in the
1980s particularly and also the early 1990s. While Yazko Ceviri started to be published
in 1981 and the last issue of the journal was published in 1984, Metis Ceviri was
published from 1987 until 1993. The findings of the discourse analysis of the interviews
in these two journals show that there are mostly similarities but also differences in the
underlined views when they are compared with those in Terciime.

Several points need to be highlighted in the comparative analysis of the discourse
on author-translators in Terciime and that in Yazko Ceviri and Metis Ceviri. Firstly, the
stress on the importance of translations done by author/poet-translators in the 1980s and
the early 1990s is not as apparent as that in especially the 1940s and the later period in
which Terciime was published. There are still references to the ‘success’ of author/poet-
translators in translating literary texts into Turkish by well-known figures like Baris
Pirhasan and Memet Fuat (Yazko Ceviri 1982a, 187; Yazko Ceviri 1982b, 146). Not
unrelated to that, similarities between translating and writing (Kasap 1988, 124; Yazko
Ceviri 1982a, 187), particularly creativity in translating, in the interviews with Talat
Halman, Melahat Togar, Ataol Behramoglu, and Aksit Goktiirk (Karantay 1990, 13;
Kurultay 1988, 18; Yazko Ceviri 1982a, 185-186; Yazko Ceviri 1982b, 149), are
described as done in essays published in Terciime. However, there is also the idea that
poets can “rarely” translate “well” [(...) ozanlarin ayn1 zamanda iyi ¢evirmen
olabildikleri enderdir.] (Paz 1981, 169) and that the translator “does not have to be a

poet, but s/he needs to have an aptitude for poetry”, as pointed out by Melahat Togar
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[Sair olmasi sart degil, ama siire yatkin olmasi gerek.] (Kurultay 1988, 18). While the
importance attached to the identity of the author-translator in translating foreign works
into Turkish does not attract as much attention as the earlier periods, the significance of
the relationship between the translator and the source text and the style of the source text
is underlined in various interviews. Examples for the former point can be given from the
interviews with Nermin Menemencioglu (Paker 1988, 14), Bertan Onaran (Metis Ceviri
1990a, 13), Ulkii Tamer (Metis Ceviri 1990a, 14), Teoman Aktiirel (Metis Ceviri 1990b,
11), and Cevat Capan (Metis Ceviri 1990b, 11), all of whom point to the influence of
their attraction to or love for the source literary work on their decision to translate. The
attention that needs to be paid to the particular style of the source text or source author
so that the translator can choose those s/he can translate more ‘successsfully’ is
emphasized. As a result of a careful selection process, the translator can present the
distinct styles of source literary texts or authors to the target reader in the translations
(leri 1983, 106; Metis Ceviri 1990, 14; Paker 1988, 20; Yazko Ceviri 1982b, 145;
Salman & Giirsoy 1988, 11). Thus, the interviews published in Yazko Ceviri and Metis
Ceviri demonstrate that the points raised by well-known literary figures in the field of
Turkish literary translation during the 1980s and early 1990s bear major similarities to
the patterns identified in the discourse analysis of the essays published in Terciime from
1940 until 1966. The only striking difference appears to be the fact that to be an author
or a poet is not considered essential in translating literary works despite references to the
subject in certain interviews. Although the focus here is on the discourse on author-
translators, it needs to be mentioned that there are additional topics, such as the goals of

the publishing houses which can be related to the quantity rather than the quality of
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translations (Yazko Ceviri 1982b, 150; Yazko Ceviri 1982¢, 172), the need to publish
translations done by translators who are competent in both the source and target
languages, not by those who know only a foreign language (Ince 1988, 36-37), and
education in the field of translation (Cemal 1983, 8-11; Yazko Ceviri 1982b, 147-151),

discussed in this period.

Summary
In Chapter 1, I presented a review of theoretical writings on the concept of agency in
fields like sociology and related works specifically in the field of translation studies.
These parts of Chapter 1 reveal the theoretical framework of this thesis, which involves
not only Even-Zohar’s polysystem theory but also Bourdieu’s emphasis on agents
through the concepts of habitus and symbolic capital in a certain field.

A study on an author-translator means a study of two fields that are interrelated.
The author-translator, in this case, Pmar Kiir, stands in the intersection of the literary
polysystem and the system of translated literature, as a member of both. As a result, it
becomes significant to benefit from Even-Zohar’s theory, which offers an approach to
tackle the interactions between systems in a polysystem. The binary oppositions in the
polysystem theory, however, will not be part of the discussion in this study. In addition,
because the focus in the current thesis is directly on an author-translator, the missing
perspective concerning agency in the polysystem theory is made up through Bourdieu,
as suggested by Simeoni (1998) and Tahir-Giircaglar (2001). After discussing the
positions of authors, (literary) translators, and author-translators through a survey of the
work concerning (creative) writers and author-translators, I offered an analysis of the
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discourse on author-translators through the investigation of essays published in Terciime,
Yazko Ceviri, and Metis Ceviri. A crucially important reason why I discussed the
discourse on author-translators is that Bourdieu’s mentioned concepts are all related.
Thus, while I investigate Pinar Kiir’s agency in her own writing and translating through
her authorial and translatorial styles, I certainly need to be informed about not only Pinar
Kiir as an individual and her works but also Pmar Kiir’s authorial and translatorial
habituses in the fields of Turkish literature and literary translation. The symbolic capital
she owns, for instance, can be interpreted with an understanding of the position of
author-translators specifically in the fields of Turkish literature and literary translation.
Following this path of thinking, I can explore whether there are interactions between
Pmar Kiir’s authorial and translatorial styles. In Chapter 2, I will introduce the
methodology of this thesis, which consists of qualitative analysis of style and corpus

methodology, and the related literature review.
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CHAPTER 2

METHODOLOGICAL FRAMEWORK AND LITERATURE REVIEW

"Critical" means not taking things for granted, opening up complexity,
challenging reductionism, dogmatism and dichotomies, being self-reflective in
my research, and through these processes, making opaque structures of power
relations and ideologies manifest. "Critical", thus, does not imply the common
sense meaning of "being negative"—rather "skeptical". Proposing alternatives is
also part of being "critical". (Wodak in Kendall 2007, 3)
In this chapter, I will present the methodology of this thesis, which involves qualitative
analysis of style and corpus methodology and the related literature review. As a response
to the past debate over whether style needs to be investigated by using qualitative or
quantitative methods (Butler 2008, 3), qualitative and quantitative exploration of the
texts will make a dual analysis possible. Due to the fact that my research questions can
be grouped in three main areas, that is, Pmar Kiir’s novels and translations of novels by
Jean Rhys, published between 1982 and 1992 as well as statements on her writing and
translating, I will explain the methodology concerning the gathering and analysis of both
textual and extratextual data separately (Toury 1995, 65). For the former kind of data,
there will be an electronic analysis of texts in addition to the qualitative analysis.
Therefore, after I explore stylistics, I will offer a review of research done using corpus-
based methodology in the field of translation studies. Moreover, I aim at providing a
critical look at corpus-based methodology. As can be seen in the above quotation,
Wodak’s definition of ‘critical’ in Critical Discourse Analysis does not involve

disapproval. Similar to her approach, I aim at being ‘skeptical’ and benefiting from

different sources of data as well as different kinds of analyses in my methodology. In the
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last section of this chapter, I will elucidate on the hows and whys of the interviews that

will be among the sources of extratextual data.

2.1. Main Points Concerning the Methodology
The analysis of the novels in the corpus will serve to explore whether an assumption
concerning interactions between Pinar Kiir’s writing and translating can be made. For
this purpose, I will answer questions in three main research areas: Pinar Kiir’s novels,
translations, and statements on her writing and translating. Therefore, not only textual
but also extratextual (Toury 1995, 65) data will be provided. This will be done through a
study of Kiir’s novels and translations of Rhys’ novels in addition to the reception of her
work. The exploration of the texts in the corpus will begin with the analysis of the
quantitative data and continue with the qualitative analysis, but Wordsmith results will
also be used at the interpretation stage of qualitative data when there is a need. As a
result of the quantitative data analysis, it will be possible to respond to the second
question about the use of corpus-based methodology in the analysis of style in literary
texts. The following are my research questions:
1. Are there interactions between Pmar Kiir’s authorial and translatorial styles?

a. What are the stylistic patterns in the novels Pinar Kiir has written and

translated in the corpus of this study?

b. How does Pinar Kiir’s authorial style manifest itself in relation to her

translatorial style and vice versa?

c. What does the discourse analysis of Pmar Kiir’s remarks in interviews

and the criticisms written by critics as well as her readership show about
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Pmar Kiir’s ‘visibility’ as a translator and her identity as an ‘author-
translator’?
2. At what stages and to what extent is corpus-based methodology helpful and/or limited
in the analysis of style in literary texts?
With a focus on an author-translator, the methodological approach adopted in this study
is based not solely on texts but also on those who produce the texts, that is, in this case,
Pinar Kiir. As a result, the biographical approach will be of crucial importance, but this
will be done with attention to the relations between Pinar Kiir’s identity as an individual
and an author-translator and the ‘field’, as explained in the previous chapter. In other
words, the fact that actual individuals produce target and source texts is brought into
focus and Kiir’s ‘habitus’ in relation to the ‘field’ in Bourdieu’s terms will be taken into
account in the discussion on the literary works in the corpus.

Stories have a clear role in constructing identities (Andrews 2000, 77) and by
studying the life stories of authors and (author-) translators through (auto) biographies as
well as interviews, it is possible to enhance our understanding of their identities. The
biographical turn, a “turn towards the study of individuals” (Rustin 2000, 34), in the
social sciences has come after long discussions on the problems of “reliability,
subjectivity and representativeness” in the fields of history and sociology, both of which
study causes of individual agency (Chamberlayne et al. 2000, 3). Rustin (2000) explains
that T. S. Kuhn’s The Structure of Scientific Revolutions, published in 1962, shook the
view that scientific studies are ‘objective’, as Kuhn increased the awareness about the
researchers’ presence as individuals in scientific studies (40). This cultural turn in the

social sciences brought the biographical turn in the 1990s, during which individuals
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were depicted “as historically formed actors whose biographies are necessary” for the
description of “historical action in context” (Chamberlayne et al. 2000, 8). Therefore,
the analysis of individual life stories can very well improve the descriptions of a certain
aspect of or group in the society unless the macro context is overlooked. Studies on
single cases, like Kiir’s in this research, illuminate the investigation of “self-reflection,
decision and action in human lives” (Rustin 2000, 49).

The main guiding principle in the selection of methodological tools in this study
is to gather useful data for the analysis from not merely qualitative or quantitative data
sources but both. The reason for the use of quantitative data is not to claim for this study
to be ‘scientific’ and totally ‘objective’, but rather to benefit from the existing sources of
data to bring insight into the research. Texts, therefore, will be investigated both
qualitatively and electronically, that is, on computer. For the latter purpose, corpus
methodology is included. Wordsmith Tools (Scott 1998) is the software used in
conducting the computerized analysis of this research.

In addition to the main corpus of the study, the aim was originally to have a sub-
corpus, that is, a corpus of texts whose analysis would add to the analysis of the actual
texts in the corpus of the study to determine whether certain features are specific to
certain translations or not. A sub-corpus consisting of other works translated by Pinar
Kiir in the same ten-year-period would be established. The use of such a corpus would
be beneficial in the process of interpreting the results gathered from the evaluation of the
main corpus, specifically in comprehending whether the identified patterns were valid
for the specific works in the corpus or they were features generally found in Kiir’s

translations regardless of the author of the source text. In other words, having a sub-
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corpus of Pinar Kiir’s translations from different authors could assist to see if there is a
certain connection between Pmar Kiir’s own works and translations particularly from
Jean Rhys, which is totally or in some way different from the relation between her
writing and translating from other authors. However, it was impossible to build a
representative sub-corpus due to the fact that Kiir’s translations of other novels were not
published in the selected ten year period: 1982-1992. Even if there were novels
published in the same period, the role of different publishing houses would necessarily
be considered because there is not a single work published by Can, which is the
publishing house of the four Rhys novels, in this ten year period. There is one, for
instance, by Remzi, published in 1990. Nevertheless, this translation of Kiir’s belongs to
a different genre. A¢ Sinifin Laneti [Curse of the Starving Class], a drama written by
Sam Shephard, could not be included in a sub-corpus due to the difference in genre.
Therefore, building a sub-corpus by neglecting the variables that were kept constant in
the building of the main corpus would result in unrepresentativeness and would not help
in drawing reliable conclusions. Another kind of sub-corpus that could be used in this
research would be one that included other Turkish authors’ novels. Such a sub-corpus
could help to see whether certain language patterns are observed particularly in Kiir’s
authorial and/or translatorial style or can generally be observed in Turkish literary
works. However, to my knowledge, there are no corpora of Turkish literary texts that
could be used for this purpose at the moment. It is noteworthy that there is a Turkish

National Corpus project being carried out by Mersin University linguists and funded by
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Scientific and Technological Research Council of Turkey®. Although the plan was to
have provided researchers and all other internet users with access to the corpus by the
end of October 2011, it is not ready yet and the research team of the project is aiming for
January 2012 (Taner Sezer, e-mail message to author, October 17, 2011). After the
completion of the project, it will be possible to have access to a corpus of contemporary,
spoken and written Turkish from various genres.

This study has several methodological claims. First of all, I will explore features
that were not selected in Pinar Kiir’s novels and her translations of the four Jean Rhys
novels prior to the study. The features were identified only after the preliminary analysis
of the texts in electronic form. Thus, this is a data-driven study. Secondly, the variables
of author, source language and publishing house are kept constant in all four cases of
translation. As a result, the differences that are identified will not result from differences
between the languages or authors of the source texts. A related point is that Pinar Kiir’s
own novels in addition to her translations from Jean Rhys published in the same period
are included in the study. It is pivotal to note that novels written and translated by a
single author-translator, to my knowledge, have not been investigated with an eye on the
influences of being an author-translator and specifically stylistic features in the selected
texts. Thirdly, the fact that this research design gives the opportunity to study four target
texts, whose source texts are written by the same author, Jean Rhys, needs to be noted.
Therefore, with this relatively small corpus of two novels written by the author-

translator in addition to the four source texts and four target texts, it may be possible to

* http://www.tnc.org.tr/
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see areas of similarity and/or difference in translation decisions and also interactions
between Pinar Kiir’s authorial and translatorial styles. Explaining the negative aspects of
using corpus methodology in a study with a focus on one text, Van Doorslaer (1995)
claims, “a broader perspective” can be provided “only (...) by large-scale research
programmes” (246). Although this corpus is not as small as those Van Doorslaer seems
to refer to, his criticism deserves attention because of the focus not on a single text but a
single author-translator in this study. It needs to be highlighted that this kind of small-
scale study can provide more in-depth analysis and the results of similar studies can be
read looking from a broader perspective. In addition, because I will be able to explore
the source texts in all four of the cases and thus have a bilingual parallel corpus, “the
question of the potential influence of the same language and/ or author style” (Baker
2000, 255) will be answered in this study. It is also noteworthy that my aim in referring
to the source texts is not to spot areas that may be referred to as ‘errors’ or even ‘shifts’,
described as “all that appears as new with respect to the original, or fails to appear where
it might have been expected,” (Popovic 1970, 79), as Munday (1998) does in his
investigation of “Seventeen Poisoned Englishmen”, Gabriel Garcia Marquez’s short
story, translated into English by Edith Grossman. My aim is to see the influence of the
source text on the translational behavior of the translator (Winters 2005, 83). This is
important because the ideas of ‘shift’, which points to the stylistic differences between
the ‘original’ and the translation due to the roles played by “the two languages, the two
authors, and the two literary situations” (Popovic 1970, 79), and ‘adequate translation’
have been overemphasized in translation studies (Toury 1995, 84). Chronologically, the

source text comes first without a doubt and thus sets the beginning of the target text
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production. For this reason, while studying the target text and target author style,
ignoring the presence of the source text and source author would be a weakness.
However, with an aim to describe the target text, target author style and the relationship
between the translations and ‘originals’ written by the same author-translator, I do not
start this research with the idea of a hierarchical priority of the source text. The source
texts and the source author will only help to interpret the findings.

Considering that corpus-based methodology is not “a free-standing methodology
that does not need to be complemented by other methods of research” (Baker 2004,
184), additional sources of qualitative data may be needed. Interviews, for instance, may
prove to be beneficial, as it is sometimes required to contact the translators themselves to
gain an insight as to whether they consciously make certain decisions (Winters 2005,
158). Thus, in addition to the quantitative and qualitative analyses of the author-
translator’s style in the corpus of the study, the exploration of the statements made
by/about Pmar Kiir will enhance the sources of qualitative data. As a result of the
information gathered by the discourse analysis of the interview” with the author-
translator, sources of motivation for the translator’s decisions can be better assessed.
Besides the investigation of interviews with Pinar Kiir, the preface she wrote to Genis

Genig Bir Deniz [Wide Sargasso Sea], the studies, criticisms, news, published about Kiir

> My first attempt to contact Pmar Kiir was by e-mail in the summer of 2009. However, this proved to be
useless, so I phoned her in the fall of 2009 and gave information about my study. I asked not only for her
permission to scan her works but also if I could interview her. Having received positive answers, I kept
working on my research, which was also a period of noting the possible questions I could ask Pinar Kiir
during the interview. I did the face-to-face interview with her in the spring of 2011. After I transcribed the
interview, I sent it to Kiir by e-mail. She read and approved the text with some corrections.
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as an author, translator, or author-translator and her work will all contribute to the
analysis of the extratextual data.

In this study, I use the concept of discourse to refer to any use of language. The
analysis of discourse requires foremost an investigation of the “external factors”, which
are all those outside the text itself and which are causes of the linguistic choices in the
text (Wodak & Meyer 2009, 24). Thus, there is certainly a connection between the text
and the external factors that need to be taken into consideration in interpreting the
discourse used in the interviews done with Pmar Kiir. It is important to note that
language use is “a form of ‘social practice’” (Fairclough & Wodak 1997, 258) and
related to that is the power of texts in bringing out “social action” (Fairclough 1999,
204). Language has a manifest role in “producing, reproducing or transforming social
structures, relations and identities”, which is a fact neglected in considerable amount of
social science studies (ibid.). Therefore, a study which endeavors to scrutinize Pmar
Kiir’s “visibility’ as a translator and her identity as an ‘author-translator’ through a study
of interviews done with Pmar Kiir cannot assume that language is “transparent” (ibid.).
It is necessary to do a discourse analysis of the interviews with a meticulous eye on both
the form and the content, which cannot be dealt with in isolation from one another (184).
Such discourse analysis can help to better understand not only certain aspects of Kiir’s
identity as an author-translator but also her views concerning author-translators” works

and the interactions between Kiir’s own writing and translating.
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2.2. Stylistics

In this section, after providing definitions and aspects of style and narrative, guided by
works by scholars, like Seymour Chatman (1971, 1978, 1990), Geoffrey N. Leech and
Michael H. Short (1981), and Paul Simpson (1993, 2004), specific attention is paid to
one of the elements of narrative fiction, that is, point of view. Next is an explanation of
the metonymic character of ‘rewritings’, including translation with reference to Maria
Tymoczko (1999). Underlining the importance of the reader’s role in text interpretation
and choices in the creation of style, Jean Boase-Beier’s (2006) approach to the stylistic
analysis of source and target texts is presented. Definition and discussion of the elements
of “foregrounding’ in Willie Van Peer’s (1986) work is followed by Nil Ozcelik’s (2009)
investigation of ‘foregrounded’ elements in the Turkish translations of three science
fiction works through a study of the target text effects on the reader. Finally, my
definition of style and how I will analyze style in source and target texts are unveiled.

It is common to see references to the fact that ‘style’ has been defined in various
ways. Seymour Chatman (1971), for instance, lists several of its uses, two of which are
“idiosyncratic manner of an individual or group” and “a kind of extra or hightened
expressiveness” (xi). Despite the differences in use of the term, it is possible to state that
the study of style, that is, stylistics, places language use in its focus with importance
attached to textual function. That is mainly because linguistic features lead to the
manifestation of textual function, which is influential in interpreting the text (Simpson
2004, 2). Leech and Short state that style is especially explored in written literary works
(1981, 11). Thus, the function of literary texts through stylistic elements has attracted
researchers’ interest. Related to that is the question whether style in literary texts or
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rather individual writers’ styles can be studied with the tools of linguistics. This has been
a question for which scholars, including those in the symposium entitled “Literary Style”
in 1971, have sought answers. In the editor’s introduction, Seymour reports the scholars’
response in one word: “No” (xiv). Therefore, although stylistics “normally refers to the
practice of using linguistics for the study of literature” (Simpson 1993, 3), there is a
“story” which needs to be taken into account when the text is narrative fiction.

In line with structuralist thinking, Chatman (1978) sees narrative as unison of
“story” and its “discourse” (9). While the events, characters, and setting are all parts of
the “story”, “discourse”, of which point of view is an element, is how the story is told
(21). Simpson (1993) asserts that point of view in narrative fiction establishes “the very
essence of a story’s style, what it gives it its ‘feel” and ‘colour’ (5). It is also
noteworthy that Chatman (1990), having referred to the criticisms concerning the use of
the term ‘point of view’ and suggestions for the use of terms such as ‘focalization’
instead of ‘point of view’, dwells on the importance of the distinction between the
narrator and any other character when using these terms (139). Chatman explains that
the narrator, unlike the characters, needs to be regarded as “a reporter, not an “observer”
of the story world in the sense of literally witnessing it” (142). Then, he proposes the use
of the term “slant” for the narrator’s and “filter” for the characters’ “point of view”
(143). Aware of the role carried by the narrator while presenting or reporting the story,
which differentiates her/him/it from the characters who appear to experience events and
have thoughts and feelings about what takes place in the story, I prefer to stick to the use

of'the term ‘point of view’ while referring to both ‘slant’ and ‘filter’. However, I will
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pay particular attention to similarities and/or differences between the stylistic effects of
‘point of view’ of the narrator and the characters.

Regardless of whether the translator is also an author or not, it is possible to
study the style of the translator. However, especially when the translator is an author and
the translation is a literary work, attention seems to be even more on how an idea is
expressed. Reminding readers of the fact that “every telling is a retelling”, Tymoczko
(1999) draws attention to the link between all literary works that have been written and
are being written (41). Thus, stressing the importance of intertextuality in literary works,
she states that one of the main characteristics of all rewritings is their metonymic nature
(42). Metonymy is defined as “a figure of speech in which an attribute or an aspect of an
entity substitutes for the entity or in which a part substitutes for the whole” (ibid.).
Because “[translation] is a form of representation in which parts or aspects of the source
text come to stand for the whole” (Tymoczko 1999, 55) and the translator is the one
responsible for the target text (Tymoczko 1999, 47), metonymic aspects of translations
need to be explored.

Mary Cross (1993), in Henry James: The Contingencies of Style, discusses the
negative criticisms stylistics have suffered from and refers to Stanley Fish’s stating that
the reader’s role in the process of interpreting the text has been neglected in style
analyses, which is due to the fact that stylistics has been methodologically deficient (16).
To overcome the obstacle of doing shallow analysis as a result of methodological
problems, following the approach suggested by Boase-Beier (2006) can prove to be
useful. Underlining that both the source and target texts have their styles (Boase-Beier
2006, 4), Boase-Beier (2006) highlights the translator’s responsibility just like
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Tymoczko (1999) and states that “style is the outcome of choice” (1). In order to be
aware of the stylistic features of the target text, it is of vital importance to explore that
which is “unique to the text and its choices” in addition to “patterns in the text” and “the
essential nature and function of the text” (ibid.). Underlining the significance of not
“choices in isolation” but “a pattern of choices” in a specific text, Leech and Short
(1981) also point out that stylisticians need to study features of language use “against the
background of the pervasive tendency of preferences in the text” (42). I will attempt at
studying the style of the Turkish translations of the novels in the corpus from the
following perspectives:

i) the style of the source text as an expression of its author’s choices

i) the style of the source text in its effects on the reader (and on the

translator as reader)

iii) the style of the target text as an expression of choices made by its author

(who is the translator)

iv) the style of the target text in its effects on the reader. (Boase-Beier 2006,

5)
In brief, in line with Boase-Beier’s suggestions in studying style in translation, I will
benefit from both the target and source texts. Furthermore, I will not leave out effects of
the text on readers while exploring the writers’ choices. Pointing to the variety in
definitions of style (11), Leech and Short (1981) narrow down their focus in Style in
Fiction and state that they will study “language as used in literary texts, with the aim of
relating it to its artistic functions” (15). Aware of not only the relationship between

“linguistic form and literary function” (4) but also the role of the reader in the process of
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interpretation, Leech and Short (1981) avoid presenting stylistics as a path to
“mechanical objectivity” (3) through making merely quantitative analysis. For this
reason, they appear to connect the roles of a careful reader of a literary text and a
linguistics scholar for the benefit of studying literary stylistics (5). It might be possible
to argue that while doing the first and third analyses in Boase-Beier’s approach, I will
mainly be studying the language, but for the second and fourth areas, the artistic
function will be in focus.

It needs to be highlighted that Boase-Beier’s order of texts in this list will not be
considered as a guide. In other words, I will not read the source texts first but the target
texts. Otherwise, in line with the old traditional view concerning translation, I would
first be learning about the style of the ‘original’ and then aiming at spotting ‘mistakes’ in
the translation. The order in my reading and interpreting the styles of the two texts will
be as follows: (iii), (iv), (i), (ii).

What we say is not unrelated to how we say it. Even the sum of what and how
something is said does not lead to ‘the’ meaning, as “no straightforward relationship
between the style of the source text and what the text means” (Boase-Beier 2006, 4) can
be identified. This is due to the role of the reader in the production of meaning. In the
case of a translated text, then, there is an additional stage of meaning production before
text is published. That is why the handling of translated texts in style analysis needs
awareness for this presence. It is noteworthy that the author and the translator are not
‘the’ only people in the wording process of the text. There are even other people who

take part, such as the editor(s). Although the presence of the editor in the translated text
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is not in the focus of this study, this fact certainly needs to be borne in mind for a better
evaluation of the findings.

Boase-Beier (2006) explains that neither the source nor the target text styles can
be neglected and that both texts and authors need to be taken into account due to their
role prior to or in the reading of the text (5). As she states, however, “different types of
study will focus on different aspects” (ibid.). I choose to focus on (iii) and (iv) in this
study, but aiming to spot reasons for the choices made by the translator, which have an
effect on my reading of the target text, I also take (i) and (ii) into consideration while
interpreting the results. Therefore, although the style of the source texts or the effects of
the source texts on the reader will not be discussed separately, there will be references to
these points in the conclusions drawn whenever necessary.

Willie Van Peer (1986), the author of Stylistics and Psychology: Investigations of
Foregrounding, presents a discussion of the previous work on foregrounding, starting
with the pioneering work by Russian Formalists. Obviously linguistic “deviation” from
the common language use (22) and “parallelism”, which is “a pattern of equivalences
and/or contrasts that are superimposed on the normal patterns of language organization”
(23), are the two main devices explored in texts by foregrounding scholars. While the
author’s disregarding a linguistic norm established by the text or the outside world in his
writing would be ‘deviation’ (22), the apparent repetition of certain or similar items
despite the expected “variation in selection” would be ‘parallelism’ (23). In addition to
the use of these devices, which can be explored in the text as the product, it is important
that foregrounding theory direct attention to the writing and reading processes, too. The

author’s goals concerning the effects on the reader as well as the “interaction process

87



between author and reader(s)” (21) are highlighted. This point underlines not only the
fact that the author has a certain level of (potential) influence(s) but also that s/he cannot
fully determine the reading of the text due to the individuality of each reading process.
Here there is no mention of the translated text, which brings an additional character to
the fore of the writing process next to the source author. Nevertheless, considering the
fact that the translator is first a reader, it can be stated that there is an ‘interaction
process between author and translator’ before that between author + translator and
reader. Therefore, I claim that in translated literature, it is hard to argue for the presence
of a direct interaction between either the author and the target reader or the translator
and the target reader. In other words, the target reader cannot be in direct contact with
the source author and is influenced by the totality of the author and the translator’s work,
which manifests itself in the target text. Besides these points concerning the author’s
endeavors and the ‘interaction’, the description Van Peer makes of “what is
foregrounded” in a literary text is noticeable with the following adjectives he uses: “de-
familiarized or de-automatized”, “striking, unexpected, surprising, unusual” (29). In
short, the foregrounded elements are somehow “strange” (ibid.) and attract the reader’s
attention, which is in line with the two devices used for foregrounding.

Nil Ozcelik (2009), in her PhD thesis, “Translation and Reception of Feminist
Speculative Fiction in Turkey: A Multiple-Foregrounding Analysis”, investigates the
Turkish translations of three works of science fiction: Handmaid’s Tale by Margaret
Atwood, Woman on the Edge of Time by Marge Piercy and Female Man by Joanna Russ
with a focus on their themes and narrative technique. Ozcelik’s study is similar to Van

Peer’s (1986), which explores whether readers later remember the foregrounded
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elements or parts of the texts much better than what is in the background, in that both
conduct ‘empirical’ research with actual participants who read poems (in Van Peer’s
case) or parts of novels (in Ozcelik’s case) and respond to questions about the texts.
There are some important differences between the two, however, and one of the main
differences is the fact that Ozgelik brings the role carried out by the translator and the
target text into attention. She does a comparative study by examining the effects of the
translated text on the target and the source text on the source readership. Ozgelik
discovers that the target text readers who were in the experimental group differed from
the source readers in that they “had a more partial and fragmented reception of the text
fragments” (222). Thus, target readers had a different reception of the ‘strange’ worlds
depicted in these novels, which manifests that the various translator decisions in the
process of translating ‘strange’ elements in feminist speculative novels may lead to
major differences in readers’ understanding of the novel when compared with the source
readers’.

Having discussed significant points concerning style in literary narratives, I will
now present my approach to the study of literary style. To begin with, my assumption is
that if textual function is part of stylistic analysis, narrative point of view, in addition to
the distinct language use of the source or target author requires meticulous attention in
the study of style in narrative fiction. Moreover, I strongly advocate an approach that
does not neglect the content while dealing with the form. In other words, the story needs
to be kept in sight while interpreting the style of a text or an individual author. Unlike
poetry translation, which has apparently attracted more researchers’ interest than prose

(Bassnett 1991, 109), it has cunningly seemed that the translation of literary prose does
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not require the translator’s consideration of the form together with the content as if they
were discrete and unrelated (Bassnett 1991, 110). Despite the fact that the story seems to
be less important in exploring the style of the target author, it needs to be recalled that
the form has an undeniable effect on content. Authors, like Flaubert, on the other hand,
aim for “a devaluation of content” by never making explicit what the story is about or
rather why it was ever written, which is a result of the use of techniques such as
changing points of view in narration (Culler 2006, xiii). Nevertheless, this fact need not
lead to the scholar’s ignoring the content since “the resistance to meaning and the
resistance to unity” (xix) absolutely deserve stress in literary criticism. While reading a
novel by Flaubert and attempting to interpret the text to identify patterns of themes and
symbols (xxii), the literary scholar’s “demystification of the interpretive process” (236)
cannot be left unsaid in a study. I will therefore be considering the ‘story’ even when
dealing with linguistic features of the target texts. In line with the assumption underlined
above, my analysis of literary style in Piar Kiir’s novels and translations of Jean Rhys’
novels in the corpus of this study involves search for noticeable linguistic features
chosen and ‘foregrounded’ by the source and/or target authors not in isolation from but
in direct relation to the function of the text or rather ‘story’, which may become apparent
through the effects on me as a reader. This set of features covers not only linguistic
elements related to the syntax and lexis but also narrative point of view. I am against the
presupposition that there is always a clear distinction between writing and translating,
i.e. the ‘original’ and the ‘translation’. For this reason, I would rather not separate my
methodology in analyzing the styles of the written and translated novels. However,

asserting that there is not a single difference between the two would be overlooking
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certain facts. Obviously there are at least two authors who take part in the production of
any translation at different stages if the source author does not translate the source text.
This fact requires the particular attention of the researcher due to the fact that the
“translator’s voice” (Hermans 1996) may become apparent in the translator’s preface,
footnotes, blurb, and so on. That is why in analyzing the translations, the researcher
needs to have an open eye on the emergence of not only the translator’s style in the
translated text but also the translator’s ‘voice’ in the texts that remain outside the

translation but are still parts of the book in the hands of the reader.

2.3. Corpus-Based Methodology

It is not until the 1990s that translation scholars began using corpora in the studies they
conducted. Among the reasons why corpus methodology is preferred by translation
scholars is the motivation to describe target texts rather than prescribe about translations,
to explore what is common and uncommon in translations and the possible reasons for
these, and to bring together quantitative and qualitative methods of analysis (Olohan
2004, 16). Unlike analyzing manually, analyzing texts in electronic form provides the
opportunity to run the same or similar inquiries repeatedly without spending enormous
amounts of time and carrying the risk of making mistakes due to limited human
attention. It is also important that the software used in corpus-based studies presents a
broader view with detailed pieces of information than analyzing texts in Microsoft Word.
I will start this section with definitions of ‘corpus’, an introduction to corpus
methodology and the use of this methodology in studying translations. Next will be a
chronological investigation of corpus-based research done in the field of translation
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studies. Last but not least, I will dwell on certain assumptions and approaches to
findings in corpus-based methodology which have been reacted against in critical
translation studies. While the first is about the idea of ‘original” and ‘translation’, the
second is related to generalizations. Last, the discussion will be related to an approach

towards ‘signs’ in the findings.

2.3.1. Introduction to Corpus Methodology

The definition of ‘corpus’ seems to have evolved in time due to the use of computers
and other methodological concerns in the field of linguistics. First of all, broadly
speaking, it is “simply a body of text” (Bowker & Pearson 2002, 9). Bosseaux (2007)
mentions a similar definition: “any collection of writings, in processed or unprocessed
form, usually originating from a single author” (71). Nevertheless, in the context of
linguistics, new characteristics are added to this general definition (ibid.): “a large
collection of authentic texts that have been gathered in electronic form according to a

specific set of criteria” (Bowker & Pearson 2002, 9, emphases mine). Bowker and

Pearson (2002) list the underlined features as those that distinguish corpora from other
bodies of texts. Having presented a variety of definitions of ‘corpus’, McEnery, Xiao,
and Tono (2006) also state that it is possible in the field of modern linguistics to
interpret ‘corpus’ as “a body of naturally occurring language” (4). They, therefore, stress
the fact that the selected texts are ‘authentic’. Considering the features of the corpora
used today, McEnery, Xiao, and Tono (2006) underline that a ‘corpus’ is generally
regarded “a collection of (1) machine-readable (2) authentic texts (including transcripts

of spoken data) which is (3) sampled to be (4) representative of a particular language or
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language variety” (2006, 5). The last feature is emphasized by many others like Sinclair
(2005, 1), who refers to ‘corpus’ as “a remarkable thing” due to the key features that
need to be present in its design, including representativeness.

In order to benefit from the advantages of the kind of software preferred in
corpus-based studies, it is first required to use a scanner and an optical character
recognition (OCR) program so that the printed text can be ported to the electronic
environment. Only after this process is completed, can the researcher export the texts to
Microsoft Word and save them as Word documents. Because especially certain
combinations of letters can be misscanned, it is also necessary to check whether there
are such problems. An example can be the appearance of ‘m’ in the electronic version
after the scanning of ‘rn’ in the hardcopy. After this process, software, like Wordsmith
Tools (Scott 1998), which will be the tool in conducting the computerized analysis of
this research, can be used. Wordsmith Tools helps to explore the target texts and source
texts with its wordlists and monolingual concordancer. After choosing a text or text(s) to
be explored, one can see all the words that appear in the text(s) in order of frequency or
alphabetical order by using wordlist. In addition, this program gives the opportunity to
learn about the number of types, tokens, sentences used in a text as well as mean word
length with one click on statistics. The monolingual concordancer gives more specific
information concerning the use of each search word. Searching a word in a text results in
a list of all the instances in which the search word is used. The researcher can choose
where the search word should appear in the sentence. In other words, the researcher can
choose the number of words that should appear before and after the search word in a

line. For instance, the search word can appear in the center of the lines. It is also possible
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to gather other kinds of information about the search word, such as its collocates and
clusters. As a third program, this software provides the researcher with keywords.

However, this program is of no benefit until a reference corpus is designed.

2.3.2. Excursion into the Use of this Methodology in Translation Studies

The literature in corpus-based translation studies includes a search for ‘universals’, i.e.
the characteristic features of translations, as ‘opposed to’ non-translations, and those that
explore translators’ style. At the beginning stages of doing corpus-based research in the
field, Baker (1995) highlighted that it is not a requirement to compare source and target
texts to study translation. She also suggested three kinds of research that were to be
conducted in the field: parallel, multilingual, and comparable corpora (1995, 230). The
research that follows these suggestions mainly focuses on “investigat[ing] phenomena
assumed to be characteristic of translator behaviour” (Winters 2005, 24). Baker
summarizes the differences that have been found between translated and non-translated
texts as the tendency to produce more ‘conservative’, ‘standard’, ‘formal’, ‘sanitized’,
and ‘uniform’ texts (2004, 172). Two examples of research using comparable corpora
are those done by Sara Laviosa and Tiina Puurtinen. While Laviosa (1998) explores
“core patterns of lexical use in a comparable corpus of English”, Puurtinen (1998)
examines “syntax, readability and ideology in children’s literature” by using not only
comparable corpora but also parallel corpora. It is also noteworthy that such research
does not consist of linguistic analyses only. Translations can also be investigated

ideologically as in the example of Puurtinen’s study.
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After Baker attracted attention to the lack of research on translator’s style and
pointed to possible future research in this area (2000, 244), studies which reveal that
stylistic differences can be observed between individual translators appeared. However,
before referring to these studies, it is necessary to point to the importance of Hermans’
work on ‘voice’. Underlining the fact that “the translator’s intervention (...) cannot
simply be neutralized or erased” (1996, 3), Hermans argues that the translator’s voice in
the target text cannot be ignored. Illustrating his point, he demonstrates how readers are
in fact exposed to the translator’s voice whether they notice it or not.

The concept of ‘voice’ is included in the definition of ‘style’ (Baker 2000, 245),
but “Baker’s definition of style reaches beyond Hermans’ open interventions” (Winters
2005, 23) as can be seen below:

I understand style as a kind of thumb-print that is expressed in a range of

linguistic —as well as non-linguistic- features. (...) In terms of translation, rather

than original writing, the notion of style might include the (literary) translator’s
choice of the type of material to translate, where applicable, and his or her
consistent use of specific strategies, including the use of prefaces or afterwords,

footnotes, glossing in the body of the text, etc. More crucially, a study of a

translator’s style must focus on the manner of expression that is typical of a

translator, rather than simply instances of open intervention. It must attempt to

capture the translator’s characteristic use of language, his or her individual
profile of linguistic habits, compared to other translators. Which means that
style, as applied in this study, is a matter of patterning: it involves describing
preferred or recurring patterns of linguistic behavior, rather than individual or

one-off instances of intervention. (Baker 2000, 245)

Aware of the traditional use of “the style of individual creative writers in literary
studies” and “the style of social groups of language users” in linguistics (Baker 2000,
243) as well as different uses of ‘style’ in the field of translation studies, Baker explains

that the focus has not been on the translator in previous studies of style (244). According

to Baker (2000), this is due to the ‘secondary’ position attached to translation (ibid.).
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Referring to Leech and Short, Baker (2000) states that when she studies “translator’s
style”, it is not “literary stylistics” but “forensic stylistics”, which forms the basis of the
discussion (246). In other words, her focus is on features that seem to be inconspicuous
as a result of the possibly unconscious preferences of the translator, unlike the linguistic
preferences related to the literary aspect of the text (ibid.). Examples of features to be
studied are “lexical items, syntactic patterns, cohesive devices, or even style of
punctuation” (248).

Studies on translator style are different from the previous in that there is a focus
on particular authors, translators or author-translators rather than a general outlook at
translations versus ‘originals’ or source and target texts in a given language pair. Five
studies can be given as examples of research on translator style. First of all, Baker
(2000) investigates whether translators of literary works “use distinctive styles of their
own” (248). Using the Translational English Corpus, she examines Peter Bush and Peter
Clark’s translations. The results reveal that there are noteworthy differences between the
two translators, such as the overall type/token ratio and the frequency of using the verb
‘say’.

Another study that deserves to be noted here was done by Marion Winters
(2005). Winters compares two translations of The Beautiful and Damned into German,
those by Hans-Christian Oeser and Renate Orth-Guttmann, both published in 1998. At
the beginning of her research, Winters notices that the two translators differ in their use
of loan words, code switches and speech-act report verbs. The main difference
concerning these uses seems to be that Oeser gives priority to the style of the source text

while making his translational decisions. On the other hand, Orth-Guttmann gives

96



priority to the German language norms. Oeser’s tendency to use English words in the
German translation at certain places is noticed, while Orth-Guttman strictly uses German
words. This decision of Oeser’s, Winters (2005, 102) asserts, results in Oeser’s readers’
awareness of the foreignness of the source culture with the loan words and code
switches. The source text is brought closer to Orth-Guttmann’s readers through the
“germanize[d]” (ibid.) translation, but as a result of the end notes which explain certain
cultural or historical aspects the translator considers important, Orth-Guttmann’s readers
are made aware of the distance between the source and target cultures, too. Exploring
the speech-act report verbs, Winters finds that Oeser translates the source text by using
fewer verbs than Orth-Guttmann. The latter is again found to consider German language
norms concerning repetition and thus ignore the repetition of speech-act report verbs in
his translation. Oeser, in contrast, is found to use repetition of speech-act report verbs
more in line with Fitzgerald in order to preserve the author’s style (114). At the later
stages of the research, Winters observes that features, like modal particles, also point to
translators’ distinct styles (27). There are important differences between the frequencies
of the translators’ use of specific modal particles. When Oeser prefers to use a modal
particle in a sentence, Orth-Guttmann mostly chooses either to use another modal
particle or not to use any modal particle (124). A detailed analysis is done on wohl,
which expresses “a more casual or immediate tone” and causes the speaker to sound a
bit uncertain (150). Interestingly, Orth-Guttmann uses wohl when her purpose is to
change the point of view from narrator to one of the characters. As a result, the focus
changes. In addition, the relationship between characters is made clearer through Orth-

Guttmann’s use of wokl. An important point is that the speech-act report verbs used by
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Orth-Guttmann underline the speaker’s intention in producing an utterance and thus
certain aspects of the character’s personality (151). Winters explains how these
decisions affect “the narrative point of view and how that affects the macrostructure of
the novel, confirming the hypothesis that one translator focuses on the characters while
the other presents a societal study” (ix). Thus, an important conclusion that Winters
draws is related to not only the translators’ styles but also the effect of those styles on
the reader. In brief, Winters claims that those who read Orth-Guttmann’s text may feel
that they are more familiar with the characters than those who read Oeser’s text, which
is clearly more source-text oriented in all the aspects explored in the study (152).

The third study that certainly deserves to be reviewed is Charlotte Bosseaux’s
(2007) How does it Feel? Point of View in Translation: The Case of Virginia Woolf into
French. Although the researcher does not present the study as a study on style, it can be
discussed here due to its focus on the translator’s presence or voice in fictional texts as
well as use of forensic stylistics while exploring point of view in her corpus. Having
referred to scholars like Giuliana Schiavi and Theo Hermans, Bosseaux points out that
the translator is present in the translated text, which is a reason why the translation is
different than the ‘original’ (19). Bosseaux’s case study is on translations of two
Virginia Woolf novels into French. She examines The Waves and its two translations as
well as To the Lighthouse and its three translations with a meticulous eye on how
narrative structures in the English source texts are conveyed to the translated texts. For
this purpose, she focuses on “deixis, free indirect discourse, modality and transitivity”
(26). Although Bosseaux appears to move from the source to the target texts in her

investigation of the translations, it is important that she takes the macro structure of the
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texts into consideration after spotting the author’s and the translators’ preferences at the
linguistic level and comments on possible reasons for certain results. One of her main
conclusions is that the feel of the ‘original’ cannot be assumed to be preserved in the
translation due to the difference linguistic changes make in the feel of the text, which is
a result of the distinct presences of the translators in the texts (225). Through a study on
the above mentioned four categories, Bosseaux reveals that the later the translation was
done, the closer it was to the ‘original’ in terms of narrative structure (228). However,
time was not the only factor shaping the feel of the translations. Another factor is the
translator’s background. For instance, while Francoise Pellar, a scholar on Virginia
Woolf, is found to stick to narrative structure of the source texts, Marguerite Yourcenar,
an author-translator, is found to consider herself “more entitled to rewrite the text
according to her own standards” (ibid.). This is a finding that led Bosseaux to suggest
further studies on “a corpus of originals and translations by well-established writers to
see if their translations are loaded with their own ‘styles’” (ibid.). Thus, the current study
can be regarded as a partial response to Bosseaux’s suggestion.

There is also one corpus-based study particularly on author-translators’ style.
Hilkka Pekkanen’s (2010) study entitled “The Duet between the Author and the
Translator: An Analysis of Style through Shifts in Literary Translation” explores
translatorial style through an examination of different author-translators’ distinct
preferences in language use at the level of ‘shifts’ in translating the same English literary
works into Finnish. To illustrate, Joyce and Hemingway translations done by four
Finnish author-translators appear in the main corpus. Pekkanen adds three other

translations of works by different authors so that she can clarify whether the stylistic
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patterns were evident independent of the source author (53). It is noteworthy that the
researcher studies only 30 selected pages of each one of the translations of narrative
passages (57). In addition, a focus on shifts requires a source-oriented view. This is
because the identified uses can be referred to as ‘shifts’ only if the source text is the
starting point of the investigation. However, it should be added that Pekkanen does not
aim at solely “measuring quantifiable distance from the source text on the basis of
identifiable shifts at the formal linguistic level” (14). Instead, she brings quantitative
search together with a qualitative investigation, as she does “a description of the nature
of the manifestations of this distance in the target text” (ibid.). “Translator profiles”, a
term used by Pekkanen to depict a “translator’s personal style as manifested in frequent
use of certain types of shifts”, demonstrate that the translators’ language use does not
vary in the different parts of the selected 30 pages (60). Nevertheless, there are major
differences between different translators’ use of “optional shifts” (69). Furthermore,
Pekkanen found out that the four translators’ styles were distinct despite the source
authors’ styles (147). The study ends with the conclusion that “the metaphor of the
translator singing in duet with the author seems appropriate in the sense that different
translators with different voices apparently end up producing differently interpreted
duets with their authors™ (170).

Last but not least is a study that connects style to ideology in translations. In
Style and Ideology in Translation: Latin American Writing in English, Jeremy Munday
(2008) explains that the main point of departure in his study is the search for reasons for
distinct translator styles (6). However, it should be noted that this study is quite different

from the previous examples in that it is not totally corpus-based. Munday states that the
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qualitative analysis is “computer-assisted” since a reference corpus is used for the
analysis of markedness and whether certain words, phrases, etc. are frequently used in
the selected texts. After the investigation of translators’ individual language uses comes
that of the link between style and “the macro-contexts of ideology and cultural
production” (ibid.). For the analysis of this link, Munday uses critical discourse analysis.
Munday’s corpus is comprised of English translations of Latin American works written
in the twentieth century. There are case studies of both “one author, many voices” (95)
and “one translator, many authors” (125). Munday points out that translators, such as
Gregory Rabassa, who rendered dozens of works including Julio Cortazar’s Hopscotch
and Gabriel Garcia Marquez’s One Hundred Years of Solitude into English, are faced
with “very many different ‘styles’ from a range of authors” (125). Then, he delineates
how Rabassa’s translatorial style reflects “an image of a continent”, as it goes beyond
the source author’s style (150). Despite his directing attention to stylistic patterns,

EAN13

especially in the form of phrases, which are possibly a result of translators’ “idiolects or
lexical primings”, Munday concludes that there is an “inherent inconsistency” in each
translator’s style (227). An important characteristic of Munday’s research is that his
analysis is “within the socio-cultural, historical, and ideological framework” (ibid.)
while considering the translator’s background. Thus, Munday definitely pays attention to
the macro-context in his investigation of the translators’ linguistic choices.

This overview reveals how corpus-based translation studies has gone through a
kind of ‘growth’. However, this does not mean that studies on translator style, for

instance, have completely taken the place of studies on the so-called translation

‘universals’. The papers presented in the MATS 2010, which was a two-day-symposium
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on Methodological Advances in Corpus-Based Translation Studies in January 2010,
reveal that researchers continue conducting various studies. Language use differences
between ‘translated’ and ‘non-translated’ texts in the target language and/or translations
and their ‘original’s (Cappelle 2010; Frankenberg Garcia 2010; Van de Velde & De
Sutter 2010; Zangeneh Bar 2010) is a popular area of research. A considerable number
of studies are still done on translation ‘universals’ such as explicitation (Becher 2010;
Borillo 2010; Denturck & Niemegeers 2010; Huotari 2010; Jimenez-Crespo 2010;
Martinez-Llenas 2010), which is an example of claimed differences between the source
and target texts. While the link between ideology and translation activity was
investigated in relation to Franco’s dictatorship in Spain in Gomez Castro’s (2010)
poster presentation, the idea that translators have their own styles is examined by Jun
Miao (2010) in her study entitled “The Syntactic Skeleton of the Translator’s Style:
Statistical Measures of Categorical Usage in Parallel Translations.” For this purpose,
Miao (2010) explores the translator’s choices at the lexical and syntactical levels in the
three Chinese translations of Jean-Christophe, written by Romain Rolland. Aware of the
fact that the results rely solely on statistical analysis of the texts on computer, Miao
concludes, several patterns of language use can point to these translators’ distinct styles.
In brief, the previous kinds of research continue to be conducted, but new kinds are
added like those on translator style, which deserve particular attention. This is due to the
fact that they can exhibit the individual aspects of translating and thus bring alternative
views in contrast to the ‘belief’ in translation ‘universals’ with the results of differences

between translator styles.
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2.3.3. Critical Look at Corpus-Based Translation Studies

Sara Laviosa, the author of Corpus-Based Translation Studies, one of the most
comprehensively informative works on this field of research, points to the change in the
kinds of research done in corpus-based translation studies (2002, 1) and notes that
corpus is a ‘paradigm’ rather than a methodology today:

Not only has the study of corpora become fully integrated into Translation

Studies since the early 90s, but, most importantly, corpus research has grown so

rapidly and has influenced so significantly the way we conceptualise, study and

teach translation, that we can no longer restrict its importance to the sphere of
methodological research, nor can we limit the impact of this new area of study to
the linguistic approaches to translation because of its links with corpus

linguistics. (Laviosa 2002, 1)

Despite Laviosa’s positive approach to corpus-based studies, as Olohan (2004) makes
clear, there are different views concerning the use of corpora in the field of translation
studies (22) and the negative criticisms are generally based on the critical perspective.
The use of binary oppositions, making generalizations, and the approach to signs in the
context of corpus-based translation studies are criticized.

One of the discussion topics at the ‘“Vic Forum on Training Translators and
Interpreters: New Directions for the Millenium’, a conference organized at the
University of Vic in Spain in May 1999, was related to the different points of view
postmodernists and descriptivists have in the field. The discussion led to an article
written by Andrew Chesterman and Rosemary Arrojo (2000), which was followed by
other scholars’ responses that appeared in the same journal. It is, first of all, apparent
that there are important similarities between the stances of the two scholars, who are

considered by some as defending a rather ‘essentialist’ and a ‘non-essentialist’ view,

respectively. However, it is significant that their article is an example of the fact that
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such binary oppositions cannot be used. This is simply due to the fact that they
demonstrate their ‘shared ground’. Reactions against the idea of such oppositions have
been strongly expressed by scholars, like Sandra Halverson (2000) and Kirsten
Malmkjaer (2000), who have investigated the use of corpora in translation studies. To
begin with, Sandra Halverson (2000), regarding this view problematic, addresses the
issue as follows:
(...) the belief in a ‘world out there’ necessarily leads to an empirical approach to
describing it. However, not all forms of realism entail a commitment to
essentialist or objectivist metaphysics or objectivist theories of cognition and
language. (...) Similarly, belief in empirical research does not necessarily imply
a belief in the observer-independence of all aspects of the world, or the ultimate
objectivity of description. (357)
Thus, Halverson stresses the impossibility in separating empiricism from descriptivism
and discussing them as opposite ends. Second, Malmkjaer refers to the issue, claiming
that this is an example of “endlessly reinventing the wheel” (2000, 341). Moreover, she
states that considering essentialism and non-essentialism as opposite ends moves
translation scholars back to a point where scholars in some disciplines discussed the
issue ten years ago and others 250 years ago. Her emphasis is on the fact that a scholar
can certainly be a “non-essentialist empiricist” (ibid.).
Similar to “[pJostmodern cultural studies [which] has drawn its concepts and
methods, more or less directly, from Derrida’s work™ (Simeoni 2000, 339), I will now
attempt at showing how two ideas that are or have been present in corpus-based

translation studies deconstruct themselves or are deconstructed. As “[d]econstruction

takes place, it is an event that does not await the deliberation, consciousness, or
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organization of a subject, or even of modernity” (Derrida 1985, 2). These ideas are the
concepts of ‘original’ and ‘translation’.

Scholars doing research in the field of corpus-based translation studies seem to
be very much aware of the possible problems to be experienced due to various reasons,
such as lack of representativeness of the corpora, and the fact that it is not possible to
claim absolute objectivity just because they will be relying on ‘empirical’ data.
However, they do not seem to make much effort to increase the awareness of their
readers in relation to the use of concepts, like ‘original’ and ‘translation’. Maeve
Olohan, whose work is very well known in the field and her high level of awareness
concerning various issues, like objectivity, is obvious in her writing and research,
explains that “[t]he study of textual aspects often involves a comparison between source
and target texts, or between translated and original language” (2000, 3) while describing
the research methods that have been preferred in such studies. Referring to “[t]he
discussion of how to identify or label something as a translation”, Olohan states that
“Gideon Toury’s (1995, 31-5) suggestion that we focus our research on anything that is
assumed to be a translation” is the most common approach (Olohan 2004, 17). However,
an investigation of corpus-based studies shows that such information is not often given.
In other words, researchers refer to certain texts as ‘translations’ and ‘non-translations’
or ‘originals’ without providing any definitions, which reveals that they do not feel the
need to problematize these concepts. An example can be the presentation of the two
kinds of texts in the form of ‘oppositions’ by referring to them as ‘translated versus

original’. This may be a result of the view that Gutt (2000) points to when he states,
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Perhaps we can leave behind us some of the tedious and unfruitful issues of the
past which were often terminological or typological, like discussions about what
constitutes translation, i.e. to what kinds of texts one could/should apply the term
‘translation’, as opposed to ‘paraphrase’ or other modes of interlingual
communication. (161)
But how can these issues be ‘left behind’ as if they have no influence on the present?
Would what we conceive or associate with ‘translation’ be ‘the’ same as that which we
would if all those “tedious and unfruitful issues of the past” had not taken place?

Pym (1998), for instance, referring to this issue of determining “the explicit
criteria used to select items for a corpus” and thus “ways of defining translations”,
mentions “borderline cases” (55), which he later in the book discusses in detail. Related
to the so-called distinction Gutt touches upon between ‘translation’ and ‘paraphrase’,
Pym asks, “[e]xactly what degree of ‘imitation’, ‘adaptation’, ‘rewriting’, ‘version’ or
whatever is to be included as a translation? Should there be any radical distinction
between intralingual and interlingual translation?” (ibid.). Although Pym is aware of the
problems concerning the definitions of these concepts, he claims, “[a]t some point a
distinction will have to be made between translations and nontranslations” (57). This is
because quantitative research requires the scholar “to apply some kind of definition just
to break (...) lists down to manageable sizes” (58). Otherwise, the result, Pym supposes,
will be giving up conducting quantitative research, which will prevent scholars from
doing “worthwhile work™ and asking “important questions” (ibid.). It is significant to
note that Pym does not regard these definitions “eternally fixed truth but as a strictly
operative set of distinctions considered suitable for a particular question, applicable to a

particular corpus, and particularly changeable if they turn out to be unsuitable” (57).

Therefore, he is not in favor of a definition that will be “fixed” in time and place.
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Can one assume the presence of “a borderline between original writing and
translation” (Toury 1995, 132)? That which is ‘original’ is not supposed to have
appeared before and is considered to have paved the way for its followers, such as the
‘copies’ of the ‘original’. These seem to be the main ideas for those who utter the word
‘original” without any questioning of ‘originality’. For this reason, those who describe
‘original’ as explained above are obviously “constrained by “logocentric”
presuppositions and constraints” (Evans 1991, xiv). “Derrida’s deconstruction of pure
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‘origin’”, however, has shown the absence of an ‘origin’” (Davis 2001, 42). In certain
definitions, like the one provided by Webster -“that from which a copy, reproduction, or
translation is made”-, ‘original’ is defined relying on the presence of what comes ‘after’
it, not ‘before’. Therefore, the emphasis is interestingly not on the ‘origin’, but the
‘secondary’ products that follow the ‘original’. In line with Derrida’s stress on the fact
that “the signified concept is never present in and of itself, in a sufficient presence that
would refer only to itself” (1982b, 12), it is possible to interpret this as a manifestation
of the reliance of one on the other. But what if then a poem, for example, is not
translated? This definition seems to take it for granted that all ‘originals’ are copied,
reproduced, or translated. It needs to be noted that “if the original calls for a
complement, it is because at the origin it was not there without fault, full, complete,
total, identical to itself” (Derrida 1985, 188). Then does this mean that “if the original
[does not call] for a complement” and is not translated, it is “without fault, full,
complete, total, identical to itself” (ibid.)? The answer is no. It still does not have “an
absolute point of departure” (Derrida 1982a, 7). This is only to highlight the fact that

‘translation’ cannot be considered ‘secondary’ or ‘derivative’ to the ‘original’. Davis
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also underlines that although there is a use of such binary oppositions like ‘original’ and
‘translation’ in Walter Benjamin’s preface to “Tableaux Parisien”, Benjamin’s
translation of Baudelaire’s “Les Fleurs du Mal”, namely “Die Aufgabe des Ubersetzers”,
these discussions definitely “disturb this dichotomy” (2001, 36). According to Benjamin,
it is the ‘original’ which needs the translation to continue its existence, not vice versa
(Davis 2001, 40). While seeking for the translation of the ‘inessential’ results in ‘bad
translations’, producing an almost exact copy of the essence of the original is considered
impossible by Benjamin. Derrida (1985) maintains that the reason why the ‘original’ is
not copied by the translator is that “the original lives on and transforms itself” (188).
The translation is included “in the growth of the original” (ibid.), which is connected to
the “idea that a text has ‘life’” (Davis 2001, 40).

As I have already explained when presenting a brief overview of corpus-based
methodology, computerized corpora help researchers to come to conclusions concerning
various signs, including not only words but also punctuation marks. Using corpus-
processing tools, researchers can obviously reach various quantitative results. However,
there are certain characteristics of this kind of research that may seem to be problematic.
I will now briefly discuss two points, the first of which is related to making
generalizations.

First of all, categorizing the texts in her corpora as ‘translational’ and ‘non-
translational’, rather than ‘original’, though she uses the concept ‘original’ at other
places in the article, such as the abstract and the conclusion, Sara Laviosa (1998)
investigates the lexical density, proportion of high frequency words, mean sentence

length and so on in both ‘categories’. She states that “[f]urther evidence on a much
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larger and varied corpus is necessary before any plausible explanation can be put
forward for” certain findings, but summarizing her results, she claims, features such as
low lexical density in translational texts seem to be characteristic of newspapers and
narrative texts written in English language (564). It is noteworthy that she pays attention
not to make strict statements and uses hedging devices, but she does not avoid making
generalizations, relying on the results of the study. Even if the results are considered to
be relying on ‘empirical’ data, as Arrojo states, the researcher “is inevitably speaking
from a certain viewpoint informed by certain circumstances” (Chesterman & Arrojo
2000, 159). How can we, as researchers, come to conclusions as to the nature of ‘all’
newspaper and narrative texts in English? This seems to be in the nature of quantitative
studies, but even the definition of ‘narrative’ might be problematic. These definitions
can only be ‘working definitions, in Pym’s (1998) terms, in the context of the study
conducted, but not definitions that can ‘generally’ be used. The fact that even a
seemingly simple term like ‘original’ or ‘fiction’ is culture and time bound needs to be
taken into consideration. Laviosa notes “[t]he collection of translated narrative
comprises 14 published works in total; two are biographies, the rest is fiction” (1998,
558) and then neatly continues with a full list of all the works included in the study. All
the information provided by Laviosa (1998), in this case, shows what she refers to when
she uses the term ‘narrative’ or ‘fiction’ as the reference information of each work is
given. Nevertheless, there is no explanation as to the reason or reasons why ‘narrative’
includes ‘biography’ and ‘fiction’. Considering the fact that there is reference to a
previous study done on the “linguistic patterns discovered in translated newspaper

articles” (557), it needs to be noted that newspaper articles are also in this group of

109



‘narratives’. So, does ‘narrative’ here refer to “a story or an account of a series of
events” and “the description of a series of events, usually in a novel” (948) as in Collins
Cobuild? Another generalization is related to the fact that she states, “[t]he majority of
publishers are British” (ibid.) and for this reason, she restricts the results of her study to
English translated text. Thus she seems to consider culture-specificity, which deserves
attention, but isn’t there an important difference between ‘British’ and ‘English’? Is it
possible to generalize ‘British’ to the English language?

Even more striking than these relatively minor generalizations is the search for
translation ‘universals’ by conducting corpus-based studies despite the fact that
exploration of ‘universal’ patterns has been regarded problematic since the 1970s due to
the avoidance of “context and historical contingency” (Meister et al. 2005, ix).
Researchers explored translation ‘universals’ in various terms, such as lexical
‘simplification’ (Paloposki 2001) and ‘sanitization’, which is “the suspected adaptation
of a source text reality to make it more palatable for target audiences” (Kenny 1998).
There are, however, studies which avoid using the term ‘universal’ as in the example of
the paper entitled “Core Patterns of Lexical Use in a Comparable Corpus of English
Narrative Prose”, written by Sara Laviosa (1998). In this study, Laviosa (1998) tries to
spot “the distinguishing features of translational English” (557) while comparing
translational and ‘original’ English language use. Discussing ‘patterns’ or ‘regularities’
is certainly different from discussing ‘universals’. This is due to the fact that when one
claims a regularity is a translation ‘universal’, s’he maintains that “the observed
regularities are there because it is a translation” (Toury 2004, 17, emphasis original).

Although Laviosa (1998) refers to the idea of translation ‘universals’ in her remarks on
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suggestions for further research with caution, she is aware of various factors, such as the
influence of the source author style, translators’ gender and the language pairs (565).
This is of crucial importance because the individuality of not only the source but also the
target text author and the specificity of the cultures, periods in time and language pairs
as well as the texts themselves cannot be forgotten. Claiming that there are translation
‘universals’ that hold true for all cultures, times, places, language pairs, texts, authors
and translators results in over simplified results far from the reality. This fact seems to
be why Andrew Chesterman (2004), who underlines the beneficial aspects of drawing
general conclusions from a number of cases for the progress of any discipline including
translation studies (33), opts for the use of the term ‘universal’ only if the claim in focus
is “actually hypothesized to be universal, not specific to some subset of translations”
(43). Despite the fact that translation scholars doing corpus-based studies may claim that
this area of research stemmed from “the descriptive praxis developed by Gideon Toury
(1980, 1995) in search of universal laws in translation” (Paloposki 2001, 265), Toury
(2004) himself explains that he did use the term ‘universal’ in his dissertation dated
1976, but avoided the term as he preferred ‘laws’ in his following work (29). The reason
for this renounce is “the possibility of exception built into” the term ‘law’ (ibid,
emphasis original). Considering that it is very difficult to work on a corpus that
represents all the translations that have been done, are being done, and will ever be done,
that there are significant differences even between the definitions of ‘translation’ in
different cultures (Chesterman 2004, 43) and that there can be exceptions (Toury 2004),
asserting that a certain feature is a translation ‘universal’ does not seem to propose

logical results, at all.
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The second point is related to the approach towards the sign in corpus-based
studies. As has already been pointed out, lists of words, sentences or collocates with
certain numbers are presented by corpus-processing tools. To illustrate, one can learn the
total number of words (token) in a certain novel and also the number of different words
(type). Here we seem to be talking about representing signs by other signs. In other
words, the signs in the form of numbers carry information concerning the use of other
signs in the form of words. Thus, the signifiers, i.e. the form of the signs, appear to be
different, but while comparing the numbers, the researcher is actually regarding the use
of words. Relying on the information gathered from those numbers, the researcher
continues with other kinds of search and aims at finding possible reasons for those
quantitative results. It is noteworthy that using these tools, researchers might run into the
risk of treating signifiers ‘at face value’ and of not paying attention to the signified, i.e.
the impression or the mental image one has of the uttered or written sounds. Thus, the
fact that the sign is a combination of both the signifier and the signified and that the
same signifier can represent a different signified depending on the context might not
always be taken into consideration. Derrida, pointing to the positive aspects of “a
semiology of the Saussurean type”, states, “it has marked, against the tradition, that the
signified is inseparable from the signifier, that the signified and signifier are the two
sides of one and the same production” (1982c, 18). So, would the approach to the sign in
corpus-based studies imply the separation of the two? As long as the researcher stays
away from drawing conclusions by merely studying the lists of words, etc. in isolation,

checks the use of the word(s) in their ‘context’ and has an awareness of the wholeness of
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the work, this methodology does not have to have such an implication. At this point
Derrida’s remark needs to be kept in mind:

(...) translation practices the difference between signified and signifier. But if

this difference is never pure, no more is translation, and for the notion of

translation we would have to substitute a notion of transformation: a regulated
transformation of one language by another, of one text by another. We will never
have, and in fact have never had, to do with some “transport” of pure signifieds
from one language to another, or within one and the same language, that the

signifying instrument would leave virgin and untouched. (Derrida 1982c, 20)
Derrida’s aim here seems to refer to the assumed separation of the signifier from the
signified. Such assumption implies the production of ‘pure’ texts as a result of
translating despite the fact that signs unavoidably signify other signs, which is one of the
most obvious reasons for the absence of exactly ‘equivalent” words in the same language
or in different languages. It is here of utmost importance to consider the relationship
between the use of words and the ‘context’ in which those words are uttered as well as
the cultures in focus in corpus-based studies just as it needs to be done in any translation
analysis. Otherwise, the results may be misleading.

Claiming that corpus-based studies, with their quantitative analyses, are free
from subjectivity would obviously not be a view that can be supported. This is due to the
fact that “intuition and value or human judgment” is present at different stages of the
research (Bosseaux 2007, 91), including the points at which the researcher labels a text
simply as ‘original’ or ‘translation’ and draws conclusions. It is undeniable that the
corpus processing tools provide the researcher with extra time to do in-depth qualitative
analysis after the completion of the quantitative analysis, which cannot be considered

“an end in itself” (ibid.). Having referred to the criticisms and warnings made in relation

to the use of corpora, Olohan (2004) sums up as follows: “The need to contextualize and
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co-textualize translation and our study of it means that purely quantitative studies of
corpus data are regarded limited in their usefulness” (22). The ongoing research which
brings together quantitative and qualitative analyses in corpus-based studies shows the
growing awareness of scholars. Because “deconstruction is not something one does, it is
something one can become aware of” (Evans 1991, xvii), I suppose that these
discussions may contribute to the process of increasing awareness concerning possible
logocentric views in research methodology. This certainly does not mean that corpus-
based studies should be avoided, but it is of vital importance to be critical of the
assumptions that might be made while using these concepts and in our approach to
findings. As Nietzsche points out, “truths are illusions of which one has forgotten that
they are illusions;” (in Derrida 1982a: 217). Taking this responsibility can be considered

a key to ‘at least’ reminding of “illusions”.

Summary

This chapter describes the methodology of this study. While explaining how the
qualitative analysis of style and corpus methodology contributes to the research, a
survey of the literature in these fields is presented. Attention has also been drawn to the
fact that interviews, one of which is the one done with Pmar Kiir specifically for this
study, studies, criticisms, and news on topics related to her identity as an author,
translator or author-translator as well as her writing and/or translating are explored with
an eye on the discourse in them. Furthermore, with a ‘critical” approach towards corpus-
based studies, several points have been made concerning research particularly searching

for translation ‘universals’ and problems that can be experienced if this methodology
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alone is used and/or a meticulous analysis of the data is not done. Chapter 3 will present
the analysis of the extratextual data, sources of which have already been mentioned, so
that Pmar Kiir’s habitus as an individual and author-translator and the reception of her
works can be described in relation to the fields of Turkish literature and literary

translation.
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CHAPTER 3

ANALYSIS OF EXTRATEXTUAL DATA

This chapter aims at presenting the analysis of extratextual material, constituted by
interviews with Pinar Kiir, one of which I have done, and the preface she wrote to Geniy
Genig Bir Deniz [Wide Sargasso Sea], the studies, criticisms, news, published about Kiir
as an author, translator, or author-translator and her work. Considering the fact that the
methodological approach in this study directs attention to both the texts in the corpus
and the producer of the texts, Pmar Kiir’s experiences in her private and professional
life, education and works are taken into account in the discussion of her identity as an
author-translator. This is due to the significance of the relations between Pmar Kiir’s
‘habitus’ and the ‘field’ in Bourdieu’s terms. While details related to her life, including
her childhood and youth, shed light on her “authorial habitus” and “translatorial habitus”
(Simeoni 1998, 26), the criticisms that her work has received not only tell about her
reception as an author-translator but also give clues about the ‘fields’ of Turkish
literature and literary translation. This sociological approach to the study of an author-
translator’s authorial and translatorial style in literary texts is the reason why Pinar Kiir’s
biography has an important place in this thesis. After the presentation of Pinar Kiir’s
biography with a focus on the points that have specifically influenced her identity, the
reception of Pinar Kiir as an author-translator will be investigated. As a result, the texts
in the corpus can be explored by taking Kiir’s habitus and the fields of Turkish literature

and literary translation into consideration at relevant points in the discussions in the next
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two chapters and the background on which the decisions Kiir makes in her writing and

translating can be better interpreted.

3.1. Pmnar Kiir’s ‘Habitus’
Due to the relation between individuals’ practice in a society and experiences in the
family from the early days of life (Bourdieu 1990, 91; Webb et al. 2002, 36-37),
describing Pmar Kiir’s ‘habitus’ requires the presentation of her family and her
education, which have been influential on her professional career. After describing her
family and education, her opinions concerning different aspects of life, including
poverty, freedom, politics, and particularly the politics of literature will be discussed.
Pinar Kiir, born in Bursa, Turkey in 1945, lived in various cities, such as Ankara,
Zonguldak, London, New York, Paris, and Istanbul. As the daughter of a Turkish
language and literature teacher and poet-author, Ismet Kiir, and a mathematics teacher,
Behram Kiir, who studied in France and wrote a mathematics course book, Pmar Kiir
lived in an environment which supported her education and the development of her
talents. ismet and Behram Kiir were both “idealist teachers” of the Turkish Republic in
that “they chose to work in Anatolia” [Annem de babam da o siralar Cumhuriyet kusagi,
idealist 6gretmenler. Anadolu’da ¢alismayi tercih etmisler] (Sogiit 2006, 5) and parents
concerned with their children’s education. For instance, Kiir learned to read before she
went to primary school and she started school early (S6giit 2006, 16). Her father also
wanted to teach his daughters English, but he did not because of their lack of interest
(Sogiit 2006, 33). Having such parents, Kiir also had the opportunity to live in a house

with a library. She considers the books in their library, particularly the classics published

117



by the Turkish Ministry of Education of the time, influential on her writing and
translating:
Among these classics, I read especially the old Greek tragedies and I later
understood how much I was influenced by them. How did I understand that
later? I was at university. I took Greek classics as a required course. ‘Oh, I know
this story. How do I know it?’ I know it because I read it a long time ago when I
was at primary school. Just like today’s children influenced by violence on TV, I
was so influenced by the violence in those old Greek classics —well, Greek
classics are very much full of violence- that I always tackled with murders and
death when I became a writer.
[Bunlardan ben &zellikle eski Yunan tragedyalarmi okumustum ve ne kadar
etkilendigimi ¢ok sonra anladim. Nasil ¢ok sonra anladim? Universiteye geldim.
Universitede bana bu Yunan klasikleri karsima ders olarak ¢ikt1. ‘Aaa ben bu
hikayeyi biliyorum. Nereden biliyorum?’ Ciinkii daha ilkokuldayken okumusum.
Ama nasil simdiki ¢gocuklar televizyondaki siddetten etkileniyorlarsa, ben de o
eski Yunan klasiklerinden —Yunan klasikleri de bayag siddet doludur yani- ben
de o siddetten etkilenmisim ki sonradan yazar oldugumda hep cinayetler ve
Oliimlerle ugrastim.] (Aka 2011)
As is obvious, it is not only being exposed to parents who enjoy reading and writing but
also the specific books in their library that have had powerful effects on the author-
translator as a child. In addition to the effect Kiir points to on her authorial habitus, as
she has written such works of literature, there is a similar effect of the books in their
library on her translatorial habitus. Roger Ackroyd Cinayeti, her Turkish translation of
The Murder of Roger Ackroyd, written by Agatha Christie, can be considered an
example of this effect and/or the relationship between her authorial and translatorial
habituses. While pointing to such effects particularly on her writing, Pinar Kiir’s other
family members deserve to be noted, too. In Askin Sonu Cinayettir, a book of interviews
done with Pmar Kiir by Mine Sogiit (2006), Kiir tells about her family in detail,
including her grandmother, aunt and cousin. First, she refers to the tales told by her

grandmother. Kiir stresses her love for all the tales her grandmother told [Biitiin
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masallarina bayilirdim] (31) and says that she and her sister, Isilar Kiir, were both
imaginative children, whose imagination was supported by those tales [Cok hayal kuran
cocuklardik. Nenem de ¢ok giizel masallar anlatir, hayal giiciimiizii beslerdi.] (Sogiit
2006, 10). Another noteworthy figure is Kiir’s aunt, Halide Nusret Zorlutuna, whom
Ismet Kiir “adored and still adores” [Ona tapard1 annem, hala tapar.] (20). “One of the
first working women in Turkey” [Tiirkiye’de ilk ¢alisan kadinlardan biri] (ibid.), Halide
Nusret Zorlutuna, is also a teacher and a well-known poet-author. Upon S6giit’s drawing
attention to the fact that daughters of the two poet-author sisters, Pinar Kiir and Emine
Isinsu, are both authors, Kiir states that they have been “encouraged to write” since
childhood [Bizi kiigiik yaslardan itibaren yazmaya 6zendirdiler, hep yiireklendirdiler. ]
(ibid.). In addition, having a poet-author mother and an aunt resulted in being in an
environment where there was the possibility of meeting important literary figures of the
time and listening to their conversations, including those on literature, as they were
either colleagues or friends. An important example is her mother’s friend, Muhsin
Ertugrul, who visited the family in New York upon Ismet Kiir’s invitation. At the age of
sixteen, Pinar Kiir found the opportunity to discuss drama and related subjects with
Muhsin Ertugrul and listened to plenty of advice from him (55). Another impressive
example is Halide Nusret Zorlutuna’s friend, Nazim Hikmet (31). Although Pmar Kiir
might not have had the chance to meet all or most of these women and men of letters,
her mother’s guidance in her daughters’ reading works by poets/authors, such as Nazim
Hikmet, Sait Faik and Ahmet Hamdi Tanpmar (54), must have also had a role in Pmar

Kiir’s interest in literature.
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Another direct source of influence on Pinar Kiir as an individual and author-
translator has been her parents’ decisions to go to England and the US and then her own
decision to go to France. First, her mother applied for a program at the Ministry of
Education to work in a foreign country because she wanted her daughters to learn
English (Sogiit 2006, 34). After studying at English schools for about a year, Kiir came
back to Turkey. Due to the fact that she knew English well, she got accepted to Ankara
Koleji [College] without the requirement to study at English preparatory class (45).
Following was their stay in the US, which was a result of her father’s visits to European
countries and the US during his work at UNESCO. It was again her mother, however,
who found a position in New York through the Ministry of Education. Thus, after three
years in Ankara, they went to New York. Although she was only fourteen, she was
accepted as a sophomore at Forest Hills High School. This was because of the difference
between the Turkish and US high school curricula (50). Having graduated from
secondary school, she studied at Queens College in NY. After their return to Turkey, she
continued her university education at Robert College, which is today’s Bogazici
University in Istanbul. Despite the fact that she was interested in acting, drama, and
writing drama (56), she studied English language and literature, which was the closest
option she had to her favorite fields of interest. After getting married to Can Kolukisa,
they went to Paris and she did her PhD in Comparative Literature at Sorbonne
University in the Paris of the 1960s. The title of her PhD thesis is “Realism and Illusion
in Twentieth Century Drama: Pirandello, O’Neill and Their Influences” [Yirminci
Yiizyil Tiyatrosunda Gergekeilik ve Yanilsama: Pirandello, O’Neill ve Etkileri]. In

short, having lived in England, the US, and France had significant effects on her
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education and world view. For instance, the fact that she learned two foreign languages
in the early years of her life made it possible for her to read the classics written in
English and French in the fields of literature and politics in their source languages
without feeling the need to refer to their translations, which, she thinks, “has been very
useful” [Cocukken iki yabanci dil 6grendim ve tiim temel yapitlar1 —yalnizca edebiyat
degil, politik yapitlar1 da- asillarindan okuyabilmek firsatini1 buldum bdylece. Bence ¢ok
yararh oldu.] (Kiir 1976 in Ozkirimli 1987, 788). Her life in Paris, Kiir claims, has also
been influential on her “political awakening” [Paris yasantimi politik uyanigim
bakimindan da ¢ok 6nemli sayarim ayrica.] (ibid.). There seem to be two main reasons
for this influence of Paris on her. First of all, as a person who loves reading, a
considerable number of bookshops, found “at every corner” of the city, attracted her and
she enjoyed spending time going into those bookshops [Fransa’da her kdse basinda
kahve vard1 ve her kdse basinda kitapgi... St. Michel Bulvar1 boyunca sayisiz kitapg1
vardi; birinden ¢ikiyorsun birine giriyorsun, orda karistirtyorsun, okuyorsun.] (Sogiit
2006, 85). Marx, Lenin, and Trotsky were among the ones she read with utmost interest
at the time. Secondly, the 1960s was an exciting era due to the decolonization of
numerous African countries, demands for more freedom, antiwar protests, and the
appearance of the young revolting against certain norms of the time, including
materialism. Although Pinar Kiir could not participate in the major protests due to her
pregnancy, there were protests where she could. An example is one of the protests
against the Vietnam War (86), started by the US, whose culture, she claims, is “founded

upon plundering” [ Amerikan kiiltiirii bagh bagina yagma tizerine kurulmus.] (83).

121



Kiir’s concerns about political and social events or states, which seem to have
started in the sixties of Paris, can easily be seen in her remarks today, too. Appearing on
NTV, atelevision channel known for its frequent news coverage as well as its programs
tackling with political, social, and cultural issues, Pimar Kiir, together with three other
famous woman figures from different backgrounds, with different viewpoints, openly
expressed her opinions while discussing hot topics of the week before and during the
interviews done with other popular people from various fields. It is possible to claim that
her ‘symbolic capital’, “the recognition [agents] receive from a group” (Bourdieu 1991,
106), has increased even more as a result of her appearances on NTV. This is because
large audiences had the opportunity to listen to her speeches and learn more about her.
Her sensitivity to problems resulting from and/or in poverty, lack of education, and
freedom can be observed by watching several episodes. Among the eighty episodes of
the program, titled “Haydi Gel Bizimle O1” [Hey Come and Join Us], is the one done
with Prof. Hasan Biilent Kahraman, author and critic, in February 2008. As Cigdem
Anad, a journalist, read the results of a survey on the reasons for a high number of young
women’s not studying at university, they started to discuss why this 1 percent, who
cannot study at university because they are wearing turban, attracts attention but not the
20 percent, who cannot because they suffer economically. Kiir underlines certain issues
related to these results:

(...) Besides, women do not have a place in the society. They have already been

treated as the second-class. They are either married just after high school or shut

in the house. Now, these are also what turban symbolizes. The turban is the
symbol of shutting women in. Not freedom, I repeat. This is a way of obliterating
women. Well, you shut her in, hit her, do not hire her, do not let her go [to

school/work], cover her hair, and when it comes to those who are to study at
university... Poverty is actually what needs to be fought against. 20 percent [of
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those who cannot study at university] cannot because of poverty. (...) We cannot

hear the voice of that 1 percent. We only hear the voice of men. (...) Even if they

are speaking, they are not raising their voices high enough.

[(...) zaten kadinlar sosyal toplum iginde yeri olan kisiler degil. Zaten ikinci sinif

muamelesi goriiyor. Zaten liseden sonra langirt evlendiriliyorlar veya eve

kapatiliyorlar. Simdi tiirban bunlarin da simgesi aslinda. Tiirban, kadin1 kapatma
simgesi. Ozgiirliik degil, tekrar soyliiyorum. Kadini yok etmenin bir yoludur bu.

Iste eve kapatirsin, doversin, ise almazsin, gondermezsin, basini ortersin

iiniversiteye gidecek durumda olanlari da. (...) Asil yoksullukla savasilmasi

gerekiyor. Yiizde 20’si yoksulluktan dolay1 gidemiyor.( ...) O yiizde 1’in de
sesini duyamiyoruz. Biz sadece erkeklerin sesini duyuyoruz. (...)

Konusuyorlarsa da pek yiikseltemiyorlar seslerini.] (Kiir 2008)

Pinar Kiir is obviously against those that, she believes, turban is a symbol of. Although
some claim that wearing turban is a right of women and that they cannot be deprived of
this right, all the acts, Kiir considers the turban a symbol of above, result from or bring
confinement, not freedom, to women’s lives. While discussing ‘turban’, Kiir digs into
the use of turban as a symbol of other problems in the life of women and the necessity of
the fight against poverty, which, according to her, appears as a fundamental issue lying
at the root of the mentioned problem.

Another example of Pinar Kiir’s criticisms on subjects related to politics can be
given from the same year. After an invitation from the current President of Turkish
Republic, Abdullah Giil, to well-known figures in the field of Turkish literature, Kiir’s
view concerning accepting this invitation and attending the dinner at Cankaya is asked
by journalists. She states that “literary figures should not be in close contact with those
in power”, as she thinks, in that case, she “loses the right to criticize him at ease and
react against his acts” [edebiyatci iktidarla yakn iligkiler iginde olmamalidir. Eger ben

onun yemegine gidersem, o zaman onu rahat rahat elestirmek ve yaptiklarina karsi

¢tkmak hakkini kaybederim, diye diisiiniiyorum] (Arpa 2008). Upon this expression of
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her negative view, Hilmi Yavuz, a poet who preferred to join the dinner, asks if “she got
married with every single man she had dinner with” [Her yemek yedigi adamla nikah
masasina oturdu mu?], as he believes it is not possible to “sell” one’s right to oppose
those in power (ibid.). In her response to this “obscene” question, she first negates the
question posed by Yavuz and states that he is not in the opposition, at all and adds, “he
himself knows whether he has sold his pride or not” [Hilmi Yavuz, ‘muhalefetimi
satmam’ diyor ama, zaten kendisi muhalif degil ki! Gururunu satip satmadigmni da kendi
bilir.] (ibid.). Obviously, Pinar Kiir prefers to protect her rights to oppose those in power
and express her criticisms against all the acts and speeches she considers improper. This
actually is a characteristic, she believes, almost necessary for someone who wants to be
a writer. In Askin Sonu Cinayettir, after pointing to the significance of “lack of
harmony” [uyumsuzluk] between the reality and the desired conditions the characters of
her novels would like to live in, she underlines her continuous feel of being an
“outsider” [yabanci] and asks “why would someone who does not have any objections
concerning life or the world be a writer?” [hayata, diinyaya dair itiraz1 olmayan biri
neden yazar olsun ki?] (Sogiit 2006, 173). At another point in the book, Askin Sonu
Cinayettir, she highlights this view of hers once again. She maintains that “if you have
an objection to an aspect of life one way or the other -it does not have to do with
politics-, then you have the chance to write good literature” [1lla ki politik olmas1
gerekmez, hayata su ya da bu sekilde itirazin varsa o zaman iyi edebiyat yazma ihtimalin
de var.] (221).

Kiir has objections to the politics of literature, too. An example is her response to

the Nobel literature prize given to Orhan Pamuk in 2006. After Orhan Pamuk received
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the Nobel in 2006, Kiir’s comments concerning Pamuk’s winning the prize appeared in
Times. 1t is possible to assert that her ‘symbolic capital’ in the field played a role in the
reporter’s choosing Kiir for a comment on the subject, which is the only one published.
Owing to the fact that the speaker’s symbolic capital affects the reception of the uttered
view depending on the degree to which the audience is aware of that capital (Bourdieu
1991, 116), the reporter first informs readers about Kiir’s position in the field of Turkish
literature:

Pinar Kur, a leading female Turkish novelist said: "For years, everybody has

wished someone from Turkey would win the Nobel.

But it is also known, both in Turkey and abroad, that this prize is much more

related to politics than to literature, it is given more for political reasons.

It is very unfortunate that this prize announcement was made on the same day as

the [Armenian genocide] Bill in France." (McLaren et al. 2006)
Although the fact that a Turkish novelist won the Nobel literature prize definitely
appears as happy news, Kiir did not refrain from stressing other aspects of Pamuk’s
winning the prize, which she considers “unfortunate”, after his clear cut remarks to a
Swiss newspaper concerning an almost one-hundred-year-old subject that would be
expected to be debated by historians. Kiir’s expressing her negative criticisms
concerning various subjects, whether political or not, both in and outside Turkey seems
like evidence for how seriously she believes in the importance of questioning acts and
states, disapproving them, and having objections when necessary, which, Kiir appears to
suggest, is a requirement for being a ‘good’ author. Another reason why this seems to be
a requirement is that she considers happiness a state about which people are interested in

neither writing nor reading [Zaten ¢ok mutlu oldugun anda roman yazmak da, okumak

da aklina gelmez.] (S6giit 2006, 220). Therefore, according to Kiir, if authors are pleased
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with all around them and in the world, then not much reason appears to be left for them
to feel the need to write.

On her return to Turkey, Pinar Kiir worked at several places, including the
television program described above. While writing her own work and translating
numerous books, she worked as a dramaturge, drama critic, and also at teaching
positions. First, she started working as a dramaturge at Ankara Devlet Tiyatrosu [ Ankara
State Theater] in 1971. Hers was officially the first dramaturge position in Turkey
(Sogiit 2006, 135). However, she “got weary of living in the Ankara of March 12 [12
Mart Ankara’sindan ¢ok sikildim.] (141), as it was a time of martial law. Moreover, she
saw that the conditions at the theater did not match her expectations, at all, and had
problems in her private life with her husband, Can Kolukisa (ibid.), from whom she later
got divorced. As a result, she decided to quit her job at the theater and moved to
Istanbul. There, she started working as an instructor of English at a private language
school where she continued working for quite a long period of time. In 1979, she started
to work as an instructor of English at Istanbul University School of Foreign Languages.
Although it was before going to Paris that she started writing drama criticisms at a
newspaper, Cumhuriyet, she again worked as an interviewer and writer for newspapers
and magazines in the 1980s. After working at Istanbul University for about fifteen years,
she continued her teaching career at Istanbul Bilgi University. She has been teaching in
the Program in Media and Communication Systems, Faculty of Communication since

1996.
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3.2. Reception of Pinar Kiir in the ‘Field’s of Turkish Literature and Literary
Translation

Pmar Kiir has not only written poetry, drama, short stories and novels but also translated
a considerable number of books written especially in the field of literature. Although she
does not seem to continue writing works in the former two genres, her short stories and
novels reach a wide audience and her literary translations continue to be published. After
briefly describing her early work in poetry and drama, the reception of her collections of
short stories and novels as well as her views concerning translation and her translations
will be discussed through interviews, news, and criticisms. In this discussion, there will
also be explications concerning the (lack of) response(s) from critics about Kiir’s
published work in relation to the ‘fields’ of Turkish literature and literary translation
whenever possible, including Kiir’s own reactions against readers and critics’ approach
to literature and the practices of publishing houses regarding translations in the field.

It seems appropriate to start with Pmar Kiir’s writing before translating owing to
the chronological order of these two acts of hers. Nevertheless, the increase in her
‘symbolic capital’ after the publication of her translations deserves to be noted, as they
played an obvious role in her recognition by the publishing houses. Although she
published her well-known short stories and novels after the publication of her
translations, Kiir starts writing poetry when she was a child and drama in her youth:

In terms of publication dates, translations come first, but I have been writing

since I was little. When I was a child, a poem of mine was published in Dogan

Kardes, but it was my mom who sent it to the magazine. Of course I knew

nothing about it. When I didn’t know how to read and write, my mom wrote

something I said and she sent it. Other than that, I wrote drama. I was involved

with drama for many years. I wrote short stories and so on, but I published these
at places that I got acquainted with as a translator. For instance, I had done
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translations for Bilgi Publishing House, let’s say. I had done translations for E
Publishing. Upon writing my own novel, I took my novel to them. They knew
me as a translator, they didn’t know me as an author.
[Yayinlanma ag¢isindan 6nce ¢eviri yayinlandi fakat ben kendimi bildim bileli
yaz1 yaztyorum. Cocukken Dogan Kardes’te siirim ¢ikmisti... ama annem
gondermis. Benim tabii haberim bile yok. Benim okuma yazmam yokken,
sOyledigim bir seyi yazmis ve gondermis. Onu saymazsak eger, yazdim, piyes
yazdim. Tiyatroyla ugrastim uzun yillar. Kisa oykiiler yazdim, vesaire fakat
bunlar1 ¢gevirmen olarak tanigtigim yerlere gotiiriip yaymladim. Bilgi Yaymevi'ne
daha dnceden ¢eviri yapmistim diyelim, E Yayimlari’na geviri yapmistim. Kendi
romanimi yazinca, kalktim, onlara gotiirdiim. Cevirmen oldugumdan dolay1
taniyorlardi beni, yazar olarak tanimiyorlardi.] (Aka 2011)
The poem sent by Ismet Kiir to be published in Dogan Kardes is Pinar Kiir’s first
published work. Another poem of hers that got not only published but also awarded is
Leylekler [Storks]. This poem was translated into English by a friend of her father’s,
who also sent it to a competition organized by Shankar’s Weekly, a journal in India.
Unfortunately, her creative imagination was not spurred much during her primary school
years, when she lost the inclination to write poetry that she used to have [(...) ilkokul
beni daha dnce var olan hayal diinyasindan uzaklastirdi ve boylece siir de ikinci plana
gitti.] (Sogiit 2006, 25).
As the daughter of a mother and a father who were involved with literature, Pmar
Kiir was obviously first interested in poetry and then drama, short story, and novel.
Drama was the genre she mostly studied and she wrote only drama for quite a long
period of time. Her first work of drama was ‘Cowards All’, written in English while she
was studying at a university in the US (Sogiit 2006, 56). Interested in acting and writing
drama, she continued writing drama after she came back to Turkey. While studying at

Robert College, she wrote ‘iki Basli Adamin Tek Eli’ [The Single Hand of the Double —

Headed Man], which was produced “under the influence of Ionesco, Beckett, the absurd
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theater” [Koleji bitirmeden Iki Basli Adamm Tek Eli diye bir piyes yazdim. Ionesco,
Beckett, absiird tiyatro etkisinde kalinarak yazilmis bir oyundu.] (69). It was put on
stage in Ankara. While in Paris, she wrote ‘Kuru Kuru Kurbanin Olam’, translated into
French as ‘Amour d’Os’ [Love of Bones]. This work of hers, which was a love story
between a woman and a skeleton, was also put on stage at the theater of Montparnasse-
Gaston Baty (90). Pmar Kiir, who loves theater so much that she “feels like crying
whenever she sees a well-staged play” [Giizel bir tiyatro eseri gordiigiim zaman, ... ,
aglamakli olurum ben, tiyatroyu ¢ok severim.] (189), explains how much she was
interested in theater and why she does not continue writing drama as follows:
Half theater, half literature, I studied theater most. Because I was from a family
of literary figures, I was interested in theater at very early ages and this interest
of mine continued until recently. For a long period of time I wrote solely drama,
I did my PhD in drama in France and I worked at Ankara State Theater for some
time. Finally, I saw that drama was not enough for me as a narrative tool and I
continued with fiction.
[Yar1 tiyatro yar1 edebiyat, daha ¢ok tiyatro egitimi gordiim. Edebiyatg1 bir
aileden geldigim i¢in ¢ok kii¢iik yasta ilgilenmeye basladim ve birkag yil
oncesine degin de siirdii bu ilgi. Uzun siire yalnizca tiyatro i¢in yazdim,
Fransa’da doktoramu tiyatro iistiine yaptim, bir siire Ankara Devlet Tiiyatrosunda
calistim. Sonunda tiyatronun anlatim araci olarak bana yetmedigini gérdiim ve
diizyaziya ge¢tim.] (Kiir 1976 in Ozkirimli 1987).
Although she has seen restrictive aspects of drama, felt the need to leave drama aside
and continued her writing career with short stories and novels, she sometimes thinks
about writing drama (So6giit 2006, 189). In addition, there is the influence of this long
time interest and work in theater and drama on her short stories and novels, written later
in her career. She states that drama has been the genre she kept reading for quite a long

period of time and these works of drama have been “the most influential” in her

awareness of the importance of “staging, visuality, [and] the smooth flow of dialogues”
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[1Ik zamanlar ben ¢ok tiyatro eseri okurdum. En biiyiik etki o tiyatro eserleridir. Sahneyi
kurmak, gorsellik, diyaloglarin rahatligz...] (188). Kiir underlines the influence
concerning setting when she elucidates the importance of setting in the short stories
published in Bir Deli Aga¢: “All the stories in the book take place in this apartment. I
like this place. You might have noticed that I describe the setting in detail. I want the
picture to be seen by the reader. This is an influence of the theater on me.” [Kitaptaki
biitiin 0ykiiler bu apartmanda gecer. Bu mekani seviyorum. Romanda filan da dikkar
edersen mekani ¢ok uzun tarif ederim. Bir resim olarak gelsin okuyucunun gdziine
isterim. Bu da tiyatrodan aldigim bir etki.] (248). The vivid description of the setting in
her short stories and novels, Kiir explains, is due to her aim at creating a theatrical effect
on the reader. This is a direct result of the theatre background on Kiir’s authorial habitus.
Therefore, although she does not write drama any more, its influence appears in Kiir’s
fiction. In addition, the importance she attaches to “the smooth flow of dialogues”
[diyaloglarm rahatligi] (Sogiit 2006, 188) can easily be noticed in her translations. For
this reason, this can be considered as an influence of her theatre background on not only
her authorial but also translatorial habituses.

The fact that she spared time to write short stories, two of which were published
in ‘Dost’, a journal of short stories, even while working at the theater as a dramaturge
can be considered as evidence for her estrangement from writing drama and motivation
for writing short stories. A significant reason for this appears to be her “critical” look at
the theater, which resulted in her understanding that she would not continue working in
this field [O donem tiyatroyla iliskim elestirel bir a¢1 kazandu. ... Ve bu isle fazla ilgim

olmayacagni anladim. Emin degilim ama bu nedenlerle galiba, oyun yazmadim o
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sirada. Ama kisa kisa birtakim oykiiler yaztyordum.] (Sogiit 2006, 138). The two
published in ‘Dost’ are Kiir’s first published short stories. In addition to those published
in journals, Kiir has three collections of short stories. Kiir’s short stories, considered by
Fiisun Akatli to be highly “better” than her novels [Pinar Kiir’iin ykiiciiligii
romanciligimdan —beklenmeyecek kadar demeyeyim ama- birkag kat daha iyi.] (Akath
1998 in Isik 2006, 2362), are similar in that they present the conflicts between the
individual and the society as well as the internal conflicts [Pimar Kiir, dykiilerinde de
bireyden hareket ederek, birey-toplum ve bireyin kendi kendisiyle ¢elismelerini veren
yazarlarin 6zelliklerini gdsterir.] (Onertoy 1984, 322). It is here noteworthy that Pmar
Kiir, who reflects her awareness of political and social problems in her speeches and
writing, generally regards men and women as differing in their thoughts and emotions
(Tiire 1993, 243). This is due to the kind of education they are subjected to, rather than
their own natures from birth. This seems to be one of the main points Kiir considers in
creating characters. She does not ignore the influences of the patriarchal society on
individuals, thus, her characters (249). As a result, male domination (247) and the
subversion of women (243) become apparent in the novels. However, she also includes
male characters who do not share the patriarchal viewpoint. This is a result of the
‘western’ education they have had (ibid.). For this reason, Tiire claims, Kiir is
“objective” in her descriptions and manages to be “realistic” in narrating her stories
(244).

The three collections of short stories written by Pinar Kiir are Bir Deli Aga¢ [The
Mad Tree] (1981), Akist Olmayan Sular [Still Waters] (1983), and Hayalet Hikayeleri
[Ghostly Stories] (2004). Bir Deli Aga¢ was written during the coup d’état of the
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September 12, 1980 that came after the clash between groups from the right and left
wings in the 1970s. Kiir wrote these stories as she observed the residents of the
apartment she still lives in. This seems to be a reason why the stories in Bir Deli Aga¢
are linked to one another in terms of theme and subject [Pmar Kiir, birbirine yakin
temalar1 isledigi ve konular1 bakimindan da birbirini tamamlayan ilk dykiilerini Bir Deli
Agac’ta toplamustir.] (Onertoy 1984, 321). Akath (1998) asserts that although Kiir is
“faithful to the norms of the genre”, she shows her “mastery” in this genre and thus the
reader does not feel the slightest “boredom” [Oykiiye yenilik getirdigi soylenemez.
Tiirlin diizgiilerine norm sadik yani. Yine de kendine 6zgii dykiileme ustaliklartyla
tekdiizelikten hemen her yerde styrilmayi bilmis. Bilegeldiklerinizin yinelendigi
sikintisini duyurmuyor.] (in Isik 2006, 2362). Despite the fact that Bir Deli Aga¢ did not
receive any prizes, it is noteworthy that there were, Kiir explicates, negative criticisms
against the fact that the Sait Faik prize was not given to any work in the year such a
collection of short stories was published [Bir Deli Aga¢’n ¢iktig1 yil Sait Faik Odiilii
verilmedi ve pek ¢ok kisi buna itiraz etti. Hatta, Bir Deli Aga¢ gibi bir kitabin
yayimladig1 yilda nasil oluyor da ddiile deger bir eser bulunamiyor, diyenler oldu. ]
(Sogiit 2006, 261).

Akist Olmayan Sular received the Sait Faik prize, one of the most “prestigious
prizes” in the field of literature in Turkey [bayag1 prestijli 6diillerdi] (S6giit 2006, 261),
in 1984, a year later it was published. Although Kiir could have done her own
application for the prize, she did not want to, as she has objections to the idea of
presenting her work for the evaluation of a jury for a certain prize (ibid.). Because the

presentation of a literary work for the prize by the members of the jury was also in line
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with the regulations at the time, Akis: Olmayan Sular received the prize not as a result of
Pmar Kiir’s application, but Hilmi Yavuz and Tahsin Yiicel’s, well-known men of letters
in the jury. Kiir claims, the prize had positive effects on the good reviews about the
stories in the book [Odiil alinca hikayeler hakkinda cok iyi yazilar da ¢ikt1...] (262).
However, even before the prize, there were positive criticisms, which is, according to
Kiir, due to the fact that critics thought she “became well-behaved” and more “mature”
as there was a lack of obscenity in these short stories and “emotional” aspects were
highlighted [duygusal yan1 agirlikta olan] (Onertoy 1984, 322), unlike her novels
published earlier [uslandim diye diisiindiiler! (...) Asilacak Kadin’daki o cinsellik
minsellik yok tabii, “duygu diinyasina dogru egildi” diye diisiiniip herhalde bir uslanma,
bir olgunlagma gordiiler bende...] (S6giit 2006, 262). Another reason for the critics’
interest in Akis: Olmayan Sular is the fact that three of the five short stories in the
collection are narrated by male characters. After touching upon this fact, Onertoy quotes
from Kiir, who explains that her narrating from the viewpoint of a male character was
regarded by some as “inappropriate or an immoderate act of courage” [(...) erkek
agzindan yazmanin pek yakisik almadigi ya da asir1 bir cesaret oldugu sdylendi.] (in
Onertoy 1984, 322). In response to the criticisms about the personalities or positions of
the male characters in the society, she underlines that in both collections of short stories
it is not only male but also female characters who “cannot conform to the norms of the
society” and are “unwilling” to do so [Her iki 6ykii kitabindaki kisilerin belirgin ortak
ozelligi, bugiinkii topluma uyamamak, daha da 6tesi uymak istememekti.] (ibid.). What
appears to be of vital importance here is that Kiir as a woman author-translator presents

a rather new option to the literary “repertoire” (Toury 2002, 151) in the field of Turkish
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literature by writing from the viewpoints of male characters. In other words, the author-
translator, as an agent, is not concerned about acting against the prevalent “norms”
(Toury 1995, 53) of the field, which is in line with her stress on her feeling like an
“outsider” [yabanci] everywhere (S6giit 2006, 173) and interest in creating characters
who do not conform to the society.

Hayalet Hikayeleri is her last published collection of short stories, some of which
she wrote as a result of the visit of a ghost while she was in Paris [Bir hayaletin
refakatinde Paris'te dolastim.] and some she wrote because “she felt like a ghost in this
society” that seeks for the high up positions effortlessly [Belki biraz hayalet gibi
goriiyorum kendimi demin tarif ettigim toplumun i¢inde. Yani bu kolayciligin, kolay
yoldan kdseyi donmenin moda oldugu toplumda ben biraz hayalet gibi kaliyorum!]
(Sever 2004). Having enjoyed reading the collection very much, Atilla Dorsay (2004)
recommends Hayalet Hikayeleri and compares it to Paul Auster’s Oracle Night, as he
claims they both have “complicated, intense, almost surprising structures and mastery in
narrative” [karmasik, yogun, neredeyse sasirtici yapilari ve anlatim ustaliklari]. This
collection, in which the short stories, Nazan Aksoy believes, may be regarded as “one
huge question about the mystery of the mind” [hikayelerin hepsi zihnin esrar1 lizerine
sorulmus kocaman bir soru belki de] (quoted by Isik 2006, 2362), came after a twelve
year break in Pinar Kiir’s writing career. This period of twelve years (1993-2004)
between the publications of Sonuncu Sonbahar, one of her novels, and Hayalet
Hikayeleri has attracted attention. In an interview, Kiir explains that there is “not one
single reason” for this break and adds that despite her feeling “sullen”, she continued

writing as well as doing other kinds of work [Bunu tek bir sebebe baglayamam. 12 yil
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ara verdim ama yazmaya ara vermis degilim; (...) 12 yilda bes tane hikaye de
yazmadim. Baska ¢alismalarim oldu ama genel olarak kiiskiinliik gibi bir sey yasadim.]
(Sever 2004). Her feeling uneasiness in publishing new works was due to the lack of
reaction shown to Sonuncu Sonbahar, which was an unfortunate surprise to Kiir. This is
easy to understand when the debates caused by her previous works are recalled. In this
interview, Kiir directs attention to the debates over all the works she has written except
Sonuncu Sonbahar. These works include Yarin Yarin, a book whose author was known
to noone at the time. She states that after the publication of this book, her first novel,
more than 40 articles were published, but none after Sonuncu Sonbahar, published in
1992 [92'de yayinladigim Sonuncu Sonbahar'la ilgili tek bir gazete ya da dergide
degerlendirme ¢ikmadi. Diisliniin ki, Yarin Yarin isimli ilk kitabim ¢iktiginda, ad1 san1
bilinmeyen bir yazar olmama ragmen, bir ay i¢inde hakkimda 40"n iizerinde yaz1
ctkmist1.] (ibid.). She also comments on her interpretation of this lack of reaction,
underlying the politics of the day: “The reader’s profile changed incredibly in the 1990s,
most probably due to the fact that the destruction of the coup in 1980 became evident in
the 1990s” [80 darbesinin tahribatini 90'larda gordiigimiiz i¢in olsa gerek; 90'l1 yillarda
okur profili miithis degisti] (ibid.). Flisun Akatl (2004), also concerned about the reader
profile, considers Kiir’s publishing a new book as a “light of hope” [umudun 15181]. This
is because Akatli hopes the consumerism of the last one or two decades in the field of
Turkish literature will come to an end and literary works will no longer be treated like
items belonging to the popular culture whose term of life is limited [Bizimki gibi (ya da,
haksizlik etmeyelim, son on-on bes yilin Tiirkiye'sindeki gibi) degerler karsisinda

kayitsiz, iz sliremeyen, kiiltlirel varhigin1 zenginlestirmek gibi bir derdi olmayan

135



toplumlarda ise, sanatsal deger tasiyan tiriinler de pop lriinlerin kaderini paylasmak
durumunda kaliyor;].

At this point attention needs to be paid to two views of Kiir’s about literary
criticism in the field of Turkish literature. Concerning the decline in the number of
reviews published in newspapers and journals, Kiir reacts against not only readers but
also literary critics: “The current critics have recently established such a system. They
write about the books that they like. They don’t write about those they dislike. Well, a
critic will both like and dislike books. There’ll be debates” [Varolan elestirmenler de
sOyle bir system kurdular son zamanlarda. Begendikleri kitaplar1 yaziyorlar,
begenmedikleri kitaplar1 yazmiyorlar. Simdi elestirmen dedigin, hem begenecek hem
begenmeyecek. Tartigma g¢ikacak.] (Kiir 2008). Kiir made this comment at the television
program ‘Haydi Gel Bizimle OI’ in 2008 before pointing to the above mentioned decline
in criticisms about her most recently published books. Besides, she is displeased with the
source of some negative criticisms. In other words, she has objections to the subject
matter of some criticisms:

The issue is doing your job right. A shoemaker is obliged to do his job right, to

do it well. Why he did it black or brown cannot be questioned. He can do it

brown, he can do it black. If he feels like doing it blue, he does it blue. What
matters is its being done well and right.

[Isini dogru yapmak meselesidir mesele. Bir ayakkabici isini dogru yapmakla,

saglam yapmakla miikelleftir. Yoksa neden siyah ya da kahverengi yaptigi

sorgulanamaz. Kahverengi de yapar, siyah da yapar, cani isterse mavi de yapar.

Aslolan bunun iyi yapilmis olmasi, dogru yapilmis olamasidir.] (So6giit 2006,

224)

Kiir expresses her negative reaction to the fact that literary critics sometimes prefer to

criticize what the author has written rather than how. She underlines the view that she is
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free to choose whatever she wants to write about. The issue in literary criticism,
according to Kiir, needs to be whether the language use and structure are ‘good’, not
“why she has written” that specific subject. She writes what she writes simply because
she “feels like writing it” [Bir yazara sorulmaz ki neden bunu yazdm. i¢inden gelen
odur, yazar. Onemli olan yaptigin1 dogru mu yapti, dili giizel mi, yapis1 giizel mi...]
(172).

Pinar Kiir has written seven novels: Yarin Yarin [Tomorrow Tomorrow] (1976),
Kiigiik Oyuncu [Small-time Actor] (1977), Asilacak Kadin [A Woman to Hang] (1979),
Bitmeyen Ask [Unending Love] (1986), Bir Cinayet Romani [ A Novel of Murder]
(1989), Sonuncu Sonbahar [Final Fall] (1993) and Cinayet Fakiiltesi [Faculty of
Murder] (2006). There are also two other novels that need to be referred to. Firstly, there
is Nazli Hanim in Kizlar: [The Daughters of Nazli Hanim], a novel she started writing
but then left unfinished. Kiir decided not to continue writing Nazli Hanim in Kizlar,
which she planned as a historical novel about Turkish women (S6giit 2006, 236), due to
the fact that she wanted to be just “inspired” [esinlenerek] (235), not completely led by
the data she gathered from her aunt as she told about the past. Having worked on the
novel for about a year, she published certain parts of it in journals. Especially after her
mother’s reaction to the published sections of her novel, she saw that she was expected
to write it like an autobiographical novel of the family with all ‘correct’ pieces of
‘information’, which is why she chose to forget about writing it (240-241). Another
novel that needs to be mentioned is Bespese [Five in a Row] (2004). It is an
experimental novel, whose five chapters are written by five different authors, including
Murathan Mungan, Faruk Ulay, Elif Safak, Celil Oker and Pinar Kiir. While Murathan
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Mungan starts the novel and the following chapters are continued by the other authors,
Pinar Kiir finishes the novel by writing the final chapter.

There seem to be two main points made in the reception of Pinar Kiir’s novels in
the field of Turkish literature. These are related to the different characteristics of her
novels when compared with one another and sexuality in her novels. One of the most
obvious characteristics in her writing is that Kiir has always been in a quest as a novelist,
searching for new subjects and techniques in narration. Kiir, nevertheless, complains
about the fact that her search for style as the novelist of Kiiciik Oyuncu was not even
mentioned by literary critics [Bigim arayisimin degerlendirilmesi hi¢ yapilmadi] as they
had very negative views about the book and did not have the slightest idea that she did
what she did on purpose (S6giit 2006, 194). Although it might not have been understood
at the time of this novel, there are references to her writing “distinct novels in terms of
subject matter and narration technique” later after the publication of Asilacak Kadin with
a comparative look at her first three novels [Kiir, Kii¢iik Oyuncu, Asilacak Kadin ve
Yarm Yarin romanlarinin yazaridir. Romanlarmin tigliniin de, konular1 ve yazilis
bigimleri ydniinden birbirlerinden ayr1 oluslar1 dikkati ¢eker.] (Onertoy 1984, 212).
While she has a novel on a specific historical period during which there was political
clash in Turkey, she has another on love, regarded as ‘postmodern’ and there is also a
crime novel, Bir Cinayet Romani, which became the first of a trilogy. At this point,
taking Kiir’s Turkish translation of The Murder of Roger Ackroyd [Roger Ackroyd
Cinayeti], written by Agatha Christie, and the positive comments made specifically
about this Turkish translation of the author-translator (Uster 2003) into account can also

help to see a connection between the author-translator’s authorial and translatorial
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habituses. Certain elements in the Agatha Christie novel she translated or the Greek
tragedies she read, however, are not used similarly in the novels of the trilogy. Due to
the fact that Kiir does not write a typical crime novel, she opens a new place for the
genre in the field of Turkish literature. Making an obvious difference in the “repertoire”
(Toury 2002, 151) by writing the mentioned works of literature in particularly crime
fiction and thus affecting the field with her own authorial habitus, which has already
been related to her translatorial habitus, Pinar Kiir appears as an “AGENT OF
CHANGE?” (ibid., emphasis original) or an “active idea-maker” and “cultural
entrepreneur” in Even-Zohar’s (2005, 10) terms.

Secondly, sexuality in Kiir’s novels have generally attracted attention.
Nevertheless, it does not seem surprising that there is the expression of sexuality as part
of the lives of characters in her novels. This is owing to the fact that Kiir is a novelist
who has been interested in ‘realism’ even in her PhD thesis and in whose “stylistically
competent” novels, Atilla Ozkirimli (1987) asserts, “individual reality” and “social
reality” are presented in relation to one another [Bireysel gerceklikle toplumsal
gergekligin birlikte kavranmaya ¢alisildig1 romanlar1 bigim olarak da yetkinlik tagir]
(788). As quoted by Refika Taner and Asim Bezirci (1990) in Se¢me Romanlar [A
Collection of Novels], Kiir, rejecting the claim that sexuality is overemphasized in her
novels, states that she “believes she is a realist author”, which is why there is sexuality
“only where needed in the story” [(...) ger¢ekgi bir yazar olduguma inaniyorum. (...)
benim yapitlarimda cinsellik yogun bigimde yer almaz. (...) Ben yalnizca dykiiniin
gerektigi yerde cinsellige yer veriyorum.] (408). Thus, she does not disregard the

presence of sexuality in the lives of the characters she creates but explains that scenes of
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sexual intercourse are presented in the natural flow of the plot in accordance with real
life.

Among all the novels Kiir has written, Yarin Yarin and Asilacak Kadn, both of
which have also been cinematized, seem to have attracted most attention. While the
former motion picture was directed by Sami Gii¢lii in 1987, the latter was directed by
Bagar Sabuncu in 1986. However, as a result of these experiences and her
“observations” [gozlem] in life, she believes the chances for a well-written literary work
to be adapted well for the cinema are low [Sadece Tiirk sinemasinda degil diinyada iyi
bir kitabin iyi bir filme doniistiigii her zaman goriilmiiyor.] (Mithat Alam Film Merkezi
2006, 392). Another similarity between Yarin Yarin and Asilacak Kadin is that both have
been banned, but later acquitted just like Bitmeyen Ask.

Listed as one of “the 100 Turkish novels of the century” in Yiizyiin 100 Tiirk
Romani by Fethi Naci (2002), Yarin Yarin, similar to other “novels of March 127 [12
Mart Romani], describes both the inner conflicts of “the young and the intellectuals™ and
their external conflicts with those who “interrogate or arrest” and “torture” them [(...)
sorgulanan ya da tutuklanan genglerin ve aydinlarin yasantilarini, i¢ hesaplagsmalarini,
sorgulama sirasinda onlara uygulanan insanlik dis1t muameleyi ve iskenceleri anlatir. ]
(Aksoy 2008, 28). Yarin Yarin, which is the very first novel Kiir wrote while she was
working as a dramaturge, as she had plenty of time at the theater and worked in a room
without company for a few months (Sogiit 2006, 140), is “a novel read in one breath”
[bir solukta okunan romanlardan] according to Fethi Naci (2002, 607). Kiir, in Yarin
Yarin, aptly presents not the life of the exploited but the exploiter, which is rarely seen

in Turkish literature [Pmar Kiir, somiiriilenlerin pek bol ama somiirenlerin pek az oldugu
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edebiyatimiza bir somiiriicii ¢evresini biiyiik bir basartyla sokuyor.] (ibid.). The main
negative criticism in the reviews, however, seems to be about how Kiir reflects the life
of “the young revolutionists or workers™ although she is powerful in describing the life
of the bourgeois vividly, which is a point underlined by Fethi Naci [Pmar Kiir burjuva
cevrelerini biiylik bir basariyla anlatiyor. Ama devrimci gengleri ya da is¢i ¢cevrelerini
anlatirken ayni basar1 diizeyine ulasamiyor;] (610). Fethi Naci claims the reason for this
lack is her dependence on her creativity rather than real life in her description of the
former [Pinar Kiir, is¢ileri, is¢i hareketlerini anlatirken toplumsal ve tarihsel
gergeklikten ¢ok diis giiciine yaslaniyor.] (611). In response to this criticism, Kiir points
to the falsity of the comment about those characters, as her source of inspiration in
creating them was totally from her own real life experiences with a worker [Gergek
hayattan birebir aldigim tek karakter oydu, onun yapay oldugu, gercek¢i olmadigi
soylendi!] (Sogit 2006, 175).

Astlacak Kadin, which was claimed to make use of obscenity just like Bitmeyen
Ask, is a novel which seems to have the biggest role in attracting attention to Kiir’s
identity as an author who gives utmost importance to women’s issues after the
publication of her first three novels [Pmar Kiir bu ii¢ romantyla agirligi kadinlarin
sorunlarma veren yazar arasina girer.] (Onertoy 1984, 213). Indeed, Cin (2010)
underlines that female characters in Kiir’s fiction generally suffer from “unhappiness
and loneliness” [(...) kadin kahramanlarin genelde, mutsuz ve yalniz kadmlar oldugu
dikkatlerden kagmaz] (264), which results from terrible experiences, such as “insult,
beating, torture, harassment, and rape” [hakaret, dayak, iskence, taciz ve tecaviiz] (272).

Upon Mine S6giit’s question concerning whether she loves writing short stories or
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novels most, Pmar Kiir stresses the place Asilacak Kadin has in not only her writing but
also Turkish literature by giving the following response:
There is no such thing like I love that most. I should like the last one I wrote
most because it shows the progress. But I can say that if an evaluation is made
considering the Turkish novel, my biggest contribution to the literature, as I’ve
already said, seems to have been Asilacak Kadin. This does not mean that I love
it most, but considering its difference, strikingness, narrative techniques, the long
stream of consciousness it has, technical impressiveness, etc., | believe, it needs
to be noted as one of the most important works of Turkish literature.
[En ¢ok sunu seviyorum diye bir sey yok; en son yazdigimi en ¢ok sevmem
gerekir, ¢linkii o giinkii ilerlemeyi yansitir. Ama sunu sdyleyebilirim, Tiirk
romani agisindan bir degerlendirme yapilirsa, benim edebiyata en biiylik katkim
daha once de sdyledim, Asilacak Kadin’la olmustur herhalde. Bu onu en ¢ok
sevdigim anlamina gelmesin, ama farkliligi, ¢arpiciligi, anlatim 6zellikleri, cok
uzun biling akimi boliimii olmasi, teknik etkileyicilikler vs. agisindan bence
tarihe Tiirk edebiyatinin en 6nemli eserlerinden biri olarak gegmeli.] (S6giit
2006, 264)
Inspired from a true story, Pinar Kiir, in Astlacak Kadin, highlights the ill use of
“woman as a tool of sexual exploitation” [(...) kadinin bir cinsel somiirii arac1 olarak
yansitildig1 goriiliir.] (ibid.) and tells the ‘same’ story from three different points of
view: the judge of the court, the exploited woman who is sentenced to death, and the
young man who murders the sexually powerless but economically powerful, old man, as
he wants to save the exploited woman. The novel, composed of three chapters, each
depicting one of the viewpoints, powerfully presents not only the events that took place
before and after the exploitation and the murder but also the inner worlds of these three
characters. The use of stream of consciousness in narration contributes to the

presentation of the inner worlds. What also needs to be underlined in the narration of the

novel is that each one of the characters can be recognized by their distinct language uses.
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This adds to the vivid description in the novel, while revealing the meticulous care the
author has shown in creating the characters.

Kiir, who is well-known not only as an author but also as a translator, has
translated a high number of well-known works of literature (Isik 2006, 2361), including
those by Agatha Christie, Vincent Van Gogh, Vladimir Nabokov, Jeanette Winterson,
and Jean Rhys. In fact, it is not her authorship, but translations which introduced her to
the publishing field in Turkey. Considering the fact that the publishing houses that she
was in contact with as a translator published her own works [Cevirmen oldugumdan
dolay1 taniyorlardi beni, yazar olarak tanimiyorlardi.] (Aka 2011) and thus her symbolic
capital as a translator paved the way for publishing her fiction and recognition in the
field of Turkish literature, it is possible to highlight the positive influences of her
translatorial habitus on her authorial habitus. After presenting when and why Kiir started
translating, her views concerning translation will be explored in relation to her
translation practice, specifically translations of Rhys’ novels. Explaining the reason for
starting to do translations when she came back to Turkey, she states that she did it to
earn money, but she tried to do it as meticulously as possible. She was aware of the
positive effects of translating on one’s use of language [Bunu para i¢in yaptyorum, ama
diizgiin yapmaya ¢alistyorum. Ceviri her zaman i¢in insanin diline yardime1 olur.] (152).
In response to my question concerning how she started translating, Kiir gave this
detailed response:

I came back from Paris. I did my PhD and I was unemployed. My child was very

young. What shall I do, what shall I do?... At least as a job that I can do at home

and take care of my child... A friend of my mother from school, Ramazan

Gokalp Arkin... He passed away a short while ago. He had a publishing house
and he was publishing an encyclopedia entitled Cumhuriyet Ansiklopedisi
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[Encyclopedia of the Republic]. There I started working by getting pieces of
texts on selected subjects. Rasih Giiran was the head of this encyclopedia. He
liked my translations very much. He first gave me a text and said, “go and write
it”. I translated it, he checked the translation. He said, “Well, you’ve learned
English in the US, French in France. Where did you learn Turkish?”” He was so
amazed. There I started translating. Encyclopedia of the Republic... By getting
pieces of texts and translating them. Then, Ergin Telci, who is Ramazan Gdkalp
Arkin’s son-in-law, and his friend, Ercan Arikl, decided to publish the first sex
encyclopedia in Turkey. I continued working with them as the editor of that
encyclopedia. Then I went to Ankara. There I translated novels and such. In
other words, I started translating because I had to earn money and I could not get
out of the house.

[Paris’ten dondiim. Doktorami yaptim ve issizdim. Cocugum da ¢ok ufakti.
N’apayim, n’apayimm?... Bari hem ¢ocuguma bakacagim hem de evde
yapabilecegim is olarak... Annemin okuldan arkadasi Ramazan Gokalp Arkin...
Daha gegenlerde 61dii. Onun bir yaymevi vardi ve Cumhuriyet Ansiklopedisi
diye bir ansiklopedi yaymliyordu. Orada iste parca par¢a konular1 alarak
basladim. Rasih Giiran basindaydi bu ansiklopedinin. O ¢ok begendi. Once bir
parca verdi, ‘git, bunu yaz’ dedi. Cevirdim, bakt1. ‘Aaa’ dedi, ‘Ingilizce’yi
Amerika’da 6grenmisssiniz, Fransizca’y1 Fransa’da 6grenmigsiniz. Tiirkce’yi
nerede 6grendiniz?’ dedi. O kadar sasird1. Orada basladim. Cumhuriyet
Ansiklopedisi... Par¢a parca alip ¢evirerek... Ondan sonra gene Ramazan Gokalp
Arkin’in damadi olan Ergin Telci ve onun arkadasi Ercan Arikli, Tiirkiye’nin ilk
seks ansiklopedisini ¢ikarmaya karar verdiler. Orada da onlarin editorligiinii
yaparak devam ettim. Sonra Ankara’ya gittim. Orada roman filan ¢evirdim. Yani
para kazanmak zorunda oldugumdan ve evden ¢ikamadigim i¢in bagladim
cevirmenlige.] (Aka 2011)

Therefore, it was mostly as a result of the conditions in her private life that she started

translating texts for first Encyclopedia of the Republic and then an encyclopedia on

sexuality, for which she worked as the editor. After these experiences, she started

translating fiction, the first of which, as far as Kiir remembers, is her translation of Moll

Flanders, written by Daniel Defoe [I1k yaptigim ¢eviri Daniel Defoe’nun Moll Flanders

adli kitabryd1 galiba.] (S6giit 2006, 139).

The first point worth underlining about Kiir’s views concerning translation or her

identity as a translator is related to the similarities she sees between writing and
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translating and the importance she attaches to the characteristics of the source text that
need to be preserved in translation. As an author-translator who is aware of the
similarities between writing and translating, Kiir (2011), in the interview I did with her
for this study, explains that there is “creativity” at different “levels” in both acts [Simdi
ikisinde de belli 6l¢iide yaraticilik var... Tabii yani, yazar olarak daha yaraticisiz ama
cevirmenlik de yaraticilik gerektiriyor, derece farkiyla.] She dwells on the fact that
“creativity” is expected from the translator at times when “source expressions,
discourses, differences in style” cannot be similarly translated into the target language
[(...) yaraticilik niye gerekebiliyor ¢evirmen i¢in? Ciinkii kaynak dildeki bir takim
deyimler, soylemler, tislup farkliliklari, erek dilde her zaman tam karsilig1 olmayan
seyler. Dolayistyla bunun tam karsiligini, gergek karsiligini bulmak zorunda ve bunun
icin de belli bir yaratici ¢gaba gerekiyor.]. Although she seems to have the idea that some
source words or expressions have “the exact correspondent” in the target language, it is
worth underlining that she refers to translations like ‘istersen {istiimii ara’ [if you want,
search me] for the source expression ‘search me’, which, in the context it is used,
‘means’ ‘how should I know’ and could be translated into Turkish as ‘ne bileyim ben’
[‘Search me’ Ingilizce’de ‘ne bileyim ben’ demek. Fakat bunu ceviren ‘istersen iistiimii
ara’ diye ¢evirmis.]. In addition to such missed messages in the source and the target
texts in cases of translations done by rather incompetent translators, Kiir is also directing
attention to “creativity”. Thus, she is aware of the different possibilities in translating the
same word or expression. That is why she states “translation is not such an easy task”
which can be done by anyone who knows a foreign language well [(...) ¢eviri dyle kolay

bir is degil ve ne yazik ki yaymevleri, hele son zamanlarda, daha ucuza getirmek igin,
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herhangi bir kolej mezununun yapabilecegini zannediyorlar.]. While explaining her
point, she states that “even if there is less work to be done, the translator has to deal with
all related to grammar, knowledge of the two languages and creativity” [(...) daha az bile
olsa, hem dilbilgisi agisindan, iki dili bilmek agisindan hem de yaraticilik agisindan
cevirmene is diisliyor.]. Here she appears to continue comparing the translator to the
author in response to my question and implies that the translator may be considered to
have less work than the author in the production of a work, as all the details concerning
the plot and characters of a literary work, for instance, are created by the author, unlike
the translator of that text. This, Kiir claims, is a result of solely “the author’s own
consciousness, life and experiences”, not “ just the repetition of the same text in another
language” [(...) yazarin tamamiyle kendi bilincinden, kendi hayatindan, kendi yasam
tecriibelerinden ortaya ¢ikarak yarattig1 bir sey var. Otekisi sadece onun bir baska
dildeki tekrar1.] Regarding the fact that any kind of language use can be seen as a
product of one’s consciousness and experiences in life, Kiir’s concern here seems to be
about the creation of the plot and characters, not simply the language. Interestingly,
despite her awareness and respect for the task of translation, Kiir’s discourse here sounds
as if she does not value translating as much as writing. On the one hand, Kiir maintains
there is creativity in not only writing but also translating. On the other hand, she
describes translating as “just the repetition of the same text in another language” [sadece
onun bir baska dildeki tekrari.] (Aka 2011). This appears as a noteworthy contradiction
in her discourse on the task of translating. Nonetheless, it needs to be borne in mind that
she first gives a long response to my question concerning the similarities between

translating and writing with an emphasis on the sometimes overlooked presence of
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‘creativity’ in the rather ‘difficult’ task of translating. It is in the end of this response that
she mentions an obvious difference between the two acts. Indeed, Kiir undoubtedly
makes the point that the two acts resemble one another in another interview done by
Fatih Ozgiiven while talking specifically about her translation of Wide Sargasso Sea:

(...) I very much liken writing fiction to good literary translation. In the former,

you recreate the real life and in the latter, you recreate the life written by

somebody in another language. They say it is not possible to do a translation
which is both faithful and beautiful. I believe this is wrong because just as you
add something from your own while recreating life, it is doubtless that you add
something from your own while creating the novel in another language —of
course on the condition that you do not go contrary to what the author says.

[(...) 6zglin edebiyat yazmakla iyi edebiyat ¢evirisi yapmay1 ben ¢ok birbirine

benzetiyorum. Birincisinde yasanan hayat1 yeniden yaratiyorsun, 6tekinde

baskasimin yazdig1 hayat1 bagka bir dilde yeniden yaratiyorsun. Hem sadik hem
giizel ¢eviri olmaz derler, bence bu yanlis. Ciinkii hayat1 yeniden yaratirken nasil
kendinden birseyler katiyorsan, romani da baska bir dilde yaratirken siiphesiz
kendinden birgeyler katiyorsun — yazarm dediginin tersine gitmemek kosuluyla

tabii.] (Kiir in Ozgiiven 1983, 132-133)

It is, therefore, apparent that Kiir sees major similarities between the acts of writing and
translating literary works when done with care. She highlights the need to be cautious
about the translation of the source text into the target language while pointing to the fact
that ‘creativity’ is also required for the translator of a literary text in writing it again in
the target language.

Related to the above discussed point, it is of vital importance to put emphasis on
the fact that Kiir is against using local expressions as a result of which the target text
loses its identity as a translation and appears to the target reader as an ‘original’. This
point also deserves attention because the ‘creativity’ she advocates does not include

adapting the source text to the tastes of the target reader. She considers it “wrong” to

turn the voice of the source author into the voice of a Turkish author ‘originally’
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speaking the local language, as she believes it is of utmost importance to reveal the fact
that “this is a translation” [Cok Tiirkge’ye oturtmak, yani sesi ¢ok Tiirk¢e yapmak
istemiyorum. Yapmay1 yanlis buluyorum. Bunun bir ¢eviri oldugunun belli olmasi
lazim.]. Having referred to Can Yiicel, who, she thinks, has given “successful” examples
of such translations in Turkish [Bunu basarili yapanlarin en bilyiik 6rnegi, Can Yiicel’dir
Tiirkge’de.], she notes his Turkish translation of Arthur Miller’s Cadi Kazant [The
Crucible], in which Can Yiicel prefers to use the expression ‘horon tepmek’, an
expression used to describe a traditional, local dance in Turkey, while translating a scene
of satanic ceremony [Kizlar mesela seytan toreninde dans ediyorlar, seytani ¢cagirtyorlar
hikayede. Tiirk¢e’de Can Yiicel ‘gece horon tepiyorlar’ demis.]. Disapproving such
translations due to the fact that she is against using “very local expressions” while
translating into Turkish and chooses to pay particular attention to the “features of the
source language” [Tiirkge’de ¢ok lokal olan laflar1 kesinlikle kullanmiyorum. Tam
tersine, o yaratildig1 kaynak dilin 6zelliklerini ¢cok bozmadan...], she shows the
significance she attaches to the representation of the source text in the target language as
well as the voice(s) in the source text. Remembering the fact that Pinar Kiir is an author-
translator who has written a novel like Asilacak Kadin and has been interested in
translating Rhys’ novels, which, to a certain extent, narrate the experiences of the
oppressed, it is possible to assert that she is aware of the importance of one’s power to
speak in her own voice (Spivak 1988) and attentive to the voices of those who are
unprivileged. Unlike the misrepresentation of “widow-sacrifice” (Spivak 1988, 281),
discussed in the first chapter of this thesis, for instance, Kiir seems to show meticulous

care about the presentation of identities through translation and thus “the role played by
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language for the agent” (Spivak 2000, 397). Therefore, it is possible to maintain that
Kiir, as a powerful agent in her translatorial habitus, does not resemble the translators,
criticized by Holland et al. (1998, 25) for not caring about the colonized woman authors’
voice. For instance, Genis Genis Bir Deniz [Wide Sargasso Sea] attracted my attention
with the ‘strangeness’ created through the locals’ language use. This is an essential
characteristic of both the target and source texts, which will be discussed in detail in
Chapter 5. Kiir (in Ozgiiven 1983, 133) explains that translating the language of the
locals has been “the biggest technical challenge” [ En biiyiik teknik sorunum (...)]. This is
due to the special effort that needs to be made to create a similar effect in the target text
while translating the grammatical ‘mistakes’ made by the local people despite the
structural differences between Turkish and English. In addition, Kiir states that she
specifically aimed at creating a similar effect while avoiding “resemblance to a known
dialect in Turkish” [(...) iistelik yerli dilini Tiirk¢e’de bilinen hi¢bir lehgeye
benzetmeden vermek istedim.], as this would be a misrepresentation. Thus, far from
erasing certain characteristics of the source text, Kiir highlights her aim to ‘truly’ present
the identity of the target text as translation and her Turkish translation of Wide Sargasso
Sea stands for evidence for this precision of hers.

There are several points that need to be stressed about Pmar Kiir’s translations of
Jean Rhys’ novels. Related to Kiir’s powerful role in translation, it is, first of all,
important to highlight that the “process of selection (what is to be translated, what is to
be published, who it will be translated by, who will publish it)” (Bourdieu 1999, 222)
was fully completed by Pinar Kiir in the publication of her Jean Rhys translations. In our

interview, Kiir clarifies that she is the one who suggested their publication “because she
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liked Jean Rhys very much as an author” and actually “urged the publishing house to
translate them” into Turkish [Jean Rhys’1 yazar olarak ¢ok begendigim i¢in, 6zellikle
yani {istiine ben gittim. Ben zorladim yaymevini bunlari ¢evirin diye.]. Upon my
question concerning whether there have been works that she translated with personal
interest or that had some kind of an importance for her writing or translating, she stated
that Jean Rhys has a special place for her:
Especially Jean Rhys... Her life story has also saddened me very much. She is
forgotten for a very long period. She does not exist. I hadn’t heard her name
before I saw Good Morning, Midnight [Giinaydin Geceyarisi], a book of hers. It
was a new edition. Then I learned that this book wasn’t published after the
1940s. Nobody published her book. After the appearance of Wide Sargasso Sea
in 1967, it was suddenly discovered and her works were later published once
again. (...)Giinaydin Geceyarist was the first novel of hers that I read. I was very
impressed but then I read Wide Sargasso Sea. 1 first translated it. Then I found
the others one by one and translated them. She is a person that I like.
[Jean Rhys 6zellikle ¢ok... Hayat1 da ¢ok tizmiistiir beni. Cok uzun bir donem
unutuluyor. Varligi yok. Ben hi¢ adin1 duymamistim, Giinaydin Geceyarist diye
bir kitab1 gegti elime. Yeni baski. Sonra 6grendim ki bu 1940°lardan sonra hig
basilmamis. Kimse basmamis bu kadmin kitabm1. 67°de Wide Sargasso Sea’yi
ortaya ¢ikarinca, birdenbire kesfedilmis ve eserleri sonradan tekrar basilmas. (...)
ilk okudugum kitab1 benim, Giinaydin Geceyarisi’yd1. Cok etkilenmistim ama
sonra Wide Sargasso Sea’yi okudum. Ik onu ¢evirdim. Sonra 6tekileri sirasiyla
ben de buldum ve ¢evirdim. Sevdigim bir insan.] (Aka 2011)
In addition to the fact that she is the one who chooses the source text to be translated
into Turkish, she writes a preface to her translation of Wide Sargasso Sea. Being “the
writer of the preface” (Bourdieu 1999, 222), she adds to the roles she carries as an
important agent in the publishing of Rhys’ works. As Kiir points out in the above quoted
part of her speech during the interview, she is not only touched by Rhys’ life story but
also likes Rhys and her novels, the first of which she read was Good Morning, Midnight.

These appear to be the main reasons why she decides to introduce Rhys’ works to the
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Turkish readership. Remembering the fact that translators’ choosing to introduce a
source author mainly because s/he admires her work is influential in fortifying her/his
place in the field (ibid.), this fact deserves to be underlined. Furthermore, as Kiir
explains in her preface to Wide Sargasso Sea, discussed in the introduction of this thesis,
it is at a “point of stagnation in [her] own writing” (Kiir 1989b, 5) that she decides to
translate it into Turkish. As a result, at the time, she hoped to “gain personal strength and
make it possible to introduce a very important writer to Turkish readership” (ibid.). It is
here noteworthy that Kiir, while responding to one of my questions concerning author-
translators, stated that she thinks author-translators are “more selective than translators”
in choosing the works to translate [ Yazar-¢cevirmen tabii ki sadece ¢evirmen olandan
daha secicidir gibi geliyor.]. Therefore, considering the fact that it is especially after Kiir
starts to publish her own work that she prefers to translate works that she “likes”, that
she “feels close to or that has excessively affected” her [Kendi eserlerimi yayinlamaya
basladiktan sonradir ki sevdigim, illa ki kendime yakin buldugum veya da beni ¢ok asir1
etkilemis...] can also help to interpret Kiir’s translating four novels by Rhys.

Secondly, there is the question whether Pinar Kiir and Jean Rhys have similar
styles in writing or whether there has been an influence of Kiir’s writing style on the
translation of Rhys’ novels, specifically Wide Sargasso Sea. Referring to Atilla ilhan’s
metaphor ‘blood type’ that is expected to be shared by the source author and the
translator, Fatih Ozgiiven (1983) asks if there is such a relationship between Pmar Kiir
and Jean Rhys. Kiir prefers to use the term “affinity” or “uzak akrabalik” [collateral
lineage] rather than ‘blood type’ while describing her relationship with Jean Rhys.

Underlining not only her love for Rhys but also similarities between their writing styles,
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Kiir elucidates that she does not think she has made her own style apparent in her Rhys
translations. However, a reader of hers, she reports, has recognized a similarity, as s’he
thought they both narrate emotional events quite rationally, without making subjective
remarks. Most interesting of all here is questioning whether there is a similarity between
the two authors’ styles. This is owing to the fact that my investigation of the past
discourse on author-translators in Terciime (1940-1966) has demonstrated that the
stylistic features in literary works were considered crucial in their translations and that
stylistically similar texts in translation could be created only when rendered into Turkish
by poet or author-translators. Therefore, in this interview done in the 1980s, a similar
focus on stylistic features seen in the source author’s and the author-translator’s own
writing is observed. Kiir states that she “doesn’t think that she reflects her own style” in
her translation of Wide Sargasso Sea [(...) kendi iislubumu kitaba yansitip
yansitmadigimi da sordu. Sanmiyorum.] (Ozgiiven 1983, 132). In the interview done for
this study, Kiir made a similar comment with a wider look on her own writing and
translating. She believes there is not an apparent interaction between her writing and
translating: “Now... I don’t think there are obvious similarities. (...) If one writes a novel
and translates another at the same time, there may be an interaction between the two, but
there was no such thing [for me].” [Simdi... belirgin benzerlikler oldugunu
zannetmiyorum. (...) Hem romani yaziyorum hem ¢eviri yapiyorum, dolayisiyla birbirini
etkileyebilir ama Oyle bir durum olmuyordu.]. Kiir is an author-translator who generally
chooses to translate books during the breaks between two works. In other words, she
starts to translate after she finishes working on a novel of hers, before starting to work

on a new novel or a collection of short stories so that she does not estrange herself from
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the act of writing [(...) ikinci bir kitaba baslama asamasina gelmeden 6nce, ben
genellikle elim durmasin diye ¢eviri yaparim.]. Except for her “effort” to “discover” new
words or expressions in Turkish in rather challenging cases of translation, which also
has a positive effect on her writing, she does not think there is an interaction [(...)
karsiligimi bulma i¢in gosterdigim ¢abayla kendi dilimde bir takim seyler
kesfedebiliyorum. Bazen de edemiyorum. (...) kendi dil dagarcigimi zorlamama sebep
oldugu i¢in, kendi dilimi daha iyi tanimama da yardimci1 olabiliyor. Baska bir etkilesim
var mi, bilmiyorum.]. About possible influences of her writing on her translating, she
attaches importance to her power as an author-translator to comprehend what the author
wants to say while translating especially the works of an author she loves. She adds that
she pays attention to being “faithful” to the source text because as an author-translator,
she knows and understands “what the other author has been through” in the process of
“creating” the source text [ Yazarin ne demek istedigini kavrayabiliyorsun. Onu daha
bastan soyledim. Kavramak meselesi. Yazarin ne demek istedigini, derinligini...
Sevdigin de bir yazar olunca... Yazar, 6biir yazarin neler ¢ektigini bildigi i¢in
yaratirken... O, tabii, daha anlayish ve sadik kalmama yardimei oluyor.]. In short, Kiir
does not think that there is an interaction between her writing and translating styles. The
only areas that she believes there are interactions are the discoveries she makes about the
use of Turkish while translating and her ability to understand the source author ‘better’
as an author-translator, which helps her to aim at translating ‘faithfully’. It should be
noted once again that the ‘faithful’ translation she refers to includes the use of
‘creativity’ in literary translation, as word-for-word translation, for instance, does not

result in creating target effects similar to those in the source. Nevertheless, this
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‘creativity’ does not accept the use of local expressions in the target text, which leads to
hiding the identity of the target text as translation and to presenting it as an ‘original’.

It is also interesting that despite her belief that readers may choose to buy author-
translators’ translations just as she prefers to read translations only when rendered into
Turkish by certain translators, otherwise either in the source language or another foreign
language that she knows [(...) ben genelde bakarim kim ¢evirmis diye. Eger
Ingilizce’den geviren bir iki tane benim begendigim kisi var... Onlardan biriyse,
okurum. Yoksa aslin1 okurum kitabin. (...) Rus¢a’dan n’apayim, n’apayim, aslindan
okuyamiyorum. Kendi bildigim, yabanci dillerde okumayi tercih ediyorum geviri
Tiirk¢e nin yerine.], Kiir thinks there is not much interest in the field of Turkish literary
translation, or rather in the publishing sector, for translations done particularly by
author-translators [Edebiyat diinyasinda yok pek. Okur agisindan vardir. Okur ‘ben aa
Pmar Kiir’lin ¢evirisini okuyayim,” diyebilir ama yayinevleri, demin de sdyledigim gibi,
ne kadar ucuza yaptirabilirsek, o kadar ucuza yaptiralim diisiincesinde olduklari i¢in...].
There are certainly times that she sees a demand by the publishing house for her
translation of a certain work of literature especially when they see a relation between her
own work and the work to be translated [(...) bazen bana geliyor mesela bizim
yaymevinden ‘Pmar Hanim bunu siz ¢evirir misiniz? Bu size gore bir sey’ falan gibi.].
This can be interpreted as the influence of the authorial habitus on the author-translator
choices of the publishing houses which are important agents in the field of translated
literature. However, one of the main aims of the publishing houses seems to be to
economize while getting translations done, not to publish translations mostly rendered

by author-translators. Thus Pimar Kiir cannot see a general tendency in the field of
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Turkish literary translation to opt for translations done by author-translators, rather than

translators.

Summary
In this chapter I started with the presentation of Pinar Kiir’s biography with a focus on
points that seem to have had an influence on her identity as an author-translator and then
continued with the reception of her own works in the fields of Turkish literature and
literary translation. I paid attention to sources of influence in Kiir’s family, and
education as well as her personality and work experience, which has a vital role in
describing Par Kiir’s habitus in the Turkish literary field and the field of literary
translation in the former part of the chapter. The discussion of the reception of her works
included not only her well-known novels and short stories but also her early work in
poetry, drama and translations. As has already been noted, Kiir’s symbolic capital,
increased with her translations, continued to grow even more with the publication of her
novels, which is one indication of the influence of one on the other. Considering the
importance of the relationship between the two tasks, I explored Pmar Kiir’s agency in
her own writing and translating. For this reason, in addition to the discussion of when
and why she started translating, I studied her views on translation through an analysis of
the gathered extratextual data in relation to her translation practice.

In Chapter 4, I will explore Pinar Kiir’s authorial style with a meticulous look at
interactions between the two of her novels, Bitmeyen Ask and Bir Cinayet Romani, and

her translations of Jean Rhys’ novels, published between 1982 and 1992.
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CHAPTER 4

ANALYSIS OF PINAR KUR’S NOVELS

This chapter presents the quantitative and qualitative analyses of the two novels written
by Pmar Kiir: Bitmeyen Ask and Bir Cinayet Romani. In the investigation of these two
novels, quantitative analysis takes place both at the beginning stages and whenever a
need arises for quantitative data during the qualitative analysis. Therefore, in addition to
the results of the quantitative analysis presented at the beginning of the discussion on the
corpus, there will be references to the Wordsmith results in the process of interpreting
data that specifically appear during the qualitative analysis. This is to arrive at reliable
conclusions through the use of two different sources of data. It is also worth restating
that this is a data driven study, i.e. the features to be explored are not selected prior to
the study. A thorough analysis of Pinar Kiir as author-translator has already been carried
out in the previous chapter, which provides the backgound on which the results of the
study of Kiir’s own novels in this chapter and also translations of Rhys’ novels in the
next chapter can be better interpreted.

While the quantitative analysis of Bitmeyen Ask and Bir Cinayet Romani has
revealed similarities concerning the most frequently used words, particularly function
words, and the use of content words, which draws attention to the plots of the two
novels, the qualitative analysis has shown that Pmar Kiir has a postmodern approach in
her writing of these two novels and she is interested in distinct language uses by
different characters or narrators. It needs to be noted that when a parallelism is noticed

between the patterns in Kiir’s own novels and those in the translations, these points will
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be underlined in the discussion. Therefore, there will be references to the translations in
the discussion on Bitmeyen Ask and Bir Cinayet Romani whenever a point needs to be
highlighted. Considering the fact that translated novels remain to be studied at this point
of the thesis, I will draw attention to only the interactions that appear as a result of this
chapter’s focus on the foregrounded features in Kiir’s novels. The major interactions
between Pinar Kiir’s authorial and translatorial styles spotted in this chapter are Pinar
Kiir’s search for the ‘new’ in her writing and translating, use of multiple narrative
voices, which is a similarity between her novels and particularly Genis Genis Bir Deniz,
and the possibility to associate different language features with different characters or

narrators.

Bitmeyen Ask and Bir Cinayet Romani

Among the six texts in the corpus of this study, Bitmeyen Ask (1986) and Bir Cinayet
Romani (1989) are the two novels written by Pmar Kiir. Both the quantitative and
qualitative analyses reveal that there are noteworthy similarities between the two novels.
First of all, Wordsmith tools show that the type/token ratios of Bitmeyen Ask (2008) and
Bir Cinayet Romani (2007) are quite close:

Table 1. Statistical Data for Bitmeyen Ask and Bir Cinayet Romant

Book Titles Tokens | Types | T/T Ratio| Sentences
Bitmeyen Ask 118,813(27,482| 23.13 14,132
Bir Cinayet Romant | 77,713 |19,735| 25.39 9,763

The fact that the number of tokens, types and sentences are higher in Bitmeyen Ask than
Bir Cinayet Romani obviously owes to the difference between the lengths of the two
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novels. When the ratios are checked, however, a similarity can be noticed. The number
of distinct words used in each novel does not change significantly although the total
number of words used in the novels varies.

Secondly, the wordlist tool of Wordsmith helps to observe that the most
frequently used words in Bitmeyen Ask and Bir Cinayet Romani are almost the same.
The first twenty items in the lists of words used in the two novels demonstrate that Pinar
Kiir opts for the use of the same function words with minor differences. Investigation of
the use of function words may seem to be a less fruitful area, but it should be noted that
most of the outstanding research on translator style done in the field of corpus-based
studies has findings including those related to the use of function words (Baker 2000;
Bosseaux 2007; Winters 2005). For this reason, the fact that all the words in the first
twenty of Bitmeyen Ask, except for one function word, that is ‘ki’ [that], appear in the
first twenty of Bir Cinayet Romani deserves attention. The function word ‘ki’ [that]
appears in the former as the twenty-second most frequently used word, while it is the
eighteenth in the latter. In line with this minor rank difference, all the rest of these
function words are used in similar frequency in the two novels. For instance, while ‘bu’
[this] appears at the fourth place in the word list of the former novel, it is in the third
place in that of the latter. Another example is ‘daha’ [more], showing one of the two
highest rank differences, as it is in the seventh place in one and twelfth in the other.
Considering the fact that Sinan, one of the main characters in Bitmeyen Ask, reveals his
greed in his love life or to say the least, puts emphasis on how passionate he is in his
love affair with Nilgiin, this repeated use of ‘daha daha’ [more and more] shows that

function words can also give clues about the content of the novels. While the only
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question word is ‘ne’ [what] in the first twenty of the two lists, ‘ama’ [but] and ‘ve’
[and] are the two linking words, which find place in the first ten of both lists. The only
other linking word in the first twenty in both is ‘sonra’ [then]. Not surprisingly, all these
words are function words, not content words, which seems to be the most significant
reason why the wordlists of the two novels appear similar at the top of the lists. In other
words, the frequency of function words does not change much despite changes in
content when these two novels are compared.

A comparison of these novels with the four translations, done by Kiir, also
reveals similarities between the use of function words that appear at the top of the
wordlists. To illustrate, except for seven words, all the top twenty words of Genig Genis
Bir Deniz [Wide Sargasso Sea] are also in the first twenty of the most frequently used
words of the other three translations. Considering the fact that the comparison here is
between four texts, not two, and that half of these seven instances of rank difference are
in the first twenty-five of the other texts, the differences do not seem to be striking.
Nevertheless, when compared with the wordlists of the novels written by Kiir, the
difference deserves attention. She seems to be slightly more consistent in her writing
than translating. Among the translations, the one that differs most from Genis Genis Bir
Deniz [ Wide Sargasso Sea] with four words in the first twenty is Dortlii [Quartet]. A
comparative look at the wordlists of Genis Genis Bir Deniz and Dortlii shows three main
results. To begin with, the major difference between the two translations seems to be the
frequent use of the name of the characters in Dértlii [Quartet], as a result of which the
names of the all three main characters appear in the first twenty. This result shows that

Kiir does not stick to her own preferences and pays attention to Rhys’ different
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preferences in different novels. Secondly, there are similarities which match those
between her two novels. For instance, the same three linking words as those in Kiir’s
own novels appear in the first twenty of the two translations: ‘ama’ [but], ‘ve’ [and], and
‘sonra’ [then]. The question word ‘ne’ [what] also finds place in the top ranks of the two
lists for these translations just like her own novels. Thirdly, some of the rank differences
are relatively more noteworthy than those between her own novels. For example, ‘0’
[s/he/ it] is in the third place of the list for the former translation, whereas it appears in
the thirteenth place for the latter. These differences between the translations as well as
those between her novels and translations can be considered evidence for the fact that
although some function words naturally appear at the top of the lists due to the structure
of Turkish language, Kiir’s own preferences in writing and attention to Rhys’
preferences in translating are certainly of influence. In some cases it is difficult to make
sure whether the language uses that are related to grammar and common in her writing
and translating are a result of her own preferences or the Turkish language. This is due
to the fact that to my knowledge corpora of Turkish novels written by other authors are
unavailable at the moment. After establishing such subcorpora, it will be possible to
better check the degree to which the structure of Turkish language affects such results.
Establishing corpora of Turkish novels by various authors has not been considered a
requirement for the exploration of this thesis topic, but it can certainly be part of a
further study. As a result of such research, it can be possible to know whether these
language uses are specifically a reflection of Pinar Kiir’s authorial style.

Although a focus on content words is more appealing in the case of comparing

target and source texts than ‘original’s, as they may direct attention to changes in effect
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on the reader, exploring the most frequently used content words in ‘originals’ leads to
finding key words concerning the plots and themes of the novels. The table below
demonstrates a selection of the most frequently used content words from Bitmeyen Ask
(2008) and Bir Cinayet Romani (2007):

Table 2. Frequently Used Content Words in Bitmeyen Ask and Bir Cinayet Romant

Book Titles Ask- [Love] | Sevis- [To | Sevgili- Cinsel- Cinayet- Oldiir-

make love] | [Lover] [Sexual] [Murder] [To kill]
Bitmeyen Ask 287 76 103 58 6 64
Bir Cinayet Romani 78 26 53 12 258 290

The reason why there is a hyphen after each one of the words given in the table above is
that they are all lemmas. To illustrate, in the case of ‘ask’, not only ‘ask’ [love] but also
‘ask’ with suffixes, such as ‘askla’ [with love], are added to the total number. The most
apparent result found by checking the quantitative data in Table 2 is that the number of
times the first four lemmas are used in Bitmeyen Ask is significantly higher than that in
Bir Cinayet Romani while the last two columns show the more frequent use of two
words in the latter than the former. The difference is again significantly high. This data
shows that there are not only strong feelings like love but also terrifying plans like
murder in both novels. Besides this similarity of minor importance, the main point is that
the focus in Bitmeyen Agsk is more on love and sexuality than murder while the opposite
is true for Bir Cinayet Romani, which is a finding in line with the titles and plots of the
two books.

Before presenting the recurrent patterns in Bitmeyen Ask and Bir Cinayet
Romani, spotted during qualitative analysis, it seems appropriate at this stage to

introduce the place of the two novels in terms of publication dates among the other
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works that came before and after Bitmeyen Ask and Bir Cinayet Romani and their plots
and discuss the criticisms they have received briefly. Bitmeyen Ask (1986) is a novel
written by Pmar Kiir after the publication of her two short story collections. It took
several years for Kiir to write this new novel after Asilacak Kadin, which was published
in 1979. This, Kiir explains, was a result of the fact that she did not have an interest in
writing a long piece of work during the period of September 12 coup d’état, as these
were “terribly bad” [korkung kotii] days (Sogiit 2006, 281). Thus she published two
collections of short stories during this period: Bir Deli Agag¢ (1981) and Akist Olmayan
Sular (1983). While writing Bitmeyen Ask, she states, she was thinking over the love
relationships she had and in the novel she “did an analysis of all” she experienced with
the men she fell in love with until then [Biitlin yasadiklarimim bir analizini yaptim orada
ben.] (282). Kiir elucidates that she developed a theory she called “mirror theory” [ayna
kurami] because she claims love is possible when people meet somebody in whose
mirror they find the opportunity to see their own beautifully reflected image they desire
to see [Insan kendi kendisini gdrmek istedigi gibi yansitan birine asik oluyor.] (283).
Therefore, almost regardless of the qualities of the beloved, people may be dazzled by
their own admirable image in the mirror or the eyes and words of the person who is in
love with them.

In Bitmeyen Ask, there is the story of Nilgiin and Sinan, who fall in love with
each other, drift apart, come across one another years later, get married, and continue to
have problems in their relationship. On the one hand, because Sinan is Nilgiin’s first real
love, the man with whom she experiences her first sexual intercourse and the father of

the child she decides to abort in his absence, she is deeply affected by the fact that Sinan
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seems to have forgotten all about her and does not show up during the time she keeps
waiting for him. On the other hand, Sinan cannot make the moves he plans and cannot
arrive at the hotel, where Nilgiin has long waited for him, in time. In spite of his love for
Nilgiin, Sinan, under the influence of economically powerful members of his family,
marries a girl his family considers appropriate. In the meantime, Nilgiin goes out and
makes love with various other boys and men, even with those who have serious
relationships or are married, but always feels the need to compare them with Sinan and
cannot fall asleep before imagining how she murders Sinan each and every night. Then
she gets married, too, but cheats on her husband with another man in the second year of
their marriage just as Sinan cheats on Suna continuously. After Nilgiin and Sinan come
across one another and decide that they are still in love, they choose to get married.
Nevertheless, they have quarrels about economic problems and past relationships with
other men and women, which brings too much tension to their marriage.

In terms of criticisms, those related to ‘obscenity’ in Bitmeyen Ask and literary
figures’ as well as readers’ reactions to the trial deserve attention, as the publication of
the book was banned for four years. The description of Nilgiin’s first sexual intercourse
is clearly among the scenes that resulted in Pmar Kiir’s having undergone a trial after the
publication of Bitmeyen Ask. Kiir regards this description of crucial importance in
narrating the love affair [Kizin 6zellikle ilk cinsel deneyimini yazmanin ¢ok gerekli
oldugunu diisiiniiyordum. Bir ask anlatilirken ilk cinsel deneyim olmazsa olmaz.] and
she states, she did not have the slightest idea that her book could be accused of
“obscenity” [(...) aklima gelecek son sey bunun miistehcen sayilacagiydi.] (Sogit 2006,

285). However, Bitmeyen Ask could not escape from being banned from 1986 until
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1990. Kiir has two claims concerning the trial and reactions from the field of Turkish
literature. First of all, she underlines the fact that the parts that were asserted to depict
obscenity were 11 pages long in total, while the whole book was 535 pages long in its
first publication. This, she maintains, is such a small ratio that sexuality or obscenity
cannot be considered to be in the focus of the book [Bes yiiz otuz bes sayfada on bir
sayfa ne ki?] (286).

Secondly, she thinks, the fact that she described sexuality in a period when “there
were no woman authors who wrote about sexuality as comfortably as [she] did” [Kadin
yazarlar arasinda cinselligi benim gibi rahat anlatan yok ki o zaman.] (S6giit 2006, 286)
had a major role in the lack of reaction from the other authors in the field of Turkish
literature. Referring to Virginia Woolf’s point concerning the difference between the ‘I’
of'a woman and the ‘I’ of a man, Sibel Irzik and Jale Parla (2009), in their preface to
Kadinlar Dile Diisiince [When Women Fall into Language], underline that there are
major differences between how and how much woman authors can say ‘I’ when
compared with men [Edebiyat alaninda da kadmlarin ve erkeklerin farkl bigim ve
derecelerde, farkli sinirlar i¢inde “ben” diyebildiklerini (...)] (9). This is due to the
control mechanisms of the “patriarchal” [ataerkil] societies “over the voices, identities,
and bodies of women” [kadnlarin sesleri, kimlikleri, bedenleri iizerinde] (ibid.). In line
with this point, here the attempt, according to Kiir, is against woman authors’ describing
sexuality in such clarity. This is because when it is a male author who writes about
sexuality, he does not receive such reaction. As, according to Kiir’s claim, such texts
were expected not to be written by female authors in that period of Turkish literature

[(...) hakk: yok sanki bir kadimnin cinselligi ele almak gibi bir erkeksi bakis agis1 vardi.]
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(287), the Union of Authors in Turkey did not support her in this process [ Yazarlar
Sendikas1 bana destek ¢ikmadi.] (288). This is similar to Kiir’s writing from male
characters’ point of view, as it also received some critics’ negative reviews when Akt
Olmayan Sular was published, which is discussed in the section on the reception of
Pinar Kiir in the fields of Turkish literature and literary translation in Chapter 3. Just as
she did not stop writing from male characters’ point of view as a result of those
criticisms, the criticisms or rather the norm in the field concerning the description of
sexuality by woman authors did not lead to her being silenced. This reveals the fact that
she acts as an “AGENT OF CHANGE” (Toury 2002, 151, emphasis original) and
“cultural entrepreneur” (Even-Zohar 2005, 10) in her authorial habitus at that specific
time in the field of Turkish literature. Kiir also directs attention to the readers’ reception
of Bitmeyen Ask and states that it has always been positive and she has received no
negative comments or questions about the sexuality in the book [Bu kitabin okurlar
tarafindan bana gelen yansimalar1 hep iyi oldu. Hapishanede okuyanlar bile kalkip “Bu
cinsellik nedir boyle,” demediler.] (289). My exploration of the blogs and other internet
sites where readers have commented on Pinar Kiir and specifically Bitrmeyen Ask has
also shown there are usually comments about Kiir’s identity as an author by those who
have read her works or her personality mostly by those who have watched her on NTV®.

In the less frequent instances of comments about the novel, mostly the fact that it is a

® http://www.itusozluk.com/goster.php/p%FDnar+k%FCr/; http://www.uludagsozluk.com/k/pinar-kiir/
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long novel and that the novel is told by three different narrators are underlined’. In
addition to this point, some recommend specifically Bitmeyen Ask to other readers".
Moreover, one of those narrators’, Sinan’s, well-depicted, terrible character, which is
hard to tolerate, appears to have attracted attention’. It is, therefore, possible to claim
that there have been different reactions about ‘obscenity’ in Bitmeyen Ask, as readers of
the book do not seem to have a focus on the discussed aspect of the novel, at least in
their comments, which is in line with Kiir’s claim.

Bir Cinayet Romani was published for the first time in 1989, three years after
Bitmeyen Ask. In addition to its plot, the fact that it is the first of a trilogy deserves
attention. The ‘author’ as one of the characters in the novel has assigned other
characters, like the mathematics professor, who has the role of a detective, the duty of
keeping diaries. These diaries will appear in Oliimiin Vazgecilmez Cekiciligi [ The
Indispensable Charm of Death], the novel the ‘author’ is planning to write. Due to the
role the ‘author’ plays in this process of commissioning and evaluating of the diaries,
she is “in direct contact with the other characters of the novel” [Romanin
kahramanlariyla birebir iliski i¢indedir.] (Ozcan 2005, 123). Although the ‘author’
knows the roles of each one of the characters very well, the characters only know they

are characters of a novel. In other words, they do not have a clear idea as to whether they

7 http://cikolatacikolata.blogspot.com/201 1/06/bitmeyen-ask-pinar-kur.html:
http://www.eksisozluk.com/show.asp ?t=bitmeyen+ask;
http://kedilervekitaplar.blogspot.com/2010/07/pnar-kurun-romanlar.html

¥ http://modernkadinlar.com/?p=1196

? http://cikolatacikolata.blogspot.com/201 1/06/bitmeyen-ask-pinar-kur.html:
http://www.eksisozluk.com/show.asp ?t=bitmeyen+ask
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are the murderer, the victim or the witness, but they generally continue to obey the
‘commands’ of the ‘author’ as if their lives were a play on stage. Because Bir Cinayet
Romanu is the first of a trilogy, Sonuncu Sonbahar and Cinayet Fakiiltesi, the two novels
that follow the publication of Bir Cinayet Romani, can be read to learn about the
important details concerning the identity of the murderer and the victim as well as the
source of motivation for the murder. Pinar Kiir does not inform her readership about the
coming novels of the sequence. A. Omer Tiirkes (2006) indeed speculates that while
working on Bir Cinayet Romani, Pinar Kiir might not have envisioned writing a trilogy,
the final novel of which came seventeen years after Bir Cinayet Romani [1989 yilinda
Bir Cinayet Romani’n1 yazdiginda, herhalde, sonunu tam on yedi y1l sonra getirecegini
kendisi de tahmin etmemisti Pinar Kiir.]. This, actually, is verified by Kiir in Askin Sonu
Cinayettir, as she states that she “didn’t know” it would be a trilogy, either [Aslinda bu
polisiyelerin devam edecegini ben bilmiyordum.] (S6giit 2006, 332). For this reason, her
readers including some scholars, not expecting this to be a trilogy, naturally interpreted
Bir Cinayet Romani on its own or drew conclusions after having read the first two. For
instance, Sagaster (2006, 140), after having read the first two, concludes that the
‘author’, who assigns the task of keeping diaries in Bir Cinayet Romani, is the ‘real’
murderer and the characters in Bir Cinayet Romani and Sonuncu Sonbahar belong to the
fictive world. Although Cinayet Fakiiltesi, Pinar Kiir’s “gift to her readership in the
thirtieth year” of her writing career [ Yazar, 30’uncu yilinda okurlarma yeni bir roman
hediye edecek.] (Aktas 2006), can be read before having read the two other novels of the
trilogy [“Cinayet Fakiiltesi” tek basina da okunabilir.] (Akatli 2006) or interpreted on its

own just as Asuman Kafaoglu-Biike (2006) does in her analysis of the novel with a

167



focus on important aspects of the novel but without any reference to the previously
written two novels, the fact that it is part of a series, the first one of which is Bir Cinayet
Romani, had better be borne in mind. After all, the reason why Kiir decides to continue
writing the story of Bir Cinayet Roman: with the two novels that followed is that she
enjoyed using the “humorous language” she found in Bir Cinayet Romani, which is the
only novel of hers she can read again and again with not only pleasure but laughter [(...)
yakaladigim o mizahi dil hosuma gitti. Bu roman1 devam ettirmemin nedeni de odur.
Eski kitaplarimdan birini alip okuyayim dedigim zaman okuyabildigim tek kitap Bir
Cinayet Romani 'dir! Pek severim onu. Oturup kendi yazdigimi giilerek okuyorum. ]
(Sogiit 2006, 328). As a “parody” of the detective or crime novel genre, as Kiir terms it
[(...) ben polisiye bir roman yazmadim bir cinayet roman1 yazdim.] (322), with its
references to famous works written by authors, like Agatha Christie, one of the two
authors whom she refers to as her teachers of literary writing [(...) yazmay1 Agatha
Christie ve Tolstoy’dan 6grendim.] (331), and Rex Stout [(...) burdaki sahne dedektif
romanlarmin bir parodisidir, ¢linkii Emin Koklii iinli dedektifleri oynar bu sahnede.
Zaten romanin basindan beri onda biraz Agatha Christie’nin Poirot’sunu, biraz Rex
Stout’un sisman ve tembel detektifi Nero Wolfe’u buluruz.] (Moran 2004, 112), Bir
Cinayet Romani appears to have significantly contributed to Turkish literature for certain
characteristics it shares with Bitmeyen Ask to a certain extent and thus these will be
discussed in the comparative analysis made below in detail.

The qualitative analysis makes it apparent that there are two similarities between
the two novels and three further similarities in relation to the first point. Pinar Kiir, who

has generally been interested in realism in literature, as discussed in the previous
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chapter, reveals a ‘postmodern’ approach in Bitmeyen Ask and Bir Cinayet Romani.
While Bitmeyen Ask cannot simply be referred to as a love story with its experimental
character of a “scientific novel” [ ‘bilimsel roman’ tiirii denemesi] (Akatli 2006), Bir
Cinayet Romani cannot be considered a typical crime novel, at all [Bir Cinayet Romani
da bir cinayet romaninin 6gelerini barindirmasma ragmen klasik anlamda bir cinayet
romani degildi.] (Onemli 2004, 25). Indeed Kiir herself points to the similarity between
the two novels, as one aims at depicting the “mechanism of love” while the other at the
“mechanism of the novel” [(...) Bitmeyen Ask’da askin mekanizmasini ortaya
cikarmistim ya, simdi de cinayet aracilifiyla romanin mekanizmasini ¢ézmek istedim. |
(Sogiit 2006, 322). Because Kiir observes a relationship between love and murder (S6giit
2006, 321), in Askin Sonu Cinayettir [Love Ends in Murder], she affirms Sogiit that the
two novels are either “siblings” or “mother and son” [Tabii kardestir [bu iki kitap]. Ya
da ana — ogul.] (ibid.). These two novels are important because they differ from Pinar
Kiir’s previous work stylistically and critics describe either both novels (Akatli 2006;
Moran 2004) or the latter (Tiirkes 2001, 2006) as ‘postmodern’. Similar to Berna Moran
(2004, 53), who has dwelled on the use of new narrative techniques in Bir Cinayet
Romanz, other critics have also made comments about the contribution Kiir made to
Turkish literature with not just Bir Cinayet Romani (Sagaster 2006, 140; Tiirkes 2001)
but either of the first two novels of the trilogy, i.e., Bir Cinayet Roman: and Sonuncu
Sonbahar (Tiirkes 2006) or the trilogy all together (Akatli 2006). What they underline is
the fact that there are such “new” aspects of the novels in the trilogy that the “new track”
followed by Kiir with this trilogy is the first of its kind in Turkish Literature (Akath

2006). According to Kiir, the main reason why Bir Cinayet Romani is regarded as
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postmodern is that she “mapped out writing a novel” in this novel [(...) roman yazmanin
haritasini ¢ikardim.] (S6giit 2006, 326) or in S6giit’s terms, she “demonstrates the
internal organs of the novel” [(...) romanin i¢ organlarini gosteriyorsunuz okura.] (327).
In “Bir Cinayet Romani’n1 Elestirmek”, Fatma Erkman Akerson (1989) directs attention
to the unusual use of the word ‘novel’ in the title, which is because the novel does not
simply present the story of a murder but it is “a novel of the novel”, depicting how the
author of the novel has written the book in the hands of the reader [(...) kitap bir cinayeti
(ya da cinayetleri) anlattig1 kadar, bu romanin (bir romanin) nasil yazildigini da
anlatryor. Yani “bir romanin da roman1”. (...) bir yandan polis romanin1 yazarken, bir
yandan da romani nasil yazdiginin dykiisiinii dolayli olarak anlatiyor.] (62). Erkman
Akerson maintains, the fact that Bir Cinayet Romani does not solely focus on the content
but attracts attention to the question how the novel is narrated makes it “a work of art”
[Bir sanat yapit1 neyi anlattig1 kadar, nasil anlattig1 boyutu iistiinden deger kazanir.
(ibid.).

In order to respond to the question why Bitmeyen Ask and Bir Cinayet Romant
are considered ‘postmodern’, it is also useful to scrutinize the place of these novels in
relation to not only other novels of Turkish literature in the period but also Turkish
politics and societal issues. Berna Moran (2004), in Tiirk Romanina Elestirel Bir Bakus
11I: Sevgi Soysal 'dan Bilge Karasu’ya [A Critical Look at the Turkish Novel III: from
Sevgi Soysal to Bilge Karasu], argues that unlike the novels of March 12, published
before 1980, one of the most distinctive features of the Turkish novel published after
1980 is authors’ interest in “style rather than the societal issues” [1980°den onceki 12

Mart romanlar1 Tiirkiye’de toplumcu gergekligin egemen oldugu bir dénemin
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diriinleridir. (...) 1980 sonrast romaninin gbze ¢arpan bir 6zelligi ise yazarin toplumsal
sorunlardan ¢ok bi¢im sorunlarina egilmesidir.] (33). He adds that although this
statement does not cover all the novels of the period, “leading authors”, among whom is
Pinar Kiir together with Latife Tekin, Orhan Pamuk, and Bilge Karasu, have written
works that are evidence for the truth of this argument [Bu saptamanin tiim 1980 sonrasi
romanlar1 i¢in gecerli olmadigini sdylemege gerek yok, ama kanimca Latife Tekin, Pinar
Kiir, Orhan Pamuk, Bilge Karasu gibi 6nde gelen yazarlarmn, hi¢ degilse kimi
yapitlartyla olusturduklar1 bir akim i¢in gegerlidir] (ibid.). This, Berna Moran claims, is
not only in line with the publication of such novels in European and American literatures
since the 1960s [Batr’da ve Amerika’da 1960’larda ortaya ¢ikmis ve hizla yayilmisti]
(54) but also due to the “difficulty in dealing with societal issues after September 12
coup d’état”, which “resulted in a radical change in Turkish literature” brought by
“innovative (avant garde) authors” [(...) 12 Eyliil darbesinden sonra yazarin toplumsal
sorunlara egilmesi giiclesmisti. (...) yenilik¢i (avant garde) yazarlarin Tiirk romaninda
koktenci bir degisiklik yaratmalarina neden oldu.] (53). Among the examples Berna
Moran (2004) gives of such ‘innovative’ authors is Pmar Kiir. He states that Bitmeyen
Ask and Bir Cinayet Romani are two novels which can easily be distinguished with their
narrative techniques from the novels of the previous periods in Turkish literature, as they
can be labelled as ‘postmodern’ despite the debates over the term or rather their “escape
from realism” can be highlighted [(...) Pinar Kiir’{in son iki roman1 daha 6nce
Tiirkiye’de yazilmig romanlara hi¢ benzemiyordu. Bu romanlara postmodern romanlar
demek miimkiin ama postmodern kavrami kaypak ve anlami tartigsmali oldugu i¢in

simdilik ortak bir 6zelligini belirtmekle yetinelim. S6ziinii ettigimiz romanlarin bu ortak
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yani gercekgilikten kagistir.] (53-54). This is owing to the fact that detective novel is a
genre that is simply viewed as “lacking literary quality” [yazinsal degerden yoksun]
(Moran 2004, 107) in world literature and it is not considered to be in the ‘center’ of the
Turkish literary polysystem, either, in Even-Zohar’s terms, since “the center of the
whole polysystem is identical with the most prestigious canonized repertoire” (Even-
Zohar 1990, 17). In order to avoid the use of binary oppositions, it is possible to refer to
this genre as that which does not have a relatively secure place in Turkish literature
[Pmar Kiir’lin parodisini yaparak kullandig1 detektif roman Tiirk edebiyatinda kendine
yer edinmis ve gelismis bir roman tiirii olmadigi i¢in, (...)] (Moran 2004, 106). Because
the detective novel genre has been used by postmodernist authors to create different
effects on the reader than those generally expected from works in this genre, which is a
result of “reflexivity, irony, parody, and often a mixing of the conventions of popular
and “high art” ” in postmodernist writing (Natoli & Hutcheon 1993, vii), Bir Cinayet
Romani introduces the postmodern use of new elements to the Turkish literature. Borte
Sagaster (2006), in the paper entitled “Detective “alaturka”: Crime fiction in Turkey”,
aims at exploring the reasons for the “tremendous success” of crime fiction in Turkish
literature, as this genre, Sagaster claims, “has become one of the most popular genres” in
the 1990s (137) and makes the following analysis:
(...) there is no doubt that the greatest period in the history of the Turkish crime
novel began in the years after the coup d’état of September 12, 1980, and in
particular after 1990, around which time there was a radical change in both the
role and the character of the genre: it now started to awaken the interest of a
number of well-known novelists, who began to experiment with the various
forms of the genre and to use elements of it in postmodern experimental texts. A

first example of this postmodern usage of the genre is provided by the novelist
Pinar Kiir, (...)
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Pmar Kiir’s novels mark the beginning of a postmodern tradition in which crime
fiction is used as an element in a hypertextual game. Elements of the crime novel
are also used by postmodern authors of the generation which emerged after 1980,
(...) what is important about the postmodern usage of the genre is that it has
changed the way in which crime fiction is perceived: both readers and authors of
the post-1980s era are much more ready to see the genre as a high quality form
of literature, and this in turn changed the way in which authors deal with the
genre,” (Sagaster 2006, 140)
Sagaster’s point that Pinar Kiir’s Bir Cinayet Romani paved the way for a change in
perceptions towards the crime novel in Turkish literature in a period when the genre was
not accepted as “ ‘high’ literature” (Tiirkes 2006) is certainly of vital importance.
Despite the presence of ‘postmodern’ novels in the European and American fields of
literature, along with other authors Berna Moran refers to, Pinar Kiir’s presentation of
“new or alternative” (Even-Zohar 2005, 10) narrative techniques or approaches to novel
writing in the field of Turkish literature seems to make her an “active idea-maker” and
“cultural entrepreneur”, as these options seem to have had an influence on starting
innovative processes (ibid., emphasis original). It also seems plausible to argue that her
symbolic capital increased more and more over the years and it had an influence on her
writing these novels whose differences from her earlier work and other novels published
in the field of Turkish literature have attracted attention. This is because agents get
strength from their symbolic capital in practices which are considered to be new when
compared with the others’ (Bourdieu 1977, 86). In addition to Kiir’s seeking for the
presentation of stylistically new works of literature in her writing career (S6giit 2006,
283; Yilmaz 2004, 11), she does not aim at doing retranslations but translations of works

that had not been published in Turkish (Aka 2011). Therefore, it is her choice to present

books that are ‘new’ for certain reasons in the fields of Turkish literature and literary
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translation. This point is the first interaction identified between Kiir’s authorial and
translatorial styles in this analysis. This preference of Kiir’s in her writing and
translating is of vital importance, as it is very much influential on her decision to write
or translate a literary work in the first place.

As has already been pointed out, related to the ‘postmodern’ lineage of Bitmeyen
Ask and Bir Cinayet Romani, there are three further similarities between the two novels.
To begin with, both attract attention with their creation of fictional worlds, as they are
metafictional, i.e. there is “self-reflexiveness resulting from the invention of alternate
reality” (Jablon 1997, 139). In both, the ‘author’ appears in the novel either as a narrator
(Bitmeyen Ask) or as a character (Bir Cinayet Romani) and creates the story by
commissioning the other main characters of the novel with the task of writing about
either their past starting with a certain period in time (Bitmeyen Ask) or their daily
experiences (Bir Cinayet Romant). Though Berna Moran (2004) focuses particularly on
Bir Cinayet Romani, it is true for both that these two novels deal with the texts
themselves as the author chooses the “novel” to be in spotlight in the novel she is
writing and thus deals with the “relationship between fiction and reality” [Pinar
Kiir’iinki gibi istkurmaca yapitlar yasama degil de anlatinin kendisine egilir, konu
olarak roman irdelerken gerceklikle kurmaca arasindaki iligkiyi giindeme getirirler ister
istemez] (111). There is, however, a distinctive characteristic of Bir Cinayet Romani that
deserves to be underlined. This is related to the postmodernist “wholesale ‘nudging’
commitment to doubleness, or duplicity” (Hutcheon 2002, 1) through the reflection of
the ‘real’ life in which the book is written and the ‘fictive” world at the same time in the

novel. These two novels are similar in that they continuously remind the reader that
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there is an author involved in the process of writing the novel and that it is not solely life
in all its ‘reality’ that is manifest in the novels created by authors. In the example of Bir
Cinayet Romani, however, there is both reference to other texts, “particularly detective
novels, rather than life” [(...) Bitmeyen Ask’ta da okura, okudugu anlatinin yagami
yansitan bir ayna degil, yazar tarafindan uydurulmus, insa edilmis yapay bir yap1
oldugunu hatirlatmist1 hep. Bir Cinayet Romani’nda da yansitilan, yasamdan ¢ok, daha
once yazilmis metinlerdir- 6zellikle detektif romani metinleri.] (Moran 2004, 116) and
the author’s attempt at writing the ‘real’ life, at least in appearance. Thus, Kiir causes her
readers to “question” what is ‘real’ and what is ‘fictional’ and not only “question” but
also “loosen” the link between the two [Demek ki gercekeilikten uzaklagmanin nedeni,
(...) gerceklikle romanin bagini sorgulamak ve gevsetmek] (ibid.). The ‘author’ in Bir
Cinayet Romamni is so determined in realizing the goal she has set in ‘real’ life that she
aims at controlling other characters’ behavior and attitudes in the process of writing the
novel. Unlike the author in the previous novel, the author in Bir Cinayet Romani is
powerful in bringing changes in characters’ behavior and thus modifying the plot.
Nevertheless, it is not only the plot but also the ‘real’ life that seem to be affected by the
author’s moves. Because it is presented as if everything is ‘really’ taking place in ‘real’
life while the book is being written, the ‘author’ of the book turns into the ‘author’ of the
‘real’ life of these characters. This is why Berna Moran (2004) alleges that the reader
experiences a challenging process in interpreting the novel, as s/he finds it tricky to
decide whether these events take place in the ‘real’, “outside world” or only in Oliimiin
Vazgegilmez Cekiciligi, the novel whose creation process is narrated in Bir Cinayet

Romani [(...) olaylar ve kisiler hem i¢-romanin kurmaca diinyasinda yasiyorlar hem de
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gergek sayilan diinyada. Yani olan biteni iki diizlemde izliyoruz ve zaman zaman
kulkuya diisiiyoruz: dis diinya nerede bitiyor i¢-roman nerede basliyor?] (112).

Secondly, similar to the interpenetration of the ‘real’ and the fictive worlds in Bir
Cinayet Romani, discussed above, it is possible to maintain that “the exclusive
“either/or” binary oppositions of modernity” (Natoli & Hutcheon 1993, ix) are also
repudiated through the use of multiple narrative voices in both novels by Pinar Kiir. This
choice of Kiir’s can be regarded as the use of “a central Postmodernist device” (Ibsch
1986, 151), since multiple narrators are deployed in postmodernist writing in order to
depict how perceptions vary and thus how ambiguous ‘truth’ is. This point is important
also because it is one of the similarities between these two novels and Genis Genis Bir
Deniz, Pmar Kiir’s Turkish translation of Wide Sargasso Sea. Although use of multiple
narrative voices can be seen only in one of the translations in the corpus, it is
noteworthy, as this is the translation with which Kiir started translating Jean Rhys’
novels and tried to overcome the difficulties she was experiencing during a “stagnation
in [her] own writing”, as she points out in the preface to the translation (Kiir 1989b, 5).
Therefore, the study of multiple narrative voices certainly sheds light on a similarity
between Bitmeyen Ask and Bir Cinayet Romani, but it also shows an indirect interaction
between Kiir’s authorial and translatorial styles.

While Bitmeyen Ask has three narrators: Nilgiin, Sinan, and the author, Bir
Cinayet Romani is written from the viewpoints of Yildiz Gergel, Levent Caner, Yesim
Erses, Yasemin, and Emin K6klii, the detective. With a focus on the author, who is one
of the narrators in Bitmeyen Ask, Fiisun Akatli (1987), in her article entitled “Bitmeyen

Ask ve Anlatici Sorununa Yeni Bir Yaklagim” [Bitmeyen Ask and a New Approach to
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the Issue of the Narrator], points out that it would not be fair to read this novel as a love
story [(...) bir kadinla, (...) bir sair bozuntusunun (...) asklarmmimn romani gibi okunursa,
gercekten yazik olur.] (35). Instead, it needs to be read with attentiveness to the
theoretical analysis of love [Benim okura 6nerim, kuramsal agirlig1 vurgulanan bu
romana, biraz kuramsal bir okuma ile yaklasmas1.] (38). Pinar Kiir, in fact, has put
emphasis on her search for different styles in all her novels published after Yarin Yarin
[Yarin Yarin'dan sonra hep bigimin tizerinde durdum ben.] (S6giit 2006, 283). At
another place, she again states that it is the “narrative differences, more than those in the
plot” that she considers important [Beni, konudan ¢ok anlatim farkliliklar
ilgilendiriyor.] (Y1lmaz 2004, 11). It is, therefore, in accordance with Kiir’s focus on
style, to read the novel with a careful look at the narrative structure. While the parts
written through the viewpoint of Nilgiin are written in first person singular, those written
through that of Sinan are in second person singular, which, Kiir states, reflects the fact
that Sinan’s existence is dependent on Nilgiin or another woman, in whose mirror Sinan
can see his own image [(...) o adam, ona ayna tutan birisi olmadan var olamiyor, birine
hitap etmeden yasayamiyor. Onun i¢in de hep birine hitap ediyor.] (Sogiit 2006, 283-
284). Akath (1987) regards the author, who writes in the third person singular and who
is there to present the reader an objective, careful, and analytical look at the relationship
between Nilgiin and Sinan, as the character who plays the “key” role in the “success” of
this novel [(...) bu roman kisisi [yazar], romanin yazinsal basarisinin anahtarmi Pinar
Kiir’iin eline tutusturandir. (...) Ya da ... tersi mi? ] (33). Kiir refers to the author’s
perspective as the “scientific” one, since the author “establishes the mirror theory” [bir

bilimsel bakis agis1 ekledim ve ayna kuramini kuran kisi olarak bir de ti¢iincii kisiyi,
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yani yazar1 koydum.] (S6giit 2006, 283). Arguing that it is not of importance to clarify
whether this character is Pinar Kiir, the author of the novel, or not, Akatli (1987) states,
“Pmar Kiir is the author who writes the novel and the ‘author’ in the novel is the written
author.” [Pnar Kiir, yazan yazardir; romandaki “yazar” ise, yazilan yazar.] (33-34). This
structure, Akatli claims, paves the way for the “literary originality” of the novel [Bu iki
katmanin ustaca gozetilmis olmasidir (...) ona [Bitmeyen Ask’a] yazinsal bir 6zgiinliik
kazandiran.] (34).

As has already been touched upon, Bir Cinayet Romanzi, similar to Bitmeyen Ask,
has multiple narrators. While A. Omer Tiirkes (2006) refers to the presence of three
characters from whose points of views the novel is narrated, Berna Moran (2004) draws
attention to the fact that there are indeed five narrators. The reason for the difficulty to
identify the five narrators is because only the first letters of the first names of the
narrators are given in the title of each section. More importantly, the names of some
characters begin with the same letter and it is only possible to spot the ‘writer’ of each
section by reading the sections carefully. Berna Moran (2004) clarifies this point by
pointing to the fact that while it is easy to comprehend that ‘E’ stands for Emin and ‘L’
for Levent, the reader has to make an effort to figure out whether the diaries entitled ‘Y’
are written by Y1ldiz, Yesim or Yasemin, whose lives bear major similarities [E ve L,
Emin ve Levent’ten baskasi olamaz. Ama Y, Yildiz da, Yesim de, Yasemin de olabilir.
Ustelik bu kadmlarin benzestigi ortak noktalar da var. (...) Okurun, yazilarin kime ait
oldugunu igeriklerinden, Y nin kisiliginden ¢ikarmasi gerektigi i¢in kitabi ¢cok dikkatle
okumasi sart.] (110). Meltem Ozcan (2005), in her master’s thesis on the

“Postmodernism in the Turkish Novel in the Republican Period”, interprets this feature
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of Bir Cinayet Roman as a “partial (...) difference” (171) [kismen de olsa bir farklilik],
since postmodernist authors do not have the tendency to “conceal” the identity of the
narrators in the novels they create through the viewpoints of multiple narrators
[Postmodernist roman, (...) anlatictyr miimkiin oldugunca gizlemeye ¢alismaz.] (171).
As has been pointed out earlier, it is also interesting that the first novel that Kiir chooses
to translate from Jean Rhys is Genis Genis Bir Deniz [Wide Sargasso Sea], in which the
reader has access to the viewpoints of Antoinette, who is the main character, her
husband, and Grace Pool. It is, however, not my intention to claim that this translation is
a reason why Kiir started using multiple voices in narration, since she had already
written Asilacak Kadin, a novel also with multiple narrators. Considering the fact that
Pmar Kiir is very much interested in the use of different narrative styles, this narrative
structure of Wide Sargasso Sea might have played a role in her choosing this novel by
Jean Rhys as the first to translate. Thus this feature can be regarded as an indirect
interaction between Pinar Kiir’s authorial and translatorial styles.

The other noteworthy similarity between Bitmeyen Ask and Bir Cinayet Romani
is the role given to the reader in interpreting the novels, which is in part due to the use of
mystery throughout the novels, including their final scenes, as they have open endings.
Mystery, which is an element Kiir chooses to have in all of her works, as she enjoys
creating its effect on the reader [Gizem benim biitiin kitaplarimda vardur, esrar, gizem
hep hosuma gitmistir ve kitabin sonuna kadar bunu korumaya ¢alisirim.] (Y1lmaz 2004,
15), continues as different characters take turns to narrate the events and describe the
scenes. This is because there is no omniscient narrator describing all the events, feelings

and thoughts in detail. For instance, in Bitmeyen Ask, just as Nilgiin and Sinan narrate
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what they see from their limited perspectives, the author, who avoids making subjective
remarks, observes what is available to her/him and makes the best of her/his reasoning to
arrive at inferences. As a result, none of the narrators’ views can be considered to fill in
all the gaps in the story and the reader has her doubts while reading a certain part by one
of the narrators and trying to anticipate what is ‘really’ taking place or has already.
There is an inevitable need to wait for the next narrator’s interpretation so that the
blurring in the picture can be adjusted as much as possible. The highlighted role for the
reader in interpreting Bitmeyen Agk is apparent in the end of the novel:

The author closes the window just at that instant.

There had been other times when she couldn’t bear to follow the flow of events

in the past; the reader will remember. (...)

So, did she save Nilgiin from falling down into the darkness at the last moment?

Or did she collaborate with Sinan in killing her?

This is a decision left for the reader to make. (...)

[Yazar, iste tam o anda pencereyi kapatiyor.

Daha once de olaylarin gidisatina dayanamayip pencereyi kapattigi olmustu,

okur animsayacaktir. (...)

Boylece, Nilgiin’ii karanligin i¢ine yuvarlanmaktan kurtardi m1 son anda? Yoksa

Sinan’la birlik olup dldiirdii mii onu?

Bunun kararmi okur verecek artik. (...)] (Kiir 2008, 630)
There is, therefore, the element of mystery even in the ending, where the reader is left
with two alternative scenarios to choose from. Considering the fact that this is a
theoretical reading of unending love, it seems noteworthy that the ‘author’ does not
finish the story with conclusive statements about the end of Nilgiin and Sinan’s love
story. A similar ending is the case in Bir Cinayet Romani. It looks as if Levent is
murdered in ‘real’ life just as in the novel that is being written. Berna Moran (2004)

considers the reader’s deducing that this crime is ‘really’ committed justifiable, but he

draws attention to the fact that the details of the murder appear in the diary of the
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detective, who is fascinated by the idea of being the author of this novel, and that he
might have composed “parts of an alternative novel” [I¢ romanda yer almasi gereken
cinayetin ger¢ekten islendigini (...) diistinebilir okur. Hakli olarak. (...) Ne ki bu bilgileri
Emin Ko6kli’niin glinliiglinden ediniyoruz (...) yazarlik sevdasina kapilan Emin
Kokli’niin yazdigi alternatif romanin pargalari olabilecegini fark ediyoruz.] (112). In the
open ending of the novel, where the author of Oliimiin Vazgecilmez Cekiciligi seems to
be threatened by the detective, Emin Koklii, the reader is still confronted with questions:

“This novel will end just as I like. You will either marry me or...”

(...)

Silence holds for a couple of minutes and then she asks: “Or?”

“Haydar Bilir has got used to working with me. What if I hand him the resolution
of this perfect murder? (...) When the day comes, I can easily persuade him in
the fact that one of our famous authors’ mysterious death is suicide.”

“You, filthy mathematician!”

For a very long time... perhaps forever... we keep glancing at each other
viciously.

[Bu roman, benim istedigim gibi bitecek. Ya benimle evleneceksin ya da...”

(..)

Sessizlik birkag¢ dakika uzadiktan sonra soruyor: “Ya da?...”

“Haydar Bilir benimle ¢alismaya alisti. Bu miithis cinayetin ¢6zliimiinii eline
tutusturdugumu diisiin... (...) Glinii geldiginde, tinlii yazarlarimizdan birinin
esrarengiz 6liimiiniin intihar olduguna kolaylikla ikna edebilirim onu.”
“Seni pis matematikgi!”

Cok uzun bir siire... belki de sonsuza dek... pis pis bakisiyoruz.] (Kiir 2007a,
383)

Thus, similar to Bitmeyen Ask, there is no narrative closure in Bir Cinayet Romani, as
certain mysteries are not unraveled, at all. The reader is supposed to come to a
conclusion as to whether this murder happens in “reality or fiction” [ger¢ek mi kurmaca
mi] (Moran 2004, 112), whether the author is a criminal who has murdered Levent in

real life and who tries to conceal her crime or whether the author aims to avenge all
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those Levent did in the past by writing a novel in which Levent is murdered [Akin, (...)
kendi isledigi cinayeti baskasinin iistiine yikmaya calisan bir katil mi, yoksa iginde
Levent’in 6ldiirtildiigl bir roman yazmakla 6ciinii alma (...) yolunu se¢mis bir yazar
mi1?] (114), and whether the novel will end just as the author or the detective plans
[Tasarlanan roman ne sekilde bitecek? Akin’n istedigi gibi mi, Emin Koklii’niin istedigi
gibi mi?] (115). The reason why Akatli (2006) considers Bir Cinayet Romani as a
“reader friendly” [‘okur dostu’] or “easy and pleasant” [kolay ve zevkli] novel, despite
the challenges, can be the “freedom” (Moran 2004, 115) enjoyed by the reader.
However, Kiir states that she does not aim at making the job of the reader in interpreting
her works easy. On the contrary, she feels pleased with the reader who brings together
the pieces of the puzzle [(...) ben okura pek yardimci olmak istemem ama koydugum
ipuglarini, yaptigim kiigiik numaralar1 ¢ozebilen okur beni mutlu eder.] (Onemli 2004,
25). Berna Moran focuses on Bir Cinayet Romani in his analysis, but his statement again
holds true for both novels: due to the questions left unanswered by Pinar Kiir, the novels
have open endings which allot the reader “the freedom to determine which alternative
solution” is appropriate for the ending [Pinar Kiir bu sorulara cevap vermedigine gore
romani sonugsuz, ama okuru alternatif ¢oziimlerden birini se¢mekle serbest birakiyor
demektir.] (115).

Apart from the similarities discussed in relation to the ‘postmodern’ character of
the two novels, the qualitative analysis also shows that Pmar Kiir benefits from different
language uses that change from one narrator to the other in both Bitmeyen Ask and Bir
Cinayet Romant, which is the third interaction spotted between Kiir’s authorial and

translatorial styles. Due to the fact that Kiir is not solely motivated by experimenting
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with different narrative styles and plays with the language features accordingly [Ne
anlattigimdan ¢ok, anlatim bi¢cimi 6nemli benim i¢in. Ve tabii dili ona gore nasil
yogurdugum dnemli.] (Onemli 2004, 25), this finding is not surprising, at all. However,
this feature is of vital importance because it adds to the building of different identities
and the kind of narrative perspectives they have in the novels. Although focus on the
language of different narrators and/or characters, one of the positive effects of which is
the creation of vibrant works with sparkling characters, can be regarded as a prerequisite
in literary writing, Kiir attracts my attention with her concentration on the changes in
different characters’ approach to the subject, use of language structures, and word
choices. After the discussion of three examples from Bitmeyen Ask, two will be given
from Bir Cinayet Romani. The following examples from Bitmeyen Agsk are to explore the
differences between the languages in addition to the viewpoints of two narrators:
What kind of a cloud is this, haunting the sea, an obstacle against the stolen light
of the night? Nilgiin... To turn back and look at you... Once again... From a
distance... Yes, for the last time... Before locking the door... Beginning a song
from the middle, complying with the less...
[Ne tiirlii bir bulut bu, denize musallat olmus, gecenin ¢alint1 aydinligina engel?
Nilgiin... Doniip sana bakmak... Bir kez daha... Uzaktan... Son kez, evet... Kap1y1
kilitlemeden Once... Azina razi olarak sdylemek gibi bir sarkiy1 orta yerinden...]
(Kir 2008, 212)
The body temperature of the young girl must have terribly increased. It was
possible to understand that she was all coated with a thin layer of sweat from the
shiny look of her forehead in the semidarkness. Her heart was probably beating
fast, but she was so motionless that it looked as if she didn’t even breathe. If she
was melting on the inside, the rigidity of her body did not disclose it...
[Geng kizin gdvde 1s1s1 miithis yiikselmis olmaliydi. Her yanini ince bir ter
tabakasinin kapladig1, yari karanlikta alninin 1s11ldamasindan anlasiliyordu.
Herhalde yiiregi de ¢ok ¢arpiyordu ama soluk bile almadigini sandiracak bir

devinimsizlik i¢indeydi. I¢i eriyorduysa eger, gdvdesinin kaskatilig1 agiga
vurmuyordu bunu...] (Kiir 2008, 112)
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For any careful reader of Bitmeyen Ask it is an easy task to distinguish which paragraph
is written from whose point of view. I would actually argue that even for someone who
has not read the novel, it is possible to draw conclusions about the perspectives and/or
characteristics of the person who is narrating. While the first is quoted from the pages
written by Sinan, the second is by the author. In the case of Bitmeyen Agsk, the use of
poetic language, sentence structure, and punctuation especially related to this kind of
language distinguish Sinan from the other narrators. Being a poet, Sinan usually writes
sentences about rather abstract ideas which he appears to consider poetic and treats them
as lines from a poem with the addition of slashes that separate one from the other.
Sentence inversion, one of the frequently encountered elements in poetry, for instance,
appears in Nilgiin’s and the author’s sentences, too, but they do not seem to attract as
much attention as Sinan’s do. This is probably because Sinan’s sentences, which usually
exemplify associations of ideas that cannot be considered ordinary and distinct word
choices, can be not only inverted but also left incomplete sometimes with slashes and
sometimes with the rather frequent addition of ellipses. The second example is a
paragraph from the description of the last moments of the day Nilgiin met Sinan. Sinan
has given her a ride back home and as Nilgiin is about to get off the car, Sinan touches
her hands for the first time after telling her that he “does not want to lose her” and that
they “will see each other again” [“Seni yitirmek istemiyorum, Nilgiin... Yeniden
goriisecegiz...”] (112). Therefore, this is quite an important scene, full of emotions, in
the relationship between the two characters and even in describing such a romantic

scene, the author, using the third person singular, aims at objectivity by relying on

184



concrete facts and drawing logical conclusions. Unlike Sinan’s sentences, the author’s
are rarely inverted as in the last sentence of the paragraph, which ends with an ellipsis.
Therefore, inverted, incomplete sentences cannot be observed in the author’s sentences
as frequently as in Sinan’s. More importantly, the author’s sentences always concentrate
on concrete facts, avoiding subjective remarks about all those thoughts, including
emotions, that cannot be known for certain by an outsider. These two examples illustrate
that there are such major differences between the narrators’ voices other than the uses of
first person or the third person that it is possible to recognize the identity of the narrator
from her/his approach to the subject, sentence structures, and word choices.

The third example which shows the meticulously drawn link between the
identities of the characters and their language use is related to the number of times the
names of the characters are used in Bitmeyen Ask. In spite of the fact that this may
appear to be insignificant at first sight in terms of shedding light on characters, attention
needs to be drawn to this point. Although both Nilgiin and Sinan are main characters in
the novel, the name Nilgiin is used 515 times, whereas Sinan appears 729 times. The
reason lying behind this result can be found while reading the novel. Obviously Nilgiin
prefers to refer to Sinan directly by his name or just by using the third person singular,
but Sinan has various ways of calling his beloved Nilgiin and seems to be almost in a
competition of finding new ways of referring to her without mentioning her name. After
reading the different nicknames Sinan uses while talking or thinking about Nilgiin, the
reader comes across this comment by the author about Sinan’s habit of giving nicknames
to his beloveds: “He soon started to give her a whole lot of nicknames, too. Not ‘my

gazelle’ but ‘my dear lamb’... Not ‘my tiny swallow’ but ‘my pigeon’... Not ‘my rose
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branch’ but ‘my rose leaf’...” [Ona da bir siirii ad takmaya basladi ¢cok gecmeden.
‘Ceylanim’ degil de ‘kuzucugum’... ‘Minik kirlangicim’ degil de ‘kumrum benim’...
‘Giil dalim’ degil de “giil yapragim’...] (206). As a poet, Sinan seems to try to make the
best of his creativity in his talks with his girlfriends. The difference between the
identities of these two characters, Nilgiin and Sinan, is reflected even through their use
of names and/or nicknames.

As has already been pointed out, Bir Cinayet Romani is similar to Bitmeyen Ask
in that Pinar Kiir ascribes certain language uses to individual narrators in the creation of
their identities. Instead of providing specific examples that reveal the connection
between characters or narrators and their language uses, I would prefer to make two
direct quotations from Bir Cinayet Romani as evidence for the author’s goal to preserve
the narrators’ distinct style:

For now what she wants me to do is only to write an essay telling about myself

and how I got into this. She says, how profound and detailed my description of

my character and past will be is up to me. What matters is to preserve my own
style.

[Simdilik benden istedigi tek sey, kendimi ve bu ise nasil bulagtigimi anlatan

uzunca bir yaz1 yazmam. Kisiligim, gegmisim hakkindaki anlatimlarimimn ne

kadar derine inecegi; ne kadar ayrintiya yer verecegim, bana kalmis bir seymis.

Onemli olan kendi stilimi korumammus.] (Kiir 2007a, 19)

“If T write as it occurs to me, then you’ll have the most boring novel that cannot

be read at all.”

“You won’t write the novel, / will write it,” she said. “I’1l fix the parts that

appear to be hard to be read and omit the unnecessary parts, repetitions, and so

on, but I want to preserve your style as much as possible.”

[“Aklima geldigi gibi yazarsam, diinyanin en sikici, en okunmayacak romani

¢ikar ortaya.”

“Romani sen degil, ben yazacagim,” dedi. “Cok okunmayacak gibi yerleri

diizeltirim, gereksiz anlatimlari, tekrarlari falan ¢ikaririm. Ama, miimkiin oldugu
ol¢iide senin tislubunu korumak istiyorum.”] (Kiir 2007a, 26)
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The above examples are from the writings of two narrators: Emin Kokli, the detective,
and Levent, the victim of the planned murder by the author, respectively. Both try to
understand the expectations of the author so that they can write accordingly. They are
both asked not to make any changes in their writing style. This shows the author’s focus
on style, which is in line with Kiir’s own writing in Bir Cinayet Romani. As Fatma
Erkman Akerson (1989) has put it, the plot of Bir Cinayet Roman: has a certain degree
of importance, but “the other aspects of the novel” related to its fictional structuring, are
“sufficiently interesting” [Kitabimn olay orgiisti onemli degil demek istemiyorum, ancak
olaylarin icerigi bir yana birakilsa da, kitabin 6teki boyutlar1 yeterince ilging.] (62). The
author in Bir Cinayet Romani appears to consider the styles of the narrators as important
as the content of their writing if not more. In short, Kiir’s attention to the language of
different narrators appears to put emphasis on the link between viewpoint and perception
and/or character and interpretation. Thus, the significance of reading the novels from the
perspective of multiple narrators can be considered to be highlighted. This is a major
point, due to which there is a noticeable interaction between Kiir’s authorial and
translatorial styles. Clear examples of the importance attached to language use in the
formation of identities in the translated novels are the locals’ language, which is a
powerful source of ‘strangeness’ in the reading of Genis Genis Bir Deniz, the rather
striking use of vulgar or derogatory language choices and effective use of slang or slum
language in characterization in Kiir’s translations of the other novels by Rhys, which
will be dealt with in detail in the next chapter. The conclusion is that Pinar Kiir’s

attention on the differences between the languages of different characters is reflected in
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not only her writing but also translating. This can be claimed to be a result of her theater
background, discussed as part of Pmar Kiir’s ‘habitus’ in the previous chapter.

To sum up, all the similarities dealt with in relation to Pmar Kiir’s ‘postmodern’
approach in writing Bitmeyen Ask and Bir Cinayet Romani as well as her attention to the
language use of different narrators in both novels, discussed above, reveal important
narrative aspects of her authorial style in this period of her writing. As has been
underlined multiple times, this is in line with the goal she has set in her writing career,
since she aims for the application of ‘new’ elements in her writing so that she can move
on after having introduced a work which is ‘different’ in certain aspects when compared
with her previous work. Including this search for the ‘new’, use of multiple narrative
voices and distinct language uses of different narrators and characters have been
underlined as the three main interactions between Kiir’s authorial and translatorial
styles. Another interaction is found as a result of the quantitative analysis. The use of
function words appears similar in Bitmeyen Ask, Bir Cinayet Romani and her
translations. This point, however, is not counted as one of the major interactions, as it is
difficult to arrive at reliable conclusions without the use of a corpora of Turkish novels
written by other authors, which can help to understand whether the identified patterns in
the use of function words are a result of Kiir’s authorial and translatorial styles or
Turkish language structure. It should also be stressed that the focus here has been on the
similarities between the two novels in the corpus of this study so that the results of the
analysis of Kiir’s writing can be compared with her translating more soundly.
Nonetheless, there are certain differences which can easily be noticed, as the latter novel

is much more layered in terms of multifictionality than the former. This reveals that the
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‘postmodern’ aspects became more emphasized in Bir Cinayet Romani than Bitmeyen

Ask.

Summary

In Chapter 4, I explored Pinar Kiir’s authorial style in her novels Bitmeyen Ask and Bir
Cinayet Romani. The quantitative analysis was followed by the qualitative analysis, but I
also benefited from the Wordsmith results whenever I saw a need during the qualitative
analysis. The aim was to identify first the recurrent features in Kiir’s authorial style and
then to underline the interactions that appear as a result of this analysis with a
comparative look at these two novels and the translations, which will be investigated in
the next chapter.

The quantitative analysis, on the one hand, showed that the most frequently used
words, which are function words, are very much similar in the two novels. Another
finding of the quantitative analysis was that there are similarities between the two novels
in terms of plot, as the wordlists of both novels spot the frequent use of the words ‘love’
and ‘murder’. However, Bitmeyen Ask has a focus on love and Bir Cinayet Romant has a
focus on murder. The qualitative analysis, on the other hand, depicted Kiir’s postmodern
approach in this period of her writing. I observed that the two novels bear similarities in
metafictional aspects of the works or rather the relationship between the fictional and the
real, use of mutliple narrative voices, and the reader’s role in the process of interpreting
the novels, which is linked to the mystery in the two novels. In addition to these

postmodern aspects, Bitmeyen Ask and Bir Cinayet Romani appear to present the
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creation of narrators and characters whose voices differ from one another noticeably, as
they have distinct language uses.

The use of narrative techniques which are regarded as ‘innovative’ [yenilik¢i]
(Moran 2004, 53) deserves particular attention, since Pinar Kiir is “interested more in
narrative differences than plot” [Beni, konudan ¢ok anlatim farkliliklari ilgilendiriyor. ]
(Y1lmaz 2004, 11) and she appears as an “active idea-maker” and “cultural
entrepreneur” (Even-Zohar 2005, 10) in the field of Turkish literature. It also merits
attention that Kiir has created these two novels, considered ‘innovative’ after years of
writing and translating, during which her symbolic capital grew increasingly. When her
translations are explored from a similar perspective, it is seen that she aims for the ‘new’
in translating, too, as she prefers to translate those that have not been published before in
the field of Turkish literary translation. In addition to her ‘innovative’ novels, her
writing from male characters’ points of view as well as female characters and describing
scenes of sexuality as a woman author are of vital importance in relation to her agency at
that specific time and place. This is owing to the fact that Kiir appears to have acted
against the norms of the period in the field of Turkish literature. Indeed she not only
resisted criticisms but also fought against the banning of her books, one of which is
Bitmeyen Ask. Therefore, in the case of Pnar Kiir, it is possible to claim that supported
by the symbolic capital she has in her authorial and translatorial habituses, she did not
conform to certain norms of the field of Turkish literature or the agenda of the society
and presented her agency in her literary practice.

The major interactions identified between Par Kiir’s authorial and translatorial

styles, as a result of the analysis in this chapter, appear to be Pinar Kiir’s search for the
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‘new’ in her writing and translating, use of multiple narrative voices, which is a
similarity between her novels and particularly Genis Genis Bir Deniz, and the possibility
to associate different language features with different narrators and characters. These
interactions can be described in more detail in the next chapter and additions can be
made to them, since the analysis of the translated novels in the next chapter will present

Kiir’s translatorial style, which may attract attention to other areas of interaction.
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CHAPTER S

ANALYSIS OF PINAR KUR’S TRANSLATIONS

This chapter presents the quantitative and qualitative analyses of the four novels by Jean
Rhys translated by Pinar Kiir into Turkish: Genis Genis Bir Deniz [Wide Sargasso Sea],
Dortlii [Quartet], Karanlikta Yolculuk [Voyage in the Dark], and Giinaydin Geceyarist
[Goodmorning Midnight]. The path followed in the investigation of each novel is the
same as that which was described for the analysis of Pinar Kiir’s novels in Chapter 4.
The analysis starts with the quantitative analysis and continues with the qualitative
analysis. However, Wordsmith results are also found to be useful in the process of
interpreting the qualitative data. This is because quantitative data supports the qualitative
data at various points of the discussion, as a result of which reliable conclusions can be
drawn. Language patterns specific to the novels in the corpus are identified only after
their investigation.

As has been pointed out in Chapter 2, it is essential for the researcher to pay
attention to the source and target text styles, as both the source and the target authors and
texts have significant influences on the reading of the texts. It is, however, possible to
focus on specific aspects in different studies (Boase-Beier 2006, 5). This chapter will
only provide space for Jean Rhys when a particular need arises, since the intention here
is not to investigate the source style in relation to the source author’s choices or to the
source reader. The source texts and source author are mainly taken into consideration for

the interpretation of the target text style and the translator’s decisions. In the analysis of
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Kiir’s translations of Rhys’ novels, the parallel points noticed between the patterns in
Kiir’s own novels and those in the translations will be described.

The analysis shows certain recurrent features identified between the four
translations and interactions between Pmar Kiir’s authorial and translatorial styles.
According to the results of the quantitative analysis, fewer connecting words and clauses
are used when compared with the source texts. In addition, a remarkable variety of
discourse particles are preferred by the author-translator. Both of these features are also
observed in Kiir’s own work. The qualitative analysis reveals that second person point of
view, which is also noticed in Kiir’s two novels, and stream of consciousness in
narration are the two foregrounded patterns in the Turkish translations of Rhys’ four
novels. Other recurrent features spotted in the target texts are emphatic language use
especially through reduplication, author-translator’s preference for intensified word
choices when the target texts are checked against the source texts, and distinct language
uses of different characters. Among these patterns, emphatic language use and the
possibility of associating certain language uses with certain narrators and characters
attract attention, as they are two other interactions between Kiir’s authorial and

translatorial styles.

5.1. Pinar Kiir’s Translations of Jean Rhys’ Novels

In addition to editing Short Fiction in English, which is a collection of world literature
for students of English with an aim to read well-known stories that illustrate the use of
various narrative techniques, Piar Kiir has translated numerous works into Turkish. Her

translations include works by authors like Agatha Christie, Vincent Van Gogh, Vladimir
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Nabokov, Jeanette Winterson, Sam Shepherd, Patricia Highsmith, and Peter Greenaway
as well as Jean Rhys, who may attract particular attention due to the fact that Kiir
translated not just one or two but four of her five novels and a collection of short stories.
Genis Genis Bir Deniz [Wide Sargasso Sea] (1982), Dortlii [Quartet] (1985),
Karanlikta Yolculuk [Voyage in the Dark] (1989), and Giinaydin Geceyarist
[Goodmorning Midnight] (1990) are the four translations in the corpus of this study.
There will be a presentation of the recurrent language features identified in all four of
these translations as a result of the quantitative analysis at the very beginning, where
type/token ratios, number of sentences, use of discourse markers, including both
connecting words and discourse particles, in the target texts will be discussed in
comparison to the source texts. In addition, two of the patterns found as a result of the
qualitative analysis, which are the use of second person point of view and stream of
consciousness technique in narration, will be presented before the separate analyses of
the target texts in the corpus. The qualitative analyses of the target texts will appear in
the order of their publication dates, not those of the source texts. The discussion of each
novel will begin with information about their narrative points of view, plots and themes,
as these are also considered to be parts of the ‘style’ analysis in this study. Each
discussion of the qualitative analyses of the translations will also be related to the results
of the quantitative analysis whenever necessary. This is due to the fact that [ have
benefited from Wordsmith both at the beginning stages of the research and whenever I
aimed at spotting a pattern during the reading process.

Because there are certain patterns found in all the four translations, it is of benefit

to start with a general look at these points spotted by using Wordsmith as well as two
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language uses identified while qualitatively analyzing the novels in the corpus in order
to avoid repetition in the discussions of each one of the translations. The table below
demonstrates the total number of words used, which are referred to as tokens, in each
target and source text, as well as the number of distinct words, that is, types, the ratio
between the two and the number of sentences.

Table 3. Statistical Data Concerning Patterns in the Four Translations and Source Texts

Book Titles Tokens Types | T/T Ratio | Sentences
Genis Genis Bir Deniz 37,789 11,264 29.81 4,887
Wide Sargasso Sea 54,241 5,470 10.08 4,614
Dortlii 35,464 10,132 28,57 4,989
Quartet 45,290 4,895 10.81 4,308
Karanlkta Yolculuk 33,980 10,138 29.84 4,788
Voyage in the Dark 47,128 3,696 7.84 4432
Giinaydin Geceyarist 34,888 10,363 29.70 5,072
Goodmorning Midnight 47,537 4341 9.13 4,934

There are two points that need to be made in relation to the above findings concerning
the differences between the target and source type/token ratios and the number of
sentences in the target and source texts. The most remarkable result here appears to be
the difference between the type/ token ratios. As can be seen above, ratios of Genis
Genig Bir Deniz (1989) and Ddértlii (2007) are almost thrice as Wide Sargasso Sea
(1985) and Quartet (1985). In the other two translations, the difference is even more
striking. A comparison of the type/token ratios of Karanlikta Yolculuk (1989) and
Voyage in the Dark (1985) appears to show that Kiir’s translation is almost four times
denser than Rhys’ in word use.

That Kiir’s type/token ratios in all four translations beat Rhys’ because Rhys uses

fewer distinct words than Kiir does in her translations can be a flawed conclusion. There
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might be some problems due to the scanning and/or language structures that cause this
quantitative result. An exploration of possible problem areas has been done due to the
fact that reasons for this significant difference between the type/token ratios can vary.
First of all, it needs to be noted here that the ratios did not change much after correcting
the misspellings in the electronic versions of the novels due to scanning. I not only
worked on the major misspellings which seemed to cause problems and most of the
minor ones but also deleted the letters and other kinds of characters that came out of the
blue at various places on the pages and joined the separated syllables of the same words
in the Turkish translations. The separation of syllables, I thought, might have caused the
difference between the ratios, but the truth was that it caused only a minor difference.
For instance, the type/token ratio for Dértlii was 28.96 before correcting the
misspellings, etc. and 28.57 after the correction, and nothing changed in the ratios for
Quartet. Therefore, this difference does not seem to result from problems due to
scanning.

One other possible reason for the difference may be the fact that Turkish is an
agglutinating language. In other words, agglutinative suffixes are inserted to the end of
words in Turkish to derive new words or add some kind of a new aspect such as
negation and tense. That is why there are approximately 30 entries derived from the verb
root “inan” [believe], which seems to be an impressive example, in the wordlist of
Dortlii. Although English is not an agglutinating language, agglutinative suffixes, such
as the plural or simple present tense marker - (¢)s and comparative marker — (e)r, are
used. In addition, there are various kinds of articles, prepositions and helping verbs in

English, which are most often covered through the use of suffixes in Turkish. To go
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back to the example given above, there are two entries for “believe” in the English
wordlist of Quartet, but it needs to be considered that there are words like ‘unbelievable’
and ‘unbelievingly’, which also appear in the book. These words cannot be seen when
the list is checked alphabetically because the initial letters of these two words is “u’, not
‘b’, but they need to be added to the total number of words derived from the root
‘believe’ in the English text. The fact that prefixes can also be used in deriving new
words makes this task even more complicated. Therefore, the wordlists in not only
Turkish but also English require meticulous work on lemmas to have reliable
information concerning type/token ratios. This, however, is exhausting and certainly
time consuming to manage to do, especially for the Turkish data, because to my
knowledge there is not a lemma list already prepared. Unfortunately, besides the
interpretations made above, it is not possible to do the necessary applications using
Wordsmith and arrive at reliable conclusions concerning the main reason for the
difference between the type/token ratios for each pair of novels and make sure whether
Kiir uses significantly more distinct words than Rhys.

The second point is related to the relatively small difference between the number
of sentences in the translations and ‘originals’. It is apparent that the differences are not
statistically significant, at all. Kiir, in Genis Genis Bir Deniz, for instance, has 4,887
sentences, whereas Rhys has 4,614 sentences in Wide Sargasso Sea. Nevertheless, this
insignificant result should not lead to ignoring of this area. One may be misled by this
result and conclude that Kiir does not divide or combine sentences and generally keeps
them as they are in the ‘original’, but this does not reflect the truth. Kiir does both. The

following results concerning the use of “ve”, “ile”, “de/da” in Genis Genis Bir Deniz
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(1989) in relation to “and” in Wide Sargasso Sea (1985) as well as “ya” in relation to
“or” may give an idea:

Table 4. Connecting Words in Genis Genis Bir Deniz and Wide Sargasso Sea

Search Words Pmar Kiir Jean Rhys
ve/ and 286 1,872
ile [and; with] 42

De 490

Da 383

ya/ or 96 194
veya [or] -

The results related to the translation of “and” are obviously more striking than that of
“or”, but the latter deserves to be noted here, too. Interestingly, there is not a single time
“veya” is used instead of “ya” in the Turkish translation. Checking the sentences in
which “ile” is used shows that some stand for “and” but not all. Even when all these
instances of “ile” summed up with “ve”, the total is 328. In the translation of sentences
with “and”, Kiir usually chooses to either leave it out and put a comma or put a full stop
and start a new sentence. A function word, [da], is sometimes used in translating the
sentences with ‘and’. Therefore, it can be useful to add the number of times “de” and
“da” are used in Kiir’s translation, that is 873. But it has to be underlined that “de” and
“da” have a variety of functions in Turkish, some of which are connecting two sentences
which express opposing ideas, showing relations between two sentences with the
function of words or phrases such as “but” or “other than”, and increasing the emphasis
on the message. In translating “too” or “even if”, for instance, these words are likely to
be used. For this reason, this will be a highly exaggerated number, but even when all of
these instances are assumed to be used for the purpose of serving a function similar to

that of “and”, the sum is 1,201. This demonstrates that Kiir prefers to use a word with a
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function similar to “and” minimum 671 times fewer in her Turkish translation than Rhys
does in Wide Sargasso Sea. Exploring the translation of several sentences in which
“and” is often used in the English novel may prove to be useful in revealing how much
Kiir insists on not using words with a function similar to that of “and”. There is also one
“or” used in the ‘original’ quotation here.

“Hekim anneme ne soyledi, annem ona ne dedi bilmem ama, bir daha gelmedi. O

gilinden sonra da annem degisti. Yavas yavas degil, birdenbire. Zayifladi,

suskunlasti, sonunda evden disar1 ¢ikmaz oldu.

Bahgemiz genisti, ¢ok giizeldi, Incil’deki bahge gibi — Yasam Agaci bile vardi.

Yabanilesmisti ama. Yollarmi otlar biiriimiistii. Kurumus 6li ¢igeklerin kokusu,

taze, canli ¢igeklerinkine karisiyordu.” (Kiir 1989a, 21)

“I don’t know what the doctor told her or what she said to him but he never came

again and after that she changed. Suddenly, not gradually. She grew thin and

silent, and at last she refused to leave the house at all.

Our garden was large and beautiful as that garden in the Bible — the tree of life

grew there. But it had gone wild. The paths were overgrown and a smell of dead

flowers mixed with the fresh living smell.” (Rhys 1985e, 466)'°
It is clear that Kiir has the tendency to erase “and” in her Turkish translation. Even
reading the first 10 pages of the Turkish translation of Wide Sargasso Sea with an eye on
this fact shows how often this takes place. However, this does not mean that Kiir
eliminates all “and”s. There are 286 times when “ve” is used in the translation. While
there are times when “ve” appears with a simple function, there are other times that
create a poetic effect on me as a reader. The following are three examples for these two

uses, respectively:

1. “ ‘Ady6’. Bizim kullandigimiz ady6 sozciigii gibi degildi bu; a dieu demekti
ve dyle sdylendiginde ¢cok daha anlamliydi elbette.” (Kiir 1989a, 23)

' Certain words, phrases, and punctuation marks will be underlined to attract attention to the discussed
language features in the target and source texts.
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“ ‘Adieu.’ Not adieu as we said it, but a dieu, which made more sense after all.”
(Rhys 1985¢, 467)

2. “Bir tek dostu vardi — Mailotte adinda bir kadin ve Mailotte Jamaikali

degildi.” (Kiir 1989a, 23)

“She had only one friend — a woman called Mailotte and Mailotte was not a

Jamaican. (Rhys 1985¢, 467)

3. “Olmek ve unutulmak ve huzura kavusmak... Tek basma birakildigini,

hakkinda binbir yalan uyduruldugunu, caresizligini bilmemek.” (Kiir 1989a, 24)

“To die and be forgotten and at peace. Not to know that one is abandoned, lied

about, helpless.” (Rhys 1985¢, 468)
After all, Kiir uses “ve” in her own short stories and novels frequently. Checking the
wordlists of three novels (4silacak Kadin, Bir Cinayet Romant and Sonuncu Sonbahar)
and two collections of short stories (4kis1 Olmayan Sular and Hayalet Hikayeleri)
written by Pmar Kiir on Wordsmith reveals that while “ve” is used about 600-700 times
in Bir Cinayet Romani and Sonuncu Sonbahar and, thus, it appears in the most
frequently used first ten words, in the other three works, it is in the 11th (Hayalet
Hikayeleri), 15th (Akist Olmayan Sular), and 28th (Asilacak Kadin) positions. However,
in her translations, “ve” is always in the first ten. In Dalda Duran Kuslar, “ve” appears
in the second place and in Karanlikta Yolculuk, the third. Therefore, it might be possible
to claim that Kiir uses “ve” in her writing quite often when compared with her use of
other words, though not as much as Rhys does. As a result, Kiir seems to prefer to use
“ve” in her translations less than it appears in the ‘originals’ and this is generally similar
to her use of the word in her writing. Another conclusion that can easily be drawn is that

the number of complex sentences decrease. This is due to Kiir’s visible choice of not

using connecting words, like “and” in many sentences. Thus the first noteworthy
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interaction identified between Pinar Kiir’s authorial and translatorial styles is related to
her use of connecting words and clauses.

The final column about the number of sentences in the table demonstrates that
the number of sentences in Dortlii overwhelms Quartet just as that in Genis Genis Bir
Deniz and all the other translations overwhelm their source texts. While a comparison of
the number of sentences in the others does not present dramatic results, the number of
additional 681 sentences in the pair of Dértlii and Quartet attracts attention. The
quantitative analysis in this pair definitely shows the preference for fewer connecting
words and clauses. Nevertheless, this preference is not as clear as it is in Genis Genig Bir
Deniz while reading because following the structure of the source text in the translation
can also be noticed at various places. A good example of the tendency to omit
connecting words and clauses is the very first sentences of the novel.

Bir ekim 6gle sonrasi saat bes buguga dogru, Marya Zelli Cafe Lavenue’den

¢iktl. Boulevard du Montparnasse lizerinde, kibar, gérece pahali bir yerdi burasi.

Nerdeyse bir bucuk saattir orada oturuyordu; bu sirada iki bardak siitsiiz kahve,

alt1 filtresiz sigara i¢mis, o haftanin Candide’ini okumustu. (Kiir 2007b, 9)

It was about half-past five on an October afternoon when Marya Zelli came out

of the Caf¢ Lavenue, which is a dignified and comparatively expensive

establishment on the Boulevard du Montparnasse. She had been sitting there for
nearly an hour and a half, and during that time she had drunk two glasses of
black coffee, smoked six caporal cigarettes and read the week’s Candide. (Rhys

1985¢, 119)

While the Turkish target text begins with two relatively short and simple sentences, the
first sentence of the English source text cannot be read in one breath. There is first of all
a time clause and then a relative clause to provide a description of Café Lavenue in the

first sentence of the English text. The following sentence in the Turkish text, which is

the final sentence of the first paragraph of the novel, has only a time expression “bu
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sirada” [during that time]. In the source text, however, there are two ‘and’s, the first one
of which is to connect two sentences and the latter is to connect verbs. The omission of
these ‘and’s cannot be noticed at all without checking the target text against the source
text because their omission does not cause any ‘strangeness’ in Turkish. On the contrary,
it is more in line with the general tendency in the use of ‘ve’ [and] in Turkish. In place
of ‘and’s, it is possible to see punctuation marks, such as semicolon and comma, if one
sentence in which a connecting word like ‘and’ is used is not divided into two separate
sentences.

As has already been pointed out, Kiir does not aim at omitting most of the
connecting words or phrases, which is clear in her generally following the structure of
the source sentences. Although rarely, there are also times she even connects sentences.
While the first sentence in the example below depicts the former act, the second one
illustrates the latter:

Atolyenin avlusundan bir akordeon diriltis1 yiikseldi. Adam, “Evet, bizde muz

yok,” sarkisini soylemeye ugrasiyordu aslinda, ama taninmayacak bir bi¢cimde.

Dinlerken dinlerken, Marya’nin i¢ini melankolik bir keyif doldurdu. Kiiliistiir

parfiimerilerin, eski kitap saticilarinin, ucuz sapkacilarin, cart renklerde

boyanmis kadinlarla yiiksek sesle konusan erkeklerin doldurdugu barlarin sira
sira dizildigi daracik sokaklarm gdlgeli yaninda dolasirken de ayni bu duyguya

kapilirdi. (Kiir 2007b, 12)

The drone of a concertina sounded from the courtyard of the studio. The man

was really trying to play ‘Yes, we have no bananas’. But it was an

unrecognizable version, and listening to it gave Marya the same feeling of
melancholy pleasure as she has when walking along the shadowed side of one of
those narrow streets full of shabby parfumeries, second-hand book-stalls, cheap
hat-shops, bars frequented by gaily-painted ladies and loud-voiced men,

midwives’ premises... (Rhys 1985c¢, 121)

This quotation from the target text in comparison with the source text reveals that

focusing on either one of the alternative strategies and looking for examples of them
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may not prove to arrive at reliable conclusions. There are different practices followed by
the same translator, in this case, Pinar Kiir, even in the same translation. Kiir makes four
sentences in this paragraph and uses ‘ama’ [but] once and —iken, which is a suffix
carrying the role of ‘when’ or ‘while’, twice. A comparative look at the target and source
texts shows that she prefers to connect the second sentence with the third sentence at the
point where ‘ama’ [but] is used. Curious about whether Kiir generally uses ‘ama’ in the
middle of sentences and not at the beginning, I have used the concord tool of Wordsmith
and seen that almost half of the total 180 uses of ‘ama’ in Dértlii appear at the beginning
of the sentence. Therefore, the reason for Kiir’s decision to connect the two sentences is
not her preference to use ‘ama’ in the middle. Although she omits ‘as’ in the next
sentence and starts a new sentence, she adds —iken to the third sentence and uses —iken
once again in the place of ‘when’ in her last sentence.

Following this discussion on the use of connecting words, such as ‘de’/ ‘da’ and
‘ya’, both of which have a variety of functions, in the Turkish translations of Rhys’
novels, it is of vital importance to explore the use of discourse markers in general. This
is owing to the fact that discourse markers, which add to the readers’ or hearers’
understanding of the relationships between ideas and/or people, include not only
connectives but also particles, such as ‘oh’, ‘well’ and ‘you know’. In addition, some
connectives may also have the function of a discourse particle when used in different
contexts, as in the example of ‘ya’. Here ‘ya’ is different from the ‘ya’ in the phrase ‘ya
... ya(da)’ [either ... or]. While ‘ya’ as a discourse particle can usually be omitted from
a sentence without causing a change in ‘meaning’, the omission of the latter requires a

change in structure. Otherwise, the message cannot be conveyed. In order to identify the
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ones used as a particle, not a connecting word or a noun, as in the example of ‘iste’
[here, here it is; there you are; you see], which also means ‘at work’ in Turkish, each of
the times these words appear in the texts has been checked and the other instances have
been eliminated for reliable results. For instance, the total number of times ‘ya’ appears
in Genis Genig Bir Deniz is 133, but those used as discourse particle count 37. The table
below demonstrates the use of several particles in the four target texts:

Table 5. Use of Discourse Particles in Target Texts

Search Particles Genis Dortlii Karanlikta | Giinaydin
Genis Bir... Yolculuk | Geceyarisi
fste 40 50 50 50
Derken 40 44 49 40
Peki 27 13 34 46
Yani 28 47 45 28
Demek 11 10 17 24
A(a)(a)(a)h 6 18 6 15
E(e)(e)(e) 18 33 37 51
Ha(a)(a)(a) 18 27 24 22
Ya(a)(a) 37 58 66 55
Yo(o)(0)(0) 5 8 12 31
TOTAL 230 308 340 362

Although there are other discourse particles, such as ‘aaa’, ‘ay’, ‘hay’, and ‘hey’, used in
the target texts, they are generally fewer in number when compared with those listed
above. In other words, attention has been paid to choose the discourse particles that
appear most frequently and/or have a noticeable use in the translations. A comparative
look at the total number of instances discourse particles are used in each target text leads
to an interesting result. Considering that Wide Sargasso Sea is the first and
Goodmorning Midnight is the last Jean Rhys novel Pmar Kiir translated, Kiir seems to
have increased her use of discourse particles as she continued translating Rhys’ novels.

That is why it is especially after studying Giinaydin Geceyarisi that I decided that I
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should investigate Kiir’s use of discourse particles in the translations. The use of
discourse particles in the target texts can easily be noticed while simply reading the
texts, as they often appear in the dialogues and the narration of inner thoughts and
feelings. The below quoted texts from Giinaydin Geceyarisi illustrate the use of several
discourse particles:

1. “Liitfen. Bir kafeye gidip konusamaz miy1z?”

“Elbette,” diyorum. “Olur tabii.”

“Peki, nereye gidelim?” diye soruyor titiz bir sesle. “Paris’i hi¢ tanimiyorum da.
Daha diin aksam geldim.”

“Yaa?” diyorum. (Kiir 1990, 74)

‘Please. Couldn’t we go to a café and talk?’
‘Of course,’ I say, ‘Why not?’
‘Well, where shall we go?’ he says in a fussy voice. ‘You see, I don’t know Paris

well. I only arrived last night.’
‘Oh?’ I say. (Rhys 1985b, 388)

2. “Simdi nereye gidiyoruz?” Koluma giriyor, bu kez Fransizca soruyor: “Simdi
nereye?”

Lyi ya, bana ne zarar1 dokunabilir? Paras1 yok, benimse hi¢ param yok.
Dokunulmazliga kavusmusum. (Kiir 1990, 79)

‘Now, where shall we go?’ He puts his arm through mine and says, in French:
‘Now, where?’

Well, what harm can he do to me? He is out for money and I haven’t got any. I
am invulnerable. (Rhys 1985b, 391)

3. Diyorum ki: “Ben bdyle yerleri severim iste — sik, hareketli, canli. Begendin
mi?”

“Hay1r, begenmedim. Ama buraya neden geldigini anliyorum. Insanlar1 ben de
pek sevmem.”

Eeee, demek o kadar aptal olmayan biri daha var. (Kiir 1990, 80)

I say: ‘“This is my sort of place — this chic, gay place. Do you like it?’

‘No, I don’t like it, but I understand why you come here. I’'m not always so fond
of human beings, either.’

Well, here’s another who isn’t as stupid as all that. (Rhys 1985b, 392)

4. Delmar’la Rusca bir seyler konusuyor. “Nasil, kar1 iyi mi bari?” diye mi
soruyor (...) (Kiir 1990, 100)
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He talks to Delmar in Russian. Is he saying: ‘Well, was she any good?’ (...)
(Rhys 1985b, 405)

5. “Ama alm, begendinizse sizin olsun. Sevdim sizi. Armagan ediyorum.”
“Yo, yo. Yani, demek istedigim, paray1 su anda 6deyemem.”

“Haa, zarar1 yok canim. Paray1 Londra’dan gonderebilirsiniz. (...)” (Kiir 1990,
101)

‘But have it, take it, all the same. I like you. I’ll give it to you as a present.’
‘No, no. All I meant was that I can’t pay you now.’

‘Oh, that’s all right. You can send me the money from London. (...)” (Rhys
1985b, 406)

There are two main points that need to be highlighted after analyzing the examples given
above. To begin with, the use of the underlined discourse particles in the target texts
help to provide the feel of everyday, spoken language. To illustrate, the preference for
‘yo, yo’, rather than ‘hayir, hayir’ while translating ‘no, no’, not only serves to preserve
a sound pattern similar to the source but also leads to a language use similar to that
which is spoken in everyday life. Second, although there are certainly source discourse
particles, the source texts do not present such a variety in the use of discourse particles
when compared with the target texts. A careful look at the examples above reveals that a
variety of target discourse particles are used while translating a single source discourse
particle: ‘well’. There are four different translations of ‘well” above and it is noteworthy
that the intention here was not to spot all the different translations of ‘well’ but to
illustrate the use of different discourse particles in Giinaydin Geceyarist.

It is hard to present a table with a list of the source discourse particles which are
used in the corresponding lines where all the listed target discourse particles appear.
There are three reasons for that. First of all, it is an exhausting task to eliminate the other

uses of these words in order to have a clear list consisting of their use as discourse
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particles. For instance, ‘well’ is also used as an adverb in English and all the instances
where it is used in this sense have been eliminated to gather information about its use as
a discourse particle in the source texts. Second, Kiir does not need to see a discourse
particle in the source text to use one in the target, i.e. she sometimes prefers to add one.
An example for this fact is the last one, where she adds ‘yani’ despite the fact that she
could have only written ‘demek istedigim’ while translating ‘all I meant’. Third, there is
obviously and naturally not a single source word or discourse particle that can be found
for each one of the target discourse particles by checking the two texts against one
another. Nevertheless, among the most commonly used discourse particles in the source
texts seem to be ‘well’, ‘ah’ and ‘oh’. Not only these particles but also ‘you see’, which
appears in the first example above, are presented in the table below:

Table 6. Use of Discourse Particles in Source Texts

Search Particles Wide Quartet Voyage in | Goodmorning
Sargasso... the Dark Midnight

Well 11 96 107 102

You see 2 8 4 6

Ah 4 15 2 15

Oh 30 98 96 86

TOTAL 47 217 209 209

There are certainly other discourse particles, such as ‘eh’, used 15 times only in Wide
Sargasso Sea, but they are not as noticeable as the ones listed in the table. It should be
highlighted that discourse markers like ‘so’ and ‘then’ frequently appear in all the source
texts, but other particles with a function similar to ‘ah’ and ‘oh’ can hardly be identified.
In addition, Rhys does not present these particles in different spelling to create the sound
effect of the uttered words as Kiir does in the translations. Kiir seems to aim at helping

the reader to hear the intonation and stress, not merely the words, which can easily be
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linked to her interest, education and work experience in (writing) drama, discussed at
various points in the previous chapter on the analysis of extratextual data related to
Kiir’s ‘habitus’ and her reception as an author-translator. The examples below depict
how ‘of’/ ‘6f” are spelt in a variety of ways in Giinaydin Geceyarisi:
1. Of, bu konusmanin iyi gectigi sylenemez. Hatta kotii gecti. (Kiir 1990, 20)
Well, this has gone badly, there’s no disguising it. It has gone as badly as
possible. (Rhys 1985b, 355)
2. “Ooof, Ruslar, Ruslar — neden bizim 6teki insanlardan farkli oldugumuzu
diistiniiyorsunuz?” (Kiir 1990, 66)
‘Oh, Russians, Russians — why do you think they are so different from other
people?’ (Rhys 1985b, 383)
3. “O86f, neden 6nemli olsun ki?” diyor. “Ama giizel olurdu. ...” (Kiir 1990,
168)
‘Oh, important!” he says. ‘But it would be nice. ...” (Rhys 1985b, 449)

4. “Offf, konusup, durma.” (Kiir 1990, 169)
‘Oh, stop talking about it.” (Rhys 1985b, 450)

These examples also make it evident that Kiir brings vividness to the scene by playing
with the spelling, as these differences in spelling help the reader to hear not only what is
said but also how it is said. The first example interestingly shows that Kiir continues to
add new particles to the list of her translations of ‘well’. All the rest are translations of
‘Oh’, all spelt the same. Indeed, this point draws attention to an interaction between
Kiir’s authorial and translatorial styles, as Kiir appears to use discourse particles spelt
differently in Bitmeyen Ask and Bir Cinayet Romani, too. Although different uses of
discourse particles do not appear to be a foregrounded feature of the language use in
these two novels, there is certainly a variety in the discourse particles used by Kiir, just
as in the target texts. Depending on her interpretation of the context, Kiir makes a variety

of preferences, which is striking especially when the target texts are checked against the
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source texts. This analysis presents a noteworthy difference between the uses of
connecting words and discourse particles in the target texts in comparison with the
source texts. Therefore, it does not seem to be possible to make a general claim about
the use of discourse markers. Kiir appears to use fewer connecting words, but more
discourse particles in number and with a variety in spelling.

As has been mentioned in the beginning of this section, in addition to the
discussed recurrent features idenified by using corpus software, there are several
patterns of language use which attracted my attention while qualitatively analyzing the
translations. Effective language use through reduplication, which Vecihe Hatipoglu
(1981) considers as “the richness of Turkish language, its power of creativity” [ikileme,
Tiirk¢e nin zenginligidir, yaratma giiciidiir.] (9) in bringing not only “spirit” but also
“music” to the uttered words [bir psikoloji ve miizik olayidir] (11), and the translator’s
choices for intensified expressions when compared with those in the source text are
patterns found in all four translations at varying degrees of frequency and influence.
However, these two features will not be discussed here. The reason for this is that these
features are investigated in relation to the target representation of the plot, themes and/or
characters, presented at the beginning of the sections on each one of the translations. The
two language uses to be discussed here are second-person point of view and the
technique of stream of consiousness, which appears in Genis Genig Bir Deniz and
Karanlikta Yolculuk.

While the use of second-person point of view is less frequently noticed and is an
area of indirect interaction between Par Kiir’s authorial and translatorial styles, stream

of consciousness has a vital role in the presentation of not only the plot but also the
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emotional state of the protagonists in the translations. Second-person point of view,
which is not very often encountered in novels, rarely or occasionally appears in Genis
Genis Bir Deniz, Dortlii, Karanlikta Yolculuk and Giinaydin Geceyarisi but has the
power to strike the reader. This powerful effect is due to the sudden change from first-
person or third-person to second-person and the fact that the reader finds the opportunity
to feel intimate with the narrator. Examples vary in length. Among those occasional but
powerful uses of “you’ in narrating the story are not only places where the second-
person is used for only one or two sentences but also whole paragraphs written in the
second-person point of view.
1. Bembeyaz yiizler, saskin, kamagmis gibi bakan gozler, amagsiz devinimler, tiz
kahkahalar... Yiriyiisleri, konususlari, ¢iglik atislari, siz de onlara giilecek
olursaniz 6ldiirmeye (kendilerini ya da sizi) kalkigmalar1... Evet, evet, bu gibileri
hep g6z altinda tutmak gerek. (Kiir 1989a, 195)
White faces, dazed eyes, aimless gestures, high-pitched laughter. The way they
walk and talk and scream or try to kill (themselves or you) if you laugh back at
them. Yes, they’ve got to be watched. (Rhys 1985¢, 565)
2. Sunu iyice anlamaniz gerekir ki, Marya, dort dortliik, saglam bir rahatliktan,
birdenbire Montmartre’n ¢esitli tehlikelerine acimasizca firlatilmig biri degildi.
Hig ilgisi yok. (Kiir 2007b, 18-19)
Marya, you must understand, had not been suddenly and ruthlessly transplanted
from solid comfort to the hazards of Montmartre. Nothing like that. (Rhys 1985c,
125)

3. Cok giizel bir sokakt1 bu. Evsiz kedilerin sokagi, diye diisiiniirdii sik sik. (...)
Sevimli yaratiklar, ne derseniz deyin. (Kiir 2007b, 69)

It was a beautiful street. The street of homeless cats, she often thought. (...)
Sympathetic creatures, after all. (Rhys 1985c, 157)

4. Hig olay ¢ikmazdi. Olay ¢ikmasini gerektirecek durumlar olmazdi. Bense
higbir yere gitmez oldum, herhangi bir yere gitmeyi istemez oldum. insan ¢ok
kolay alistyor bdyle bir yasama; sanki dmriiniiz boyunca ayni1 seyi yapmissiniz —
bir iki odanin i¢inde, bir odadan 6tekine dolasarak yasamissiniz. Isik her saat
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baska bir renge biirliniiyor, golgeler de degisik yerlere diisiip, degisik desenler
olusturuyorlar. I¢inize bir tiir huzur yerlesiyor ve diisinmeye ¢alistigmizda,
yiiksek, karanlik bir duvarla karsi karsiya buluyorsunuz kendinizi sanki. Aslinda
hep geceyi istiyorsunuz, karanlikta yatmayi, ortiileri kafanizin iistiine ¢ekip
uyumayt... Derken, siz ne olup bittigini anlamadan gece geliyor — en iyisi de o.
Ortiileri {istiiniize ¢ekip, basiniz1 altma saklayip kendi kendinize
konusuyorsunuz, “Benden bikti, beni birakt1” ve “Bir daha asla, asla, asla.”
Sonra da uyuyorsunuz ve riiya da gérmiiyorsunuz. Sanki §lmiissiiniiz gibi bir
sey. (Kiir 1989c, 126)

There were never any scenes. There was nothing to make scenes about. But I
stopped going out; I stopped wanting to go out. That happens very easily. It’s as
if you had always done that — lived in a few rooms and gone from one to the
other. The light is a different colour every hour and the shadows fall differently
and make different patterns. You feel peaceful, but when you try to think it’s as
if you’re face to face with a high, dark wall. Really all you want is night, and to
lie in the dark and pull the sheet over your head and sleep, and before you know
where you are it is night — that’s one good thing. You pull the sheet over your
head and think, ‘He got sick of me,” and ‘Never, not ever, never.” And then you
go to sleep. You sleep very quickly when you are like that and you don’t dream
either. It’s as if you were dead. (Rhys 1985d, 86)

5. Bireyci bunlar, tamamen kendi kendileri ile dolular, tanrtya siikiir. Ortalikta
dolanip her an eglenmek isteyen insan canlisi tipler var ya, asil onlardan
korkacaksim. (Kiir 1990, 51)

Individualists, completely wrapped up in themselves, thank God. It’s the
extrovert, prancing around, dying for a bit of fun — that’s the person you’ve got
to be wary of. (Rhys 1985b, 374)

The examples given above demonstrate that whether the translations are narrated in third

person or first person, there is also the use of second-person in certain parts of the target

texts. Checking the target texts against the source texts makes it clear that this occasional

preference for second-person narration is a direct result of the source texts. This is an

indirect interaction because Kiir follows the source text in her choice of point of view.

The only contradicting example I have noticed is the third one from Dortlii. Kiir

obviously prefers to use second-person point of view despite its abscence in this specific

source sentence. It is possible to make different translation decisions while rendering
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‘after all’ into Turkish, such as ‘ne de olsa’. Nevertheless, Kiir makes a preference which
requires the choice of tense and subject pronoun suffix, as there is a verb in the target
phrase. Here she chooses to use the second plural personal suffix. Although this
particular example is obviously not a reflection of the source text, Kiir’s preference is
related to the fact that it is the second person from whose voice Rhys’ narrator tells the
story at certain instances. Another noteworthy point about the effect of the target text in
comparison to that of the source text is related to a difference between the structures of
Turkish and English. Unlike English, verbs always have suffixes that mark subject
pronouns and nouns sometimes have possessive pronoun suffixes in Turkish. Therefore,
the response to the question ‘who’ can be given by checking the verb. It is not necessary
to use the subject pronoun, but it is possible and can be important to use it when the
active subject needs to be stressed. For instance, there is both the verb with the suffix
marking the subject pronoun and the pronoun in the subject position in the above given
third example ‘siz de onlara giilecek olursaniz’. The fourth example, however, seems to
best illustrate this difference between the two language structures. While the target
reader notices the change in the point of view only when s/he reads the verbs or nouns
with the mentioned suffixes, which change from one sentence to the other; there is
naturally the repetitive use of ‘you’ in the source paragraph. It is also noteworthy that
‘you’ can be translated in the second singular or second plural, which are different
pronouns in Turkish, and Kiir almost always opts for the plural. Despite the exceptional
uses of the second person singular as in the last example given from Giinaydin
Geceyarisi, in which ‘siz’ is again more frequently used than ‘sen’, Kiir seems to

address both the whole audience of the novel and the individual readers considering the
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respect of the narrator for the readers, as she does not know them intimately. Reading
the target text helps to feel the plurality of the readership or respect for and/or distance
from each one of the readers very clearly, whereas the source paragraph does not have
any such implications due to the English language structure, i.e. the impossibility of
making choices between the second singular and second plural personal pronouns, both
of which are ‘you’. It is here necessary to underline the already mentioned fact that the
use of second-person point of view is an indirect interaction spotted between Kiir’s
authorial and translatorial styles. Indeed, the use of second-person and even first-person
plural attract attention in Pinar Kiir’s Bitmeyen Ask and Bir Cinayet Romani. Below are
examples of each use from the former and latter novels:

1. However, if a man comes and says ‘I’m yours till [ die’ and if he repeats it
numerous times each and every day persistently, tries to persuade you, leaving
no doubts about his sincerity, then you make the mistake of expecting things that
don’t happen in love.

[Ancak adamin biri ¢ikip da ‘Gliinceye kadar seninim’ derse, bunu inatla giinde
bilmem kag kez yinelerse, i¢ctenliginden kusku birakmayacak bi¢cimde
inandirmaya ¢abalarsa sizi, yanilip askta olmayan seyler bekliyorsunuz agktan.]
(Kiir 2008, 266)

2. Even though we know that authors are usually malicious and they are the kind
of people who can take the risk of doing all kinds of tricks, considering the fact
that the author of this novel has set off this journey with not artistic, but scientific
concerns, we should first of all accept the fact that s/he will be at least honest
with the reader.

[Yazarlarm, genelde kotii niyetli ve sanat ugruna her tiirlii hileyi goze alabilecek
kisiler olduklarmi bilsek bile, bu romanin yazarinin, sanatsal degil bilimsel
kaygilarla yola ¢iktigini diisiiniirsek, okuruna kars1 en azindan diiriist
davranacagini bastan kabul etmemiz gerekir.] (Kiir 2008, 74)

3. When does a case of murder start?

Is it when the idea of murder occurs to you?

Is it when you begin to develop the idea step by step, instead of rejecting it or
forgetting all about it in a short while?
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Is it when the decision to murder is actualized?

[Bir cinayet olay1 ne zaman baslar?

Oldiirme diisiincesi akliniza diistiigiinde mi?

Oldiirme diisiincesini hemen reddedeceginize ya da kisa bir siire sonra

unutacaginiza, yavas yavas gelistirmeye koyuldugunuzda mi?

Oldiirme karar1 uygulandiginda mi1?] (Kiir 2007a, 1)

4. To die is a success on its own, but even in death we are either others’ decision

or pessimism. And when we arrive at the point where to die and to murder have

the same meaning, it is required to undertake the risk of ceasing to exist, which is

the most difficult of all.

[Olmek basl1 basina bir basar1 ama orada da baskalarinin karar1 ya da

karamsarligiyiz. Olmekle 6ldliirmenin ayni anlama geldigi noktaya vardigimizda

ise, yok olmay1 gdze almak gerekiyor ki... bu en zoru.] (Kiir 2007a, 3-4)
A look at the discussion of the use of different narrative voices or points of view in Pinar
Kiir’s novels and translations of Rhys’ novels as well as the examples given here from
the two novels for further comparative analysis demonstrates both a similarity and a
difference. These instances are observed frequently in neither the two novels nor the
translations. In these instances, there is a play with point of view, as second-person
singular or plural and first-person plural, specifically in Kiir’s novels, are used in order
to either address the reader or include the reader in the picture. Unlike the translations of
Rhys’ novels, Kiir opts to change not only the narrator from whose voice the reader is
exposed to the story but also the point of view used by that narrator. For instance,
Nilgiin narrates using the first person, but Sinan uses the second-person-singular,
addressing women in his life, which is a point discussed in detail in Chapter 4.

Therefore, in Kiir’s writing, the change in point of view does not depend on the author’s

decision to bring the reader into view, as it also happens with the different choices of
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personal pronouns used by the narrators. This can also be regarded as a variety in point
of view in Pinar Kiir’s fiction explored in this corpus.

Stream of consciousness, which is the second pattern identified during the
qualitative analysis, is a fictional device that attracts attention in Giinaydin Geceyarisi,
Dortlii, Genig Genis Bir Deniz, and Karanlikta Yolculuk. Due to the leaps between ideas
that come to the mind like a wink of the eye, the protagonists’ inner worlds are so
strikingly presented that stream of consciousness appears to be one of the most distinct
patterns, especially in Giinaydin Geceyarisi, Genis Genis Bir Deniz, and Karanlikta
Yolculuk. First of all, “a modified stream of consciousness technique” is used in
Giinaydin Geceyarisi (D’Costa 1986, 397). This is owing to the fact that the protagonist
in Giinaydin Geceyarisi opens the doors of her consciousness to the readers, as she
narrates all that she remembers from her past during her stay in Paris. A song that she
hears or a place that she visits in Paris leads to psychological associations in her mind.
Mostly thinking about the past, she narrates whatever crosses her mind and those that
she experiences in the present. The fragmentation in narration and the lack of details
needed to follow the events in sequence add to the feeling that stream of consciousness
dominates the novel. Second, despite the fact that Dér#/ii did not attract my attention in
its use of this technique in narration similar to that in Giinaydin Geceyarist or Genig
Genig Bir Deniz and Karanlikta Yolculuk, there is a point that needs to be made about
Dortlii, too. In Dortlii, there are parts in which characters’ inner thoughts and feelings
are narrated in such a way that Marya’s blurred view of events and how lost she appears

to be in making decisions become clear in a quick flow of ideas:
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Kafasiin i¢inde sonsuza dekmiscesine doniip duran kiigiik ¢arklar. Onu
seviyorum... Onu istiyorum. Karisindan nefret ediyorum. Oysa kendisi de
hayvanin biri. Canim1 yakmak i¢in her seyi yapiyor bu adam. Ne yapacagim
ben? Onu seviyorum. Onu istiyorum. Karisindan nefret ediyorum. (Kiir 2007b,
128)

Little wheels in her head that turned perpetually. I love him. I want him. I hate
her. And he’s a swine. He’s out to hurt me. What shall I do? I love him. I want
him. I hate her. (Rhys 1985c, 194)

As is obvious, the above example from Dortlii shows contradicting ideas because Marya

thinks Heidler wants to hurt her, but still she loves and wants him. In addition, she

associates these thoughts with Heidler’s wife, remembers her hatred for the wife and

these thoughts and feelings turn like ‘little wheels in her head’. However, all the

elements in this flow of psychological associations are related to the ‘realities’ that

Marya has to fight with in her life and the links between the ideas are so apparent and in

that sense ‘logical’ that this does not appear to be an example of stream of consciousness

as clear as those in Genis Genis Bir Deniz and Karanlikta Yolculuk. Powerful instances

of the use of stream of consciousness technique are below given from these two novels:

Beni diin getirdikleri —ya da evvelki giin- oday1 gectim. Hatirlamiyorum, belki de
¢ok eskidendi getirdikleri — evi ¢ok iyi taniyor gibiydim ¢iinkdi. (...) Derken bir
dondiim, gokyiizlinii gordiim. Kipkizildi. Tiim yagamim igindeydi. Guguklu saati
gordiim, Cora Teyzemin her renkten yama isi Ortiisiinii... Orkideleri,
hanimellerini, yaseminleri, Yasam Agacini gérdiim, hepsi alev alev. (...)
Papaganin her yabanci goriiste yaptigi gibi Qui est la? Qui est la? diye
seslendigini isittim... Benden nefret eden o adam da sesleniyordu: Bertha!
Bertha! Riizgar saclarima dald1 kanat gibi iki yanima yayd1 onlar1. Belki de
havada tutabilir beni, ucarim, diye diisiindiim, su taglara atlarsam eger. Ama
sonra, kenardan agagi1 baktim, Coulibri’de ylizdiiglimiiz havuzu gordiim. Tia da
oradaydi. Elini sallayarak ¢agird1 beni, kararsiz kaldigimda giildii. Sen korkuyor?
dedigini isittim. Bir erkek sesi sonra, Bertha! Bertha! (...) ‘Tia!’ diye seslendim,
atladim. Uyandim. (Kiir 1989a, 210-211)

I passed the room where they brought me yesterday or the day before yesterday, I
don’t remember. Perhaps it was long ago for I seemed to know the house well.
(...) Then I turned round and saw the sky. It was red and all my life was in it. I
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saw the grandfather clock and Aunt Cora’s patchwork, all colours, I saw the
orchids and the stephanotis and the jasmine and the tree of life in flames. (...) |
heard the parrot call as he did when he saw a stranger, Qui est la? Qui est la?and
the man who hated me was calling too, Bertha! Bertha! The wind caught my hair
and it streamed out like wings. It might bear me up, I thought, if I jumped to
those hard stones. But when I looked over the edge I saw the pool at Coulibri.
Tia was there. She beckoned to me and when I hesitated, she laughed. I heard her
say, You frightened? And I heard the man’s voice, Bertha! Bertha! (...) I called
‘Tia!” and jumped and woke. (Rhys 1985e, 574)
This quoted part from Genis Genis Bir Deniz is from the final chapter of the novel. The
reader seems to have the chance to feel closest to the protagonist just before the novel
ends. Antoinette’s inner voice can deeply be heard by the reader as she travels in her
memories and moves from past to the present, mingling them with one another. The
underlined phrases in this quotation show Antoinette’s inability to tell when she came to
her room. She does not have a clue about it. Her being lost in time and place makes it
hard for the reader to make sure whether Antoinette has ‘really’ slept and dreamt all that
she talks about. It is either a dream or a daydream of a ‘mad’ woman who feels like she
has managed to remember what she was supposed to do: burning the house down. As a
reader of the two texts, I have been more deeply influenced by Kiir’s translation than
Rhys’ source text. Although Rhys’ use of stream of consciousness as a fictional device
here at such an important point of the novel as well as the inner thoughts and feelings
expressed by the protagonist have powerful effects on the target and source readers, it is
the question ‘how’ these ideas are expressed that leads to a difference in my reading of
the two texts. While Kiir opts for short and simple sentences in addition to poetic
language, Rhys’ sentences continue to be long and complex in this instance of stream of

consciousness. Owing to the fact that fragmented language use is one of the most

prominent features of stream of consciousness technique, Kiir’s language preferences
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help me to feel more like I am hearing Antoinette’s inner voice. In addition, Kiir makes
rather emphatic choices in words and structures. ‘Kipkizildr’, for instance, is Kiir’s
translation of ‘It was red’. Kiir makes the tone of ‘red’ clear by prefering the word ‘kizil’
[scarlet red]. She also uses a prefix to stress the redness in ‘kipkizil’ and creates a more
powerful effect on the reader. A poetic preference in language structure is her use of the
phrase ‘hepsi alev alev’ in translating ‘in flames’. She does not use as many ‘and’s as
Rhys does. Instead, she lists the kinds of plants one after another seperating them by
commas and at the end of the sentence uses the word ‘hepsi’ [all]. Moreover, the fact
that she does not prefer a sentence like ‘alevler i¢cindeydi’ and prefers ‘alev alev’ lets the
target language be more poetic, as there is the repetition of ‘flame’ and no suffixes to
mark the tense. The next example from Karanlikta Yolculuk attracts attention with not
only its resemblance to this example from Genis Genis Bir Deniz but also certain
features that distinguish it from both Genis Genis Bir Deniz and Voyage in the Dark, the
source text.

Jaluzilerin araliklarindan seyrediyordum onlart kirmizi ve mavi ve sari giysiler
icinde dans ediyorlard: kadinlar koyu renkli boyunlarina ve kollarina ak pudra
stirmiislerdi — kongertina miiziginin esliginde dans ediyorlar ve gok kusaginin
tiim renklerini tastyorlar ve gékyiizii masmavi — (...)

Bagsim ¢ok fena doniiyor — ama bir 6ne bir arkaya bir éne bir arkaya sallanarak
done done done dans etmeyi siirdiiriiyorduk.

()

Benim sevgilim hi¢ kaygilanmamali benim sevgilim kederlenmemeli — bunu bir
kez daha soyle dedim icimden bunu bir kez daha séyle ama o dedi ki saat dorde
geliyor gitsen iyi olur belki.

Artik gitsen iyi olur dedi bana — oyalanmaya ¢alistim ama hi¢hbir yarari yoktu
bunun ve bir saniye sonra ayaklarim tizengileri araniyordu — tizengiler yoktu —
dizlerimle siki siki tutunarak eyerin tistiinde kendimi dengelemeye ¢alistim.

()

Dedim ki diistiyorum ve artik beni hi¢ bir sey kurtaramaz ama gene de dizlerimi
stkip yapistim umutsuzca ve ¢ok fenaydim cok fena. (Kiir 1989c, 163-165,
emphasis original)
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I was watching them from between the slats of the jalousies dancing along
dressed in red and blue and yellow the women with their dark necks and arms
covered with white powder — dancing along to concertina-music dressed in all
the colours of the rainbow and the sky so blue — (...)

I'm awfully giddy — but we went on dancing forwards and backwards backwards
and forwards whirling round and round

(...)

My darling mustn’t worry my darling mustn’t be sad — I thought say that again
say that again but he said it’s nearly four o’clock perhaps you ought to be going
You ought to be going he said — I tried to hang back but it was useless and the
next moment my feet were groping for the stirrups — there weren’t any stirrups —
I balanced myself in the saddle trying to grip with my knees

(...)

I thought I'm going to fall nothing can save me now but still I clung desperately
with my knees feeling very sick (Rhys 1985d, 113-114, emphasis original)

Similar to the previous example from Genis Genis Bir Deniz, this quotation from
Karanlikta Yolculuk is from the final chapter of the novel. Anna, the protagonist, has
been through a risky abortion and seems to be half awake half sleeping. It is as if she is
hallucinating and then listening to the conversations between the doctor and her friend,
Laurie. This example of stream of consciousness resembles the previous one in that
Anna travels from her childhood to the near present and the present. Another similarity
is related to the effect of repetition in the phrase ‘cok fenaydim ¢ok fena’, as in ‘alev
alev’. This single but powerful repetition brings even more sensitivity to my reading of
the target text.

Although Kiir’s translations of the two parts quoted from the two target texts do
not seem to present major differences in translation choices, there is a noteworthy
difference here from the example from Genis Genis Bir Deniz when the source texts are
included in the comparison. This difference is punctuation. Unlike the quoted part from

Wide Sargasso Sea, Rhys chooses not to put any punctuation marks in this specific part
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of Voyage in the Dark, except for dashes. The presence of punctuation marks in the
translation obviously makes reading easier than the source text is, but it needs to be
noted that there are only hyphens, which support the effect of fragmented language use,
as in the source text, and full stops. It is also noteworthy that in contrast to the quotation
from Genis Genis Bir Deniz, there is here the frequent use of ‘ve’ [and] in the target text
as in the source text. This fact may be a result of Kiir’s aiming at using no commas,
which are often used in the place of ‘and’s when she prefers not to say ‘ve’ in her
translations of Rhys’ novels. In short, the absence of full stops in the source text helps to
strengthen the influential use of stream of consciousness on the reader, since where a
new sentence ends and where a new one begins becomes vague.

To sum up, the quantitative and qualitative analyses have revealed recurrent
patterns in the target texts. Although this is not a statistically proven fact, Pmar Kiir
seems to have decreased the number of clauses and have made less complex sentences
while creating a variety in the use of discourse particles. This can be regarded as a
practice which leads to the target reader’s feeling like reading daily spoken language
more than the source reader’s. In addition, use of second-person point of view and the
technique of stream of consciousness in narration attract attention while qualitatively
analyzing the target texts in line with the source texts. There are, however, differences

between the effects of these uses in the target and source texts.

5.1.1 Genis Genis Bir Deniz [Wide Sargasso Sea]
Wide Sargasso Sea, which was published after a period when Jean Rhys was thought to

have passed away, that is more than 25 years later than her previous novels, is a novel
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written almost like a ‘response’ to Charlotte Bronte’s Jane Eyre. Jane Eyre had always
caused discomfort in Rhys as she felt empathy for Mr. Rochester’s wife “presented as a
monster” (Athill 1985, xiii). The novel won certain prizes including the W. H. Smith
Prize, the Heinemann Award, and the Royal Society of Literature Prize. Her previous
works have all received positive criticisms and have been published in Britain and the
United States, but Wide Sargasso Sea has been the most acclaimed of all Rhys’ work
(Simpson 2005, 1). As a result, after the recognition of Wide Sargasso Sea, her previous
work was republished and both Sleep it off, lady and Smile Please, which was an
autobiographical work, were published for the first time. Rhys deals with the
relationship between individuals influenced by differences due to colonization, race,
position in the family, and gender while showing the link between these themes and sex
and money in Wide Sargasso Sea, which is in this sense similar to her first novel,
Voyage in the Dark (O’Connor 1986, 2).

Wide Sargasso Sea, the last novel written by Jean Rhys, is the story of
Antoinette, who plays a crucial role by creating apprehension and suspense in Jane Eyre,
as Antoinette simply has the image of a mad woman, locked up in the attic in the latter
novel. Despite the significance of the role played by Antoinette or rather Mrs Rochester
due to the effects created on the reader, Antoinette’s story remains occult in Jane Eyre.
Wide Sargasso Sea is certainly connected to Jane Eyre at an intertextual level. However,
Jean Rhys’ work opens up a big, new window to Antoinette’s world that was not
depicted by Charlotte Bronte, as Bronte’s focus was on Jane Eyre, an educated,
relatively independent woman of the time in general. In contrast to Jane Eyre, Wide

Sargasso Sea sheds light on the life of a woman treated subordinate.
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Wide Sargasso Sea is told from the viewpoint of two characters in particular:
Antoinette and her husband, to whom Grace Pool’s point of view is added towards the
end while describing Antoinette’s state and her caretaker’s uneasiness about looking
after Antoinette. As a result of the presence of multiple voices in first person, the reader
gets the chance to be exposed to the inner thoughts and feelings of these characters,
especially Antoinette and her husband’s, since the third voice is heard for only a few
pages. This helps to see the bigger picture, as one brings together the pieces of the
puzzle. Antoinette, the daughter of a woman who tries to do her best as a widow with
only a few locals working for her feels the loneliness in and around their house, as
visitors stop coming. As Antoinette continues narrating the story, she tells that her
mother gets married with Mr Mason, about which people become jealous. This
supposedly happy event and the more prosperous life Antoinette and her family starts to
enjoy seems to lead to an ever increasing hatred of the locals, as a result of which comes
the locals’ burning the house down. Antoinette’s mother, who has kept warning Mr
Mason of this disaster coming but could not persuade him to leave the place for a while,
is furious against her husband and seems to lose her mental health especially after
Antoinette’s little brother, Pierre, cannot survive due to injuries from the fire. Living
with a couple hired by Mr Mason to take care of her, Antoinette’s mother appears to be
sexually harassed by the man and dies in that lonely world, away from her family.

Mr Mason seems to care about Antoinette and when he dies, he leaves a
considerable amount of his wealth to Antoinette, but his son, Richard, arranges a
marriage for her. Despite Antoinette’s unwillingness and her aunt’s negative criticisms,

as all her wealth would belong to the husband after the marriage, Antoinette agrees to
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get married after she hears some nice words and feels the tender kisses of the man who
acts and speaks as if he desires her. After the ceremony, they leave for the house
Antoinette was brought up in the Spanish Town, Jamaica, where her husband is fed by
the destructive words of a man called Daniel, who argues that he is Antoinette’s half-
brother and speaks ill of especially Antoinette and her ‘mad’ mother. Antoinette’s
husband’s turn in narrating the story makes it possible for the reader to be informed
about the lack of love and respect in his life. Having been economically dependent on
his father and brother, he has thought the way out of this shame was to become wealthy
by getting married with Antoinette. Nevertheless, he later starts to feel as if he has sold
himself. This feeling in addition to the image created by Daniel of a cunning woman
who will probably go mad like her mother hurts Antoinette’s husband’s pride. Knowing
that Antoinette does not like to be called by different names, he keeps uttering names
like Bertha at the most private moments of their life. Considering the fact that her
surnames keep changing, as her mother gets married with another man and she gets
married later with this man, it is only her first name that connects the past and present of
her identity. His is an attack on her mental health and/or her dazzling spirit. It is
interesting that Antoinette does not mention her husband’s name when she addresses
him or when she talks about him. This, to a certain extent, makes it possible to take her
revenge in my reading. In return to his lack of respect for Antoinette’s first name despite
her refusals or rather requests is the readers’ not learning the name of this character in
the first place. He ruthlessly aims at stinging Antoinette in the heart, which he manages
to do when he makes love with a servant in the house. After Antoinette falls into a state

in which she cannot stay awake and tries to tolerate the pain by drinking, her husband
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decides they should leave for England. He then takes her to a house where she is kept
locked in the attic, away from the only place and the people she loved. The novel ends
with Antoinette’s walking out of the room, carrying a candle in her hands and thinking
of fire, which she has seen in a dream of hers. Loneliness, hatred and madness,
therefore, appear to be the major themes. Reading the story told by different voices at
different times, one can comprehend that it is not only Antoinette and her mother, who
have suffered from loneliness and have been hated but also Antoinette’s husband, who
she refers to as “the man who hated me” and then only as “the man” (574) on the last
page of the novel.

While reading and analyzing the novel qualitatively, I identified a specific
language feature in dialogues and while interpreting the results of the quantitative
analysis described earlier, I noticed three other patterns that seem to be present in Kiir’s
translation. Before anything, Genis Genis Bir Deniz attracted my attention with the
locals’ language, which seems to be a significant source of ‘strangeness’ in the reading
of'the novel. They speak a dialect which reflects the fact that English is not their mother
tongue in the colonial British Caribbean. Regarding the fact that “The Wide Sargasso
Sea lies between Rochester’s England and Antoinette Cosway’s island, between the
opposite categories of colonisers and colonised, between the world of capitalism and the
post-Emancipation West Indies” (Humm 1991, 63), linguistic differences which have
political implications deserve to be investigated with an eye on the identities of the
speakers. Various examples of the locals’ language can be given from the beginning of
the novel till the end. The following are three examples from Godfrey, Amelie and

Christophine’s speeches:
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1. Godfrey dedi ki, ‘Ben gozleyemez at1 giindiiz gece. Ben ¢ok yaslandi. Eski
giinler gittiyse gider. Birak gitsin. Ille de yapismak calismak bosuna. Tanrim
beyaz siyah ayrimi yapmaz, beyaz da siyah da bir O’nun igin. (...)" (Kiir 1989a,
20)

Godfrey said, ‘I can’t watch the horse night and day. I too old now. When the old
time go, let it go. No use to grab at it. The Lord make no distinction between
black and white, black and white the same for Him. (...)’ (Rhys 1985e, 466)

2. Antoinette yataktan firladig1 gibi kizi1 tokatlad1.
‘Ben de sana vurur beyaz karafatma, ben de sana vurur,” dedi Amelie ve vurdu.
(Kiir 1989a, 114)

Antoinette jumped out of bed and slapped her face.
‘I hit you back white cockroach, I hit you back,” said Amelie. And she did. (Rhys
1985e, 518)

3. (...) O senden daha iyi ¢ok, daha soylu ¢cok senden i¢indeki kan, bir de
aldirmaz hi¢ paraya — deger vermez suncacik bile. Ben ilk bakt1 senin yliiziine,
gordii anladi her seyi. Sen geng ama sen tas gibi sert. (...)

‘Sen sevisti onunla sarhos edinceye dek ... Rom dylesine sarhos edemez higbir
zaman... Sensiz yapamaz oluncaya dek... Artik o gdremiyor giinesi. Gorebiliyor
yalniz seni. Ama sen istiyor tek bir sey: Onu param parga etmek.’ (Kiir 1989a,
172)

(...) She is more better than you, she have better blood in her and she don’t care
for money — it’s nothing for her. Oh I see that first time I look at you. You young
but already you hard. (...)

‘you make love to her till she drunk with it, no rum could make her drunk like
that, till she can’t do without it. It’s she can’t see the sun any more. Only you she
see. But all you want it to break her up. (Rhys 1985e, 552, emphasis original)

At first glance, the language difference between the ‘black’ locals, like Godftey,

Christophine, and Amelie, all of whom work for the Cosways and the ‘white’, like

Antoinette’s husband, seems to portray the distance between them. Belonging to

different ‘races’ and social classes, these people have totally distinct pasts and presents.

Kiir manages to stress this difference between ‘races’ and social classes in the target text

through the lack of subject-verb agreement, problematic word order in structures like
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comparatives and frequent use of inversion, which can especially be seen in the example
given from Christophine’s speech. Not only Godfrey but also Christophine, a very
important character as she is one of the very few people Antoinette trusts and a power
figure with her strong character as well as all she knows about ‘obeah’ in the novel,
make grammatically correct sentences, too. Therefore, there is the mingling of *
‘standard’ and ‘non-standard’ English” (Humm 1991, 68). This can be considered a
reflection of the interaction between the ‘black’ and the ‘white’ or the ‘colonized’ and
the ‘colonizer’, who cannot follow his language when spoken by the ‘other’, as in the
example of Rochester, who complains about the English a very young local servant
speaks (see pages 193 and 564). Remembering that Jean Rhys, born in 1890 in
Dominica as the white daughter of a Creole mother of Scottish and Irish origin and a
Welsh father, lived in a multiracial environment in Dominica, where a negative reaction
against British domination grew at the time and that Rhys puts emphasis on
“interrogation of racial categories” (Humm 1991, 62) helps to comprehend the effect of
such complexity in language and that of the presence of characters, like Antoinette, a
Creole, i.e. a person “born in the region, but not of indigenous Carib or Arawak
ancestry” (Thomas 1999, 19) or rather a person who does not have “a fixed and
definable racial identity” (Humm 1991, 64). Thus it is not possible to speak of binary
oppositions of ‘black’ and ‘white’. This feature of the target language, as can be seen in
the above quotations, is a reflection of the source language. An exploration of the target
sentences by checking the two texts against one another demonstrates that the
grammatically correct sentences in the target and the source do not always match. When

the language structures do not let a similar ‘strange’ choice to be made in the translation
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of a sentence, Kiir brings balance by creating a similar structural difference in a sentence
which is grammatically correct in the source. Regarding the key role this language use
carries in the novel, Kiir seems to have paid meticulous care in creating a similar effect
on the target reader to that on the source reader. In addition to the “intimacy” (Humm
1991, 64) between characters such as Christophine and Antoinette, which
metaphorically rebels against the imperialist race coding, language differences support
the picturalization of the variety in racial identities or rather ‘othernesses’. As a result,
an attempt at rubbing out binary oppositions becomes apparent.

After reading Genis Genis Bir Deniz and Wide Sargasso Sea, 1 did a detailed
reading of the first 10 pages of Kiir’s translation by continuously checking the ‘original’
in order to provide specific examples for the three patterns. To begin with, explicitation
is one of the features that can be noticed in this translation when it is checked against the
source text. There is not only the addition of one or two words to clarify the time of an
event but also the person speaking or to whom one is speaking and other more obvious
changes like the addition of clauses or phrases in order to help the reader to interpret
what is taking place. Two examples can be given for each of these three kinds of
additions:

1. “Hekim anneme ne sdyledi, annem ona ne dedi bilmem ama, bir daha gelmedi.
O giinden sonra da annem degisti.” (Kiir 1989a, 21)

“I don’t know what the doctor told her or what she said to him but he never came
again and after that she changed.” (Rhys 1985e, 466)

2. “Konustuklarini, bir siire sonra da gittiklerini duydum.” (Kiir 1989a, 29)

“I heard them talking and I heard them leave.” (Rhys 1985e, 470)

227



Other than the clarification of time, the first example demonstrates the translator’s
decision to use “annem” in translating “she”. It is obvious that there are two people one
of whom is a man and the other a woman, that is, the narrator’s mother in those
sentences. The use of third person singular in Turkish would certainly not provide the
readers with the chance to distinguish between the two characters. This might be the
reason why Kiir clarifies who “she” is. However, in the two instances below it is
possible to understand the identity of the person referred to from the context. This
clarification seems to make the reader’s task easier in the Turkish translation.

3. “Christophine hakkinda anneme sorular sordum.” (Kiir 1989a, 24)

“So I asked about Christophine.” (Rhys 1985¢, 468)

4. “Beklemekten ilk bikip usananin Bay Luttrell olacagini nereden bilebilirdi
annem?” (Kiir 1989a, 19)

“How could she know that Mr Luttrell would be the first who grew tired of
waiting?” (Rhys 1985e, 465)

Apart from the clarification of the identity of the persons in the translation, there is one
more point that needs to be underlined here. The above examples show that the proper
names of the characters are written in the translation as in the ‘original’. That usually
seems to be the case. However, there are noteworthy omissions of some other proper
names, such as Nelson’s Rest and Sargasso Sea. Recalling Tymoczko’s point concerning
such translator decisions might be helpful here:
Decisions are required in translation, because a translator cannot capture
everything, because there are inconsistent demands on the translator, because
there are limits on the practicable information load of the target text, and so
forth. Translators select some elements, some aspects, or some parts of the

source text to highlight and preserve; translators prioritize and privilege some
parameters and not others; and, thus, translators represent some aspects of the
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source text partially or fully and others not at all in a translation. (Tymoczko
1999, 55)

It looks like Pmar Kiir decided to make the location where the events take place clear to
the target reader. For instance, the readers of both texts learn that the narrator is in
Jamaica on the very first page of the book, but another location, a more specific one,
Nelson’s Rest, which also appears on the first page for the first time and reappears for
thrice more in the source text, is not mentioned in the target text. Kiir finds it sufficient
to refer to this place by using coherence devices, such as “orada” [there] (20). Therefore,
the translator selects Jamaica to be preserved in the text, but not Nelson’s Rest and,
much more important than that, Sargasso Sea, which is in the title of the book.
Remembering Kiir’s stating that she “describes setting in length” in her works of
literature, as she aims at bringing it as “a picture in the reader’s eyes”, which is “an
effect of the theater” on her [Romanda filan da dikkat edersen mekan1 ¢ok uzun tarif
ederim. Bir resim olarak gelsin okuyucunun goziine isterim. Bu da tiyatrodan aldigim bir
etki.] (Sogit 2006, 248), it seems appropriate to discuss her possible reasons for her
decisions in preserving or omitting the names of location. Kiir seems to prioritize
making the target reader aware of the fact that the story is set in Jamaica, which has been
under the sovereignty of England, and thus reveals the colonial aspect of the novel,
colonialism in the Caribbean. Sargasso Sea, nevertheless, is not mentioned in the target
text. While “genis genis bir deniz” is used as a phrase for 30 times in the target text,
“WIDE SARGASSO SEA”, typed in capital letters in the source text, appears 50 times.
The fact that the title of the source text always appears in capital letters is effective in

my feeling the width of the Sargasso Sea. This might be a reason why Kiir repeats the
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adjective “genis” and thus emphasizes its width in another way which may also create
the same or rather a similar effect on the reader. Kiir draws attention the similarity
between the mind of the confused protagonist of the novel and the wide sea, which she
seems to consider a reason why she prefers to repeat the word ‘genis’ in its Turkish
translation and this, she stresses, is a “reflection of [her] own style, not Rhys’” [O
kadmnin zihni de karisik, karmasik, genis deniz oldugu i¢in... Sargasso yerine ‘Genis
Genis Bir Deniz’ dedim ama bu benim kendi iislubumun yansimasidir, onun degil.] (Aka
2011). It also needs to be noted that the target reader cannot know which sea this is and
thus have partial information. In making the decision not to represent Sargasso Sea to
the Turkish readers, Kiir might have considered the fact that the reader already knows
this is Jamaica, the Caribbean. Indeed, she does not like to “use foreign words in the
titles” and she does “not want to use the word ‘Sargasso’ in the title” of this target text
because she thinks her readers will not have heard of the Sargasso Sea and that the name
of the sea would not mean much to her readers [Sargasso kelimesini kullanmak
istemedim baslikta ¢iinkii Sargasso, Seytan Ucgeni’ndeki denizdir ama kimse bilmez
bunu. Zaten yabanci kelime basliklarda kullanmak istemiyorum.] (Aka 2011). Thus, it
may not make much difference for the reader to know whether it is a ‘wide sea’ in this
region or specifically the Sargasso in bringing the picture of this sea in their eyes while
reading the novel. In my reading of the target text, this is just a sea that is really wide
and it is somewhere close to Jamaica. Knowing whether it is Sargasso or not does not
change my interpretation of the story, but the name Sargasso in the target text adds to

my reading of a mysterious atmosphere in the Caribbean world.
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After this extended interpretation of Kiir’s use or elimination of proper names in
the translation comes two more examples concerning Kiir’s providing extra pieces of
information in the target text.

5. “Christophine yeni basilmis paralardan birkag kurus vermisti bana, yanimdan

ayirmaz, entarimin cebinde tasirdim. Bir giin soyunurken, bunlar yere dokiildii,
ben de alip bir tagin tistiine koydum.” (Kiir 1989a, 27)

“Christophine had given me some new pennies which I kept in the pocket of my
dress. They dropped out one morning so I put them on a stone.” (Rhys 1985e,
469)

6. “Christophine beni orada buldugunda hava neredeyse kararmisti. Oncadir dyle
oturmaktan her yanim tutulmustu, kendim kalkamadim, o yardim etti.” (Kiir
1989a, 26)

“Christophine found me there when it was nearly dark, and I was so stiff she had
to help me to get up.” (Rhys 1985e, 469)

In the fifth example given above, the fact that the narrator is taking off her clothes is a
detail that Kiir adds. Because Tia and the narrator are about to swim, it is possible to
guess that these pennies dropped out of her pocket while she was taking off her clothes.
But as can be seen in the quotation, no clear information is provided in the source text.
To sum up, all the additions make sense and they are not totally the result of Kiir’s own
imagination. However, the fact that Kiir aims at making the scenes easier to follow for
her readers is a conclusion that can be drawn.

The second pattern that can be identified in Kiir’s translation is emphatic,
effective use of language, which in some cases sounds like daily language. This feature,
often seen in Kiir’s own novels and thus one of the major interactions between Kiir’s
authorial and translatorial styles, is usually done with repetitions and addition of words

or phrases in the translation. Below are examples of such instances:
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1. “Hemen yanina gittim ama hasta degildi, 6lmiistii. Gozlerine sinekler
dolmustu simsiyah.” (Kiir 1989a, 20)

“I went up to him but he was not sick, he was dead and his eyes were black with
flies.” (Rhys 1985e, 466)

2. “Onlarmn da ad1 Luttrell’mis. Ama isterlerse ingiliz olsunlar, bizim eski Bay
Luttrell’e hi¢ mi hi¢ benzemiyorlarmis.” (Kiir 1989a, 29)

“They called themselves Luttrell, but English or not English they were not like
old Mr Luttrell.” (Rhys 1985e, 471)

3. “Korfezin orada oturan, ara sira ¢amasira, temizlige gelen kizlar deli gibi
korkarlardi ondan.” (Kiir 1989a, 23-24)

“The girls from the bayside who sometimes helped with the washing and
cleaning were terrified of her.” (Rhys 1985¢, 467)

4. « “Iki entarisi var. Yikiyorum giyiyor. Simdi gdkten temiz entari mi insin
istiyorsun? Bura dolu delilerle, tanrim canimi alsin.” ” (Kiir 1989a, 29)

“ ‘She got two dresses, wash and wear. You want clean dress to drop from
heaven? Some people crazy in truth.” (Rhys 1985e, 471)

5. “ ‘Neden kovmuyorsun onu, neden gidip baska bir yerde oturmasini
sOylemiyorsun?’ diye sordum. Giildi.” (Kiir 1989a, 25)

“ “Why don’t you tell him to find somewhere else to live?’ I said and she
laughed.” (Rhys 1985e, 468)

6. “ ‘Bende daha ¢ook var.” ” (Kiir 1989a, 27)

“ ‘I can get more if I want to.” ” (Rhys 1985e, 470)
The last example may require an explanation of what is taking place. Tia and the
narrator are speaking. Tia sees that the narrator has several pennies and bets she cannot
“turn a somersault under water” (469). The narrator gives it a try, but Tia says, she could
not do it and gets the money. Mad at Tia and believing that this is unjust, the narrator
tells Tia to keep the money and utters those words: “I can get more if I want to” (470).

Considering the context including the fact that this is a child speaking, one can
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understand why Kiir writes, “Bende daha ¢ook var” (27). Boase-Beier (2006) points out
that “the reader of the target text will react to choices made by the translator, reflecting
her or his cognitive state and views and voice, and also those that have been added
during translation” (147). I should, therefore, add that the way Kiir expresses this idea is
more powerful than Rhys’ in my reading. Kiir’s using double ‘0’ in “cook” might have
been effective in this feeling of mine because she sounds more alive than fictional to me.
Aiming to further explore the above discussed emphatic use of language in the
target text in order to provide more detailed data, I decided to focus on all the instances
in which color words are used. That “the regenerative motor of Rhys’s fiction is colour”
(Humm 1991, 65) and that “imperialism has always portrayed its own(ed) women as
romantic emblems of white purity against the Black Other,” (70) attach a particular
importance to colour words, such as ‘beyaz’ [white] and ‘siyah’ [black] in Genis Genis
Bir Deniz. Checking the wordlist of Wordsmith, I have found that the following are the
colors used in emphatic forms: bembeyaz (5) [very white], kapkara (1) [very dark],
kipkirmizi (2) [very red], kipkizil (3) [very crimson], sapsar1 (2) [very yellow], simsiyah
(2) [very black], and yemyesil (2) [very green]. The number of times each one of these
words are used shows that ‘bembeyaz’ is the one that most frequently appears among
these color words. Because the goal here is to provide more reliable information by
investigating a certain category of content words in emphatic form, all the five instances
of ‘bembeyaz’ have been studied in comparison with the source text. Four of the five
instances demonstrate that Kiir has preferred to use ‘bembeyaz’ while translating ‘white’

into Turkish. An example of these four is the following: “Pierre 6lmiis, diye diisiindiim.
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Olmiis gibi duruyordu. Bembeyazd, hi¢ sesi ¢ikmiyordu. Bas1 annemin kolundan
tiimiiyle cansiz gibi sarkmusti; gozleri de donmiis, yalnizca aklar1 goriiniiyordu.” (45).

[T thought, Pierre is dead. He looked dead. He was white and he did not make a sound,
but his head hung back over her arm as if he had no life at all and his eyes were rolled up
so that you only saw the whites.] (480).

Upon my question concerning her emphatic word choices as in the example of
‘bembeyaz’, Kiir points to the fact that “there is no such thing like ‘bembeyaz’ in
English” and therefore, it is again an example of “the reflection of [her] own style” in
the target text [Bembeyaz diye bir sey yok mesela ingilizce’de. White’sa white’tir.
Degilse, degildir. O da demek ki benim iislubumun yansimasi oluyor.] (Aka 2011).
There is indeed no source word that requires the use of ‘bembeyaz’ rather than ‘beyaz’
in the target text, but the context in which the word ‘white’ is used cannot be ignored.
This is a vivid scene of hatred and fear, in which Antoinette and her family tries to leave
the house set on fire by local people. There is the smell of Pierre’s hair, which got
burned, in the air and although they manage to leave the house, it is too late, Pierre
cannot survive. Taking the details of the scene into consideration and the fact that it is
the face of a child who is dead or almost dead, emphasis on the color of his face adds to
the target reader’s vivid imagination of the scene. The last example in which ‘bembeyaz’
is used is a result of Kiir’s own preference in the absence of ‘white’ in the source text:

Antoinette onun saglarma yapisti, dislerini gosteren Amelie galiba bir yerini

1sirmaya ¢alisiyordu.

‘Antoinette! Rica ederim!’ dedim kapidan.

Sertce bana dogru dondi, yiizii bembeyazdi. Amelie suratmi elleriyle kapamis

s6zde higkirtyordu ama, parmaklarinmn arasindan beni gozledigini
gorebiliyordum. (Kiir 1989a, 114)
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Antoinette gripped her hair. Amelie, whose teeth were bared, seemed to be trying

to bite.

‘Antoinette, for God’s sake,’ I said from the doorway.

She swung round, very pale. Amelie buried her face in her hands and pretended

to sob, but I could see her watching me through her fingers. (Rhys 1985e, 518)
As is obvious, there is no use of ‘white’ in the source text, but there is another adjective,
‘pale’, which is strengthened with the use of another word ‘very’. It is only one of the
five examples in which the adverb ‘very’ is used in the source text. The fact that Kiir
prefers ‘bembeyaz’ in translating ‘very pale’ just as she translates ‘white’ deserves
attention. Indeed Kiir does not choose to translate ‘pale’ as ‘beyaz’ at all instances. She
seems to prefer ‘soluk’, for instance, especially when the subject being described is a
color, like the color of a dress or flowers. The wordlist of Karanlikta Yolculuk manifests
that ‘beyaz’ is used 82 times in the target text and ‘white’ 112 times in the source text.
The most apparent reason for the difference between the two is the use of three different
words in the target text, i.e. ‘beyaz’ (82), ‘bembeyaz’ (5) and ‘ak’ (15), a synonym of
‘beyaz’, more associated with ideas like cleanliness and innocence. Regarding the fact
that ‘beyaz’ and ‘ak’ in total are more significantly preferred than ‘bembeyaz’, I do not
claim that Kiir often opts for emphatic forms of words as in the example of this color
word. It is obvious that these are rare instances when compared with the rest.
Nevertheless, color words are not the only kind of content words whose emphatic forms
are used. The previously given examples also show various instances of emphatic,
effective language use. Therefore, Kiir appears to increase the level of word ‘meaning’

or clarify the strength of a certain aspect in her reading and reflect that aspect to the

target reader as much as possible. The result is a difference between the effects of the
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two texts, as the target reader can notice the foregrounding of emphasis in words and
phrases.

In brief, preference for fewer connecting words and clauses, the use of
explicitation, effective use of language with repetitions as well as additions of words and
phrases result in the fact that Kiir’s presence as the translator of Wide Sargasso Sea can
definitely be distinguished in the target text when the target text is checked against the
source text. The preface Kiir has written to Genis Genis Bir Deniz is also an obvious
instrument of strengthening the translator’s ‘voice’ in the text and thus making her

‘visible’.

5.1.2 Dértlii [Quartet]

Quartet, published in 1928 for the first time and told from the third person, omniscient
point of view, is the story of a woman whose husband gets caught for theft. Especially
after he is imprisoned, Marya Zelli starts to feel lonely and suffers from poverty. At such
a desperate time of her life, she meets the Heidlers, a wealthy couple who invite Marya
to live with them. Hearing this news, Stephan, Marya’s husband, thinks these are people
with good intentions, but Mr Heidler is attracted to Marya, who he considers an ‘easy’
woman. He assumes that he can sleep with Marya and his wife, Lois, seems to approve
Heidler’s having an affair with her under their own roof. After Lois and Heidler
persuade Marya about this affair, Lois starts to annoy her as much as possible. Marya,
exhausted of this triangle, feels better when Stephan is out of prison. However, she is
still not truly happy because she is in love with Heidler. Not pleased with Marya’s

decision to stay with her husband, Heidler ends his affair with her. Marya cannot keep
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this secret any more, tells Stephan all about her relationship with the Heidlers and cries
that she loves Heidler upon hearing Stephan’s plan to fight with him and seeing
Stephan’s gun. Not surprisingly Stephan cannot tolerate this, leaves the place and heads
to the train station together with a friend’s lover who insists on joining him.

Pinar Kiir’s translation of Quartet, Dértlii, first appeared in 1985 and was later
published by Can Publishing in 2006. While some similar language patterns between
Genig Genis Bir Deniz and Dértlii related to type/token ratio, use of connecting words
and clauses are spotted by the use of Wordsmith, other features concerning footnotes
and rather vulgar or derogatory language choices in the latter translation are identified
only after the target text is checked against the source text.

The most apparent feature of the Turkish translation of Quartet is the fact that
footnotes are used whenever a certain French word, phrase or sentence appears for the
first time in the English source text. The Turkish target reader, therefore, is exposed in
the Turkish translation to the French expression as it appears in the English source text,
but s/he is provided with its meaning in Turkish in the footnote and expected to either
remember or check the previous footnote when the same expression appears for the
second time. Upon my question about the role of the editors in the publication process of
her translations in relation to the language use and footnotes, Pinar Kiir makes the
following explanation, which sheds light on the choice to use footnotes in Dértlii:

For a long time I always made my own decisions, but you say that footnotes are

used in Dortli. This must have been done by the editor. I don’t do it. And I don’t

know how I overlooked it. (...) In my novel, Asilacak Kadin, there is also the use
of French, but I didn’t provide footnotes on purpose because a good author —both

Jean Rhys and I are such authors- explains it in the previous or the following
sentence. That’s why it is boring to provide an extra footnote. I am opposed to

237



footnote for one more reason: it distracts the reader’s attention. If I add footnotes,
I do it as the translator’s note (TN) next to the expression.

[Simdi uzun miiddet hep kendim karar verdim; fakat diyorsunuz ki bana
Dortlii’de dipnot kullanilmis. Bunu editdr yapmigtir. Ben yapmam. Ve de nasil
gbziimden kagmis bilemiyorum. (...) Benim Asilacak Kadin’da da Fransizca
vardir da dip not koymamigimdir 6zellikle ¢iinkii iyi bir yazar —Jean Rhys de
Oyle ben de dyleyim- zaten bir 6nceki climle ya da sonraki climlede agikliyor.
Dolayisiyla bir de ayrica dip not konmasi sikict... Ben dip nota sundan da
karstyim. Sirf okurun dikkatini dagitiyor diye. Eger dip not koyarsam, C.N diye,
dip not olarak degil, hemen yanina koyarim.] (Aka 2011)
Obviously Pmar Kiir states that she is against the use of footnotes in literary works, both
her translations and her own writing, and its use in Dortlii cannot be evaluated as the
translator’s preference. It appears to be the editor’s choice to provide footnotes in the
target text, which is evidence for the fact that not every single preference in a target text
results from the translator’s decision process in the act of translating. This is a point
related to the fact that translator’s style “is subject to all manners of constraints and
influences, some of which the translator may only be dimly aware of” (Boase-Beier
2006, 53). As Kiir points out, Jean Rhys does not feel the need to provide footnotes,
either. Thus, unlike the Turkish reader, the English source reader is left on her/his own
with the French language uses in the text. There is not a single explanation of the French
words, phrases or sentences in the text or in a footnote. Therefore, it is up to the English
reader to search for the meaning of these French expressions or just leave them unknown
and grasp their meaning as much as possible from the context if they do not know
French. What seems to be more striking than the different roles expected from the
readers of the English and Turkish texts is that the effect of the Turkish text seems to be

more powerful at some points due to this difference in the use of footnotes despite the

translator’s opposition to the use of footnotes. In addition, at the beginning of the
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footnotes is the acronym (C.N), i.e. the translator’s note, which appears not to belong to
the translator, at all. At a point during my meeting with Kiir for the interview, she asked
if I also checked the 1985 publication of her translation, since the one in the corpus was
a copy of the 2007 edition, which was actually the second edition of the 2006
publication by Can Publishing House. Comparing the two editions showed a noteworthy
result. Footnotes appeared in the 1985 edition, too, but interestingly the acronym (C.N)
was not used in that edition. It was an addition to this rather new edition, in which the
intervention of the translator became even more apparent in the translation although the
footnotes, Kiir anticipates, must have been written by the editor, not her. The mentioned
powerful effect is especially apparent in the Turkish translation notes of the French word
‘grue’ [hooker] and other words or phrases similar in meaning. The following is an
example of the use of the word ‘grue’ in the Turkish and English texts. Stephen is
talking about the lover of a friend of his, called Schlamovitz:

“Nasil bir kiz?” diye sordu Marya, ilgilenmisti.

“Eh, iste, hani grue dediklerinden. Gene de iyi bir kiz. Sevgilisini goriince dyle

ggk sevindi ki.”

“Oyle mi?”

“Agladi bile... O tip kizlar erkeklerini ¢ok severler, inan.” (Kiir 2007b, 138,

emphasis original)
In the footnote, it says, “(Fr.) Sokak orospusu. (C.N.)” [Street prostitute]. A search of
“sokak orospusu” on Google shows that this phrase is most often used in the description
of pornographic videos. The fact that it is not a familiar Turkish phrase in most contexts
and the potential derogatory intentions in the use of the phrase might be one reason why

its presence in the target and nonexistence in the source texts attracted my attention. The

word ‘orospu’ would provide similar associations, but the addition of ‘sokak’ seems to
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highlight that it is used in its literal sense, not as a curse. However, the fact that this use
of the word ‘grue’ does not appear in at least relatively small French dictionaries, which
can be interpreted as its uncommon use in French, might have caused the preference for
‘sokak orospusu’ rather than the simple ‘orospu’ in order to have a similar effect. It is
also significant that the acronym ‘C.N.’, in reference to the translator’s note in Turkish,
causes Par Kiir to appear with an intervention that does not really belong to her and
her ‘voice’ in appearance becomes more marked than it would be without the footnotes.
The existence and nonexistence of the footnotes in the target and source texts,
respectively, cannot be regarded as a simple difference. This is due to the fact that the
footnotes draw attention to the presence of an additional character in the writing of the
target text. While the French word is also typed in italics in the English source text, there
is no footnote or any other kind of explanation concerning the meaning of the word.

‘What sort of girl?’ asked Marya, interested.

‘Oh, well, a grue, it seems. But she’s a good girl. She was awfully happy when

she saw him.’

‘Was she?

“Yes. She cried. Oh, they’re fond of their men, these girls, I tell you.’

(Rhys 1985c, 201, emphasis original)
As a reader of the Turkish text in general, I have felt like this is an environment in which
the characters see a considerable number of ‘prostitutes’ around. Nevertheless, the lack
of English translation of French words, phrases or sentences, such as ‘grue’ and ‘Mince
de poules de luxe!’ (72), translated in the footnote as “Lanet olsun, kibar orospular!”
(ibid.) [God damn, refined prostitutes!], leads to the source reader’s being less exposed

to the word ‘prostitute’ in the English text than the target reader’s. Although the context

helps to draw some conclusions, as the ideas of being a ‘grue’ and ‘a good girl’ are
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connected with the word ‘but’, a conjunction word that expresses difference, the
utterance of the same and/or similar words like ‘prostitute’ results in the emphasis on the
presence of such girls. It is also noteworthy that the strategy of providing the Turkish
translation of French words or expressions in the footnotes is not always followed. The
following is an exceptional example I noticed while manually checking some parts in the
target text against the source text:
Derken, Mosy6 Lefranc ¢ok bilmis gozlerle bir onun ¢okmiis, morarmis
gobzaltlarma, bir Marya’nin aynadaki goriintiisiine bakip kendi kendine, “Ca y
est,” dedi, “biliyordum boyle olacagini. Vay orospu vay.” Bu ylizden Lois’e
hizmet ederken sempati ve anlayisla davrantyor, Marya’ya hizmet ederken
suratini astyor, Heidler’a baktiginda da yiiziindeki anlam soyle diyordu:
“Olmadi, olmadi, sayin bayim. Erkek erkege soylemek gerekirse, ¢cok biiyiik bir
hata yapiyorsunuz.” (Kiir 2007b, 87)
Then Monsieur Lefranc cast one astute glance at her deeply circled eyes, another
at Marya’s reflection in the glass and told himself: ‘Ca y est. I knew it! Ah, the
grue!” So he waited on Lois with sympathy and gentleness; he waited on Marya
grimly, and when he looked at Heidler, his expression said: ‘Come, come, my
dear sir. As man to man, what a mistake you’re making!’ (Rhys 1985c, 169)
As can be seen in the above example, while the French expression ‘Ca y est’ is kept and
its translation is provided in the footnotes as “Tamamdir’, the word ‘grue’ is not used in
the target text and instead it is rendered into Turkish as ‘orospu’ [prostitute]. Coupling
the effect of ‘ah’ by repeating ‘vay’, both of which are discourse markers, twice and
using ‘orospu’ [prostitute], Kiir adds to her extra uses of ‘orospu’ openly in the target
text.
Another example of the fact that the presence of prostitutes or prostitute like girls

seems to be more highlighted in the target text through the use of footnotes is at the end

of'the novel. This is when Stephen is hesitant to accept Mademoiselle Chardin’s urge to
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leave the place with him, as she asked “ ‘“Take me with you, Stephan” and held his arm
(233).

“ “Encore une grue,” diye gegiriyordu aklindan.” (Kiir 2007b, 190)

“ ‘Encore une grue,” he was thinking.” (Rhys 1985c, 234)

In the target text footnote, this French expression is rendered into Turkish as “Bir sokak
orospusu daha” (190) [One more street prostitute]. This final use of French reminds of
all the previous uses of the word ‘grue’ and other similar words or phrases and the
contexts in which their presence is implied somehow. The closing of the scene with
Stephen together with a woman whom he considers as another hooker after he leaves
Marya also underlines his thinking that Marya was a hooker.

Related to this comment made by Stephan is the fact that this aspect of Marya’s
identity in at least others’ eyes seems to be more highlighted in the Turkish translation.
The following two examples can suffice to delineate this impact on me as a reader:

1. Onemli olan, asktan tiksindigi, nerdeyse hoslanmadigi igin, Marya’y1 sirf

diiziilmek i¢cin Hotel du Bosphore’a kapatilmis bir kadincagizdan baska bir sey

olmamaya zorlamasiydi. Bir petite femme. Her seyi siniflandirma manyakligmin
bir pargasiydi bu da elbet. Ama bunu dylesine derin bir inangla yapiyordu ki

Marya, tam bir zavallilik i¢inde, onun diisiindiigii gibi bir kadin olma ¢abasina

girisiyordu istemeden. (Kiir 2007b, 122)

What mattered was that, despising, almost disliking, love, he was forcing her to

be nothing but the little woman who lived in the Hotel du Bosphore for the

express purpose of being made love to. A petite femme. It was, of course, part of
his mania for classification. But he did it with such conviction that she, miserable
weakling that she was, found herself trying to live up to his idea of her. (Rhys

1985¢, 190)

Beside the content of the paragraph above, which reveals how belittling the situation is

for Marya, the word ‘diiziilmek’ [to be fucked], an intense word to choose, puts Marya

in even a lower position. It is clear from the early chapters of the novel that Marya is
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Heidler’s mistress, but this choice of slang here implies nothing more than sexual
intercourse whose focus is solely on what is being done to the woman by the man who
seems to enjoy the power he has. However, there is the phrase ‘being made love to’ in
the source text, which certainly has more positive associations. ‘To make love’ can be
translated into Turkish as ‘sevismek’, but the reciprocal construction of the verb stem
‘sev-* here as ‘sevismek’ indicates that both sides participate, i.e. they have their roles in
the action. The reason why Kiir has preferred the word ‘diiziilmek’ may be to provide
the passivity of the action on the woman’s side in the English text. It does not seem
possible to find a word which both has positive associations and can be used in passive
form in Turkish, but obviously this choice to express passivity does more than that and
draws an even darker picture on Heidler’s part and a lower position on Marya’s part.
Not unrelated to this preference is the phrase ‘petite femme’, which is translated
in the target footnote as “kiiciik kadinlar” on page 115, where it appears for the first time
in the book. The contexts in which this phrase appears help to comprehend that these
women are not simply ‘little’ or “young’, but there is something ‘negative’ about them.
As a reader of the Turkish and the English texts, I have had the same idea because this
phrase is translated only literally and not explained in the Turkish footnotes. Thus, even
Turkish readers who know both English and French but are not familiar with the phrase
and its cultural connotations may not be sure whether this word refers to prostitutes or
young, attractive women who flirt with men around. Leslie Heywood (1996), in
Dedication to Hunger: The Anorexic Aesthetic in Modern Culture, discusses the concept
of ‘petite femme’ in relation to ‘femme convenable’ by referring to “Jean Rhys: Poses of

a Woman as Guest”, an essay written by Alicia Borinsky. ‘Petite femme’, she explains,
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is “the unrespectable” and/or “the mistress”, while the latter is “the respectable woman”
and/or “the wife” (158).
Although Rhys's early texts don't mention it explicitly, the characteristics the
petite femme is said to embody are usually attributed to nonwhites, revealing the
convergence of patriarchal and colonialist perspectives. But the division between
respectable and disrespectable, good and bad, procreative and sexual, legitimate
and illegitimate begins to collapse when one examines the conventions that
create the divide and see in them that women's bodies are used to constitute their
identity and are divided into separate uses or functions. Whether women occupy
a position within the social structure or haunt its margins, they are still defined
and define themselves as an emptiness that only their relations with men can
"redeem," fill, then give shape and thereby existence. To the extent that they both
require the shape that relations to men provide to feel that they exist, to have a
place that will drag them out of the darkness of undifferentiated space, the femme
convenable and the petite femme are in the same boat. (Heywood 1996, 161)
Heywood’s arguments concerning the subject show how carefully one needs to deal with
the concept of ‘petite femmes’. There is a profound discussion lying behind ‘petite
femmes’ with references to patriarchal and even colonialist aspects of the society. In the
example of Quartet, the reader sees Marya and Lois, who accept the roles Heidler, the
most powerful male figure in the novel, attaches to them. Although Marya and Lois are
different in that one is the mistress and the other is the wife, both are unhappy about the
roles they are expected to play. On the one hand, Marya is almost forced to stay in
Heidlers’ house due to the economic problems she has in Stephan’s absence. She agrees
to sleep with Heidler, whom she starts to love in time despite his looking down on her,
and spends time with this couple in the society as if there is nothing unethical in this
triangular relationship. On the other hand, Lois feels the necessity to appear to consent
to the sexual relationship between Marya and her husband in her house so that she can at

least know about her husband’s affairs and have some kind of a control. Both women are

tortured by the unacceptable conditions under which they live, but they seem not to have
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many alternatives, as they are women and need men economically and/or for social
status at that time and place. The categorizations of women, discussed by Heywood
(1996), recall Heidler’s speech about the differences between a woman like Marya and a
woman like Lois:

Yeniden uzanip gozlerini kapadi. Kiiciik kilisede diz ¢cokmiis dua eden, ayni
zamanda yan yan bakarak kendisini etkileyip etkilemedigini gozleyen Heidler
canland1 gézlerinin 6niinde. Adam kalkt1, kiliseden ¢ikip odaya girdi. “Tanr1
ahbabimdir benim,” dedi. “Herhalde benziyordur da bana. Soguk gozleri, tombul
elleri vardir. Ha ben onun imgesinde yaratilmigim, ha o benimkinde. Hepsi bir.
Seni elde etmek i¢in ona dua ettim, istedigim oldu. Senin i¢in bir tavsiye
mektubu yazayim istersen. Evet, evet, hatirlatirsan, yazarim. Ne zahmeti canim?
Dur simdi, isteri krizine kapilma. Bir kere Lois senden 6nce kapti beni. Hem
Lois iyi bir kadin, sense kotiisiin. Bu kadar basit iste. Hayat budur. Prensip sahibi
olmak bu demektir. Kimse orospularin hakkini vermek zorunda degildir. Olur
mu dyle sey? Oyle olsa, diinyanin hali ne olurdu, diisiinsene, kizim. Hadi, hadi,
iyice diisiin. El degmis mi, degmemis mi? i1k soru bu. Geliri var m1, yok mu,
ikinci soru da bu.” (Kiir 2007b, 165)

She lay back and shut her eyes and saw Heidler kneeling down to pray in the
little church and looking sideways at her to see if she were impressed. He got up
and walked out of the church into the room. ‘God’s a pal of mine,” he said. ‘He
probably looks rather like me, with cold eyes and fattish hands. I'm in His image
or He’s in mine. It’s all one. I prayed to Him to get you and I got you. Shall I
give you a letter of introduction? Yes, I might do that if you remind me. No
trouble at all. Now then, don’t be hysterical. Besides, Lois was there first. Lois is
a good woman and you are a bad one; it’s quite simple. These things are. That’s
what is meant by having principles. Nobody owes a fair deal to a prostitute. It
isn’t done. My dear girl, what could become of things if it were? Come, come to
think it over. Intact or not intact, that’s the first question. An income or not an
income, that’s the second.” (Rhys 1985c, 218)

To begin with, a brief analysis of the discourse Heidler uses here demonstrates how self-
confident and authoritative he is. He stresses his power by relating himself to God and
almost equalizing himself with the God by claiming that he and God are friends. In his
description, God appears to approve Heidler’s acts, even make life easier for Heidler so

that his wishes come true and thus be on the side of men in their exploiting the women

245



in their lives. Second, Heidler presents himself as such a respectable member of the
society that a recommendation letter written by him will help Marya in her future. Third,
Heidler easily classifies the two women as ‘good’ and ‘bad’, but takes it for granted that
he not only has the right to be with both but also his having sexual intercourse with a
‘bad’ woman despite the fact that he is married does not have any negative
consequences on his social status or any implications related to his character. This seems
to be because he is a man. Fourth, women in his life neither have a say before he makes
decisions nor can react to his decisions after they are made. They cannot be hysterical or
anything. Last but not least, it is possible to claim that Heidler is almost omniscient, like
the God, as he knows who owes what to whom and what kind of women are ‘good’ or
‘bad’. His appearance as the authority seems to result in his speaking in the voice of all
men who are more powerful than women.

This discussion is related to Kiir’s choice to use ‘diiziilmek’ in translating ‘to be
made love to’ due to the fact that it is, in the case of ‘petite femmes’, of vital importance
to express passivity rather than the positive connotations of ‘making love’. The fact that
this decision of the translator leads to a darker picture on Heidler’s part and a lower
position on Marya’s part seems to help to highlight the metonymical aspects of being a
‘petite femme’ or rather woman in such societies. It is possible for a well-educated,
English speaking reader to be aware of the use of the phrase ‘petite femme’, as it is used
in English, but it is not possible to claim that either ‘petite femme’ or ‘kiigiik kadinlar’
will ring a bell for the Turkish reader. This is because there are other expressions used
more commonly to refer to such women in Turkish. Therefore, Kiir does not use a more

familiar word or phrase to clarify what type of women Marya and others are or appear to
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be, but by choosing a more powerful word like ‘diiziilmek’ and by using the word
‘orospu’ repeatedly in translating different words, she serves to make this aspect of
Marya’s identity apparent for the target reader. The following is an example of the
places where Kiir opts to continue using the word ‘orospu’ although she has other
alternatives in Turkish: (2) “Derken kalkar, aynaya bakar, “Tanrim, bu ben olabilir
miyim?” diye ge¢irirdi iginden. “Tevekkeli degil herkes beni orospunun biri santyor.”
(128). [Then she would get up and look at herself in the glass, thinking: ‘Good Lord!
Can that be me? No wonder people think I’'m a bad lot.”] (194). In 4 Dictionary of
Slang, Jargon and Cant, there is an entry for ‘bad lot” and this expression is defined as
“a person of indifferent character” (Leland 1889, 64). It adds that this expression is
frequently used to refer to “girls who have, as the French term it, “la cuisse gaie.” (ibid.),
the literal translation of which would be “the cheerful thigh”. Searching on the internet, I
have not been able to find references to this expression on more reliable dictionary sites
but have come across to expressions like “facile femme”, which is ‘easy’ woman, in
relation to “la cuisse gaie”. Therefore, Kiir’s decision to use ‘orospu’ in translating ‘a
bad lot’ just as she does in translating ‘prostitute’ is noteworthy. This preference
apparently has a more powerful effect due to not only the subtle differences between the
levels of the word choices, which may typically be regarded as synonyms, but also the
repetitive use of the word ‘orospu’ [prostitute]. It is also interesting that the term ‘a bad
lot’ is not always used to refer to Marya or a woman like Marya. When it is used to refer
to Stephan, Kiir’s translation is as follows: “Yataga yattiginda elini uzatip onun yastigini

oksadi... Stephan. Kétii isler ceviren bir adamdi. Besbelli. Oyle olsa ne yazardi? “Hig

aldirmiyorum,” diye gecirdi icinden.” (38, emphasis mine). [ When she lay down she put
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out her hand and touched his pillow gently.... Stephan. He was a bad lot. Possibly. Well,

obviously. And what if he were? ‘I don’t care,” thought Marya.] (137, emphasis mine).
It is logical to remember the fact that ‘a bad lot’ is used to refer to ‘easy’ woman, not
‘easy’ man. Therefore, it has different connotations in the case of men. Knowing the
characters in the novel and the plot, it is logical to take into consideration that Stephan is
a man who is imprisoned for theft. This is a reason Kiir might have regarded in her
choosing to translate ‘a bad lot” into Turkish in a totally different manner when it is
Stephan, not Marya, who is presented as an ‘easy’ woman in Quartet.

It needs to be noted that it is not only the word ‘orospu’ but also words like
‘hayvan’ and ‘bombok’ or ‘boktan’, which have been used so repetitively that they
caught my attention while reading the target text. Because it is not very much possible to
compare the number of instances every single word appears in the target and source
texts, including those that are not frequently used, by using the wordlist tool of
Wordsmith at the very beginning, I have generally checked the most frequently used
words at first. Having realized a highlighted use of such rather ‘vulgar’ or rather
‘derogatory’ words during the qualitative analysis, I checked the wordlists of both the
target and source texts once again. The differences between the number of times these

words are used in the target and source texts can be seen in the table below:
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Table 7. Derogatory language use and related words in Dértlii and Quartet

Search Words in TT Doértlii Kiir | Quartet Rhys Search Words in ST
Orospu 6 4 Prostitute
‘Sokak orospusu’ 1 - Street (...)
Fahige - - Whore
Siirtiik 2 2 Hussy
Kaltak - - Hooker
Hafif mesrep - 3 ‘A bad lot’
Basit (kadin) - - Tramp/ Slut
Hayvan 22 14 Animal

4 Brute
Domuz(luk) 1 3 Swine
Bombok 1 4 Rotten
Boktan 5 3 Rum
Bozuk 3 2 Spoil(t)
Ciiriik 1 1 Decayed
Clirimiig 2 - Corrupt
Rezil 3 3 Disgust-ing/-ed
Rezalet 4

The table above shows the use of three derogatory words: ‘orospu’ [prostitute], ‘hayvan’
[animal] and two words derived from the word ‘bok’ [shit]. The rest is related words that
need to be checked to make sure whether synonyms or words close in meaning to these
three have been preferred in the two texts. It needs to be noted that the words derived
from the given above have been included while counting the number of times they
appear in the two texts. For instance, ‘brutality’ and ‘brutal’ are included in ‘brute’.
There are certain points to be made in relation to the findings in this table. To
begin with, the table reveals that the number of times the words similar in meaning to
‘orospu’ [prostitute] used in the two texts is the same (9), but Kiir’s preferences are more
intensified than Rhys’. On the one hand, Kiir chooses to use mostly ‘orospu’ [prostitute]
and never expressions like ‘hafif mesrep’, which can be considered an alternative
translation of ‘a bad lot’. On the other hand, Rhys prefers ‘a bad lot” almost as many as
‘prostitute’. As has been discussed earlier in this chapter, Pinar Kiir, in the interview
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with Mine Sogiit, discusses the ‘sexuality’ or the claimed ‘obscenity’ in certain novels of
hers and asserts that her description of sexuality in her novels appeared in a period when
no other woman author in Turkish literature wrote about sexuality “as comfortably as”
she did [Kadin yazarlar arasinda cinselligi benim gibi rahat anlatan hi¢ yok ki o zaman. ]
(Sogiit 2006, 286). It may be possible to consider Kiir’s highlighted use of words like
‘orospu’ [prostitute] repeatedly in this target text in relation to the point she makes, as
she appears to use the word quite easily. It is, however, noteworthy that she uses not
only ‘orospu’ but also words like ‘siirtiik’ [tramp; hussy], ‘sirfint1’ [slut; tramp] and
‘serbest’ [free; liberal] in similar contexts in her novel Bitmeyen Ask, for instance.
Therefore, her use of a relative variety of words related to ‘orospu’ in Bitmeyen Ask
when compared with her translation of Quartet can be claimed to show that the author-
translator has her reasons for sticking to the use of ‘orospu’ repeatedly in Dértlii.
Besides the discussed possible reasons, Kiir might have felt the need to consider the fact
that Rhys does not use many synonyms of the word ‘prostitute’ in the source text despite
the relative variety in comparison to the target text.

Second is the frequent use of the word ‘hayvan’ in the target text, which caused
me to expect to see actions and/or attitudes that would not be proper for a human being.
I, as a reader, thought characters in this novel might be led by their instincts in their
decisions. Thus, the frequent use of the word especially at the beginning had a
significant impact on my reading, since it influenced my expectations about the
personalities of the characters, who were yet unknown, as well as forthcoming events in
the book. Using the concord tool, it is possible to see at which points and how often this

word is used by clicking ‘plot’. This analysis shows that it is the beginning, where Kiir
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clearly opts to use ‘hayvan’ [animal] more often. Even if we count the number of times
the word ‘domuz’ [swine] or a derived word in Turkish ‘domuzluk’ [being a swine or
acting like a swine] is used, the total number is 23 in target text, whereas it is 17 in the
source text. At this stage, it is necessary to check the two texts to make sure which
words have been translated as ‘hayvan’ in the target text. The following three examples,
with the emphases all mine, illustrate the variety in translation decisions:

1. O zaman yiiziiniin bir yani bir titreyisle ¢arpiliyor, bir an can1 yanmis bir

hayvani andiriyordu.

“Bu adam arada bir hayvanca davraniyorsa hi¢ sasmam,” diye diisiindii Marya.

(Kiir 2007b, 17)

A tremor would screw up one side of her face so that for an instant she looked

like a hurt animal.

‘I bet that man is a bit of a brute sometimes,’ thought Marya. (Rhys 1985c, 124)

2. “Acik mavi gozleri zekiydi ger¢i, ama bakislarmin gerisinde bir tiir ahmaklik,
hatta hayvansilik var gibiydi.” (Kiir 2007b, 15)

“His eyes were light blue and intelligent, but with a curious underlying
expression of obtuseness — even of brutality.” (Rhys 1985c, 123)

3. Sonra, yemek yemek, yemek yapmak, Ingiltere ve son olarak da Marya
konusunda soylestiler. Marya’y1 tartisirken tiglincii tekil sahista konusuyorlardi,
garip ya da hi¢ degilse yolunu sasirmis — bu siiriiye ait olmayan — bir
hayvanciktan s6z edermis gibi... (Kiir 2007b, 16)
“They discussed eating, cooking, England and, finally, Marya, whom they spoke
of in the third person as if she were a strange animal or at any rate a strayed
animal — one not quite of the fold.” (Rhys 1985c¢, 123)
In the first example, it is possible to see not only the expected translation of ‘animal’ as
‘hayvan’ but also the translation of ‘brute’ as ‘hayvanca’. Kiir has made a similar
decision in the second example by translating ‘brutality’ as ‘hayvansilik’, which shows

her consistency in translating words deriving from ‘brute’ and exemplifies the kinds of

words that Kiir translated as ‘hayvan’ or words derived from ‘hayvan’ into Turkish. The
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last example is interesting in that Kiir does not repeat the word ‘hayvan’ in the Turkish
translation although it is used twice in the same source sentence. This may be evidence
for the fact that Kiir does not aim at using ‘hayvan’ as often as possible so that she can
create a certain effect without considering other factors, such as an unconventional,
repeated use of a single word while describing it with adjectives in Turkish. Instead of
repeating the word ‘hayvan’, she connects the two adjective phrases with ‘ya da’ [or]
and uses it once and turns ‘hayvan’ into ‘hayvancik’ [little animal] and thus reminds the
reader of the lower social status Marya has in the eyes of others.

What is important concerning the use of words like ‘bombok’ or ‘boktan’ is not
very much related to the number of times they are used, but again the differences
between the effects of target and source text word choices. Reading the target text, I
have felt that various characters speak like people who are not very educated and who do
not lead a decent life. For this reason, I checked the target text against the source text at
several points and found that Kiir, as has been discussed earlier, chooses to use words
stronger in effect. Examples can easily be given for Marya, who seems to prove that she
is not a shy, graceful lady with her speech in the target text:

1. Bir siire tedirginlik i¢inde bir o yana bir bu yana dondiikten sonra igini ¢ekip

15181 agty, titreyen ellerle bir sigara yakti. Her sey yalan dolandi. Ne boktan seyler

yapiyorlard1 insanlar. (Kiir 2007b, 38)

She turned several times uneasily; then sighed, put on the light and lit a cigarette

with shaking hands. Humbug it all was. The rotten things that people did. (Rhys
1985¢, 137)

2. “Bombok bir mektup bu,” diye diisiindii Marya; garsondan bir kagit daha
istedi. (Kiir 2007b, 160)

‘That’s a rotten letter,” thought Marya. She sighed and asked the waiter for more
paper. (Rhys 1985¢, 215)
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3. Bu koridorun en sonunda, ¢ogu kadin olan bir grup insan, kuyruga girmis

bekliyorlardi. Kuyruktaki yerini aldiginda, varolusun temel deliligini birden tiim

korkuncgluguyla duydu. Bir kez daha diisiindii: insanlar ¢ok boktan. (Kiir 2007b,

58-59)

At the extreme end of this corridor a queue of people, mostly women, stood

waiting, and as she took her place in the queue she felt a sudden, devastating

realization of the essential craziness of existence. She thought again: people are

very rum. (Rhys 1985c, 150-151)
The first two exemplify the use of ‘bombok’ in translating ‘rotten’ and the last one is an
example of Kiir’s decision to use ‘boktan’ for ‘rum’. Regarding the fact that ‘bombok’
or ‘boktan’ are not the only possible choices to be made in translating ‘rotten’ and ‘rum’
into Turkish, it is necessary to stress that Marya appears as a foul-mouthed person.
Another main character in the source text, Stephan, who was imprisoned because of
theft, did not appear to be as impolite as Stephan in the target text. Although there are
not many examples that can be given for Stephan, this single example seems to be
impressive evidence for this different impact on me as a reader: “Stephan giildii. “Nah
yapardin! En azindan uzun siire yapamazdin, inan bana.” (140) [Stephan laughed. ‘Oh,
no, you wouldn’t, not for long, believe me.’] (202). There is obviously more than a
slight difference between the levels of the chosen words, as such word choices change
how strongly the idea is expressed. While ‘nah’, which is a rude way of saying ‘here’ or
‘there it is!’, could generally not be used by a gentle person, ‘oh, no’ could be uttered by
anybody, including a young, innocent, well-mannered lady.

To sum up, Pmar Kiir’s translation of Quartet, Dortlii, has certain language

patterns which seem to have an effect on characterization in the novel. The translation of

French words and phrases in the footnotes, which exist in the form of neither footnotes
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nor a glossary in the source text, help to depict certain aspects of the characters more
apparently than the source. The most evident effect is on Marya’s low social status,
which is in line with the position of the ‘petite femme’. However, it is not only the
footnotes but also the repeated use of words like ‘orospu’ [prostitute] for different source
words in the target text that sharpens this aspect of Marya’s identity. Strengthening
certain aspects of the characters, such as Marya, Heidler and Stephan’s, appears to be
achieved through the powerful use of rather vulgar or derogatory language in the target
text when it is checked against the source text, in which there seems to be milder word
choices. This point is of vital importance due to the fact that an interaction between
Kiir’s authorial and translatorial styles appears. Similar to the link between the narrators
and their language uses in Bitmeyen Ask and Bir Cinayet Romani, the repeated use of
certain words and intensified word choices in this target text have important effects on

characterization.

5.1.3 Karanlikta Yolculuk |Voyage in the Dark|

Published in 1934, Voyage in the Dark, is the story of Anna, whose childhood and youth
are reminiscent of Antoinette’s life, told in Wide Sargasso Sea. It looks as if the two
characters share the same or a very similar past up to a certain point in time and then a
new story starts with the different present and future of the protagonist. While
Antoinette leaves the Caribbean some time after she gets married, Anna leaves the
Caribbean as a single, young woman whose English stepmother, Hester, prefers to live
in England. Although Anna is not treated as a mad woman and kept locked up in the
attic of a house, she does not enjoy a peaceful life far from the edges of madness, either.
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What may be considered to push her to those edges or at least unhappiness seems to be
the economic difficulties she experiences, as Hester does not want to support her much,
and not unrelated to that, the attitudes of others who have a higher status in social life.
As a chorus girl, she does not have a respectable position in the society. In addition,
despite her lack of a clear plan to be a prostitute, she starts to have affairs with men, the
first of whom is Walter, the man she falls in love with. As a result of these affairs, she
experiences an unwanted pregnancy. Not knowing who the father is and not intending to
give birth to the child, she tries various methods to end the pregnancy and experiences a
late, risky abortion in the end. Her always feeling cold can be regarded as a symbol of
her psychological distance from England, which is very different from her Caribbean
world and the lonely, gloomy life she generally leads even in the presence of those who
accompany her. However, it needs to be underlined that unlike the ending of Wide
Sargasso Sea, Anna manages to get help from some friends including Walter to solve
her problems. She particularly gets help in finding a woman to do the abortion and the
money needed for the abortion. As a result, she escapes from even worse conditions
under which she would have to live and decides to start her life “all over again, all over
again....” (115). It is still difficult to claim that the novel has a ‘happy’ ending, but this
‘voyage in the dark’ seems to arrive at a brighter end owing to Anna’s rather positive
emotional state compared with the earlier stages.

Karanlikta Yolculuk, Pinar Kiir’s Turkish translation of Voyage in the Dark, has
three main patterns in language use. Emphasis on the idea of madness, word choices at
stronger levels of emphasis, effective use of slang or slum language in the speeches of

certain characters and reduplication, which is also observed in the author-translator’s
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own writing, are spotted as the features that assist to make Kiir’s appearance in the target
text more clear. Before discussing these language features identified in the target text, it
is of vital importance to explore the point of view through which the novel is narrated,
its implications and relation to the target representation of the characters.

Karanlikta Yolculuk was published in 1989 by Can Publishing. Kiir’s translation
is written in the first person point of view of Anna, the main character of the novel,
which is in line with the source text. This important “technical shift” in Rhys’ narrative
voice from the omniscient in Quartet to the first person in Voyage in the Dark is
considered to be significant, as the reader is not simply exposed to the story of the
“victim” but more importantly to the voice of the “victim” (Harrison 1988, 123).
Reading both the target and source texts gives the chance to hear not only Anna’s inner
thoughts and feelings but also Anna’s understanding of everything that takes place and
the effects of other people’s words, behavior and attitudes on her. For instance, Anna
expresses her thoughts and feelings about the two men, whom Anna and Maudie meet in

the streets, after they spend some time together: “Ikisinden de tiksiniyordum. Birileriyle

ahbap oluyorsunuz sonra da size kaba davraniyorlar. Sokakta ahbap oldugunuz kisiler

hep size kaba davranmakta bir sakinca olmadigina inanirlar.” (14) [L hated them both.

You pick up people and then they are rude to you. This business of picking up people
and then they always imagine they can be rude to you.] (6). The underlined sentence is
obviously an expression of Anna’s feelings about these two men, who, Anna thinks,
look down on them. Even when she does not openly express her thoughts and feelings,
the reader has the opportunity to be part of her inner world as s/he hears her inner voice.

Similar to the emphatic language use in Genis Genis Bir Deniz and Dortlii, this example
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in the translation of Voyage in the Dark also shows that the Turkish verb ‘tiksinmek’ [to
be disgusted with] is a quite strong preference when compared with the English source
verb ‘hate’. Another example of how this first person point of view presents certain
aspects of the story and other characters is when Anna sees Walter, one of those two
men, alone some time later. Here she comments on Walter’s inner thoughs and attitudes:

“Demek iivey anneni sik sik gérmiiyorsun? Senin turnelerde stirtmeni
onaylamriyor mu yoksa? Aile serefini lekeledigini falan mi diistiniiyor?”

Ona baktim. Benimle alay edercesine siritiyordu. Sustum. “Hay Allah,” dedim
icimden, “burun kiviranlar cinsinden bu da. Keske gelmeseydim.” (Kiir 1989c,
22)

‘So you don’t see much of your stepmother? Doesn’t she approve of your
gadding about on tour? Does she think you’ve disgraced the family or
something?’

I looked at him, and he was smiling as if he were laughing at me, I stopped
talking. I thought, ‘Oh God, he’s the sneering sort. I wish I hadn’t come.’ (Rhys
1985d, 12)

This is Anna’s judgement of Walter’s looks, attitudes and the words he utters. In other
words, it is not Walter, who presents his own inner thoughts and feelings about Anna.
The reader is directly provided with the spoken words of the other characters only when
their speech is directly reported by Anna. It is also significant to note that Kiir’s word
choices present a more detailed picture of Walter’s smile than Rhys’. As a reader of the
target text, I directly feel more uncomfortable about his smile than that in the source
text, which leaves the reader with her/his own interpretations of the smile. Kiir’s choice
of ‘alay etmek’ [to mock, to ridicule] and ‘siritmak’ [to grin] tell more than ‘to laugh’
and ‘to smile’. My understanding of the source text is not very different from that of the
source text due to the context, but the intensified word choices made in the target text

when compared with the source seem to draw the scene more clearly.
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As the above two examples of the effects of the selected point of view of the
novel show, other people’s despising Anna’s profession and even identity is a point
frequently reflected from Anna’s viewpoint. This seems to be what most affects Anna
negatively in her life, as such remarks stress the ‘inferiority’ of her identity in others’
eyes and obviously hurt her feelings. It is not only the men she goes out or sleeps with
but also the landladies and even a girlfriend who look down on her and annoy her with
their words. An example is the landlady who wants Anna to leave her room as soon as

possible: “Tam kapidan ¢ikacakken durdu, yeniden bana dondii: “Evimde yosmalari

barindiramam, anladin mi1 §imdi?”” Karsilik vermedim. Kalbim giim giim atiyordu.” (30)

[At the door she turned round and said, ‘I don’t want no tarts in my house, so now you
know.’ I didn’t answer. My heart was beating like hell.] (18). After expressing her
husband’s and her own uneasiness about Anna’s behavior, such as her arriving the house
early in the morning, the landlady openly identifies Anna’s profession and thus gives the
reason why they want her to leave. Learning that others are aware of her lifestyle and
that she is not wanted there any more, she cannot say anything. The use of “giim giim”
in the Turkish text has an effective role in letting the reader feel like hearing Anna’s
heartbeats. Repeating or rather doubling the same sound or word, i.e. reduplication,
which is a language pattern noted in the analysis of Genis Genis Bir Deniz, will further
be discussed.

In addition to Anna’s being treated in ways lacking respect, there are situations
in which Anna attracts attention to her own powerlessness or her lack of respect for her
own identity. For instance, the first sexual intercourse of her life happens to be with a

man called Walter, to whom she feels emotionally connected. When Walter asks about
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her career plans for the future and specifically if she would be interested in getting
singing lessons, and so on, Anna responds, “I want to be with you. That’s all I want.”
(31). This can be interpreted as both/either her willingness to depend on Walter, lack of
readiness to work hard for the best of her career and/or her passion for Walter.
Nevertheless, she does not reject the money Walter puts in her purse after their first
sexual intercourse and says, “All right, if you like — anything you like, anyway you
like.” (23). There is the fact that she does not seem to have planned to get money from
him, but she happens to utter those words and even kisses his hand in spite of her later
feeling embarrassed of that kiss. Her being in a vulnerable position in which she accepts
‘any’ thing seen appropriate by the man who has money and power and her physically
bowing her head with the intention to kiss his hand is symbolic of her powerlessness
both economically and socially as well as her finding or putting herself in belittling
situations. After Walter decides to stop seeing Anna, Anna feels hurt, but in time she
starts to go out with others whom she sleeps with. Directly related to this situation is her
anger or rather hatred against those people and depressive emotional state.

Interestingly, as a reader of the Turkish translation, I have felt an emphasis on
madness, which can be linked to this anger, hatred and depression Anna experiences.
Although the statistical results do not show a high number of words used to refer to the
idea of being or going mad in the two texts, differences between the density of such
words in the target and source texts and their effects on the reader can be seen when the

two texts are studied in comparison.
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Table 8. Madness related language use in Karanlikta Yolculuk and Voyage in the Dark

Search Words in TT Karanlikta | Voyage in the | Search Words in ST
Yolculuk Kiir | Dark Rhys

Cilgin 1 4 (Go/ Make/ Be) Crazy

Deli* 11 8 (Go/ Drive/ Be) Mad

Kagik* 3 5 Potty

Terelelli* 2

Birkag tahta(n) eksik 2 2 Not all there

Fittir-* 3

Cildir-* 2

Aklin1 kagir- 1

Aklin1 oynat- 1

While the total number of words similar in meaning to ‘mad’ in the target text is 26,
there are 19 words of this kind in the source text. More importantly, the variety in Kiir’s
Turkish target text is obviously very much different from Rhys’ English source text.
Although the table above does not demonstrate all the words checked in the two texts
and only those that have been found to appear in the texts, about 20 English words,
including ‘nuts’, ‘nutty’, ‘balmy’, ‘insane’, and ‘cracked’, have been checked. None of
them has been used even once. In contrast to this source text fact, Kiir brings diversity
by using various other words and phrases similar in meaning, as can be seen in the table.
The example below demonstrates how one of these words is used in the target text:

Sonra diisindiim ki, Berners Sokagi’ndaki o otele gitsem, listimde bir geceligi
odeyecek kadar para var. Ama tabii, bagajsiz gittin mi yer olmadigini sdylerler.
Otelin yaris1 bos olsa da yer yok derler. Resepsiyondaki kizin bu sozleri nasil
sOyleyecegi o kadar kesin gdziimiin oniine geldi ki, yeniden giilmeye basladim.
Oyle pis pis bakarlar ki insana... Pis sesleri, yiiksek, diimdiiz, tirmanilmasi
imkansiz duvarlar gibi sarar insanin gevresini, listiine iistiine gelir. Ve buna kars1
yapilacak bir sey de yoktur. Fittirir insan, Laurie’nin dedigi gibi. Pis pis bakarlar
insana, sesleri de pistir, fittirirsin, Laurie’nin dedigi gibi. (Kiir 1989c¢, 131)

Then I thought, ‘If T went to that hotel in Berners Street. I’ve got just about

enough money on me to pay. They’d say, of course, that they hadn’t got a room

if you went in without any luggage. With the hotel half-empty they’d still say

that they hadn’t got a room.” I could imagine so well the girl at the desk saying it

that I had to begin to laugh again. The damned way they look at you, and their
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damned voices, like high, smooth, unclimbable walls all round you, closing in on
you. And nothing to be done about it, either. The answer’s a lemon, as Laurie
says. The damned way they look at you and their damned voices and the
answer’s a lemon as Laurie says. (Rhys 1985d, 90)

The use of the verb ‘fittirmak’ [to lose one’s mind, to go crazy] in the target text is a
word choice that attracts attention in this paragraph. As a word used most frequently in
everyday spoken language, it brings vividness to the text and helps to feel it is ‘really’
the inner voice of the protagonist that the reader hears. Kiir’s use of the word ‘fittirmak’
requires more interpretation when it is checked against the source text. At this point in
the source text Rhys writes, ‘The answer’s a lemon’, which is a sentence uttered when
the speaker wants to say s/he is not pleased with a certain idea or situation. For this
reason, the use of the verb ‘fittirmak’ is an example of word choice at a stronger level of
emphasis when compared with the source sentence. Even ‘delirmek’ [to go crazy] would
be a less striking translation preference. This word choice draws attention to the
contempt of the speaker towards the subject and more importantly, to the idea of
madness, which is not present here in this specific source paragraph. Remembering the
context of the novel and how Anna feels desperate and depressed most of the time helps
to better comprehend possible reasons for this translation decision. However, such
preference adds to the emphasis on the idea of madness more apparently in the target
text than the source text. The second example below also shows how three other

madness related words and phrases are used in the target text:

“Senin derdin ne, biliyor musun?” diye sordu. “Terelellisin. Yar1 kaciksimn!
Kafanda birkag tahta eksik, anladin mi? Seni kagik orospu ¢cocugu. Birkag tahtan
eksik, tamam mi1? Asil derdin de bu. Suratina bir kere bakmak yeter, hemen
anlagiliyor terelelli oldugun.” (Kiir 1989c, 130)
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‘The thing about you,’ she said, ‘is that you’re half potty. You’re not all there;

you’re a half-potty bastard. You’re not all there; that’s what’s the matter with

you. Anybody’s only got to look at you to see that.” (Rhys 1985d, 89)

As can be seen above, Kiir uses ‘yar1 kagiksin’ to translate ‘half potty’ and ‘(kafanda)
birkag tahta(n) eksik’ for ‘you’re not all there’, but she also makes an addition by
writing ‘terelelli(sin)’ [batty]. The first madness related word Kiir prefers in this harsh
speech made by Ethel, a friend at whose house Anna rents a room, is ‘terelelli’. What is
more, Kiir uses this word at the end of the speech, too. While there is no such word at
the beginning, there is a reference word at the end of the source text: ‘that’. Kiir prefers
to explicitate what ‘that’ refers to by using the same word ‘terelleli’. Thus, she not only
makes the reference clear but also strengthens the meaning by repeating the word
‘terelelli’ in the beginning and the end. It is also significant that Ethel in the target text
does not prefer the word ‘deli’ [crazy] but ‘terelelli’ [batty]. Here Kiir makes a word
choice that is less frequently encountered in even everyday language and thus brings
variety while also considering the women characters’, like Ethel’s, use of slang in their
language.

The use of slang or slum language is the fourth important feature noted in the
target text analysis, which is important, as the relationship between certain language
uses and narrators or characters is one of the interactions between Kiir’s authorial and
translatorial styles. The use of such language only by those who are looked down on by
the society adds to the characterization of the chorus girls and/or prostitutes in the novel.
This is due to the fact that this language use plays a major role in distinguishing them

from the others who have a higher status in the society. It is interesting that this kind of
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language is specifically named in the first pages of the target text as can be seen in the
quotation below:

(...) Bay Her-neydiyse-adin. Sahi, adin ne?”

Uzun boylu adam yanitlamadu. (...)

Maudie, kenar mahalle agziyla konustu: “Sana diyorum, anacim. Bal gibi isittin.
Kulaciklarin sagir degil a? Adin1 bagislar misin acaba?” (Kiir 1989c, 13)

(...) Mr What’s-your name. What is your name, by the way?’

The tall man didn’t answer. (...)

Maudie said in cockney, ‘I was speaking to you, ’Orace. You ’eard. You ain’t
got clorf ears. I asked what your name was.’” (Rhys 1985d, 6)

The narrator informs the target reader that the language spoken by Maudie is “kenar
mahalle agz1” [the dialect of the slum]. ‘Cockney’ in the source text, however, can be
defined as the English dialect spoken by a working class person particularly from the
East of London. The concern, pains and delicacy Maudie lacks while choosing her
words matches the expression “kenar mahalle agz1” [the dialect of the slum] in my
reading of the target text and thus does not surprise me, at all. However, considering the
fact that Rhys refers to the working class people from the East side of London, I have
noticed that the effects on me as a reader of the two texts differ. This is owing to the fact
that the target text makes the lower social status of characters, like Maudie, clearer than
it is in the source text. The reason why Maudie gets irritated is Jones, who is one of the
two men Anna and Maudie comes home with. Because Jones does not respond to the
question Maudie asks, she starts to grouse and repeats her question. The target
expressions also lead to a feeling that Maudie is quite an unconventional person who can
easily tease others, whereas the source expressions help me to feel mainly Maudie’s

fury.
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As is obvious from the previous example, Jones and Maudie cannot get along
with each other well. However, the other man, Jeffries, and Anna seem to be a possible
couple because Jeffries shows his interest in her. He asks if they could have dinner one
night and her address in London. After Jones and Jeffries leave, Maudie makes positive
remarks about Jeffries, but Anna says, she liked neither of them. This is a point at which
the target reader encounters Maudie’s use of slang once again, as Maudie teases Anna:
“Adresini istediginde ikiletmedin ama,” dedi. (16) [“You gave your address pretty quick,
though,” Maudie said.] (8). Again the difference in the effects of the target and the
source attracts attention when they are checked against one another. Maudie appears to
me as an eccentric character with her use of slang in an amiable tone in the target text.
Nevertheless, the language used in the source is quite straight and there is no use of
slang, whose presence in the target seems to bolster the idea that Maudie uses the dialect
of the slum. It needs to be noted that Maudie is not the only person who speaks such a
dialect and uses slang. Laurie, a friend of Anna’s, is another character whose speech
illustrates the use of similar language. In the following scene Laurie calls out to the old
lady working in the house because Anna wants to have a bath. But the old lady appears

to have fallen asleep, so Laurie tells her to wake up and hurry up: “Hadi, anacim, uyan.

Banyoyu hazirla, bir de ¢ay yap. Hadisene. Omriinde bir kere de acele et, allahm1
seversen.” (108) [‘Go on, Ma, wake up. Turn a bath on and get some tea. And hurry for
once in your life, for God’s sake.’] (73). It is significant that Laurie, too, seems to earn
her living as a prostitute and her dialect is similar to Maudie’s. This is important because
the target reader can start to see them as a separate group of people who have

characteristics in common. Checking the two texts against one another demonstrates that
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the language uses are similar. However, there is again emphatic use of this language in
that the target reader can feel this is everyday language spoken in the streets more
apparently than the source reader. An additional reason for the importance of this feature
discussed in detail is because Pmar Kiir is an author who pays particular attention to the
language uses of different characters or narrators in creating their identities and points of
views. As has been previously explored in this chapter, both Bitmeyen Ask and Bir
Cinayet Romani present how distinct different characters or narrators’ language uses can
be. This is due to their word choices, preferences in language structures and approach to
the subject. Thus, it is possible to deduce that Kiir, who pays attention to the differences
between different characters’ or narrators’ language uses, is also careful about the
creation of this effect on the target readers as she translates, which is a point in line with
Kiir’s own argument that in translating she also “pay[s] attention to those that [she]
pay[s] attention in [her] own writing” [Kendi yazim1 yazarken nelere dikkat ediyorsam,
onlara da dikkat ediyorum tabii ki.] (Aka 2011).

Last but not least, repetitive use of words and phrases is a pattern identified in
the target text. This pattern in Karanlikta Yolculuk is very much similar to the effective
language use in Genis Genig Bir Deniz, which has already been discussed. First of all,
there is reduplication of onomatopoeic words, such as “giim giim” (30), “pat pat” (49),
and “tir tir” (59) in Karanlikta Yolculuk. Another example of such reduplication is “bas
bas” (23) as can be seen in the quotation below: “Lanet olsun, birak beni, lanet olsun”
deyip duruyordum. “Yoksa bas bas bagiririm.” (23) [I kept saying, ‘Damn you, let me
go, damn you. Or I’ll make a hell of a row.’] (13). This is a moment when Anna gets

furious at Walter after two kisses and tries to push him away. Walter lets her go and
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apologizes. Although the use of reduplication in the target text intensifies the ‘meaning’
and helps the reader to feel how loud Anna is ready to cry, the source text expression is

also powerful. This and the previous noted examples are all repetitions of onomatopoeic
words, but there are also reduplications of other words in the form of nouns, adjectives,

and adverbs. The next quotation illustrates how frequently reduplication can at times be

noticed in the novel:

Hava karardi ama kalkip gaz lambasini yakacak halim yoktu. Bacaklarima
korkung agirliklar baglanmisti sanki, kipirdayamiyordum. Bir keresinde evde de
bdyle hastalanmistim. Atesim vardi, vakit 6gleden sonraydi, jaluzileri
indirmiglerdi, araliklarindan giren sar1 151k, ¢izgi ¢izgi yere diismiistii. Oda
boyasizdi. Yer tahtalar1 bogum bogumdu, birinin iistiinde bir bécek durmus,
antenlerini bir 6ne bir arkaya uzatiyordu agir agir. Kipirdayamiyordum. Yattigim
yerde ona bakiyordum. “Ugacak olur da yatagin iistiine ya da yiiziime konarsa
aklim1 kagiririm,” diye diisiiniiyordum. Ona bakiyordum ve “Ucacak m1?” diye
soruyordum kendime. Alnima koyduklari tiilbent cayir cayir yaniyordu. (Kiir
1989c, 30-31)

It got dark, but I couldn’t get up to light the gas. I felt as if there were weights on
my legs so that I couldn’t move. Like that time at home when I had fever and it
was afternoon and the jalousies were down and yellow light came in through the
slats and lay on the floor in bars. The room wasn’t painted. There were knots in
the wood and on one of them a cockroach, waving its feelers slowly backwards
and forwards. I couldn’t move. I lay watching it. I thought, ‘If it flies on to the
bed or if it flies on to my face I shall go mad.” I watched it and I thought, ‘Is it
going to fly?” and the bandage on my head was hot. (Rhys 1985d, 18)

Here in the target text reduplication of words again helps to produce a vivid description.
When I check the target text against the source text considering the effects on me as a
reader, I first feel the target effect of poetic language use which is partly created by
reduplication. The fact that target sentences are shorter and the use of anastrophe, as in
the sentence, in which “agir agir” is used, also helps to provide this effect to a certain
level, but the vital role played by reduplication cannot be ignored. In addition,

reduplication sometimes strenghtens the level of ‘meaning’, which can be seen in the use
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of “cayrr cayir yan-" in the target text. Kiir’s word choice and preference for
reduplication is apparently more intensified than the target expression ‘to be hot’. Thus
the target reader can feel the narrated senses more strikingly than the source reader. It is
here noteworthy that besides these rather accustomed uses of reduplication in Turkish
language, there is the reduplication of adverbs, such as “dinlerken dinlerken” [(while)
listening] (1989a, 12) in Genis Genis Bir Deniz, “bakarken bakarken” (2008, 61, 66) and
“otururken otururken” (2008, 354) in Bitmeyen Agsk, which demonstrate that Kiir creates
a poetic effect through relatively less frequently noticed uses of reduplication in both her
translations and own writing and this is an interaction identified between her authorial
and translatorial styles in this study.

In brief, the analysis of Karanlikta Yolculuk has shown that there are certain
significant patterns that Kiir seems to follow in her translation. To begin with, the
emphasis on madness is more apparently identified, as the number and variety of words
and phrases similar in meaning to ‘mad’ are higher than the source text. In addition,
there are examples of target word choices at stronger levels of emphasis. The second
feature is the more effective use of slang or slum language by women characters who
have a lower social status. This feature seems to highlight the seperation of this group of
women from other members of the society who have a higher position through not only
lifestyle or experiences but also language use. Finally, reduplication enhances the
powerful use of language, brings vividness to target description and thus creates a poetic
effect. These appear to be the most striking language features that point to Kiir’s

presence in the target text.
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5.1.4 Giinaydin Geceyarisi |Good Morning, Midnight|

Good Morning, Midnight, published in 1939, was translated by Pmar Kiir into Turkish
and published with the title Giinaydin Geceyarisi in 1990. The intertextuality of the title
Good Morning, Midnight is due to the fact that it is also the first line of a poem by Emily
Dickinson. The poem, whose first two stanzas are given at the beginning of the book,
match the novel, as both reflect the loss of sunshine in one’s life and how this hurts. The
voice in Emily Dickinson’s poem longs for the daytime in sunshine, but upon the
abandonment of the day, s/he wishes ‘good night’ to the Day. The day seems to have
gone to sleep forever for the persona. In other words, s/he has lost her hope for the future
in having the day back in her life. The persona welcomes the Midnight unwillingly since
this is not a preference that s/he makes. There seems to be, however, not only
disappointment but also an attempt at changing one’s perspective in this ‘good morning’
call to the Midnight, which is techniquely the beginning of a brand new day although
there is no sunshine, yet. Sasha, the protagonist in Giinaydin Geceyarisi, also presents
her tragic experiences, including rape, but interestingly uses humour. Unable to take
control of the situation, even to protect her body and soul from a man, she looks as if she
tries to ignore the bitter reality and/or see a different aspect of the situation which cannot
hurt her and boost her strength to heal her wounds as she says “Olay gercekten biraz
komik™ (179) [“This is really a bit comic,’] (456). Due to the humour of the Caribbean,
“which is so often political, full of wordplay, sceptical of institutions and power and
essentially survivalist”, Good Morning, Midnight is considered to be “the funniest of

Rhys’s novels” (Savory 1998, 109).
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The plot of Giinaydin Geceyarisi, which is told from the first person point of
view, is more difficult to summarize than those of the other novels by Rhys. This is
owing to the fact that the protagonist narrates events or moments from the past without
giving details about the context, moves back to the present usually without giving clear
clues about the sequence of events. The reader who cannot learn even the real name of
the protagonist may feel the need to make some effort to connect events whose reasons
and results may not be given at all. It is worth drawing attention to the fact that Pmar
Kiir’s two novels, especially Bir Cinayet Romant, and Giinaydin Geceyarist are to a
certain extent similar in that the role of the reader in the interpretation process is
obvious. This point, however, will not be counted as one of the major interactions
between Pinar Kiir’s authorial and translatorial styles, as there are differences between
the kinds of roles expected from the readers. For instance, the connection between the
events, their reasons and results are quite easy to follow in Bitmeyen Ask and Bir Cinayet
Romani, but there is the element of mystery, which causes the additional need for the
reader’s role in interpretation.

Sasha is the name used by the protagonist, who explains to have started to use
this name for the hope of bringing her luck, but she seems to mock herself when she
asks, “Sans getirdi mi bana acaba, Sasha adi1?” (10) [Did it bring me any luck, I wonder
— calling myself Sasha?] (349). Having an unhappy past, she seems not to have had luck
on her side very much. This may be a reason why the name Sasha appears only three
times in the target and four times in the source text. She cannot enjoy the power to

change her luck, but she tries to keep control of herself for the ‘best’ of her emotional
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state. Inner monologues similar to the one below can be heard at different points in the
novel:
Aman dikkat, dikkat! Heyecanlanma. Heyecanlandin mi, coskunlagtin mi1 ne
oluyor biliyorsun, degil mi? ... Evet. ... Patlamis bir balon gibi nasil
yikiliveriyorsun biliyorsun, degil mi? Hi¢ dayanikli olmadigindan. ... Evet,
tamamen dyle. Oyleyse, heyecan yok. Sessiz, sakin, akli basinda bir onbes giin
gegireceksin. Cok fazla igmeyeceksin, belli kafelerden, belli sokaklardan, belli
noktalardan uzak duracaksin, o zaman her sey yolunda gidecek, ¢ok giizel
olacak. (Kiir 1990, 14)
But careful, careful! Don’t get excited. You know what happens when you get
excited and exalted, don’t you? ... Yes... And then, you know how you collapse
like a pricked balloon, don’t you? Having no staying power. ... Yes, exactly. ...
So, no excitement. This is going to be a quiet, sane fortnight. Not too much
drinking, avoidance of certain cafés, of certain spots, and everything will go off
beautifully. (Rhys 1985b, 351)
It is interesting that there is again the second-person point of view, but here the narrator
does not address the reader. It is herself that the inner voice is talking to. Struggling to
survive not only economically but also psychologically, Sasha comes back to Paris in
her middle age and keeps thinking of all that she has experienced through the
associations created in her mind as a result of the places that she visits, even the sounds
that she hears. Her relationship with Enno, the father of her child, and the death of the
child seem to have played major roles in her loneliness, which has caused a major
depression and even led to her thinking of committing suicide. During her stay in Paris,
Sasha meets a gigolo, René, for whom she seems to have empathy, as she understands
why he does what he does. Although she keeps rejecting René whenever he is interested
in coming to the room she has rented, the gigolo comes to her room without her consent

at the end of the novel. They first kiss each other with passion. She seems to have found

love and happiness upon his arrival. Full of the fears stemming from her past and the
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fear of being heard by others, however, she loses the positive energy in her and asks him
to leave. The gigolo does not accept this rejection and forces her to have sexual
intercourse with him. Thinking that René will not only rape her but also take her money,
she begs him to take only the thousand-franc note, not the rest left in her purse.
Sometime after the gigolo leaves the room, she checks her purse and sees that he has not
taken anything and says, “Davranigin beni ¢ok duygulandirdi, tatl jigolo, kalbimin
derinliklerinden tesekkiir ediyorum sana. Bdylesi bir nezakete aliskin degilim.” (184) [I
appreciate this, sweet gigolo, from the depths of my heart. I’'m not used to these
courtesies.] (459). Then, thinking about the gigolo and feeling desperately lonely, she
starts to wish René would come back. Imagining his steps back to the room with all the
details, she seems to manage to bring him back. A man does come to her room after she
gets undressed and ready to make love in bed. She pulls him to the bed in spite of the
fact that she abhors him. In line with the narration of most scenes, there is an important
lack of information concerning the identity of the man. The main clue seems to be the
white dressing gown, which is worn by the man living in the next door, the man who
“looks like a priest of some obscene, half-understood religion” [Papaza benziyor —
miistehcen ve dogru diiriist anlagilmamis bir dinin papazina.] (364). This is the man that
she fears because she seems to feel from his attitudes that he considers her not a
‘respectable’ woman and has expectations from her. That is why she does not want the
man in the next room to see or hear René. She seems to be concerned with being heard
more than being raped probably because she is afraid he will visit her, too, if he hears
them. In short, the protagonist appears to have given up her struggle against this man,

who had been waiting for his time, and uses her imagination to bear the pain.
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Obviously there is a difference between the gigolo and the man in the next-door.
While the gigolo is a man she seems to have at least sympathy for, the man living in next
door is a source of horror in her life. It is also possible that this last scene with the man
in the next-door is only a product of her imagination. Imagining René coming into the
room, she cannot wipe away the traces of her unhappy past experiences. Thus, knowing
that she can hardly bring the gigolo back may have a role in her creating the image of
the man that she despises. Whether it is the reality or her imagination, it is important that
Sasha cannot find the strength to resist the difficulties in her life and gives up by
opening out her arms to the man she fears most. Nevertheless, it is also significant that
she does not shed tears or act like a woman in pain in the presence of the two men and
tries to appear as a “very strong” woman, a woman, as she admits to herself, who is
“strong as the dead” (456) [Oliiler kadar gii¢liiyiim] (180).

In addition to the language features described in detail in the section on recurrent
features in the four target texts, one of which is the variety in the use of discourse
particles, Giinaydin Geceyarisi, Pmar Kiir’s Turkish translation of Good Morning,
Midnight, attracted my attention with its use of slang and derogatory language. Similar
to the previously explored target texts in the corpus, Giinaydin Geceyarist also presents
examples of emphatic language use by reduplication, but emphatic language in this
target text is especially noteworthy in the use of slang and derogatory language. It needs
to be underlined that use of slang, derogatory language and swear words is interesting
due to Kiir’s intensified word choices, translation of some French words or phrases and

again the variety that she brings, which will be explored in relation to the use of
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‘madness’ related words. Below are five examples that illustrate how intensified Kiir’s
language appears to be at certain points in the target text:
1. Bu gece ikinci smif boktan bir bara gitmeyecegim. Hayir, bu gece miizikli bir

yere gidecegim; bir siirli insanla birlikte olabilecegim bir yere; dansedilen bir
yere. (Kiir 1990, 73-74)

I’m not going to any beastly little bar tonight. No, tonight I’m going somewhere
where there’s music; somewhere where I can be with a lot of people; somewhere
where there’s dancing. (Rhys 1985b, 388)

2. Her katin baska birine kiralandig1 bir binaydi, birkag aile yasiyordu iginde. (...)
Ama ¢ikarabildigim kadariyla, cocuk ona pis bir kadin oldugunu, koti
koktugunu, bu evde bulunmaya hakki olmadigmi sdylemis. ‘Sen ¢ok igrengsin,
keske gebersen,” demis. (...) O evde yasayan iki kadin daha vardi. Biri ince
dudakli, agz1 kapali bir kadin, 6tekisi ise sisko orospu giiliishi. (Kiir 1990, 97-98)

This house was one of those that are let off in floors. There were several families
living in it. (...) But it seemed that the child had told her that she was a dirty
woman, that she smelt bad, that she hadn’t any right in the house. “I hate you and
I wish you were dead,” the child said. (...) There were two other women in the
house. There was one with a shut, thin mouth and a fat one with a bordel laugh.
(Rhys 1985b, 403-404)

3. Tabii. Anladim simdi. Aman Allahim, ben dyle bir goriinimde miyim? Disine
gore birini bulmak umuduyla Montparnasse’a diismiis zengin bir kartya mi1
benziyorum? Kendime ¢eki diizen vermek i¢in bu kadar ugrastiktan sonra - ?
Herhalde oyle.

Cehenneme kadar yolu oldugunu séyleyeyim mi? Yoo, bir dakika. Galiba su
sirada ben de biraz olsun 6¢ alabilirim. Konusursun bu gibilerle, anlayisli
davrantyormus gibi yaparsin. Ve, en beklemedikleri anda dersin ki: Sittir git!
(Kiir 1990, 75)

Of course. I've got it. Oh Lord, is that what I look like? Do I really look like a
wealthy dame trotting round Montparnasse in the hope of - ? After all the trouble
I’ve gone to, is that what I look like? I suppose I do.

Shall I tell him to go to hell? But after all, I think, this is where I might be able to
get some of my own back. You talk to them, you pretend to sympathize; then,
just at the moment when they are not expecting it, you say: ‘Go to hell.” (Rhys
1985b, 389)

4. Paris pek giizel goriiniiyor bu gece. ... Bu gece pek hoslugun iistiinde, giizelim
benim, sevgilim benim, ah ne malin gézii orospusundur sen! (Kiir 1990, 15)
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Paris is looking very nice tonight. ... You are looking very nice tonight, my
beautiful, my darling, and oh what a bitch you can be! (Rhys 1985b, 352)

5. Mektubu iistiiste okuyup okuyup diisiiniiyor. “Inanmiyorum ona,” diyor.
“Hepsi yalan, agna diisiirmek istiyor beni, tuzak kuruyor. Anliyorsunuz ya, bu
kiz yalancinin teki. O {igyiiz franki maquereau’suna vermek i¢in istiyor. Peki, o
pezevengine versin diye ben ona iigyiiz frank verecek miyim? Hayir, vermem,
vermeyecegim. ... (...)" (Kiir 1990, 88-89)
He is chewing and chewing over this letter. ‘I don’t believe it,” he says. ‘It’s all a
lie, it’s a snare, it’s a trap. This girl, you understand, is a liar. What she wants is
three hundred francs to give to her masquereau. Will I give her three hundred
francs for her masquereau? No, I won’t. I will not.... (...)” (Rhys 1985b, 398)
Three points concerning the use of slang and derogatory language illustrated above
deserve to be stressed: the choice of intensified expressions, the translation of French
words into Turkish, and the variety in the translation of such words. To begin with, the
first example and the word ‘geber-’ in the second demonstrate Kiir’s preference for
intensified words or expressions. In the first example, Kiir does not find it sufficient to
say ‘ikinci siif” [second class] and to use an adjective like ‘ufacik’ [little] while
translating ‘beastly little’. Instead, she adds ‘boktan’, which is a word noted in the
analysis of Dortlii for the source words ‘rotten’ and ‘rum’. The second example
illustrates the utterance of ‘keske gebersen’ by a girl that appears to hate a ‘dirty’ woman
in the target text. In the source text, however, is the sentence ‘I wish you were dead’.
There is obviously no use of slang that increases the intensity of the utterance, unlike the
verb ‘gebermek’ [to kick the bucket] in the source text. A young person’s wishing
somebody to die, which is one of the messages in both the target and source texts, is a

bit shocking, but her using slang in a powerful way in the target text strikes the target

reader even more than the source.

274



The second and the last examples show how Kiir can sometimes prefer to make
the ‘meaning’ of a French word clear to the target reader by either translating it as in the
former or providing a Turkish word in its place when it is used for the second time in the
same context instead of repeating the same French word as in the latter. Kiir translates
‘bordel’ as ‘orospu’ [whore] and ‘maquereau’ as ‘pezeveng’ [pimp]. In French, ‘bordel’
can be used in a pejorative sense to refer to ‘dump’ or ‘mess’, but it can also defined as
‘whorehouse’. Kiir, considering the context, i.e. that the word ‘bordel’ is used as an
adjective for the laugh of a woman who is apparently disparaged, chooses the Turkish
word ‘orospu’ [whore]. While there is no definition for ‘masquereau’ in the dictionaries
I have checked, English translation of ‘maquereau’, spelt without ‘s’ in the target text,
can be ‘pimp’. While these two words are translated into Turkish in two different ways,
they are both provided in Turkish. In contrast to this translation practice, the author of
the source text neither explains nor prefers to use an English word in the place of the
French. Thus, there is a difference between the effects on the target and source readers in
that the need for the target reader to make some effort to comprehend the ‘meanings’ of
‘bordel’ and ‘masquereau’ are removed unlike the source text. However, this is not a
rule that Rhys always follows in her writing. There are places where she also provides
an explanation or a definition of the French expression in English:

Parami1 6demek tizere garsonu ¢agiriyorum. Yiklii bir bahsis veriyorum. ...

Buraya, yalnizca en yakn sinemanin yolunu 6grenmek i¢in gelmistim. Saygin

bir kadinim ben, un[e] femme convenable, sinemaya gitmekten baska bir niyetim
yok. (Kiir 1990, 106)

I call the waiter, to pay. I give him a large tip. ... I only came in here to inquire
the way to the nearest cinema. I am a respectable woman, une femme
convenable, on her way to the nearest cinema. (Rhys 1985b, 409)
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The above given example illustrates the use of the Turkish expression and the French in
the same target sentence, which is in line with the writing practice in the source text. As
it is evident, although Kiir’s preference in the previous example is certainly a translation
decision that does not stem from that certain part of the source text, the appearance of
the ‘same’ expression in two different languages is not a practice unlikely to be seen in
the source.

Last but not least, Kiir’s translation decisions bring variety to the target text in
the use of swear words. The third example shows that she does not repeat the idiom
‘cehenneme kadar yolu ol-’ for the second time in the target text. Instead, she makes an
even more striking preference and uses a swear expression ‘sittir git” despite the fact that
the source expression ‘go to hell’ is used twice. By choosing ‘sittir git’, which appears at
the end of the paragraph, Kiir has found an expression almost the same length and thus
as concise as the source. Nonetheless, it is important that this is again an intensified
word choice because ‘go to hell’ could also be translated as ‘defol’, which is not a swear
word. The forth example illustrates the use of ‘orospu’ [whore] but with an added
emphasis on the character of the subject in focus, which is the city Paris. The target
sentence ‘ah ne malin gozii orospusundur sen’ is definitely more striking than ‘oh what a
bitch you can be’ for two reasons. First of all, there is the use of simple present tense in
the target sentence, which causes a generalization of this character of the city, whereas
in the source there is the use of a modal verb, ‘can’, which indicates either ability or
possibility in this case. Second, there is the addition of the phrase ‘malin gozii’ [sly]

attracts attention, as it strengthens the negative qualities of the city. As a result of the
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two choices, the target text presents different translations of the same words or phrases
and thus variety in the use of swear words.

A comparison of the above-discussed feature in the translation of swear words to
the use of words related to ‘madness’ in meaning presents noteworthy results. In contrast
to the previous feature, here the word ‘deli’ [crazy] and its derivatives are often
preferred in the target text. Therefore, Kiir seems to have opted for the repetition of the
same word and its derivatives instead of bringing variety to the translation of words
similar in meaning to ‘mad’ or those that have associations of ‘madness’.

1. Yiyecek diisiinmeye basliyorum. Ornegin sukrut — burada sukrut garni vardir

mutlaka. Harika sosisler, harika haglanmig patates, harika harika haglanmig

lahana. ... Agzim delice sulaniyor. (Kiir 1990, 87)

I start thinking about food. Choucroute, for instance — you ought to be able to get

choucroute garnie here. Lovely sausage, lovely potato, lovely, lovely cabbage. ...

My mouth starts watering violently. (Rhys 1985b, 397)

2. Alfred, siir soyler gibi, “Tanrinin sonsuz sessizligine soguk bir sessizlikle
karsilik verin,” diyor. Deliler gibi terliyor. (Kiir 1990, 124)

And Alfred recites. ‘Answer with a cold silence the eternal silence of the
divinity,” he says. Sweating like hell. (Rhys 1985b, 421)

3. ... Madeleine Meydani’na yakin bir otele geciyorum. Bu odada miithis sinek
var. Delirtiyorlar beni. Birini 61diirtiyorum. (Kiir 1990, 141)

... I go to an hotel near the Place de la Madeleine. There are a lot of flies in this
room. They torment me. I kill one. (Rhys 1985b, 432)

These examples demonstrate that despite other possibilities, Kiir prefers to repeat the
same word ‘deli’ and its derivatives. The target text, then, attracts attention with its use
of words related to the idea of ‘madness’ more than the source text. There are, however,
certainly exceptions to this feature. The following example shows that there is also the

use of expressions that do not derive from the word ‘deli’: “Kendimi yatagn iistiine atip
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aglamaya basgliyorum. “Aglama. Aglarsan aklimi kagiririm.”” (118) [I lie down on the
bed and begin to cry. ‘Don’t cry. If you cry I shall go mad.’] (417). Although the word
‘mad’ appears in the source text, Kiir obviously opts for a totally different expression.
However, Kiir does not seem to prefer this phrase for the sake of bringing variety.
‘Deliririm’ [I shall go mad] is certainly an alternative translation to ‘aklimi kagiririm’,
but ‘deliririm’ has other connotations, which Kiir might have chosen to avoid. For
instance, one can utter the verb ‘delirmek’ while describing how stongly s/he loves
somebody or while expressing her/his rage. Different contexts, therefore, may lead to the
use of this word.

In conclusion, the analysis of the target text Giinaydin Geceyarisi presents three
findings. First of all, there is a tendency to make intensified word choices in the use of
slang and derogatory words. Furthermore, Kiir sometimes prefers to translate a French
word or phrase into Turkish. Last, there is not only variety in language use but also
repetition of certain words and their derivatives. A focus on one or the other in the
investigation of a translation may lead to the overlooking of a contradictory practice as
has been pointed out previously in this chapter.

A comparative look at the analyses of Pinar Kiir’s two novels, Bitmeyen Ask and
Bir Cinayet Romani, and her Turkish translations of the four Jean Rhys novels draws
attention to interactions between Pinar Kiir’s authorial and translatorial styles, as has
been noted at various points of this chapter. Apparently, Kiir does not aim at making
very long and complicated sentences by using many connecting words and clauses in
either her writing or her translating. Moreover, she plays with the discourse particles, as

she translates the same English discourse particle in a variety of ways in Turkish and
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again brings variety by spelling these discourse particles in different ways that help the
reader to hear the intonation and stress of the speaker. Thirdly, second-person-point of
view, which is also observed in her writing in addition to first-person plural, appears to
have a significant effect on the reading of the translations despite the fact that it is not
frequently identified. The fourth recurrent feature spotted in the Turkish translations of
Rhys’ novels is stream of consciousness, whose powerful examples are given especially
from Genis Genis Bir Deniz and Karanlikta Yolculuk. Although stream of consciousness
is not a feature noticed in Kiir’s Bitmeyen Ask and Bir Cinayet Roman, it needs to be
noted once again that the author-translator’s presence is clear in the translations due to
her preferences in language use and punctuation, which lead to differences between the
effects of the target and source texts. Another pattern is Kiir’s emphatic language use
especially through reduplication, which can attract the reader’s attention particularly in
Kiir’s translations of the four novels by Rhys and also in Bitmeyen Ask and Bir Cinayet
Romani, as the language is rather poetic. Preference for intensified word choices is only
identified as a result of checking the target texts against the source texts and it is not a
feature that can be searched in Kiir’s own work because it requires a comparative look at
the target and source texts. Last but not least, it is possible to associate certain language
uses with certain narrators and characters in both Kiir’s writing and translating. The fact
that Kiir seems to consider this important in her writing and translating becomes clear as
a result of the differences created between the effects of the target and source texts, as
she prefers to make noteworthy language choices, previously described in detail. Apart
from the first two patterns noted, the rest of the features are spotted as a result of the

qualitative analysis, but Wordsmith provided additional data whenever needed. It also
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needs to be recalled that there were two other interactions spotted during the analysis of
the author-translator’s two novels. Therefore, together with Kiir’s search for the ‘new’
and her use of multiple narrative voices, described in Chapter 4, there are seven major
interactions highlighted in this study as a result of the analyses of Pinar Kiir’s two novels
and translations of Jean Rhys’ novels. Although these features are observed to have
varying degrees of frequency and influence on the reading of the texts in the corpus,
they are all notable interactions as the discussions reveal.

In relation to Pmar Kiir’s agency in translating and its relationship with the fields
of Turkish literature and literary translation, it is at this point helpful to recall the
assumption that “[t]he only space left for creativity and innovation [for translators] is in
the ways chosen for achieving the goals of subservience”, as the description of
translators in today’s West, Simeoni (1998) maintains, include required characteristics,
such as “silent” and “invisible” (12). In contrast to the assumption to a certain extent,
Pmar Kiir aims at doing translations whose source authors have not been published
before and thus searches for the ‘new’ in her translating. Moreover, she exemplifies
creative translation decisions in a number of ways including her bringing variety to
discourse particles and writing in emphatic language especially through reduplication.
Her response to my question whether she uses a more emphatic language through
reduplication and more intensified words or phrases in the target text when compared
with the source is noteworthy here. After hearing some specific examples of such uses of
hers in her translations, Kiir first explained her reasons and then made a concise
statement: “(...) this is the reflection of my own style, not [Rhys’].” [(...) bu benim kendi

tislubumun yansimasidir, onun degil.] (Aka 2011). In addition, she wrote a translator’s
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preface to Genis Genis Bir Deniz [ Wide Sargasso Sea], which was published as a result
of her insistent demand from the publishing house [Jean Rhys’1 yazar olarak ¢ok
begendigim i¢in (...) Ben zorladim yaymevini bunlari ¢evirin diye.], as she liked Jean
Rhys’ works very much (ibid.). In short, considering all these facts, Pmar Kiir is
obviously not a translator who can be described as “silent” or “invisible” (Simeoni 1998,
12). One of the reasons for this clear agency in her translatorial habitus can be related to
her authorial habitus. Being an author-translator, her symbolic capital grows as a result
of not only her translating but also writing and it gives her the strength to act as an agent
as has been noted earlier. It is also useful here to refer to Boase-Beier’s (2006) claim that
“knowing about theories involves creative engagement with them, and that they thus
broaden the translator’s mind, increase awareness, and so can free the translator from too
timid a dependence on the source text” (63). This assertion has implications concerning
the rather ‘creative’ translation decisions made by Kiir because of her educational
background, including her PhD in comparative literature. In addition, Kiir’s being a
well-known author-translator in the field of Turkish literature may play important roles
in the readiness of the publishing houses to make her name as visible as possible in the
translations. For instance, they may be interested in publishing a preface written by an
author-translator like Kiir, who has a high symbolic capital for various reasons,
including the fact that she has attracted the attention of readers and critics in the field of
Turkish literature with her considerable number of literary works. As discussed in
Chapter 3, she complains about publishing houses which aim for translations done for
less money by rather incompetent translators. However, she is aware of the possibility

that readers may be more interested in reading a translation done by an author they know
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well [Okur ‘ben aa Pmar Kiir’iin gevirisini okuyayim,’ diyebilir.] (Aka 2011). If readers
have such an interest, publishing houses can easily be expected to publish translator’s
prefaces which make the name of the author-translator more visible especially when it is
a new source author whose works are published. In brief, Pinar Kiir’s agency in her
writing and translating is of vital importance due to the fact that her position as an
“active idea-maker” and “cultural entrepreneur” (Even-Zohar 2005, 10) in particularly
the field of Turkish literature becomes apparent. As the discussions in this and the
previous chapter show, Kiir’s interest in the ‘new’ in her writing and translating,
visibility in her translating especially when the target texts are checked against the
source texts and lack of interest in conforming to certain norms of the field of Turkish
literature or the agenda of the society at the time of the publication of her works direct
attention to the symbolic capital she enjoys in her authorial and translatorial habituses.
One final note can be made concerning reasons for Pinar Kiir’s interest in
translating four of the five novels written by Jean Rhys. After the investigation of all the
novels in the corpus in detail, the thematic links between Kiir and Rhys’ writing appear
as a factor that might have been influential on the author-translator’s choosing Rhys’
novels to translate into Turkish. Although the focus changes from one novel to the other,
it has been made clear that Bitmeyen Ask and Bir Cinayet Romani portray feelings,
thoughts and events particularly related to love, in which there is also sexuality and
murder. The study of Kiir’s works in general, as Cin (2010) has done, shows that the
author-translator has depicted the lives of “oppressed and sexually exploited woman
characters” [(...) kadin kahramanlarin daha ¢ok ezilen ve cinsel anlamda somiiriilen

kadmnlar oldugunu (...)] (266) in a majority of her works. These women, Cin (2010)
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asserts, are “cheated, sexually exploited and have love affairs out of wedlock” [Piar
Kiir, kadmlarin aldatilmasi, cinsel manada somiiriilmesi ve gayri resmi iligkilerde
bulunmasi konulari iizerine hassasiyetle egilmistir.] (268). It is of vital importance at this
point to see the similarity between Kiir’s own comments on this subject and her view
concerning Rhys’ having female protagonists who have such unfortunate experiences in
her novels. Kiir, in the interview she did with Cin (2010), states that she is “especially
interested in characters whose lives are incongrous with the society” [Asil karakterlerin
toplumla uyumsuz hayatlar1 beni ilgilendiriyor.], but the fact that “female characters are
more in the forefront” of such depiction is because she “[herself] is a woman” and she
“thinks it is women who are especially hurt and suffer” from such states [(...) kadin
karakterlerin daha 6n planda olmasi (...) kendimin kadin olmam ve toplumun i¢indeki
uyumsuzluklari, rahatsizliklar1 ortaya ¢ikaran kosullarda asil incinen, asil hasar
gorenlerin kadmlar olduklarmni diisiinmemdendir.] (293). In the preface to the Turkish
translation of Wide Sargasso Sea, it is again Kiir, who explains that it is “not mainly the
conflict between man and woman but the conflict between the ‘weak’ and the
‘powerful’” that Jean Rhys decsribes in her novels [(...) temelde kadin erkek ¢eliskisi
degil, ‘zayiflar’ ile ‘gili¢liiler’ arasindaki ¢atismadir Jean Rhys’in konusu.] (1989, 13).
According to Kiir, Rhys’ novels, which demonstrate how weak women suffer from
powerful men in the society, is not a result of the author’s imagination, but is due to the
real conditions in life [‘Zayiflar’ genellikle kadin, 6tekiler de genellikle erkekse bu Jean
Rhys’in zorlamasi degil, ger¢egin ta kendisidir.] (ibid.). Acclaiming Rhys’ success in the
neutral depiction of this fact, Kiir adds that the male characters are “hopeless and pitiful”

[¢aresiz ve zavalli] for other reasons related to their goal to match the male figure drawn
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by the society [bu ‘erkeklik’ imgesine uyabilmek i¢in] and thus are not presented as
“monsters” [ ‘canavarlar’], at all (Kiir 1989b, 12). Thus it is in both her writing and the
Rhys translations she has done that Kiir sees the dominant portrayal of women who
experience pain and unhappiness, which, she considers, is in line with reality.
Considering not only Diana Athill’s (1985, vii) but also Pmar Kiir’s (1989b, 12) own
stress on the impressive aspects of Jean Rhys’ authorial style, it is not surprising that
Kiir, as an author-translator who writes and translates with attention on stylistic features,

chose to translate almost all literary works written by Rhys.

Summary
This chapter presented the style analysis of the quantitative and qualitative data gathered
from Pmar Kiir’s translations of Jean Rhys’ novels, Genis Genis Bir Deniz [Wide
Sargasso Sea], Dortlii [Quartet], Karanlikta Yolculuk [Voyage in the Dark], Giinaydin
Geceyarisi [Goodmorning Midnight]. Use of fewer connecting words and clauses, a
variety in the use and spelling of discourse particles, second person point of view and
stream of consciousness in narration, emphatic language use especially through
reduplication, preference for intensified word choices in the target texts, and distinct
language uses of different characters appear as the most important recurrent patterns in
the four translations.

The results also show that there are noteworthy similarities in terms of language
use between Kiir’s authorial and translatorial styles, which in fact leads to a rather
‘visible’ translator in the translations especially after checking the target texts against the

source texts and by comparatively exploring her writing and translating. Despite Kiir’s
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aim at preserving Rhys’ language preferences in the writing of the target texts, Kiir’s
translatorial voice becomes perceptible as a result of the language use which is also
apparent in her authorial voice. Different language uses that change from one narrator or
character to the other, which is a finding first noted in Chapter 4, use of rather few
connecting words and clauses, variety in the use of discourse particles in translating and
spelling, second person point of view and emphatic language use especially through
reduplication appear as the foregrounded patterns in Kiir’s authorial and translatorial
styles although the frequency and degree of influence of the mentioned features on the
text vary between the novels in the corpus. Among examples of distinct uses of language
by different narrators and characters are those by the narrators of Bitmeyen Ask and Bir
Cinayet Romani as well as the locals’ language in Genis Genis Bir Deniz, highlighted
use of rather vulgar or derogatory language choices in Dortlii and effective use of slang
or slum language by chorus girls or prostitutes in Karanlikta Yolculuk when compared
with the source texts. This is an important feature of Kiir’s authorial and translatorial
styles because these linguistic differences not only have a clear effect on
characterization but also have social and/or political implications as previously
discussed in the chapter. As a result, in the case of target texts, certain major
metonymical aspects of the described life in the setting of the novel or the characters
become manifest. Besides Kiir’s described language choices concerning the use of
connecting words and discourse particles as well as second person point of view,
emphatic language use through reduplication is significant because it results in a rather
poetic language. All these features lead to the creation of literary works with vivid

characters speaking everyday language whose intonation and stress can even be heard
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due to the variety in spelling. It also needs to be underlined that Kiir’s habitus deserves
attention at this point, since the creation of vivid characters seems to be a direct result of
the author-translator’s theater background, which covers not only her interest but also
education and work experience in the field. Moreover, besides Kiir’s visibility in her
translating practice, her agency in her translatorial habitus is evident due to the primary
decisions she makes concerning the publication of translations, as she persuaded the
publishing house to publish the translations of Rhys’ novels, the preface she wrote to
Genig Genis Bir Deniz and her statements about her translation decisions. It is important
that these acts of hers can also be related to her authorial habitus. This is because a
considerable amount of her symbolic capital is due to her writing practice and the
reception of her translations by Turkish readers and critics as well as their publication by
the publishing houses in the fields of Turkish literature and literary translation.

A focus on narrative structures results in the fact that Pinar Kiir’s novels differ
from the translations she did in the same period of the ten years investigated in this
study. This is owing to the fact that she plays with the narrative voices, metafictionality,
the author’s role in the writing of a novel and the reader’s role in interpreting the text,
which point to the postmodern approach in these works of hers, so distinctively that
despite similar stylistic features, like the use of multiple narrative voices in Wide
Sargasso Sea and the reader’s role in interpreting Good Morning Midnight, these two
novels of hers can easily be differentiated from Rhys’ in terms of narrative style. Such
elements of source style that can attract the reader’s attention in the works she chooses
to translate as in Genig Genis Bir Deniz and Giinaydin Geceyarisi could have been

influential in Kiir’s choosing these four novels to translate into Turkish.

286



In short, Pmar Kiir, who stands in the intersection of the literary polysystem and
the system of translated literature as an author-translator, exemplifies interactions
between her authorial and translatorial styles in this period of her writing and translating.

In the next chapter, I will present the conclusions of this thesis.
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CONCLUSION

This thesis set out to explore the interactions between Pmar Kiir’s authorial and
translatorial styles while also investigating how far the use of corpus software
contributes to the process of data gathering and reaching reliable results in the study of
style in literary texts. This chapter provides an overview of the findings of the thesis and
revisits the research questions with the aim of responding to them in the light of the
results of the quantitative and qualitative analyses. As the findings demonstrate, the links
among the texts, the author-translator as the agent, her habitus, and the fields of Turkish
literature and literary translation are considered as significant components in this
research. After the discussion of these findings, the methodological implications of the
study will be explained, as they are related to the second research question, which could
only be answered after the actual analyses. Both kinds of analyses have certainly
contributed to the thesis throughout the research. The use of corpus software gave the
opportunity to have ideas about certain language uses before reading the texts, during
which reasons and effects of those patterns could be explored in detail, and strengthened
the findings of the former analysis. However, it needs to be underlined that certain
aspects of style which have significantly contributed to the discussion of the interactions
between Kiir’s authorial and translatorial styles have been identified only as a result of
the qualitative analysis. Finally, comments will be made about possible further studies

and the limitations of this study in the conclusion.

288



7.1. Interactions between Pinar Kiir’s Authorial and Translatorial Styles

The literature review in Chapter 2 has revealed that the author or the translator but not
the author-translator has significantly been in the focus of literary studies in Turkey and
elsewhere. Although importance of research on “authorial habitus” versus “translatorial
habitus” is underlined (Simeoni 1998, 26), the habitus of the author-translator is quite
neglected. The investigation of an author-translator’s works makes it possible to focus
on the same individual’s texts in a comparative study of authorial and translatorial
styles. In order to study interactions between Pimar Kiir’s authorial and translatorial
styles, a corpus of novels which were published in a ten year period, i.e. from 1982 until
1992, was compiled. The selected works in the corpus are Bitmeyen Ask (1986), Bir
Cinayet Romani (1989), Genis Genis Bir Deniz [ Wide Sargasso Sea] (1982), Dértlii
[Quartet (first published as Postures)] (1985), Karanlikta Yolculuk [ Voyage in the Dark)
(1989), and Giinaydin Geceyarisi [ Goodmorning Midnight] (1990). Before the
qualitative analysis of the novels, Wordsmith Tools was used to spot striking or
recurrent language patterns in Chapters 4 and 5. After the gathering of quantitative data
through the use of corpus software, each novel was read and analyzed qualitatively.
Wordsmith tools not only made it possible to have certain clues concerning the language
uses in the texts before reading the novels but also provided insight into other instances
of language use identified at later stages of the qualitative analysis. The data was
strengthened by additional sources, such as the preface written by the author-translator
to her Turkish translation of Wide Sargasso Sea, interviews with Piar Kiir, one
conducted by myself, studies, criticisms and news published about Kiir and her work in

the fields of Turkish literature and literary translation. All these sources of data helped to
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identify interactions between her authorial and translatorial styles while also providing
clues about the author-translator’s ‘habitus’ and her place in the ‘fields’ where she
published her work.
There were two research questions in this thesis. The answers given to the three
further research questions shed light on certain aspects of the first question.
1. Are there interactions between Pmar Kiir’s authorial and translatorial styles?
a. What are the stylistic patterns in the novels Pinar Kiir has written and
translated in the corpus of this study?
b. How does Pinar Kiir’s authorial style manifest itself in relation to her
translatorial style and vice versa?
c. What does the discourse analysis of Pmar Kiir’s remarks in interviews
and the criticisms written by critics as well as her readership show about
Pinar Kiir’s ‘visibility’ as a translator and her identity as an ‘author-
translator’?
2. At what stages and to what extent is corpus-based methodology helpful and/or limited
in the analysis of style in literary texts?
In response to the first question concerning the stylistic patterns in the novels Pinar Kiir
has written and translated in the corpus of this study, the two novels written by Pinar
Kiir and the four Jean Rhys novels translated by Kiir were explored. The quantitative
and qualitative analyses of Bitmeyen Ask and Bir Cinayet Romani revealed that the two
novels are similar in certain aspects of style. On the one hand, the former analysis led to
findings concerning similarities in the frequent use of certain function words and the use

of content words, as both depict the intermingled relationship of love and negative
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feelings which can trigger even murder. On the other hand, the latter analysis made it
apparent that there is a postmodern approach in both novels. In addition to
metafictionality or the questioning of the relationship between the ‘real’ and the
“fictional’, use of multiple narrative voices, the reader’s role in the interpretation of the
novels, which are related to the postmodern style, distinct language uses by different
characters or narrators as a result of their approach to the subject, sentence structures,
and word choices is a recurrent feature that has a direct influence on the formation of
identities and their narrative voices in the novels. Despite the fact that the two novels
share certain elements of style that direct attention to the author-translator’s clear move
towards postmodern writing, the use of new narrative techniques in Bir Cinayet Romant
are more highlighted than those in Bitmeyen Ask by critics. This seems to be a result of
two facts. First, Bir Cinayet Romani is certainly much more layered than Bitmeyen Ask,
which is a reason why it requires a more in depth interpretation by the reader. Although
it is not a simple task to tell whether what is narrated really takes place or is part of the
novel that is being written by the author as a character of the novel, the important point
is that it is not only the fictive world but also the real life and the influences of one on
the other that appear to be depicted in Bir Cinayet Romani. Considering the fact that
even the identitites of the narrators are not openly given, as it is only possible to see the
first letters of their first names and there are three characters who have the same initial
and similar lives, it is possible to maintain that Kiir creates a novel, certain aspects of
which make it a puzzle to be solved just as the detective in the novel tries to solve the
crime. Second, Bir Cinayet Romani attracted attention due to the fact that it is an

untypical crime novel. The new aspects of Bir Cinayet Roman: and the next two novels
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in the trilogy are considered to open a new window in the field of Turkish literature.
Kiir, with a focus on stylistic matters rather than the description of societal issues in this
novel, is considered to be ‘innovative’ together with other authors in the period after
1980 in the Turkish literature. What distinguishes her from the others is an additional
reason why the new aspects of her work are stressed. She was possibly encouraged by
her symbolic capital that grew more and more as a result of her earlier work, including
not only her novels but also short stories and literary translations one of which is her
acclaimed Turkish translation of Agatha Christie’s The Murder of Roger Ackroyd, as the
autonomy an author enjoys in a literary field depends on “the power and privileges
conferred by the possession of cultural capital” (Bourdieu 1990, 145). Thus she
introduced certain elements of the genre in a new, postmodern style, brought the crime
novel to the ‘center’ of the Turkish literary polysystem and thus achieved a ‘higher’
position for the genre. For this reason, the author-translator is regarded to have
contributed incredibly to the success of crime novel in the field of Turkish literature. As
a result of her influence “on the level of the repertoire” through the texts she produces,
her introducing such a new taste to Turkish literature, and starting innovative processes
in the writing of crime fiction in the field, Piar Kiir appears as an “AGENT OF
CHANGE” (Toury 2002, 151, emphasis original), i.e. an “active idea-maker” and
“cultural entrepreneur” in Even-Zohar’s (2005, 10) terms.

Pinar Kiir’s four novel translations in the corpus of this study, i.e. Genis Genis
Bir Deniz [Wide Sargasso Sea], Dortlii [Quartet], Karanlikta Yolculuk [Voyage in the
Dark], Giinaydin Geceyarisi [Goodmorning Midnight], show that there are seven

noticeable recurrent features in these target texts. These can be listed as the use of fewer
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connecting words and clauses, more variety in discourse particles, such as the use of
‘peki’ [OK], ‘iyi ya’ [fine then], ‘eeee, demek’ [so], and ‘bari’ [at least] in translating
‘well’ in Giinaydin Geceyarisi, her Turkish translation of Good Morning Midnight,
second person point of view, stream of consciousness, emphatic language use especially
through reduplication, preference for intensified word choices, and distinct language
uses of different characters. Obviously, it is possible to spot some of these features,
particularly those concerning connecting words and clauses, discourse particles, and
intensified word choices only after checking the target texts against the source texts.
Therefore, Kiir’s ‘visibility’ becomes more apparent as a result of a comparative analysis
rather than merely focusing on the target texts. Nevertheless, features, such as emphatic
language use, can be observed even before a meticulous analysis. Another point that
needs to be underlined is that second person point of view and stream of consciousness
appear in the target texts simply because of their use in the source texts. The reason why
they are discussed as part of the patterns in the target texts or rather the author-
translator’s translatorial style in these target texts is because Kiir brings a difference in
the target texts due to either more frequent or influential uses. Her translatorial decisions
in language use and punctuation in the translation of the stream of consciousness scenes,
for instance, cause a difference in the effect of the target text on the target reader when
compared with that of the source. Finally, it is noteworthy that the author-translator
definitely pays attention to the creation of different voices for different characters. This
results in the differentiation of the characters from one another through not only their
attitudes but also voices in speech, which strengthens the characterization in the novels.

In brief, Kiir’s translatorial preferences lead to effects on both micro and macro levels.
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While features such as the use of fewer connecting words and phrases, more variety in
discourse particles, and reduplication, result in the target reader’s being more exposed to
a vivid, everyday language, more distinct voices for different characters bring clarity to
certain aspects of the characters in the target texts. It also needs to be highlighted that the
strengthened aspects of the target setting or characters are important metonymical
aspects of the novels due to their social and/or political implications. For instance, the
author-translator’s effective use of slang or slum language by chorus girls or prostitutes
in Karanlikta Yolculuk is in line with the position these women are allotted in the society
of the time and place described in the novel. Another example is the locals’ language in
Genig Genis Bir Deniz, which is a foregrounded feature of this target text. The
‘strangeness’ of the locals’ language in the target text is carefully created in accordance
with that in the source text, but Kiir’s attention on the translation of locals’ language
makes it possible for the attentive reader of the target text to ponder or at least be curious
about the historical and political aspects of the colonial British Caribbean. Thus the
author-translator appears alert to translating different voices including those of the
unprivileged and “the role played by language for the agent” (Spivak 2000, 397).

Before making conclusive statements concerning interactions between Pinar
Kiir’s authorial and translatorial styles, it is helpful to recall her own remarks on the
subject during the interview (Aka 2011). Despite the fact that Kiir considers the acts of
writing and translating similar due to the “creativity” at different “levels” in both acts
[Simdi ikisinde de belli 6lgilide yaraticilik var.], she does not notice “obvious
similarities” between her authorial and translatorial styles [(...) belirgin benzerlikler

oldugunu zannetmiyorum.]. This is because she does not start to translate a book before
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she completes writing a novel or a collection of short stories. Translating takes place
only during the breaks between two works of hers. In terms of an influence of translating
on her writing, she regards the discoveries she makes about the use of Turkish
important. In addition, her ability to understand the source author ‘better’ as an author-
translator, has a positive effect on her doing ‘faithful’ translations, which, she seems to
think, is not done by word-for-word translation but by creating target effects similar to
those in the source while presenting the target text as ‘translation’, not an ‘original’.

As a result of the comparison between the above described language patterns in
the novels Pmar Kiir has written and translated, it became possible to respond to the
second further question and to highlight the identified interactions between Kiir’s
authorial and translatorial styles. After the exploration of Kiir’s authorial style, I as a
researcher became familiar with her language use. Considering her authorial style, I
studied the patterns in her translatorial style. Kiir thinks her authorial style is not clear in
her Rhys translations (Ozgiiven 1983) and she does not know whether there are
interactions other than the two she points to in the interview I did with her [Baska bir
etkilesim var mi, bilmiyorum.] (Aka 2011). However, I found out that seven points need
to be underlined in relation to the interactions. There is such an important similarity in
Pmar Kiir’s approach to writing and translating that it affects her primary decisions to
start working on a certain novel at the earliest stages. This is Kiir’s search for the ‘new’
in whatever she writes or translates. Although similarities in themes, plots, and
sometimes characters of the novels she writes and translates can be observed, she is keen
on bringing a new aspect to her writing by changes in style and translating works by

authors who have not been published before in the field of Turkish literary translation.
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This point is in line with her stress on the importance of style rather than plot in various
interviews.

Other interactions between her two novels, Bitmeyen Ask and Bir Cinayet
Romani, and her Turkish translations of the four Jean Rhys novels also attract attention
as a result of profound analysis of the texts in the corpus. First of all, the use of multiple
narrative voices, which appears as an indirect interaction, is a foregrounded
characteristic of not only Bitmeyen Ask and Bir Cinayet Romani but also Wide Sargasso
Sea, translated by Kiir into Turkish. As is obvious, it is only one of the four translated
novels that has this feature and thus it is not a pattern spotted in the translations.
However, Kiir’s expression of “admiration” for Rhys’ novels [(...) giptayla karisik bir
hayranlik duyuyorum.] (1989b, 13) and her choosing Wide Sargasso Sea to start
translating Jean Rhys’ works into Turkish, as she aims to overcome a period of
“stagnation in [her] own writing” [(...) kendi ¢aligmalarimda bir duraklama noktasina
geldigimde (...)] (Kiir 1989b, 5) by translating Wide Sargasso Sea, makes this point
noteworthy. Secondly, the author-translator does not tend to use many connective words
and clauses, which prevents strikingly long and complicated sentences. In addition to
this feature, the variety in her use and spelling of discourse particles, and emphatic
language use especially through reduplication help to create an everyday, spoken
language use which is so vivid that the reader can start to hear the intonation and stress
of the speakers in the novels. Besides the vividness, which can be related to Kiir’s
habitus, as she has an important theater background, especially emphatic language use
leads to a poetic effect. Second-person-point of view, which is the other indirect

interaction, appears to be a recurrent feature in Kiir’s writing and translating, but it needs
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to be noted that the use of first-person plural also attracts attention in her own writing.
Although this feature is not frequently noticed in the novels, it has a powerful effect.
This is because the reader can feel intimate with the narrator upon reading that s/he is
addressed or included in the picture by the narrator. Finally, certain language uses can
easily be associated with certain narrators and characters in Kiir’s writing and
translating, whose effects on the reading of the texts have already been discussed in
detail. It is noteworthy that the strengthening of certain aspects of the characters through
repetition or intensified word choices while translating the language of chorus girls or
prostitutes, for instance, can be regarded as an effect of the author-translator’s ease in
writing about sexuality. Just as she describes sexuality comfortably in her writing [Kadin
yazarlar arasinda cinselligi benim gibi rahat anlatan yok ki o zaman.] (Sogiit 2006, 286),
Kiir does not show reservedness or timidity in translating certain aspects of target
characters or target scenes similar to those in her own work to a certain extent.
Nevertheless, the author-translator’s ease of expression can be observed not merely in
language on sexuality, which Rhys describes strikingly at times but not as detailed as
Kiir does in certain parts of her novels, but also in the languages of the characters who
are not respected by the society due to their ‘low’ social positions also exemplify
intensified word choices. These decisions in writing and translating certainly have major
influences on the reading of the texts, as the language of the characters is a significant
part of characterization in fiction.

Moving from Pinar Kiir’s authorial style, it is also possible to make certain
claims concerning her interest in translating novels written by Jean Rhys. To begin with,

there are thematic links between Kiir and Rhys’ writing, in the latter of which various
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themes, including “male exploitation of women”, “women’s resistance to and collusion
with that exploitation”, and “class antagonisms and conflicts” attract attention
(Alexander Malcolm & Malcolm 1996, xii). Kiir prefers to use the term “affinity” or
“uzak akrabalik” [collateral lineage] in describing her relationship with Jean Rhys due to
her love for Rhys and similarities between their writing styles (Ozgiiven 1983). Despite
obvious differences between the educational background and social status of the female
protagonists in Kiir and Rhys’ novels, both authors attract attention to the sexual
exploitation and oppression of women especially by men. Kiir explains her main
intention in her writing as to depict the lives of those who cannot adapt to the society
(Cin 2010, 293) and she thinks that Rhys is interested in the depiction of the sufferings
of the ‘weak’ against the ‘powerful’, not simply those of women against men [(...)
temelde kadin-erkek celiskisi degil ‘zayiflar’ ile ‘giicliiler’ arasindaki ¢atigmadir Jean
Rhys’in konusu.] (Kiir 1989b, 13), who are “hopeless and pitiful” [¢aresiz ve zavalli] for
other reasons related to their goal to match the male figure drawn by the society [(...) bu
‘erkeklik’ imgesine uyabilmek i¢in (...)] and thus are not presented as “monsters”
[‘canavarlar’], at all (Kiir 1989b, 12). Kiir considers this feature in her own writing (Cin
2010, 293) and Rhys’ (Kiir 1989b, 13) as a reflection of real life circumstances.
Remembering the fact that both authors are also interested in style, similarities in plots
and characters with attention on stylistic matters might be regarded as factors in Kiir’s

choice to translate four of the five Jean Rhys novels.

298



7.2. Discourse Analysis of Extratextual Data

The response to the question about the discourse in Pinar Kiir’s remarks in interviews
and the criticisms written by critics as well as her readership draws attention to Pmar
Kiir’s clear agency in writing and translating, which also appears to be related to the
findings of the discourse analysis of the journals Terciime, Yazko Ceviri, and Metis
Ceviri. Three of the characteristics of her identity as an author-translator appear to be her
tendency to resist certain norms of specifically the field of Turkish literature,
determination to present stylistically ‘new’ literary works at least in her own authorial
and translatorial habituses if not the fields, and visibility in terms of agency, which is
related to the former two characteristics. While her writing about sexuality quite easily
as a woman author is a clear example of her lack of interest in conforming to all the
norms of the field or the society, her aim to produce literary works which can be
distinguished from her previous works in certain new aspects of her writing deserves
attention. Taking her success in being regarded “innovative” [yenilik¢i] by critics like
Berna Moran (2004, 53) in reference to her novel Bir Cinayet Romani into account, it is
possible to maintain that she is so focused on moving forward in her writing that she
appears to have acted as an agent of change in the field of Turkish literature. She is also
keen on and sounds proud of translating works of literature whose authors have not been
published in Turkish before (Aka 2011), which points to her search for the ‘new’ in her
translating. Her visibility as an agent in the field of Turkish literary translation becomes
apparent when one considers her choosing and persuading the publishing house to
publish Jean Rhys’ novels and her writing quite a long and informative preface to Genis

Genig Bir Deniz [Wide Sargasso Sea] about not only the process she went through prior
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to and while translating the novel but also the plots, themes, and characters of all the
other novels written by Jean Rhys. It is possible to relate this clear agency in her
translatorial habitus to the symbolic capital she has in her authorial habitus. Her identity
as an author comes first in biographical works written about Pinar Kiir and her writing is
discussed more frequently and usually in more detail than her translations in interviews
and criticisms. This can be regarded as a sign of her having a more critical symbolic
capital as an author in the field of Turkish literature. Indeed, although Kiir considers
literary translation similar to writing literature for certain reasons, writing seems to come
before translating in her life. It is possible to make this claim by relying on the
information she provides in interviews and her preface to Genis Genis Bir Deniz. To
begin with, explaining her reasons for starting to work as a translator, she pointed to
economic needs and the fact that she could not leave the house, as she had a little baby
[(...) para kazanmak zorunda oldugumdan ve evden ¢ikamadigim i¢in basladim
cevirmenlige.] (Aka 2011). Secondly, Kiir stated that she translates books in the periods
between writing her own works so that she does not stop the act of writing [(...) ikinci
bir kitaba baglama asamasina gelmeden 6nce, ben genellikle elim durmasin diye ¢eviri
yaparim.] (Aka 2011). Finally, in her preface to Genis Genis Bir Deniz, she points out
that one of the reasons for her translating Jean Rhys was because she thought she could
overcome the “stagnation” [duraklama] (Kiir 1989b, 5) period she was experiencing in
her writing at the time by translating Rhys’ works into Turkish. It needs to be borne in
mind that all these but especially the last two also reveal that her translatorial habitus has
positive influences on her authorial habitus. In addition, the fact that she started to be

known in the publishing field as a result of her translations needs to be taken into
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consideration. After all, she states that the editors whom she took her own work to were
those she knew because of her translating experience [Cevirmen oldugumdan dolay1
taniyorlardi beni, yazar olarak tanimiyorlardi.] (Aka 2011). Therefore, there are clear
interactions between Pinar Kiir’s authorial and translatorial habituses just like those
between her authorial and translatorial styles.

The discourse analysis of the essays on author-translators in Terciime, published
between 1940 and 1966, revealed the significant position given to author/poet-translators
in the field of Turkish literary translation during the period, which also demonstrates that
Kiir’s action and discourse as an author-translator have historical roots. Author/poet-
translators were expected to translate literary works from foreign languages into
Turkish. In addition to this expectation, there was emphasis on the importance of the
relationship between the source text and the authot/poet-translator, which seems to be
because the aim was to create stylistically similar target texts to the source texts.
Although there is not an emphasis on the need for author/poet-translators for literary
translation in Yazko Ceviri and Metis Ceviri, which were published during the time
Kiir’s novels and translations in the corpus of this study were published, the above-
mentioned point was underlined in all the three journals. Kiir, who underlines the fact
that she likes Jean Rhys very much and has been impressed by her literary works
whenever she read them, makes a point in line with the expectations of the field, as the
essays and interviews in these journals show. Thus, her reasons for translating Jean
Rhys’ novels into Turkish match the criteria underlined by authors like Nurullah Atag
(1941b, 2). Essays and interviews in Terciime, Yazko Ceviri, and Metis Ceviri reveal that

style in literary translation is considered to be of vital importance (Ozgii 1960; Paker
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1988; Salman & Giirsoy 1988; Tuncel 1955; Yazko Ceviri 1982b). One of the reasons
for this is that the ‘spirit’ of the source text can be conveyed through the translation of
style in literature. Interestingly, the importance attached to translations done by authors
and poets who have literary works stylistically similar to those they would enjoy
translating in the period of almost three decades Terciime was published, appears to have
continued in the later periods to a certain extent. The essays and interviews in Yazko
Ceviri and Metis Ceviri, published in the 1980s and early 1990s, direct attention to the
stress on the relationship between the translator and the source text although s/he does
not have to be an author-translator. Two examples can be provided for this assumption.
Firstly, the question asked by Fatih Ozgiiven (1983) during the interview he does with
Kiir is related to this point. As has been discussed in Chapter 3, Ozgiiven (1983) refers
to the metaphor ‘blood type’ Atilla Ilhan uses for the expected characteristics to be
common between the source author and the translator. Then, Ozgiiven asks if there is
such a relationship between Pinar Kiir and Jean Rhys, which shows that although it is
not considered to be an indispensable requirement for translators to have such bonds
with the source authors, Ozgiiven sounds as if he considers such a relationship a possible
reason for the ‘successful’ translation of Wide Sargasso Sea by Kiir. The second
example is a recent one. In our interview, Pinar Kiir points out that the publishing house
she works with suggested her to translate the detective fiction by Raymond Chandler, as
she also has written works of crime fiction [Raymond Chandler’in polisiye dizisini
onerdiler. Ben de bir iki polisiye yazdigim i¢in, dnce bana dnerdiler.] (Aka 2011).
Whether the editors of the publishing house openly made this point while offering her

the translation is unclear, but even if it is a deduction that Kiir makes, it is noteworthy.
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The discourse analysis of not only Pinar Kiir’s remarks about her writing and translating
practices but also those written by researchers, interviewers, and critics has proved to be
essential due to the fact that it becomes possible to understand the position and the
symbolic capital of the author-translator in the fields of Turkish literature and literary

translation.

7.3. Methodological Implications

Concerning the second question about the methodological implications of this study, it is
important that corpus methodology has been helpful in exploring the texts in the corpus
and the qualitative analysis has definitely played a vital role in complementing the weak
points of the quantitative analysis from the beginning till the end of this study. Having
done this study with a critical perspective on its methodological aspects, I will now try
to point to particular areas where computerized analysis has proved to be most useful,
while also describing its limited aspects. Thus, I will be able to answer at what stages
and how far corpus-based methodology is helpful and limited in the analysis of style in
literary texts.

The first point at which the use of corpus software shed light on possible
recurrent patterns to look for was when I checked the wordlists of each novel and
concordance lists when I needed to learn more about the use of a specific word before
reading the books line by line. By doing so, I had some presuppositions concerning the
use of certain words or phrases, which could be related to some macro effects on my
reading of the book. Therefore, using the software at the very beginning gave the

opportunity to have awareness about one or more possible language uses and thus an
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open but cautious eye about them while reading the books, at which stage reasons can be
found for the specific translation decisions as well as their effects on the reading of the
texts. For instance, the fewer number of conjunctions in the translations when compared
with the source texts attracted my attention at the very beginning. This led to my reading
the target and source texts with an eye on how and why they are used, omitted and/or
added.

Another obvious point is that while human beings have the disadvantage of
getting exhausted and thus careless in finding each and every use of a single word or
phrase while exploring a language feature, computers do not fail in counting these uses
and making lists of them. This positive aspect of computers in general and specifically
corpus software in the focus of this study helps the researcher to feel comfortable about
the claims s/he makes by relying on quantitative data. It is certainly through the
qualitative analysis that I spotted various stylistic aspects, including textual function,
narrative point of view, and the content of the novel in focus, without which this analysis
of style would have been incomplete. However, the use of corpus software has also been
of benefit at certain points of the reading and interpreting of the books. In other words,
Wordsmith tools gave the chance to check certain language uses whenever I suspected a
pattern while reading and working on the novels qualitatively. The use of the software
can not only help to verify or in some cases negate the claims the researcher is making
but also provide statistical data or list of various examples from which the researcher can
choose to use in the discussion. This clearly helps to feel relieved and to save time and
energy. To illustrate, I noticed the derogatory language use in Dortlii [Quartet] only

while reading the target text. This is due to the fact that the difference between the uses
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of such words was not statistically significant or striking to the eye when the two
wordlists were explored. Therefore, Wordsmith Tools was not the primary source of the
discussion of such language uses, but it was still helpful at the later stages of the analysis
when I aimed at learning the exact number of instances such words are used and
investigating each and every use by concordance.

One particular problem was experienced while using corpus software at the stage
of interpreting the statistical data provided by the wordlist tool of Wordsmith. This does
not actually appear as a limitation of Wordsmith, but it is here noteworthy due to the
technicality of the problem. While checking the type/token ratios, I noticed that the
tokens for Bitmeyen Ask was 18,813, whereas types were 27,482, which is not possible,
at all. This is owing to the fact that the number of types, which are distinct words in a
text, cannot be higher than the total number of words in a text, i.e. tokens. Although the
statistical data for Bir Cinayet Romani did not bring any questions to my mind, I
multiplied the number of pages with the average number of words that appear in both the
former and the latter novels to ensure a double check and to reach the correct numbers as
much as possible. While the result for Bir Cinayet Romani matched the data provided by
the software almost exactly, it was clear that tokens for the former could not be a five
digit number, but six and that it had to be a number between 110,000 and 120,000.
Regarding the fact that this is the only six digit number and that all the other numbers
with five digits appeared to be correct, it is assumed that the first digit of the number for
tokens is hidden due to a technical problem. Doing another double check, that is

calculating the type/token ratio after adding the first digit of the number of tokens, which
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was missing, gave the same result as that which the software gives: 118,813. Only after
this process of calculating and pondering on the subject, this minor problem was solved.
In brief, the use of corpus software appears to have contributed very well to the
analysis of style in the selected literary texts, but as the discussion on the interactions
between Pinar Kiir’s authorial and translatorial styles shows, it is the qualitative data
from which most of the striking results have been drawn. This seems to be due to the
fact that the focus in this study is style in literary texts, as corpus methodology appears
to be limited in this area. However, researchers in this field are already aware of the
possible need “to switch to other methodologies to complement” corpus methodology
(Baker 2004, 169). Using corpus software can be more helpful for researchers who have
access to already created corpora in which the texts in their focus are included, as they
will then save time at the beginning stages, which I personally had to deal with. Having
overcome the primary obstacles in establishing a corpus, researchers can quickly focus
on the wordlists and concordance lists before reading the selected texts. Although I
believe in the undeniable importance of the role played by the interpretation of
qualitative data in stylistic analysis, as certain aspects of style, like effects of the text on
the reader, can best be evaluated as a result of careful qualitative analysis, corpus
software has to be given credit for the opportunity it provides in clarifying and
strengthening the conclusions drawn by qualitative analysis. For this reason, my aim in
benefiting from different sources of data in my methodology appears to have been

served as a result of the use of quantitative and qualitative data.
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7.4. Future Research
There are three points that need to be touched upon considering further areas of research.
First of all, it is necessary to bear in mind that there are agents other than the author-
translator who have a role in the production of ‘original’ and translated works of
literature. As has been highlighted in this thesis, “no straightforward relationship
between the style of the source text and what the text means” (Boase-Beier 2006, 4) can
be identified, which is because the reader carries out a major role in interpreting the text.
Attention has been given to the role carried out by the translator’s readings of the source
texts in addition to the effects of the texts on me as a reader. Moreover, my questions
concerning the role of the editors in the publication process of Pinar Kiir’s works have
given some clues. Considering the importance of the information gathered from the
author-translator about the use of footnotes in Dortlii [Quartet], it appears that
contacting editors in person and doing interviews with them can also prove to be useful.
Secondly, the investigation of certain findings, such as Kiir’s use of function
words, has shown that this area requires more in depth research for more reliable
conclusions. It is possible to see that Kiir makes her own stylistic preferences while also
paying attention to the choices of the source author in translating the novels by Jean
Rhys. Nevertheless, without the use of subcorpora of Turkish novels written by other
authors in a period close in time, it is not very possible to know the degree to which the
structure of Turkish language affects the results. By using subcorpora like the Turkish
National Corpus, which cannot be accessed yet, it can be possible to learn more about
such uses. Although it will be a corpus consisting of both written and spoken language

and covering texts from various genres, it may be possible to select the variables for the
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searches. Only then can researchers have reliable information as to whether identified
language uses are specifically a reflection of the author’s/translator’s style or a common
language feature shared by various other authors/translators.

Thirdly, the use of corpora which consist of other author-translators’ works
would also make it possible to investigate the authorial and translatorial styles of those
author-translators. Then the conclusions drawn in this study can be generalized for a
larger group. Although it is helpful to have enough data to draw general conclusions, as
Andrew Chesterman (2004, 33) maintains, the intention would definitely not be to arrive
at translation ‘universal’s in author-translators’ work. As the discussion in Chapter 2
demonstrates, it is not possible to establish a corpus representative enough to cover all
the translations at all possible times in different cultures (Chesterman 2004, 43) and
there can always be “exception[s]” to the universals (Toury 2004, 29).

In conclusion, this study is a step in the research area of “socio-stylistics of
habitus-governed authoring and translating” (Simeoni 1998, 30) in the fields of Turkish
literature and literary translation. The interactions identified between Pmar Kiir’s
authorial and translatorial styles not only reveal connections between the two practices
of the same individual but also point to the fact that it is not possible to spot major
differences between ‘translated’ and ‘non-translated’ languages at all times and in all
contexts. Remembering the search for translation ‘universals’ in corpus-based
translation studies, which has been negatively criticized due to the fact that the idea of
‘universal’ overlooks the influence of various significant factors, such as cultures, times,
places, language pairs, texts, particular authors and translators, it is significant to

underline that none of the characteristics of Pinar Kiir’s translation practice or the
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identified interactions between her authorial and translatorial styles can be generalized to
all author-translators in the world. Nevertheless, this study revealed that one’s authorial
habitus can help to improve her/his agency in translatorial habitus and the reception of
the target texts in the field of literary translation. Considering the fact that Kiir’s
translations introduced her to the publishing world and that Kiir points to the positive
effects of translating on her writing at the language level and specifically of translating
Rhys in overcoming a stagnation period in her writing, it is possible to claim that one’s
translatorial habitus can also be helpful in the processes of writing and publishing
literary works. Thus in Pmar Kiir’s case, there seems to be a never ending relationship of
nourishment between the two practices, which certainly is influenced by and has an
influence on the author-translator’s symbolic capital. The active roles Pimar Kiir has
taken in writing and translating books make her agency in the intersection of the literary

polysystem and the system of translated literature apparent.
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APPENDIX

PINAR KUR’LE SOYLESI

Bir yazar-cevirmen olarak, yazarligi ve cevirmenligi ne derece benzer eylemler
olarak gériiyorsunuz? Iki eylemi hangi noktalarda birbirlerinden farkli eylemler
olarak degerlendirirsiniz?

Simdi ikisinde de belli 6lgiide yaraticilik var... Tabii yani, yazar olarak daha
yaraticisiniz ama ¢evirmenlik de yaraticilik gerektiriyor, derece farkiyla. Yani
¢evirmen bagka birinin zihninden ¢ikan metni o metne sadik kalarak -sadik
kalmanin altin1 ¢iziyorum- sadik kalarak, kaynak dildeki ifadeleri erek dilde
miimkiin oldugu kadar sadik olarak ve anlasilir olarak vermek. Bu durumda
yaraticilik niye gerekebiliyor ¢cevirmen i¢in? Ciinkii kaynak dildeki bir takim
deyimler, sdylemler, tislup farkliliklari, erek dilde her zaman tam karsilig1 olmayan
seyler. Dolayisiyla bunun tam karsiligini, gergek karsiligini bulmak zorunda ve
bunun icin de belli bir yaratic1 caba gerekiyor. Ornek vermek gerekirse...
Kendimden degil de, mesela, bir kétii ¢ceviri 6rnegi. Su anda kimin oldugunu da
bilmiyorum. Soruyor: ‘Where is your mother?’ diyor mesela. Tam hatirlamiyorum
soruyu da cevabi hatirlryorum. Cevap: ‘Search me’. ‘Search me’ Ingilizce’de ‘ne
bileyim ben’ demek. Fakat bunu ¢eviren ‘istersen tistiimii ara’ diye ¢evirmis.
Kaynak dili iyi bilmemekten meydana gelen bir sey var burada ama bir de erek dili
iyi bilmek lazim ve ikisinin arasindaki mantiksizligi ¢6zebilmek lazim. Dolayisiyla
ceviri dyle kolay bir is degil ve ne yazik ki yayinevleri, hele son zamanlarda, daha
ucuza getirmek i¢in, herhangi bir kolej mezununun yapabilecegini zannediyorlar ki
bu dogru degil ¢linkii dedigim gibi daha az bile olsa, hem dilbilgisi agisindan, iki
dili bilmek agisindan hem de yaraticilik agisindan ¢evirmene is diisiiyor. Bir de
sOyle bir durum var... Baz1 motamot ¢eviriler erek dilde ¢ok enteresan olabiliyor.
Halbuki kaynak dilde bildigimiz, herkesin bildigi adi deyimler. Ne bileyim ben, ‘su
icene yilan bile dokunmaz’. Simdi, ‘su igene yilan bile dokunmaz’, iyi bir kitapta
kullanilacak bir deyim degildir. Ama bunu siz Fransizca’ya ¢evirdiginiz zaman ve
oldugu gibi cevirirseniz, Fransiz diyor ki, ‘aaa ne enteresan bir benzetme bulmus’
diyor. Onun i¢in bunu Fransizca’ya cevirirken, ‘su igene yilan bile dokunmaz’ diye
degil, ‘su i¢en insanlarin saygi gormeleri gerekir’ cinsinden bir ¢eviri yapmaniz
lazim. Anlatabildim mi ne demek istedigimi? Bu aslinda dikkat edilmesi gereken bir
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sey. E tabii ki hangi noktalarda farkli eylemler olarak degerlendirirsiniz diye
sordugunuz zaman... Tabii yazarm tamamiyle kendi bilincinden, kendi hayatindan,
kendi yasam tecriibelerinden ortaya ¢ikarak yarattig1 bir sey var. Otekisi sadece
onun bir baska dildeki tekrar1.

Yazar-gevirmeni, sadece yazar olan ve sadece ¢evirmen olanla bir arada
diisiindiigiiniizde, edebiyat alaninda nasil konumlandrirsiniz?

Yazar-¢gevirmen tabii ki sadece ¢evirmen olandan daha secicidir gibi geliyor. Ben
kendimden hareketle soyleyebilirim. Kendi eserlerimi yayinlamaya baslamadan
once, geviri yaparken, gene se¢iciydim de ondan sonra oldugum kadar segici
degildim. Kendi eserlerimi yaymlamaya bagladiktan sonradir ki sevdigim, illa ki
kendime yakin buldugum veya da beni ¢ok asir1 etkilemis... Mesela Van Gogh’un
Theo’ya Mektuplar’mni ¢evirdim. Bir taraftan yazip, ¢evirirken, bir taraftan da
hiingiir hiinglir agliyordum. O kadar da etkilemisti beni. Jean Rhys’1 yazar olarak
cok begendigim i¢in, 6zellikle yani iistiine ben gittim. Ben zorladim yaymevini
bunlar1 ¢evirin diye. Ayn1 sey mesela Orlana Fallaci i¢in s6z konusu degil. O da ¢ok
meshur bir ¢evirimdir benim. Dogmamis Cocuga Mektup. Onu bana yayinevi teklif
etmisti ve mesela orada iddialiyim ki ¢eviri esas metinden daha iyidir ki bu kolay
sOylenecek bir laf degil. O zaman, yazar-¢evirmen, daha ¢ok yazar1 anlayabildigi
icin, ona sadik kalmay1 da bilecek ve daha segici olacak diye diisiiniiyorum. Baska
bir sey sOyleyemiyorum.

Tiirk edebiyat diinyasinda sizce ¢cevirmenle yazar-¢evirmene bakis arasinda bir fark
var mi?

Edebiyat diinyasinda yok pek. Okur agisindan vardir. Okur ‘ben aa Par Kiir’{in
cevirisini okuyayim,’ diyebilir ama yaymevleri, demin de sdyledigim gibi, ne kadar
ucuza yaptirabilirsek, o kadar ucuza yaptiralim diisiincesinde olduklari igin... ama
bazen bana geliyor mesela bizim yayinevinden ‘Pinar Hanim bunu siz ¢evirir
misiniz? Bu size gore bir sey’ falan gibi. Mesela en son bir dizi 6nerdiler fakat
istemedim. Raymond Chandler’m polisiye dizisini dnerdiler. Ben de bir iki polisiye
yazdigim i¢in, dnce bana onerdiler fakat kabul etmedim ¢ilinkii eskiden okumustum
ama yeni okuyusta birdenbire ¢ok eskidigini farkettim yazarin. Ama yani genelde

ben bakarim kim ¢evirmis diye. Eger Ingilizce’den ceviren bir iki tane benim
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begendigim kisi var... Onlardan biriyse, okurum. Yoksa aslin1 okurum kitabin.
Rusca’dan ¢evirilerde ¢ok fazla yanlislar buluyorum, ediyorum ama bunu edebiyat
diinyasinda herkes farkediyor mu, bilmiyorum. Ben farkediyorum.

Sayginlik agisindan bir farkiilik?

Bilmiyorum. Benim i¢in var. Benim belledigim, sevdigim ¢evirmenler var.
Ingilizce’den yapilan bir ¢eviriyi, eger Segkin Selvi yapmissa, okurum. Bagkasi
yapmissa, okumam bile. Soyle bir tek 6rnek veriyorum, yani var, baska ornekler de
vardir. Rus¢a’dan n’apayim, n’apayim, aslindan okuyamiyorum. Kendi bildigim,
yabanci dillerde okumayi tercih ediyorum g¢eviri Tiirkge’nin yerine.

Cocukluk yillarinizdan bugtiine baktiginizda, yazar-cevirmenliginiz iizerinde
ozellikle etkili oldugunu diisiindiigiiniiz belli olaylar ya da kisiler beliriyor mu
aklinizda?

Hayir. Olaylar veya kisiler olarak degil de... Cocukluk yillarimda benim annemin
babamin kiitiiphanesinde olan kitaplardan... Bu kitaplar ki bunlar ‘Maarif Klasikleri’
diye ¢ikmist1. Daha sonra ‘Milli Egitim Bakanlig1 Klasikleri’ diye ¢ikt1. Eski
Yunan, Shakespeare, Rus klasikleri, Fransiz klasikleri filan. Bunlardan ben 6zellikle
eski Yunan tragedyalarmi okumustum ve ne kadar etkilendigimi ¢ok sonra anladim.
Nasil ¢ok sonra anladim? Universiteye geldim. Universitede bu Yunan klasikleri
kargima ders olarak ¢ikti. ‘Aaa ben bu hikayeyi biliyorum. Nereden biliyorum?’
Ciinkii daha ilkokuldayken okumusum. Ama nasil simdiki ¢ocuklar televizyondaki
siddetten etkileniyorlarsa, ben de o eski Yunan klasiklerinden —Yunan klasikleri de
bayag siddet doludur yani- ben de o siddetten etkilenmisim ki sonradan yazar
oldugumda hep cinayetler ve oliimlerle ugrastim.

Sizin yazin hayatimiz ¢eviriyle mi, kendi yazdiginiz eserlerle mi basladi?

Yayimlanma agisindan 6nce ¢eviri yaymlandi fakat ben kendimi bildim bileli yazi
yaziyorum. Cocukken Dogan Kardes’te siirim ¢ikmisti... ama annem gondermis.
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Benim tabii haberim bile yok. Benim okuma yazmam yokken, sdyledigim bir seyi
yazmis ve gondermis. Onu saymazsak eger, yazdim, piyes yazdim. Tiyatroyla
ugrastim uzun yillar. Kisa oykiiler yazdim, vesaire fakat bunlari ¢evirmen olarak
tanistigim yerlere gotiirlip yaymladim. Bilgi Yayinevi’ne daha dnceden ¢eviri
yapmistim diyelim, E Yayinlari’na ¢eviri yapmistim. Kendi romanimi yazinca,
kalktim, onlara gotiirdiim. Cevirmen oldugumdan dolay: tantyorlard: beni, yazar
olarak tanimryorlardi.

Ceviriye nasil basladiniz?

Ceviriye soyle basladim... Paris’ten dondiim. Doktorami yaptim ve issizdim.
Cocugum da ¢ok ufakti. N’apayim, n’apayim?... Bari hem ¢ocuguma bakacagim
hem de evde yapabilecegim is olarak... Annemin okuldan arkadas1 Ramazan Gokalp
Arkin... Daha gegenlerde 61dii. Onun bir yayinevi vardi ve Cumhuriyet
Ansiklopedisi diye bir ansiklopedi yaymliyordu. Orada iste parca parca konular1
alarak basladim. Rasih Giiran basindaydi bu ansiklopedinin. O ¢ok begendi. Once
bir parca verdi, ‘git, bunu yaz’ dedi. Cevirdim, bakt1. ‘Aaa’ dedi, ‘Ingilizce’yi
Amerika’da 6grenmisssiniz, Fransizca’y1 Fransa’da 6 grenmigsiniz. Tiirk¢e’yi
nerede 6grendiniz?’ dedi. O kadar sasirdi. Orada basladim. Cumhuriyet
Ansiklopedisi... Parga parca alip ¢evirerek... Ondan sonra gene Ramazan Gokalp
Arkin’in damadi olan Ergin Telci ve onun arkadasi Ercan Arikli, Tiirkiye’nin ilk
seks ansiklopedisini ¢ikarmaya karar verdiler. Orada da onlarin editorligiinii
yaparak devam ettim. Sonra Ankara’ya gittim. Orada roman filan ¢evirdim. Yani
para kazanmak zorunda oldugumdan ve evden ¢ikamadigim i¢in bagladim
cevirmenlige.

Kitaplarmizin yayinlandig tarihler sizin onlari yazdiginiz ya da ¢evirdiginiz donem
ve yazma ya da ¢evirme swraniz hakkinda yeterli ipucu verir mi? Yoksa yayin
tarihlerine bakmamiz bizi yamltabilir mi?

Onu bilemeyecegim. Yaniltabilir. Kendim yazmaya basladiktan sonra bos kaldigim
donemde... Yani bir kitabim yayinlandi. Onun hemen arkasindan baska bir kitaba
baslayamamak gibi bir zorlugum var. Cogu yazar igin de dyledir. Biri bitince, bir
oh, rahatlarsin, biraz nefes alirsin. Ama ondan sonra ikinci bir kitaba baslama

asamasina gelmeden dnce, ben genellikle elim durmasin diye ¢eviri yaparim... El
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durmasi diye bir sey var. Bu, piyanistler i¢in de vardir. Atletler i¢in de vardur.
Atletler i¢in el durmasi degildir de, kaslarm... Ben, yani, kendi yazmalarim arasinda
bunlar1 koydum. Tam bilingli olarak bir siralama yapilabilir mi yapilamaz miu... onu
bana sormaym. Siz bir seyler ¢ikarabiliyorsaniz kendinizden, ¢ikarmn.
Bilemeyecegim.

Tez ¢calismamdaki inceleme igin on yillik bir donem belirledim. O dénemde
yazdiginiz ve ¢evirdiginiz eserleri inceliyorum. Ben kitaplarin yayn tarihlerine
bakarak, o on yillik dénemin iginde olup olmadigi sonucuna variyorum. Halbuki
belki yayinlanmadan iki sene once yazdiniz ama o tarihte yayinland: gibi bir sey
olabilir mi diye merak ettim.

Hayir. Yarin Yarin —ilk kitabim- o ¢ok basarili oldugu i¢in... Yarin Yarin, 2 sene
bekledi bittikten sonra. Onun disindaki biitiin kitaplarim yayinevine teslim ettigimin
ticlincii ayinda, besinci aymda ¢ikmistir. Yani o kadar bile gegmemistir. Bazen
‘hadi hadi, ¢abuk’ derler. Ne zaman bitireceksin diye dir dir ederler. Onun i¢in dyle
daha 6nce yazdim, sonra bastirdim gibi bir sey yok. Bir tek Yarmn Yarm. Ondan
sonra boyle bir sey yok.

Cevirilerinizi incelerken, ¢eviri metniyle ilgili dil ve dip not kullanimi gibi her tiirlii
tercihinizi sadece sizin karariniz olarak degerlendirebilir miyiz? Yoksa Everest teki
ve Can’daki editorlerinizin de bazi kararlarda rolii olmus mudur?

Simdi uzun miiddet hep kendim karar verdim; fakat diyorsunuz ki bana Dortlii’de
dipnot kullanilmis. Bunu editor yapmistir. Ben yapmam. Ve de nasil gdziimden
kagmig bilemiyorum ...

Bana ilging geldi ¢iinkii Fransizca sozciiklere, ifadelere siklikla rastlanilan Jean
Rhys romanlarindan tigiiniin ¢evirisinde dip not tercih edilmemis ama Dortlii 'de dip
notlarda Fransizca ifadelerle ilgili agiklamalar yapilmis.
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Benim Asilacak Kadin’da da Fransizca vardir da dip not koymamisimdir 6zellikle
¢linkii iyi bir yazar —Jean Rhys de dyle ben de dyleyim- zaten bir 6nceki climle ya
da sonraki ciimlede agikliyor. Dolayisiyla bir de ayrica dip not konmasi sikici... Ben
dip nota sundan da karstyim. Sirf okurun dikkatini dagitiyor diye. Eger dip not
koyarsam, C.N diye, dip not olarak degil, hemen yanina koyarim. Dértlii’dekini hig
hatirlamiyorum ama hig bir tanesine dip not koymadigima gore...

Cevirdiginiz eserleri nasil belirliyorsunuz? Bazen yayinevlerinden teklif geliyor
dediniz.

Simdi baslangigta yayinevinden teklif geliyordu. O zamanki parasal ihtiyacima gore
kabul ediyordum. Ben ilk basladigimda forma hesabi yapilirdi. 16 sayfa = 1 forma.
Forma basina su kadar para diye pazarligin1 yaparim. Avansini alirim, avanssiz
katiyyen baslamazdim. Simdi zavallilar yapiyorlar... Yeni basimlardan mutlaka telif
alirim. Yenilere bakiyorum imzalattirtyorlar bir tek basimdan su kadar diye... Yani
ikinci basimdan para vermiyorlar falan. Bende dyle degildi. Eger ¢ok pespaye bir
seyse, ¢evirmem ama gelmedi 0yle bir sey elime. En kotiisii mesela Al Capone’un
hayatidir ama enteresan gelmisti bana. Bir taraftan da Amerikan demokrasisinin
nasil isledigini, nasil parayla calistigini, para iizerine kurulu oldugunu gosteren bir
kitapt1. Sadece bir gangsterin hayat1 degildi. Baskasinin daha 6nce ¢evirmedigi
yazarlari tercih ediyorum. Jean Rhys’i de dyle. Fallaci’yi de 6nce ben ¢evirdim.
Jeanet Winterson’1 da benden 6nce kimse ¢evirmedi. Sonra baskalar1 gevirdi. Ben
istemedigim icin baskasina gitti o kitaplar.

Yeri gelmisken... Fallaci’yi hangi dilden Tiirk¢e ye ¢evirdiniz?

Efendim, Ingilizce’den ¢evirdim. Fallaci, ondan sonra gitti, Yunanli bir adama asik
oldu. Tiirklerden nefret etmeye baslad1 ve Tiirk¢e yaymini durdurdu kitabin. Dediler
Ingilizce’den ¢evirmistir. Bizim Can Yayinlari tekrar teklif ediyor basmak icin.
Italya’da bir Tiirk’e okutturuyor ve bir takim eksiklikler, yanhsliklar génderiyor
bana kitapta. Bunlar tabii Ingiliz yaparken... ingilizce’ye ¢evirirken atlanmis olan
boliimler olabilir. Bunun iizerine, Erdal Oz de bir baska, direk italyanca bilen
birisine o boliimleri ¢evirttirdi ve yeni baskiya ekletti. Yeniden ¢ikmasina izin
verilince... Fakat ben hala iddia ediyorum ki benim ¢evirim, —Fallaci’nin
Italyancasi’mi bilmem ama- Ingilizcesi’nden daha iyidir ¢iinkii cok basit bir sey...
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Bir drnek vereyim... Gergi senin konun Fallaci degil ama... Riiya anlatir, riiyalarini
anlatir. Hele son riiya artik kitabin en 6nemli seyidir. Ve bazi seyleri masal gibi
anlatir. Ben burada mesela, misli gegmis kullandim. Misli gecmis, baska hi¢ bir
dilde yoktur. Ve simdiki ¢evirmenler... o kadar bilingsiz olanlar var ki...
Televizyonda falan duyuyorum. Onlar da direk misli ge¢gmisi unutuyorlar. Mesela
‘diin aksam bizim eve hirsiz girdi,” diyor. Halbuki, eger sen orada degilsen, ‘bizim
eve hirsiz girdi,” denmez. ‘Bizim eve hirsiz girmis,” denir ¢linkii sen yoksun.

Haberin olmadan girmis olmall...

Ben burada otururken girdiyse, tamam ama sinemadayken girmisse, girmis olur o
zaman. Misli gecmisi bizim ¢evirmenlerimizin ¢ogu unuttu ¢iinkii ¢evirdikleri
kaynak dilde yok. Dolayisiyla o misli ge¢misin kullanimi1 ¢ok biiyiik de seyler
katmistir esere. Onu sdyleyeyim.

Cevirdiginiz eserler arasinda sizin i¢in kisisel anlamda, yazarliginiz ya da
cevirmenliginiz agisindan ozel yanlart olanlar var mi diye soracaktim. Buna biraz
evvel bir par¢a degindiniz aslinda...

Jean Rhys 6zellikle ¢ok... Hayat1 da ¢ok tizmiistiir beni. Cok uzun bir donem
unutuluyor. Varligi yok. Ben hi¢ adin1 duymamistim, Giinaydin Geceyarisi diye bir
kitab1 gecti elime. Yeni baski. Sonra 6grendim ki bu 1940’lardan sonra hig
basilmamis. Kimse basmamis bu kadinin kitabini. 67°de Wide Sargasso Sea’yi
ortaya ¢ikarinca, birdenbire kesfedilmis ve eserleri sonradan tekrar basilmis.
Dolayisiyla ben Giinaydin Geceyarisi’nin yazildigindan ki 40’larda yazilmis bir
kitap saniyorum ki savas oncesi veya hemen savag sonrasi, neyse... ama arada hig
yeni basimi yapilmamis. Ta ki Wide Sargasso Sea ortaya ¢ikinca, millet uyanmis...
Dolayisiyla ilk okudugum kitab1 benim, Giinaydin Geceyarist’ydi. Cok
etkilenmistim ama sonra Wide Sargasso Sea’yi okudum. ilk onu ¢evirdim. Sonra
otekileri sirasiyla ben de buldum ve ¢evirdim. Sevdigim bir insan. Dedigim gibi,
Theo’ya Mektuplar da ¢ok etkilemistir. O hem etkiledi dedim, hem aglardim hem
yazardim hem de ¢ok zorlandigim, en zorlandigim cevirilerden biridir ¢linkii adam
yazar degil. Yazarin mektup yazma sekli de farklidir. Bu adamin derdi resim
yapmak, iste para bulup boya almak, su, bu... Dolayistyla hem Ingilizce metinlerden
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hem Fransizca metinlerden yararlandim o kitap i¢in ¢iinkii asli Hollandaca. Onu da
cok etkileyenler arasinda sdyleyebilirim.

Delilikle ilgili bir de bilimsel ¢alisma var ¢evirdiginiz eserler arasinda...

Delilikle ilgili degil de, bipolar personality. Durulmayan Bir Kafa. O manik depresif
bir seyle ilgili... Ama delilikle ilgili diyorsan... onu ben Akis1 Olmayan Sular’dan
sonra ¢evirdim. Ama delilik her zaman beni ilgilendirmistir ve Akis1 Olmayan Sular
gercek bir olaya dayanir. Yani onun manik depresif hikayeyle ilgisi yok. Zaten
Akist Olmayan Sular’daki sizofrenidir. Gergi onun i¢in, ¢ok kitap devirdim
sizofreninin semptomlarini 6 grenmek igin...

Ceviri yapmaya baglamadan once ve ¢eviri eylemi sirasinda ozellikle nelere dikkat
edersiniz?

Bir kere basindan sonuna okuyup hikayeyi bilmeye dikkat ederim. Bunca y1l
olmasina ragmen gene liigatla ¢alisirim fakat hi¢ bir zaman da ‘Ayy bunu nasil
sOyleyecegim Tiirkce, nasil anlatacagim?’ deyip ¢ok diisiiniip, sonra liigata
baktigimda, liigatta benden iyi bir sey bulamadigimi da ifade etmek isterim. Ha
bazen ¢igek, bocek isimleri. Onlari, evet ¢iinkii onlarin Tiirkce isimlerini de dogru
diiriist bilmem. Cigek, bdcek isimleri, cografi terimler filan... Onlar i¢in liigata
bakarim ama gergekten zor bir idyomu hig¢ bir zaman liigatta bulamadim. Yani
ligatla calisirim ama genelde nelere dikkat ederim?... Kendi yazimi yazarken nelere
dikkat ediyorsam, onlara da dikkat ediyorum tabii ki.

Yazarliginiz ve ¢evirmenliginiz arasinda herhangi bir etkilesim oldugunu diistintiyor
musunuz? Sizce yazdiginiz ve ¢evirdiginiz eserler arasinda bigcem diizeyinde belirgin
benzerlikler veya farkhiliklar var mi?

Simdi... belirgin benzerlikler oldugunu zannetmiyorum. insan farkinda olmadan
olabiliyor bazen ama hep beraber, ayn1 sirada yaptigim isler olmadigi igin... Hem
romani yaztyorum hem g¢eviri yaptyorum, dolayisiyla birbirini etkileyebilir ama dyle
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bir durum olmuyordu. Su vardir... Cevirmenligimde benim yazarligima yararl olan
sey: Fransizca ve Ingilizce’de olan bazi kavramlar, bazi sdzciikler ¢cok zorlayici
oluyor karsiligin1 bulma agisindan. Yani karsiligin1 bulma i¢in gosterdigim ¢abayla
kendi dilimde bir takim seyler kesfedebiliyorum. Bazen de edemiyorum. Cok
frustrated oluyorum. Bak, simdi, mesela, frustrated dedim. Frustrated’1 ¢evir
bakalim. Ornek vereyim... Van Gogh’u cevirirken... Adam bir siirii renk sdylemis.
Bu renklere liigat1 a¢ip baktiginda: kiif sarisi, limon sarisi, iste bilmem altin sarisi...
Bin tane sarmin degisik seyleri fakat simdi Ingilizcesi’nde de Fransizcasi’nda da
hep farkl kelime. Ben, halbuki, ‘sari, sari, sar1” demekten bayginlik gegiriyorum.
Boyle frustration dedigim bu olabiliyor. Bazen de kendi dil dagarcigimi zorlamama
sebep oldugu i¢in, kendi dilimi daha iyi tanimama da yardimci olabiliyor. Baska bir
etkilesim var mi, bilmiyorum. Onu siz kendiniz bulacaksiniz artik.

Yazarliginizin ¢evirmenliginize?...

Yazarin ne demek istedigini kavrayabiliyorsun. Onu daha bastan sdyledim.
Kavramak meselesi. Yazarm ne demek istedigini, derinligini... Sevdigin de bir yazar
olunca... Yazar, obiir yazarmn neler ¢ektigini bildigi i¢in yaratirken... O, tabii, daha
anlayish ve sadik kalmama yardime1 oluyor.

Eserlerinizde ikilemelerle, ilaveli tekrarlarla ya da kaynak metinle kiyaslandiginda
daha gii¢lii bulunabilecek ifadelerle vurgulu bir anlatim olusturdugunuzu
diisiintiyor musunuz? Bu agidan degerlendirdiginizde yazdiginiz ve ¢evirdiginiz
eserler arasinda bir fark goriiyor musunuz?

Nasil? Bir 0rnek versene...

Mesela ‘kosa kosa geldi’ ya da ‘dinlerken dinlerken’... Genis Genis Bir Deniz’in
baslhiginda bile 6yle. Genis Genis Bir Deniz-Wide Sargasso Sea. Daha siirli bir
anlatim hissediyorum ben.
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Evet, kadin, ‘wide’ demis. Simdi, orada, Sargasso kelimesini kullanmak istemedim
bashkta ¢iinkii Sargasso, Seytan Uggeni’ndeki denizdir ama kimse bilmez bunu.
Zaten yabanci kelime bagliklarda kullanmak istemiyorum. O kadinin zihni de
karisik, karmasik, genis deniz oldugu i¢in... Sargasso yerine ‘Genis Genis Bir
Deniz’ dedim ama bu benim kendi iislubumun yansimasidir, onun degil.

Degil. Evet, bence de oyle. Kendi eserlerinizde de dikkatimi ¢eken bir sey bu.
Ikilemeler disinda ilaveli tekrar olarak ‘bembeyaz’ gibi kullamimlariniz var.
‘Bembeyaz bir entari giymisti...’

Bembeyaz diye bir sey yok mesela Ingilizce’de. White’sa white’tir. Degilse,
degildir. O da demek ki benim iislubumun yansimasi oluyor.

Cevirdiginiz eserlerdeki karakterlerin seslerini olustururken, giinliik konusma
dillerini yakalama amagh yazarliginizdakine benzer bir cabaniz oluyor mu? Bu ve
bunun gibi yaraticiligin one ¢ikabilecegi noktalarda kaynak metin ne dereceye
kadar sizi yonlendiriyor?

Demin sdyledigim bir sey, biraz bunun cevabi oluyor. Hani ‘su icene yilan bile
dokunmaz’ 6rnegi. Bunu basarili yapanlarm en biiyiik 6rnegi, Can Yiicel’dir
Tiirk¢e’de. Cok Tiirk¢e’ye oturtmak, yani sesi ¢ok Tiirkge yapmak istemiyorum.
Yapmay1 yanlis buluyorum. Bunun bir geviri oldugunun belli olmas1 lazim. Kalkip,
mesela... Ben gecen sene okuttum Arthur Miller’in Cadi Kazani’n1. Tiirkge
cevirisini Can Ylicel yapmis. Kizlar mesela seytan toreninde dans ediyorlar, seytani
cagirtyorlar hikayede. Tiirk¢e’de Can Yiicel ‘gece horon tepiyorlar’ demis. Yok
bdyle bir sey. Bu o kadar lokal bir sey ki bunun Arthur Miller’m Amerika’da
piiriten bir dinle ilgili bir kitabinda yer almas1 miimkiin degil. Tiirk¢e’de ¢ok lokal
olan laflar1 kesinlikle kullanmiyorum. Tam tersine, o yaratildig1 kaynak dilin
ozelliklerini ¢ok bozmadan... Hani ‘search me’de oldugu gibi degil tabii ki ama...
Yerel bir dil haline sokmay1 kabul etmiyorum.

Jean Rhys’in bir ya da iki degil, biri hari¢ biitiin romanlarini ¢cevirmigsiniz. After
Leaving Mr Mackenzieyi niye siz ¢evirmediniz?
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Mackenzie’yi ¢evirdigimi zannediyorum valla. Onu mutlaka sorun. Can
Yayinlari’na gidip biitiin listeyi alabilirsiniz.

Cok tesekkiir ederim.

Rica ederim.
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