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Abstract

This article examines how Paavo Cajander’s and Yyjtid’s canonised translations are repre-
sented in the editorial comments contained in tlumacripts of six contemporary Finnish
Shakespeare translations. The method involvesitacatl direct references to these canonised
translations in the editorial comments and catsgagithem into positive and negative accord-
ing to their function. The theoretical frameworkkea use of Marvin Carlson’s (2006) concept
of ghosting which is here understood as an encounter betweetranslator's draft and the
editor's memory. Such an encounter may evoke “gliagtprevious similar encounters, that is,
the translator’s solutions may be intertextuallieipreted by the editors in the light of previous
translation solutions, most notably those in theooésed translations. The article concludes by
assessing the canonised translators’ visibilitsirid significance for the production process and,
more generally, draws attention to the role ofmasikinds ofauthorities(e.g. previous transla-
tions)that are present in the editing process and therdfave the potential to affect translation
production alongside the source text.

Keywords: Willam Shakespeare, Paavo Cajander, Yrjo Jylha, dramaslatim,
intertextuality, editing, ghosting

1 Introduction

In one of the most memorable scenes in Shakesgedwamatic writing, Macbeth has
treated his entourage to a banquet on the occasibis recent coronation as the King
of Scotland. At this point in the play, Macbeth ha® murders on his conscience, that
of the previous and rightful king, Duncan, and tbbne of his closest military com-
panions, Banquo. In the midst of this spectacuispldy of the “new order”, Macbeth
suddenly spots the latest victim of his lust fomeo, Banquo, sitting at the table, silent
and motionless. Whether the apparition is integatets part of the strong supernatural
side ofMacbethor as the protagonist’s hallucination brought d@tmuhis psychological
attrition, the ghost’s dramaturgic function is clet® bring the past into the present and
to very graphically show that attempting to disrelgahat is left behind only brings it
back as a haunting “ghost”.

This article deals with the way in which previousriish Shakespeare translations
make an appearance in the production processesntéraporary Finnish Shakespeare
translations. Concentrating on the interplay afistators and editors in these production
processes, this study sets out to examine whetkdmio previous Finnish translators of
Shakespeare, Paavo Cajander (1846-1913) and Yha (1903-1956), appear in the
editorial comments (1) as “revered authoritidsdt the editors refer to in order to set a
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positiveexample for the translators to follow or (2) aswiamted relics” that the editors
evoke in order to show the translator that hiserdolution is too similar in a negative
sense.

The motivation behind this kind of question is b@jander’'s and Jylh@’s positions as
the producers ofanonised~innish Shakespeare translations, meaning thattthasla-
tions have been accepted among the most esteenr&d within the Finnish literary
system. Cajander translated 36 of the 37 playbenShakespeare candPeficleswas
not translated) between 1879 and 1912. Cajandé&ost®resulted in the first nearly-
complete set of Shakespeare’s plays in Finniskskaéion which can be considered in-
fluential for this reason alone. Yrjo Jylha, inrturetranslated seven of the plays be-
tween 1936 and 1956; these retranslations pay dtieation to Cajander’s work and
have been criticised for their similarity with Tthe canonised position of Cajander and
Jylha is further, and perhaps most importantlyhinggnted by the fact that they are ex-
plicitly represented in my material (i.e. the edstoefer to them by name), whereas oth-
er Finnish Shakespeare translators are not mentiaxeept for some rare references
to, for example, Matti Rossi’s translation soluson

Cajander’'s and Jylh&’s translations must be considenportant from the point of view
of the development of Finnish literature and sgciétowever, at the same time they
represent @oeticsthat is obsolete from a contemporary point of veavd whose influ-
ence on the contemporary Shakespeare translatiayig therefore be unwanted (cf.
André Lefevere’s [1992] views on how translations manipulated according to socie-
ty’'s dominant poetics). | argue that this resultaiensionbetween the canonised trans-
lations and the contemporary project. This artastes to discover how this tension be-
comes visible in the editing process, and moreifipaity in the editorial comments.

The tension between the canonised translationshendontemporary project, as well as
the manifestations of this tension in the editingcess, is studied by applying the con-
cept of “ghosting” in the context of translationriginally, the concept of “ghosting”
(Carlson 2006) emphasises the role of memory asel of intertextual interpretation
in the context of theatrical performance and dramaixts. From the point of view of
editorial work, “ghosting” is here understood asemtounter between the translator’s
draft and the editor's memory; such an encountéergilly evokes “ghosts” of previ-
ous encounters of similar translation solutionsshort, this study is interested in the
“ghosts” of Cajander’s and Jylh&’s translation sols that manifest themselves in the
form of editorial comments, and which therefore dnéive potential to affect the editing
process and, ultimately, the published translation.

2 Material and method

Within the production processes of translations, ghenomenon of “ghosting”, as de-
fined above, is difficult or even impossible todsgby traditional textual materials used
in Translation Studies. This is because the phenomés so essentially involved with
the receiver’'s memory; in order to study the suibjeanemories of the individuals tak-
ing part in the production process, verbalisatiomther documentation accounting for
the content of those memories is needed. Sucho#xpbmments cannot usually be
found in completed and published translations, pixéer some paratextual elements
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such as forewords and footnotes that may accoangxXample, for the translator’s or
the editor’'s choice of particular translation smos or strategies. However, the phe-
nomenon becomes researchable with the auhptiblishedranslation manuscripts (i.e.
drafts) that contain editorial commentary. Editbdamments are here approached as
written documents of the editors’ agency, thatwsllingness and ability to act” (Kin-
nunen & Koskinen 2010: 6) which in published taxiginly remains invisible.

The material consists of the commented manuscoptsix contemporary Finnish
Shakespeare translations, the published versiomghimh were released between 2004
and 2009. These manuscripts originated in the contemporamni$h Shakespeare
translation project launched in the beginning & #000s by WSQY, one of the largest
publishers in Finland. The aim of the project isptblish the whole canon of Shake-
speare’s plays as contemporary Finnish translatidhthe time of writing this article,
the project is drawing to a close with only a felays to be translated. | currently have
access to these six manuscripts only, and | hastadad all of them in the material so
that the whole extent of the translation projecteigresented in the best possible way.
Table 1 below gives the details of the material.

Table 1. Material

PLAY TRANSLATOR EDITORS
Kuningas Henrik 1V, osa 1 e e
[King Henry IV, part 1 Matti Rossi Paév:vl};(:tliv::\s)itgs::]aennko
(2004)
. : Alice Martin &
Macbeth(2004) Matti Rossi Matti Rissanen
Juhannusydn uni Matti Rossi Alice Martin &

[A Midsummer Night's Dreaj{2005)

Matti Rissanen

Romeo ja Julia
[Romeo and Juligt
(2006)

Marja-Leena Mikkola

Paivi Koivisto-Alanko
& Matti Rissanen

Coriolanus(2008)

Lauri Sipari

Paivi Koivisto-Alanko
& Matti Rissanen

Troilos ja Cressida
[Troilus and Cressida
(2009)

Anna-Maija Viitanen

Alice Martin &
Matti Rissanen

The manuscripts and the editorial comments in thegmesent thediting processelat-
ed to the contemporary Finnish Shakespeare traostatThis process is characterised
by textual interactionbetween translators and editors; during the protesseditors
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read and comment on the translators’ first draftel these comments are then submit-
ted back to the translator to be taken into comatd®n when s/he works on the second
draft which also serves as the final draft. Duriing editing process, the editors directly
and indirectly refer to variousuthorities(e.g. source-text editions, previous translations
and other source and target-oriented material)rideroto justify their comments, for
example. The present article concentrates on diegetences to two previous Finnish
Shakespeare translators, Paavo Cajander and Yha, Bnd on the way in which they
function as authorities in the editorial comme#ts.my research aims to shed light on
the production process, the influence of thesestators and their work on the final,
published contemporary translations lies beyondtope of this article.

Because the appearances of the previous trandagi@nstudied not from the point of
view of the translator's agency but that of thet@di, this study approaches translation
and the production of translations as co-operdtietveen multiple individuals. By edi-
tors | refer to two types of editors: (1) a copyediwho represents the publisher, and
(2) an independent consultant. There are ¢aoyeditors (Alice Martin and Paivi Koi-
visto-Alanko) who have been responsible for editing plays. In addition, the drafts
have also been read by Professor Emeritus MatiaRen, a Shakespeare expert who
has commented on the drafts from an academic pbimtew. Therefore, each manu-
script contains textual input from three differamdividuals: the translator, the copyed-
itor and the consultant.

The analysis method was based on tracing the teitteaaction that takes place be-
tween these three individuals, and it involved gsialy alleditorial comments in all six
manuscripts in order to locate direct referenceso Paavo Cajander and Yrjo Jylha.
Each manuscript contained hundreds of editorial ments which were scanned
through, and closer attention was paid only to cems that contained either of the
names or both names. The editors may also havegéfto Cajander and Jylha by cit-
ing their translations without using their namest bs the present study emphasises
these translators’ canonised position that derik@s their importance in the history of
Finnish Shakespeare translation, it is necessamgoteentrate on the comments that
identify them.

3 Past and present of Finnish Shakespeare translat

Particularly when compared with the history of ora Finnish literature, the history of
Finnish Shakespeare translation is extensive. Vdletke starting point of original
Finnish literature is marked by the publicationAd&ksis Kivi’'s novel Seitseman vel-
jestd (1870), the first Finnish Shakespeare translatiorf;. Lagervall’'s adaptation of
Macbethtitled Ruunulinna was completed as early as in 1834. This rendwerfistory
of making Shakespeare’s works available in Fingistiently 178 years long. The first
actual Finnish translation of Shakespeare’s pf\dgcbethby Kaarlo Sloor-Santala, was
published in 1864.

In this article | am interested in two of the modgtuential Finnish Shakespeare transla-
tors, namely Paavo Cajander and Yrjo Jylh&a, wholbmanegarded as the producers of
“canonised Finnish Shakespeare” and whose traostafire arguably among the most
influential ones as “facts” of past Finnish socigdajander translated the whole Shake-
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speare canon (except fBericleg between 1879 and 1912 in close co-operation with
the newly-established Finnish Theatre (see Aaltd®99: 150). At the time when Ca-
jander was working on his translations, Shakespea® considered a “test” for the
Finnish language and theatre: if the plays couldlmxessfully translated into Finnish,
this would prove that the Finnish language was fot fine arts. (Keinanen 2010: 15).
Another aim was talevelopthe Finnish language and literature; in the 18%dsen
Cajander’s first translations were published, Fshnivas barely taking its first steps as a
consciously regulated and promoted national langhghto 2005: 191). As Paloposki
(2009: 194) describes the situation, “[tlhe taskvneas to transfer world literature to
the language of the young nation which was eagébg¢oome civilized’, to build its
cultural capital”. The prevailing social circumstas thus provided a fertile ground for
Cajander’s translations to become influential.

Two of Yrj6 Jylh&’s translationK{ningas LeafKing Leal)) andMacbeth) were pub-
lished first in 1936, and all seven followed labtetween 1955 and 1956 in the form of a
three-volume setAaltonen (1999: 148) places Jylha in the Romapitiase of Finnish
Shakespeare translation, thus demonstrating hisirpity to Cajander. In this sense
Jylh&@’s translations can be said to observe a gostmilar to Cajander’s translations,
even though they were intended to satisfy the thsaheed for modernised versions of
Shakespeare (ibid.: 151). Indeed, Jylh&’s tramsiat{as well as the work of some of the
later translators) have been criticised for themdency to greatly rely on Cajander’s
canonised work (see Rissanen 2007: 204). Be thatnagy, Jylh&’s translations must
be considered influential for the fact alone thmeyt constitute the only “set” of serially
published Shakespeare translations in Finnishwiaat completed between Cajander’s
set and the launch of the contemporary set. It Ishba noticed that Jylha translated
only three of the plays included in the materMb¢beth Romeo and JulieandA Mid-
summer Night's Dreajn and therefore the editors can directly refehiw® translation
solutions only in the case of these plays.

Apart from Cajander and Jylha, the history of FamnShakespeare translation has been
fragmentary. After the publication of Jylh&’s triat®ns in 1955, new translations have
been made almost solely for the needs of theatrdugtions, and during this modern
phase only a few of these translations have beétisped in print (Aaltonen 1999:
152-156). Therefore, in addition to their canonigpedition, Cajander’'s and Jylha’s
translations constitute the main body of Finnislak&speare translations that have been
published in print prior to the contemporary tramisins, and therefore they make the
most obvious ones for the editors to refer to beeabeycanbe referred to easily. Re-
ferring to stage translations would be much moffcdit because they do not usually
exist in a published form that is readily available

All in all, as mentioned in the Introduction, Cajlen's and Jylh@’'s translations of
Shakespeare’s plays have played a substantiainrée development of Finnish litera-
ture and society, but at the same time they reptes@oetics that is obsolete. As a re-
sult, a certain kind ofensionemerges between the canonised translations antbihe
temporary project. This study aims to discover hbig tension becomessible in the
textual documentation of the editing process andrenspecifically, in the editorial
comments.
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4 “Ghosting” as a mechanism of intertextual interpetation

The tension between the canonised translationgh@ndontemporary project is studied
by applying the concept afhostingin the context of the@roductionof these transla-
tions and, particularly, thediting processwvithin it. The concept of ghosting was intro-
duced by Marvin Carlson (2006), and its originaildtion was to emphasise the role of
memoryas a device of interpretation in the context ofathieal performance and dra-
matic texts. According to Carlson (2006: 6),

[the] process of using the memory of previous entens to understand and interpret encounters
with new and somewhat different but apparently lsinphenomena is fundamental to human cog-
nition in general, and it plays a major role in theatre, as it does in all the arts.

Carlson distinguishes the phenomenon of ghostiog fthe recognition of genres:
whereas individuals’ recognition of different gesire based on their memory of partic-
ular kinds of texts with similar properties (e.cagedies and comedies, or novels, short
stories and academic articles), the receptiongbas with the phenomenon of ghosting
“presents the identical thing they have encounteeddre, although now in a somewhat
different context” (Carlson 2006: 7). Thereforelikm the recognition of genres which
is based on an instant feeling of familiarity, gitog can be said to operate much more
subtly and indirectly (ibid.: 6—7). As a matterfatt, ghosting is more closely related to
the concept of intertextuality which, according ttee term’s creator Julia Kristeva
(1980: 36), relates to the way in which a textdtially “a permutation of texts, an in-
tertextuality in the space of a given text” in whinitseveral utterances, taken from other
texts, intersect and neutralize one another”.

When placed in the context of the editorial worlated to the contemporary Finnish
Shakespeare translation project, the phenomenoghos$ting can be understood in
terms of an encounter between the translator's drad the editor's memory. Such an
encounter may potentially evoke “ghosts” of pregi@imilar encounters, that is, the
translator’s solutions may be intertextually inteted by the editors in the light of oth-
er, previously encountered translation solutions.Garlson argues in the vein of Kris-
teva, all literary texts are intertextual in thlaéy are involved in the processes of recy-
cling and memory by combining elements of previgustisting and previously read
texts, but “[...] the dramatic text seems partidylaelf-conscious of this process, par-
ticularly hauntedby its predecessors” (2006: 8, my emphasis).

In other words, if the editors are acquainted i translations by Cajander and Jylha,
they may be able to draw conscious or subconsqatallels between the translator’s
solution and a solution in a previous translationsuch a case, a given solution in the
translator’'s draft seems, from the editor’'s peripecto be “haunted” by a previous

translation to such a great degree that this iegukin editorial comment that makes the
connection explicit by directly referring to Cajaandr Jylha.

As the contemporary Finnish Shakespeare translatigect is actively trying to distin-
guish itself from Cajander’s translations and tbetjs it represents, Cajander’s trans-
lations do not have an “official” position withiie project and the translators are not
expected to pay attention to Cajander (Koivistorkla & Martin 2009). Nevertheless,
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as became apparent in an interview with Rissan@@9(? the editors have sometimes
consulted Cajander’s translations. Therefore thelitions are favourable to ghosting
and, in particular, documentation of ghosting teetplace.

The pending question, then, is in which way theogk” of Cajander and Jylha are re-
ferred to, that is, what thefunctionis: are they regarded as “revered authorities” or
“unwanted relics™?

5 The “ghosts” of Cajander and Jylha: revered authaties or unwanted relics?

Altogether 15 “apparitions” of Cajander and Jyllwéuld be found in the research mate-

rial. As can be seen from Table 2 below, the distron of these references between the
categories was very even. There were 6 referenc€gjander and 6 to Jylha, as well as
3 references mentioning both Cajander and JylhZerSef the references were positive,

eight negative.

Table 2.Findings

. . Cajander and
Cajander Jylha Jylha Total
“Revered au-
thority” (posi- 3 3 1 7
tive)
“Unwanted
relic” 3 3 2 8
(negative)
Total 6 6 3 15

The numbers given above are based on editorial @rtsriound irRomeo ja Julig7
references) Juhannusydn un({5 references)JTroilos ja Cressida(2 references) and
Kuningas Henrik IV, osa {1 reference). No direct references to Cajander Biha
were found inrMacbethandCoriolanus

In what follows, | shall discuss the ways in whichjander, Jylh& or both of them are
referred to by the editors in more detail throughexamples. The examples have been
selected on the basis of their representativerfetbe @ategories involved. The original

context of the examples will be explained in thecdssion. No back-translations into
English are provided, but the meaning of the Fimntireinslations and of the editors’

comments will be explicated as necessary. Theaprters at the end of the examples
point to the page numbers in the translator’s draft

In example 1 below, Cajander is referred to oaitive sense in an editorial comment
onKing Henry 1V, part 1In the context of a heated conversation betwegc® Henry
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and Falstaff that takes place towards the endeosétond act of the play, Falstaff slan-
ders Prince John by calling him, among other thiag$%owcase”. The translator (Ros-
si) has in his initial draft rendered this as “naakuppi”:

(1) Translator: [...] annas kun vedan henkeé niin
(Matti Rossi) kerron miké olet! Kyynarakeppi,
miekantuppi, peltoon lyéty heindhanko!
Consultant: "bow-case”
(Matti Rissanen) Cajander "jousenkotelo”

(King Henry 1V, part 1: 18)

Even though the metaphorical sense suggested bgrdssheath” and “bowcase” is
very similar, the consultant still chooses to comtran the translator’s solution. In his
comment, the consultant (Rissanen) first refetheoequivalent word in an unidentified
source text edition (“bow-case”) and then to Cagaisdtranslation solution “jousen-
kotelo” [literally ‘bow’s case’]. Even though “joeskotelo” is a literal translation of
“bow-case”, Cajander seems to be identified aswathority that validates or, at least,
provides grounds for the editorial suggestion.

Example 2 presents a situation in which Cajandegfexred to in aegativesense. In a
dialogue between Cressida and Pandarus taking plélce second scene ©foilus and
Cressidés first act, the copyeditor (Martin) challengeg tinanslator’s (Viitanen) solu-
tion by suggesting her own translation for a longassage. However, after presenting
the translation, the copyeditor admits that hemppsal “viinurinkin laskutaito” (“tap-
ster’s arithmetic” [Shakespeare 2008a: 61]) in Sidzss line is too similar with Ca-
jander’s translation which has almost exactly tamea wording (“viinurin laskutaito”),
and might therefore be too “old-fashioned”.

(2) Translator: Aivan, se mitd hanesta saa kokoon
(Anna-Maija Viitanen) on pian laskettu yhden kdden sormilla.
Copyeditor: Aivan, niiden ynnadémiseen riittda
(Alice Martin) viinurinkin laskutaito (-hm.

Cajanderillakin "viinurin laskutaito” -
olenko jotenkin vanhanaikainen?)

(Troilus and Cressida) 1

Example 2 could thus be interpreted as an instahself-censorship on the part of the
copyeditor. The editorial comment suggests that@igr's translation has been con-
sulted after the comment was made, and that thigasity) was not noticed until at this
point. The result is, interestingly, that the caghiy@r, in a sense, “hedges” her comment
by referring to Cajander in a negative sense lfiyewondering if the similarity makes
the solution sound old-fashioned), and seems &t the translator with the final choice.

Example 3 presents a case in which Jylha is refdoén apositive sense. In Helena’s
line at the end of the second act’s first scend iMidsummer Night's Dreathe
copyeditor (Martin) criticises the wording “kuolég@sivarsillesi” [literally ‘I will die in
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your arms’] in the translator’'s (Rossi) draft amders to the corresponding passage in
Jylh&@’s translation:

3) Translator: Seuraan sinua, teen helvetista tajvaan
(Matti Rossi) kuolen kasivarsillesi lemmen vaivaan
Copyeditor: Jylh&: "hornakin on taivas varmaan,
(Alice Martin) jos mulle kuoleman tuo kasi armaan”.

die upon the hand... "by means of the hand”

(A Midsummer Night's Dream: 21)

Here the copyeditor seems to present Jylhd’s solut the translator as an example of
how to convey the idea of the original source-fgaxtsage. Whereas in the translator’s
initial solution Helena proclaims to die of ‘lovetsouble’ in Demetrius’ arms, the
source text's equivalent expression “die upon tlaadh should, according to the
copyeditor, be interpreted as ‘by means of the hahd emphasise this point, the
copyeditor directly cites Jylh&’s solution in whitthe loved one’s hand brings death’
and which therefore conveys the source text’'s nmgamore accurately.

Jylha is also referred to inreegativesense, as demonstrated by example 4. The follow-
ing passage is delivered by Father Laurence irficineh act ofRomeo and Julievhen
he offers Juliet the potion that could make hereapplead to Paris:

(4) Translator: Kun olet vuoteessasi, ota tdma pullo
(Marja-Leena Mikkola) ja juo sen sisaltama yrttiuute;
heti kylm& unettava huuru
valahtaa suoniisi, ne eivat syki enda [...]

Copyeditor: Huuru myds turhan tuttdylhasta
(Paivi Koivisto-Alanko)
(Romeo and Juliet; 115)

Here the copyeditor (Koivisto-Alanko) criticisesettranslator’'s (Mikkola) way of in-

corporating the word “huuru” [‘vapour’] in her selon by pointing out that the word is
too familiar from Jylh@’s translation. On the lexiidevel, Jylh@’s style is quite recog-
nisable, and in this case the copyeditor's commeight be motivated by the transla-
tor's word-choice that is too archaic for the comperary translation or too strongly
associated with Jylh&’s style and therefore unwhinte

Interestingly, both Cajander and Jylha are refetoesimultaneously on three occasions.
This is most likely caused by the close relatiopsbétween Cajander's and Jylhd’'s
translations, and goes to further emphasise tlagiomised position. In example 5, both
Cajander and Jylha are referred to ipasitive sense. It is, again, a matter of a single
word in the translator’s first draft, namely “este@hich appears in Demetrius’ line to

Lysander towards the end of the third acAdflidsummer Night's Dream

MikaEL 9
Kaantamisen ja tulkkauksen tutkimuksen symposiumin verkkojulkaisu

Electronic proceedings of the K&Tu symposium on translation and interpreting studies

Vol. 6 (2012)



Nestori Siponkoski
The Ghost at the Banquet

(5) Translator: Olisipa minullakin moinen este.
(Matti Rossi) Hento kahle, mutta riittda sinulle.
En luota sanaasi.

Copyeditor: bond ei ole esteCaj. + Jylha tulkitsevat
(Alice Martin) "saanko sen kirjallisena”

(A Midsummer Night's Dream: 44)

First, the copyeditor (Martin) states that “bondoks este” (‘bond is not an obstacle’),
thus questioning the translator’s (Rossi) solutmuse the word “este”. In addition, the
copyeditor points out that both Cajander and Jytitérpret Demetrius’ “I would | had
your bond” (Shakespeare 2008b: 202) as “saankdisgtlisena” ['may | have in it
writing’] which seems to be presented here as amgie to be followed.

Finally, in example 6 both Cajander and Jylh& aferred to in amegative sense. The
following passage is from Quince’s line sMidsummer Night's Dream'shird act in
which the famous “play within a play” is being paeed:

(6) Translator: Kun olet sanottavasi sanonut,
(Matti Rossi) menet tuonne pensaan taa.
Ja niin tekee jokainen vuorollaan.

Copyeditor: Ja jokainen pitéa vaarin iskustaan tms.

(Alice Martin) according to his cue — so tuskin
"jokainen menee puskaan” vaan
ennemmin viittaa iskuun — eihén
muuten ole jarked, vaikk@ajanderja
Jylh&kin ovat kasittaneet niin!

(A Midsummer Night's Dream: 30)

Here the copyeditor (Martin) criticises the trabtsts (Rossi) solution “menet tuonne
pensaan taa” ['you'll go behind the bush over thjemmphatically arguing that the
source text probably does not contain this mearniihg. copyeditor then uses Cajander
and Jylh&a as examples in a negative sense: theyldwh interpreted the passage as the
translator has, but according to the copyedita tlues not validate the translator’s so-
lution. Instead, it seems that the copyeditor wsste rectify the previous misunder-
standings.

All in all, perhaps the most surprising findingtigt only fifteen direct references to
Cajander’s and Jylh&@’s translations could be foumthe research material. As their
translations are canonised and therefore influewiihin the target culture, they could
have been expected to be more visible in the edicess. On the other hand, the fact
that in practice only these two translators arentified in the material does highlight
their position as canonised, influential ones. lkemnore, as the analysis showed, the
editors refer to Cajander and Jylh& almost as rtiemgs, and neither one of them seems
to emerge as the more important one. Above altheeiCajander nor Jylh& appears as
more “exemplary” or “authoritative” as the othertire editorial comments.
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6 Conclusions

The central finding of the present study is that ¢litors’ main focus in the comments
identifying the two canonised translators, Cajaraied Jylhd, seems to be the way in
which they haventerpretedthe source text. The editors can present theseopiein-
terpretations to the translators as examples teither followed or avoided. This find-
ing emphasises the significance of not only theiSible” individuals (e.g. editors) that
take part in the translation process alongsiddrtdreslator, but also of the earlier trans-
lators whose texts and textual solutions are ajr@adsent in the intertextual context of
the target culture. The role of the earlier trafmslamay become important through the
agency of editors and through the phenomenon ostgity as has been argued in this
article. It also seems that the concept of ghostangbe relevant to studying the editing
process, especially as one possible explanatonyefrfar the way in which translations
or other texts already present in the target calaffect the production of translations
through the memories of the agents involved.

Indeed, what deserves more attention is the indinflcence of the variouauthorities
that affect translation production alongside tharse text, as well as the mechanisms
by which the influence of these authorities funesioWritten documents that originate
in editing processes, such as the commented mapiigsemployed in this study, consti-
tute a material type that can provide answerseatiovementioned questions, and they
can also lead to new ways of understanding, froenptiint of view of culturally orient-
ed Translation Studies, how the past and the predetie target culture and society
may intertwine in the production of translations.

The way in which the ghosts of Cajander and Jythédecinto play in the editing pro-
cess naturally represents only one possible perspeor studying their influence on
the contemporary translations. For example, it @wdnd interesting to examine in which
exact circumstances the previous translations eerdinto the process and, finally,
how their influence is visible in the publishednstations. A further fascinating subject
would also be the way the canonised translationer éhe editing processdirectly,
that is, without being explicitly referred to withe translator’s name.

Macbethends with a line suggesting that the sons of Bantheghost at the banquet,
will reign after the protagonist’s death: similgrthe legacy of Cajander and Jylha still
seems to be present in the production of contempéianish Shakespeare translations.
However, their influence is likely to be mainly @, and for the receiving audience
they will appear—as they have for the editors—assth of other texts haunting the
contemporary reader from time to time.

Research material

A Midsummer Night's Dream = Shakespeare, Willian@2Q@uhannusydn uni(A Mid-
summer Night's Dreaptranslated by Matti Rossi). Unpublished transkatmanuscript
with editorial comments by Alice Martin and MattisRanen.
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King Henry IV, part 1 = Shakespeare, William 2084diningas Henrik neljas. Osa 1.
(King Henry IV, part 1translated by Matti Rossi). Unpublished transkatmanuscript
with editorial comments by Paivi Koivisto-AlankodiMatti Rissanen.

Romeo and Juliet = Shakespeare, William 20R6meo ja Julia(Romeo and Juliet
translated by Marja-Leena Mikkola). Unpublishechsidation manuscript with editorial
comments by Paivi Koivisto-Alanko and Matti Rissane

Shakespeare, William 200Macbeth. (Macbeth translated by Matti Rossi). Un-
published translation manuscript with editorial coemts by Alice Martin and Matti
Rissanen.

Shakespeare, William 2008&oriolanus (Coriolanus translated by Lauri Sipari). Un-
published translation manuscript with editorial coents by Paivi Koivisto-Alanko and
Matti Rissanen.

Troilus and Cressida = Shakespeare, William 2006ilos ja Cressida(Troilus and
Cressida translated by Anna-Maija Viitanen). Unpublisheahilation manuscript with
editorial comments by Alice Martin and Matti Rissan
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