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A cathode-ray tube as domestic and uncanny technology in Samuel Beckett’s Ghost Trio

Park Hajin

In this play, there is a man in a room, and a narrator with a woman’s voice refers to
this figure’s movement. Most of the time, the man is captured in a general view and
medium shot; it is impressive that the camera shoots the man’s face in a close-shot in
the last scene. Some studies pointed out that this close-up face contains a discomforting
atmosphere because of the man’s gaze looking up with a smile. My research explores the
reason for this uncanniness by considering the characteristics of a cathode-ray tube,
and the perspective of an animal experiment. I will shed light on how Beckett reveals
that television has a strange aspect through Ghost Trio: the mechanism of broadcasting
technology and an apparatus of a cathode-ray tube could threaten the domestic area

based on the balance of power of the gaze between inside and outside the screen.
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(Un-)equivalence in Beckett’s Self-translation of Proper Nouns
Kumiko Kiuchi

In 2019, I was commissioned to translate “Rough for Theatre II” into Japanese for
the second volume of New Translation of Samuel Beckett’'s Complete Dramatic Work.
The difficulty I faced was to translate a number of proper nouns in the piece; I could not
choose between the original French text and the translated English text as most of the
proper nouns used in the two texts are completely different. In the end, I followed the
guideline of the editorial board and used the latest Faber’s English text as the primary
reference. I phonetically transcribed the English names in Japanese. However, this
experience has suggested to me that proper nouns have preconditions of
(un-)translatability different from common nouns in Beckett’s text.

With this awareness in mind, this presentation analyses the use of proper nouns
and the strategy of Beckett’s self-translation. It is well-known that Beckett uses less
proper nouns in his later writings. In the early novels and dramatic pieces, the
characters have unique names that likely reflect Beckett’s emotional attachment, and
there are also references to place names, while the proper nouns are gradually replaced
by common nouns after Play though with some exceptions. In existing studies, this
transition has been associated with the question of naming and the denigration and
disintegration of the characters’ identity in his work in the 1950s, the three novels in
particular. This presentation proposes the possibility that the untranslatability of
proper nouns may have been one of the triggers of this transition, which can be observed
in the way the function of proper names changes: from those that are already given to
those that are to be articulated in their repetition of calling and responding, i.e. in
establishing a relationship with others.

By referring to the latest research in traductology, this presentation also examines
Beckett’s care for ‘equivalence’ in his self-translation. Equivalence is the main
criterion to assess the fidelity of the translated text to the original text, covering a wide
range from semiotic equivalence to equivalence in reception. In self-translation in
which the translated text is not treated a secondary text but a variant of the original, i.e.
part of the creative process of the author, the question of equivalence is often bypassed
and replaced by a positive assessment of differences. However, as the translator who
has to translate the self-translated text, the question of equivalence is unavoidable. If
Beckett’s self-translation does help the reader further clarify the meaning of the
original text, is it possible to translate this clarity in one language? The presentation

also hopes to discuss the ethics of translation of self-translation.



