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Tatiana Barchunova
A Library of Our Own?
Feminist Translations From English into

.1
Russian

How would you say ‘delightful talk” in Russian?
How would you say ‘good night’?
Oh, that would be:
Bessonnitsa, tvoy vzor oonyl i strashen;
Lubév’ moya, otstoopnika prostée.

(Insomnia, your stare is dull and ashen,
my love, forgive me this apostasy.)
Vladimir Nabokov

Preamble

The three verses from a poem by bilingual writer, poet, and translator
Vladimir Nabokov, graphically express the major problem of a translator:
how to remain faithful borh to one’s native language, and to the original
text. In the first verse, Nabokov questions the translatability of basic things
that are normally the most difficult to interpret. The message of the second
and the third verses is that translation of basic things is possible. Thus, the
three verses constitute a whole, harmonized in mood, metre, and meaning.
They match one another in all basic aspects but one: gender. In the second

"I would like to express my gratitude to those friends and colleagues of mine who
encouraged me to proceed from impressionistic observations on the state of the art of
translation to the analysis, and who supported my analytical zeal with their critique of
my schematism. Those are Ilka Borchardt, Therese Garstenauer, Andrei Konstantinov,
Sarah Lindemann-Komarova, Serguei Oushakine, Natalia Pushkareva, Alexander
Shevchenko.

I am also thankful to those organizers and participants of the conference “A Canon of
Our .Own?” who added more criticism and therefore have inspired me to do further
empirical work and to grind and polish my arguments.
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verse, the speaker is definitely male, while in the third one his/her gender is
unclear.

How would you say “a feminist” in Russian? Would you use the
neutral/masculine noun or the feminine one? How would you say
“women’s human rights” in Russian, how would you say “empowerment™
Those are only few examples of particular feminist terms that are basic and
clear in English but are difficult to expose in Russian. Besides, there are 3
lot of difficult terms and terminoids that are connected with feminist
discourse but belong to related areas: participatory democracy, advocacy,
negotiation of meaning, agency, public philosophy, etc.

A Feminist Library and a Place for Translations in It

The key concepts of Virginia Woolf’s famous essay “A Room of One's
Own” are the independent social space (a room of one’s own), and the
independent funding (500 pounds), both of which she considers to be the
most vital terms for women’s creative work. One of her images of the
space allocated to women’s creative work is the Library. The Library is a
deposit of books about, for, and by women. Woolf describes her historical
excursion into the writings about and by women as a visit to the library.
She encourages women to write about themselves. What is important for
me in the context of my discussion of feminist translations is that Woolf
mentions that translation was one of the first female creative breadwinning
activities. I will skip chronological and geographical borders and proceed
with the expansion of the discursive space in Russia through writings
about, for, and by women under the so-called transition period.

The splash of écriture féminine and female journalism, the emergence
of a whole range of female detective novel writers, publications of the
previously unknown or forgotten writings by famous Russian and foreign
female authors, translations of women’s novels, and the emergence of a
whole range of periodicals for a female audience have substantially
changed the Russian discursive space after Perestroika. Some of these
publications are contributing to the reinforcement of gender hierarchies and
borders, for instance glamour-type magazines for women of every age
group, women’s novels, and various manuals teaching women how “to win
and keep a man.” Others are attempting to question the borders of the
discursive space allocated for women. Among them are translations of
feminist writings, starting with the feminist bible “The Second Sex” by
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gimone de Beauvoir and ending with the recent dialogues of post-modern
writers such as Rosi Braidotti, Judith Butler, Luce Irigaray, etc.

The question I am raising here is related to the discursive contribution
of the latter: how efficient is its questioning of the social space allocation?
Do the recent feminist translations into Russian remedy the cultural
injustice and promote the project of cultural re-cognition? Does it remain at
the level of affirmative action or does it achieve the level of structural
transformation of the social order? If 1 formulated this problem in terms of
the library metaphor by Virginia Woolf, then it would be worded as
follows: Do the recently translated books that take their place in the
Russian public libraries near the books on the disadvantages of capitalism
and advantages of socialism for women contribute to the reconfiguration of
the social space?

The goal of reconfiguration of the social space is not an easy one.
Russian social theorists as well as their Western counterparts realize the
complexity of this problem. Thus, Russian sociologist Alexander Bibkov
argues:

The vaster the object of everyday perception and imagination is, the more tempted
one is to think about it in terms of naturalness ~ as an organic and physical unity.
And the more this unity is embedded in the tensions of the political fight and
acrobatics of the domination of the fighters, the more carefully it is protected from
‘idle’ questions and reflection. Naturalness is the central illusion of domination. It
softly permeates all of the sophisticated tissue of the social order, eroding social dif-
ferences and concealing them under the universal surface of homogeneous and
extensive monoliths such as nation, tradition, territory, stability, indivisibility. (Bib-
kov 2002: 63, translation mine — T. B.)

And feminist writers would add: and the concept of natural predestination
of men and women, and gender dichotomies. Bibkov argues further:

The ordinary mind spontaneously perceives the complex phenomena as natural,
while the political domination reinforces this perception by its interest, initially
located between the sacred and the profane [...] The existing order, confirmed by
powerful institutions and official decrees, permanently reproduces the illusion of its
explicitness and obviousness and instigates the naive spectator to perceive this order
as virtually natural (Ibid: 70, translation mine — T.B.).

135



Much empirical research and theoretical expositions by feminist writers are
aimed at repudiating the idea of naturalness, simplicity, and givenness of
gender order with its hierarchies and asymmetries. They are trying to
expose gender as a social construction that is historically and politically
variable. Therefore, the feminist empirical research and theory go contrary
to the everyday perception which constitutes the background of much of
mainstream social science and politics. In terms of this challenge, the
quality of both empirical research and theoretical analyses has to be
extremely high in order to render them credible. Otherwise, the reputation
of feminist research would be undermined.

The role of Western theory and methodology, as well as the corpus of
empirical data obtained by Western scholars, in the development of the
Russian feminist discourse can hardly be overestimated. The Soviet public
discourse on the position of women has been oscillating between two basic
subject matters: discrimination of women under capitalism, and the
freedom and opportunities for women under socialism. Paradigmatic books
of this genre are correspondingly: Kirianova 1988, and Avramenko I,
Shchagina E., Janina N. 1975. Everything outside this framework has been
excluded. When the Leningrade author Natalia Malakhovskaia and her
associates attempted to write about different things (about issues of
women’s discrimination under socialism), they were exiled from the
country (Zavialova 2000). Therefore, when at the end of the 20™ century
the post-Soviet academy had to face the issue of discrimination of women
and other genders under socialism, the conventional schematism proved
inadequate. The post-Soviet scholars had to look for scientific resources —
methods and theories — in pre-Soviet and early Soviet writings, as well as
in the West. These resources were not a matter of luxury but a matter of
need. Thus, the multidisciplinary and multitemporal feminist Westermn
discourse had descended upon the dried out humanitarian soil.

Since the fall of the iron curtain, the Russian speaking audience has
gained access to feminist writings by Western historians (N. Z. Davis,
H. Dietland, L. Engelstein, D.Healey, J. Kelly, K.Offen, J.Scott),
economists (N. Folbre, S. Sassen, K. Miller), psychologists (S.Bem,
B.Friedan, N. Chodorow, L. Irigaray, J. Kristeva), sociologists
(R. Connell, J. Lorber, D. Smith, C. West, D. Zimmermann), political sci-
entists and philosophers (V. Bryson, J. B. Elshtain, N. Fraser, F. Gardiner,
J. B. Grimshaw, K. Millet, J. Lovenduski), anthropologists (H. Moore,
G. Rubin), queer theorists (J. Butler , E. Grosz, T. de Lauretis, E. Kosofsky
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Sedgwick), folklore, art and literature experts (E. Cheauré, C.P. Estés,
C. Heyder, E. Goscilo, L. Mulvey, S. Sontag) and many othe'rs.

Under post-socialism, the ideological specter of publications on women
varies from extremely conservative (Otto Weininger) and bivalent
(C. Paglia) sources to radical feminist manifestos (A. Dworkin). Feminist
wranslations have been done by researchers and activists from Ivanovo,
Kharkiv, Minsk, Moscow, Novosibirsk, Riazan’, Saint-Petersburg,
Vladivostok. Gender studies centers and projects have designed and pub-
lished readers for special courses in gender studies. Among the sponsors of
these projects were the Open Society Institute (Soros Foundation), the
MacArthur Foundation, the Heinrich Boell Foundation, and the Volks-
wagen Foundation. The variety of feminist and gender studies texts have
been complemented by other sources that were not directly related to
feminism, or gender or women’s studies per se, but were important for the
understanding of the issues of power, social order, gender regimes of
various institutions. Among these texts were writings by H. Arendt,
P. Berger, P. Bourdieu, J. Derrida, E.Durkheim, M. Foucault, S. Freud,
1. Habermas, K. Homey, A. Giddens, J. Lacan, Th. Luckman, N. Luhmann,
M. Weber, and many others.

Because of the disproportion between the enormous volume of the
potential source texts (texts to be translated), on the one side, and the
human resources (translators and editors) and financial resources on the
other side, the editors and translators in many cases had to select single
chapters and single sections, and many texts could be printed only in ex-
cerpts. The efforts of the participants of translation projects have been con-
centrated on translation as such, while there has been very little discussion
among different translators about the difficulties of translation. Only few
participants of translation projects raised the issues of equivalence (see:
Aristarkhova 2000; Barchunova 2003, 2005; Nosova, Heyder 2000;
Zdravomyslova & Temkina 2000). However, the problems of equivalence
are numerous and they are related to all spheres of equivalence: referential
(similarity of associations in the minds of speakers), connotative (similarity
of contexts of source (here: English) and target (here: Russian) languages),
pr?gmatic (similarity of effect on the listeners, or readers), and textual
(similarity of formal organization of texts) (Baker Mona& Kirsten
Malmkjaer: 1998).

In th_is paper I am going to show that in those cases when the translator is
dealing with limited parts of a source text and does not take into account
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the general perspective of the source text, the ability of the target text 1o
gain new social space for feminist texts is limited. I am going to discyss
two types of omissions in the target texts which imply the lack of connota.
tive equivalence between the source and the target texts: casual omissions
and intended omissions.

Problem of equivalence and omissions

— Casual omissions

Some casual omissions damage but do not completely undermine the
connotative equivalence between the source and the target texts (examples
of such casual omissions see in the electronic version of this paper
(Barchunova 2005). However, some casual omissions damage the
coherence of the target text. In one of Joan Scott’s influential papers there
is a passage on the construction of male/female dichotomy (Scott 1999). It
consists of three points.

1. First, she addresses the issue of progress and the lack of progress for
women in the Renaissance and later. Here, she refers to a famous
work by Kelly-Gadol on the lack of Renaissance for women and the
need to revise the concept of progress. She argues: “The impact of
major revolutionary upheavals [of the XVIII ¢.] on women... has not
been progressive.”

2. From this she proceeds to the issue of political construction of gender
difference.

3. The next passage is on how the set of “fixed oppositional categories,
male and female” was questioned at “crucial moments in the articu-
lation of democratic politics.”

To summarize her argumentation, she proceeds from the idea of
progress (1), then to the idea of the “contesting simple narratives of
progress” (2), then to the binary oppositions between sexes which hindered
the progress, and finally to single attempts of revising the opposition (3).
The logic of this discussion is quite clear. The transition from passage (2)
to passage (3) is provided by the concept of opposition:

(1) One feminist approach to the study of the social and political revolutions of the
eighteenth century to the twentieth century has been devoted to establishing that the
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exclusion of women from citizenship was discriminatory. [...] The conclusion of
many of these studies echoes the now famous comment of historian Kelly-Gadol
about Renaissance. There may have been a Renaissance in the sixteenth century, she
said, but by most measures of progress, there was no renaissance for women. [...]
The impact of major revolutionary upheavals on women, in other words, has not
been progressive.

(2) These challenges to simple narratives of progress have been useful as a way of
contesting the universalistic claims of some democratic and socialist movements.
They have also insisted on the complexity of women’s political action and docu-
mented the many forms it took. At the same time, however, they have not usually
problematized the terms of sexual difference itself; gender means a set of fixed op-
positional categories, male and female, and “politics” alters or perpetuates relation-
ships between women and men. The question of how sexual difference is constituted
by politics (how, to put it in another way, masculinity is secured by attributing its
antithesis to femininity and in what terms) is not directly addressed.

(3)Yet at crucial moments in the articulation of democratic politics there have been
arguments about the terms being used to distinguish between the sexes, as well as
about the relevance of using any male/female oppositions at all (Scott: 79-80).

The Russian translation of this text (Ckorr 2001: 954) omits the middle
part (2) (and the corresponding references) — the discussion of the
male/female opposition and its political construction. The concept of
opposition that provides the coherence of the text is missing. Therefore, the
third section of this discourse gets suspended, since there is no connection
between the first and the third points. Casual omissions can be to a certain
extent compensated by the further discussions. However, there are more
critical omissions that damage the author’s argumentation severely.

~ Systemic Intended Omissions
Sometimes omissions can distort the argumentation of the source text to the
extent that the original idea can be hardly restored. Here, I will address one
of the cases of abridged translations — the essay “From Redistribution to
Recognition: Dilemmas of Justice in a ‘Postsocialist’ Age” by Nancy
Fraser (Fraser 1997). My task here is to show the “amputations” done by
translator and “postoperative” complications. But in order to do this
adequately, I will briefly characterize the subject matter of the essay by
Nancy Fraser.

In .this essay she argues: “The ‘struggle for recognition’ is fast
becoming the paradigmatic form of political conflict in the late twentieth
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century. Demands for ‘recognition of difference’ fuel struggles of groups
mobilized under the banners of nationality, ethnicity, ‘race,’ gender, and
sexuality” (Ibid.: 11). She further argues that the struggle for recognition
and the economic redistribution produce a dilemma that needs to be
finessed. For her, gender and “race” are closely connected. For instance,
she discusses how “race” “is implicated in the gender division between
paid and unpaid labour™: “the division in the United Stated (and elsewhere)
has always been racialized in that domesticity has been implicitly a “white
prerogative” (Ibid.: 36). Her analysis draws her to a conclusion that “For
both gender and ‘race,” the scenario that best finesses the redistribution-
recognition dilemma is socialism in the economy plus deconstruction in the
culture” (Ibid.: 31). And further in her book she speaks about the impor-
tance of developing “an antiracist project that does not succeed at black
women’s expense,” but “simultancously attacks the racial and gender
hierarchy embedded in hegemonic understandings of privacy and
publicity” (Ibid.: 116).

However, these conclusions, as well as the assumption of the source
text on the paradigmatic form of the current political conflict, are not clear
in the target text since the translator of the essay made a decision to omit
almost all mentions of “race” in the target text (about 10 cases on 24
pages), as well as the related endnotes. Therefore, it proves that the ampu-
tation of “race” damages the equivalence between the source and the target
texts, thus making the target text invalid. The amputation of one of the
organs or parts of the human body implies a disability in the other. The
same seems to be the case with amputated texts.

The omissions of the concept of “race” imply further changes in the
target text such as wrong terminological equivalents. The elimination of the
concept of “race” impedes the translator to discriminate between
collectivity and community. For Nancy Fraser “race” and “gender” are
collectivities, not communities. Collectivity is an abstraction which
signifies a homogeneous unity constituted by certain cultural and economic
characteristics. She uses the term “collectivity” as different from “commu-
nity.” She stresses that “homogeneous ‘communities’ are a myth (Ibid.:
117; cf. Kymlicka 1993). Nancy Fraser does not accidentally refer to
gender, “race”, nationality, and ethnicity as collectivities Since there is a
substantial conceptual difference between “collectivity” and “community,”
the substitution of “community” for “collectivity” makes the target text less
stylistically monotonous but connotatively unequivalent.
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Therefore, if one does the revers

translation of Fraser’s text
with the meanings which are not con

same time will miss some of its meanings.

e translation, i. e. translates the Russian
back into English, the target-text-2 will accrete
tained in the source text and at the

Source text

Target text

Transl. of the target text

I have argued here
hat socialist economics
combined with decon-
structive cultural politics
works best to finesse the
dilemma for the bivalent
collectivities of gender
and [“race” — at least
when they are con-
sidered separately]. The
next step would be to
| show that this combina-
tion also works for our
larger sociocultural
configuration. After all,
gender and “race” are
not neatly cordoned off
from each other. Nor are
they neatly cordoned off
from sexuality and class.
Rather, all these axes of
injustice intersect one
another in ways that af-
fect everyone’s interests
and identities. No one is

51 nokasana 34€cb, 4T0
COLMANUCTCKAsA SKOHOMHKa B
COYETaHHH C
JIEKOHCTPYKTHBUCTCKOH
KyJAbTYPHOH NOAMTHKOH
HawTy4IuHM 06pa3oM
0o0XOAAT AUnEMMY B Cily4ae
TaKoii GuBaNeHTHOR
KOJUIEKTHBHOCTH, Kak FreHaep
[...]. Cnenyromum niarom
JOMKHa OBITh AEMOHCTPALIHA
TOrO, YTO ITO COYETAHHE
paboTaeT H Ha 106aJibHYI0
COLMOKYIBTYPHYIO
xondurypauuio. Beas
GuBaeHTHBbIE coob1IecTBa
He OTAENEHb] OTUETIHBO
apyr ot apyra. He
OrpaHHueHb! OHH TAKXKE OT
CEKCYaNIbHOTO ¥ KJ1aCCOBOrO
genends. OTHIOXb, H BCE
3TH OCH HECNPaBeAIMBOCTH
nepeceKaloTCs ApYr ¢
IpYroM TakuM 00pa3oM, uTo
3TO KaCaeTCA HHTEPECOB H

a member of only one HIACHTHYHOCTEH BCEX M

such collectivity (Ibid.: | kaxaoro. Hukto He BXOAUT

31-32). TONBKO B OIHO TAKOE
coobusecTBo (Ppeiikep
2001: 280).

I have argued here that
socialists’ economics com-
bined with deconstructive
cultural politics works best
to evade the dilemma for
such bivalent collectivity
as gender [omission)]. The
next step would be to show
that this combination also
works for the global socio-
cultural configuration. For
bivalent cemmunities are
not neatly cordoned off
from each other. Nor are
they neatly cordoned off
from sexuality and class.
Not at all, and all these
axes of injustice intersect
one another in ways that
affect everyone’s interests
and identities. No one is a
member of only one such
community.

The omission of the term “race” in the target text enlarges the semantic dis-
Since between the source and the target texts. Nancy Fraser argues that
gender” and “race” are “not neatly cordoned off from each other” while in
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the target text it follows that it is genders as “bivalent communities” that
“are not neatly cordoned off from each other.” Instead of “larger socia]
configuration” which covers gender, “race,” class, and sexuality, the target
text has the irrelevant “global social configuration.”

Another defect of the target text is the interpretation of the concept of
finessing of the dilemma of redistribution-recognition. This finessing,
according to the author, is related to the concept of remedy of injustice,
while the target text relates about “evading” the dilemma.

The term “remedy” in the target text does not seem to get the right
equivalent either. The concept of remedy goes back to medicine, Itisa
“cure for disease; redress, relief” (Hoad 1986: 397). The pathos of Fraser's
book is the critique of justice interruptus. Interruptus is the past participle
from the Latin word interruptio — “to interrupt.” With this wording she
alludes to the incomplete ways of dealing with injustice (cf. coitus
interruptus) and insists on radical elimination of injustice through a combi-
nation of methods. However, the translator is missing this sense of radical
transformation of unjust society and interprets “remedy” as compensation,
Therefore, the target text is again accumulating the meanings which are
inorganic to the source text. For example, in the below texts and other cases
all the occurrences of the concept of remedy are supplanted by the concept
of compensation.

Despite the differences between them, both socio-economic injustice and cultural
injustice are pervasive in contemporary societies. Both are rooted in processes and
practices that systematically disadvantage some groups of people vis-a-vis others.
Both, consequently, should be remedied. Despite these mutual entwinements, I shall
continue to distinguish economic injustice and cultural injustice analytically.
(Fraser: 14-15)

And I shall also distinguish two correspondingly distinct kinds of remedy.
The remedy for economic injustice is political-economic restructuring of
some sort. This might involve redistributing income, reorganizing the divi-
sion of labor, subjecting investment to democratic decision making, or
trans-forming basic economic structures. Although these various remedies
differ importantly from one another, I shall henceforth refer to the whole
group of them by the generic term “redistribution.” The remedy for cultural
injustice, in contrast, is some sort of cultural or symbolic change. [...] A
though these remedies differ importantly from one another, I shall hence-
forth refer to the whole group of them by the generic term “recognition.”
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Once again, this distinction between redistributive remedies and
recognition remedies is analytical (Fraser 1997: 15; dpeitxep 2001: 263,
Jtalics mine. — T. B.). o

Fraser argues that “redistributing income, reorganizing the division of
labor, subjecting investment to democratic decision making, or trans-
forming basic economic structures” are different from each other as
remedies. Yes, indeed. Redistributing of income to some extent can be
regarded as “compensation” of injustice while the other three means in-
volve profound changes and are hard to be realized as mere “compensa-
tions”.

Therefore, the question arises: why does the Russian-speaking trans-
lator interpret all transformations, including radical ones, as mere com-
pensations? The only possible explanation of this is that his concept of
climination of injustice is deeply embedded in the notion of compensation
which correlates with the recent public discussions of monetary compensa-
tion of benefits (kompensatsiia 'got) in the Russian Federation. The
practice of compensation in developed countries is related to inflation and
is realized through various models of indexation of income (Sidorova
2003). In Russia, “compensation” is a compromise between the develop-
ment of market economy and one of the relics of the Soviet distribution
system that is used as a very imperfect system of social security. Thus,
liberal economist Larissa Piiasheva in her comparison of the German and
Russian social policies stresses that the German one is oriented to the
future and aimed at prevention (prophylaxis) of social diseases rather than
dealing with their “complications”. For instance, the goal of the German
social policy is rather to provide the favourable treatment of the family
rather than compensate the damage produced by insufficient care of the
family, or to prevent emergency situations rather than attenuate their
consequences. The German policy consists of facilitating individual
participation in economic and public life rather than orients governmental
policy towards the “common good” or “common goal” and prioritizes
society over individual (Piiasheva 1990: 150-151). The interpretation of
remedying of injustice as compensation of injustice seems to be the case of
a semantic shift producing the lack of connotative equivalence between the
target and source texts.

This case of the lack of equivalence is similar to cases in the other areas
of political discourse. For instance, journalist Vladimir Uspenskii in his
paper “Are Semantical Shifts Harmless?” refers to several cases of this
type. | will mention here only one of them because the mechanism of
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semantic shift is similar: the semantic shift has been produced by ¢he
projection of notions of Soviet mentality to the Western concepts,
Uspenskii comments on the Russian interpretation of the concept of
impeachment as condemnation. The English verb t0 impeach means
question. Impeachment is a criminal proceeding instituted against a public
official by a legislative body. However, Russians do not see the difference
between impeachment and condemnation. The reason for this, according to
Uspenskii, is that for Russians arraignment and condemnation are the
same. With a reference to A. E. Bovin he explains the lack of this
difference by the penal (repressive) character of the Russian system of
justice. Of one hundred judgments in Russia, only two are acquittals, ag
compared to twenty acquittals in the West. The interpretation remedying
injustice as compensation of injustice is a similar case of projection of a
familiar meaning to a concept which is involved in a different conceptual
frame,

One of the most famous Russian translators of the 20" century, Leo
Ginzburg, wrote that translation emerges at the intersection of two realities:
“the reality in which a translator lives and the reality in which an author
lives” (Ginzburg 1978: 237). The major goal of a translator is to interpret
the text as he understands it on the one hand, and according to the will of
the author on the other hand.

The cases of misinterpretation of the key concepts and “surgery cuts” of
Nancy Fraser’s text we analyzed above, allow us to conclude that the
translator’s interpretation outbalances the author’s will. Therefore, the
target text does not lie at the intersection of the translator’s reality and the
author’s reality but seems to be merged in the translator’s reality.

Elsewhere (Barchunova 2003, 2005), 1 have analyzed other cases of
semantic shifts which produce the same effect. When “This Sex Which Is
Not One” is interpreted as “This Sex Which Is Not Lonely” (Zherebkina
2001: 56) or “Gender Trouble: Feminism and the Subversion of Identity” is
interpreted as “Gender Trouble: Feminism and the Subversion of
Individuality” (Zherebkin 2002 5), “agency” is interpreted as “freedom of
action” (Batnep 2002), “reification” as “materialization” (Batnep 2001:
167), “subject [agent]” as “subject matter” or “topic” (Batnep 2000) etc.,
the source texts lose their coherence and credibility.

One of the reasons for the above mentioned misinterpretations is an
insufﬁciency of translation resources (both funding and human resources).
Very often translators are dealing with excerpts rather than whole texts, not
speaking about the other texts by the same author or of the same school of
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thought. Therefore, they are not able to see the. translated'excerpt in‘ the
general perspective of the original text, and their own reality overweighs
the reality of the author. For Nancy Fraser and other writers, gender and
race (she uses the term race in inverted commas) are intersecting axes of
social reality. The artificial separation of gender and race in the target text
implies systematic transformations of the meanings. These transformations
seem to be similar to the ad hoc adjustments of Ptolemaic theory in the
cases of the discovery of the new facts which were inconsistent with the
heliocentric system. The original concept of the remedying of injustice is
substituted for the concept of compensation. The concepts of community
and collectivity that the author of the source text discriminates in the target
text are not discriminated, etc.

Let’s now return to the issue of the feminist library as a means of
reconfiguring the public intellectual space that we raised in the beginning
of the paper. Do the Russian translations we have been discussing above
contribute to the reconfiguring of the intellectual space in the way Virginia
Woolf was dreaming about? In a sense, yes, they do. The very fact of their
publication symbolizes a new stage in the expanding of our intellectual
resources. However, if we take into account the problems of equivalence
we have been speaking about above, we have the right to argue that in
terms of their contents they might be more useful in the section of the
library dedicated to the post-Soviet studies. They could be a rich resource
for the reconstruction of the post-Soviet mind. Their application for the
feminist reconfiguring of the social space that Virginia Woolf was
dreaming about can be evaluated later.
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