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Original research paper

RETRANSLATIONS OF THE CATCHER IN THE RYE INTO SERBIAN
(1979-1995) REVISITED: REFLECTIONS ON THE CHANGING NORMS
AND TRANSLATORS’ AGENCIES™

The paper relates the renderings of teenage vernacular in the four translations of J. D.
Salinger’s The Catcher in the Rye in Yugoslavia (1958, 1979, 1987) and Serbia (1995)
(Erakovi¢ 2002) to the wider cultural factors present at the time of each (re)translation.
Retranslation is approached as a phenomenon that is shaped by a variety of factors in a
particular historical context. In this case, the factors include the development of the jeans
prose literary genre in Yugoslavia, different publishing policies and practices during the
1970s and 1990s in Serbia, political contexts surrounding the publications of the four
translations, and the translators’ agencies. The translators’ agencies are deduced from
paratexts (the third translator’s published commentary and interviews), the differences
between the versions of the teenage vernacular in the two translations (1979 and 1987) by the
second translator, and a comparative analysis of the global strategies applied in the
(re)translations. It is argued that the first translation (1958) predominantly complied with the
target literary tradition regarding the acceptability of nonstandard language varieties in a
literary work, whereas the following three show evidence of competing translators’ agencies
in addition to changing publishing policies, which came as consequences of major societal
changes.

Keywords: Retranslation, teenage vernacular, historical context, translator agency, jeans prose
INTRODUCTION

Within the Descriptive Translation Studies approach, translations are
understood as “facts of a target culture” (Toury 1995: 23), i.e. that they are influenced
and constrained by the target context. The discussion in this paper builds on the
results of the comparative study (Erakovi¢ 2002) of the differences in the dominant
strategies in the transferring of the teenage vernacular in the four translations of
Jerome David Salinger’s The Catcher in the Rye, which were published in Sarajevo
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in 1958 and in Belgrade in 1979, 1987 and 1995. More specifically, the notable
differences between the translators’ choices are seen as related to the interplay of
factors from wider cultural, economic and political contexts that were present at the
time. The first of these factors is related to the changing identity of the target
language. Within the span of the 37 years between the first and the last of the four
translations of Salinger’s novel, the target language changed its official status and
name from the Bosnian variety of Serbo-Croatian (1958), to Serbo-Croatian (1979,
1987) and Serbian (1995). Since retranslation is defined as a later translation of a
single work into the same target language (Koskinen and Paloposki 2010: 294), it is
necessary to address the rationale concerning the sameness of the target language, in
order to justify the choice of the retranslations that are compared.

Depending on whether (re)translations have the same or different audiences,
they can be active (the same audience) or passive (different audiences)
(Pym1998:82). The first translation was done into the Bosnian variety of Serbo-
Croatian by Nikola Kr$i¢ and was published in 1958 in Sarajevo. It was intended for
all readers in former Yugoslavial. In 1978, this first translation was revised into the
Croatian variety and republished in Zagreb?. Soon after, in 1979 in Belgrade, it was
followed by a new translation into the Serbian variety of Serbo-Croatian by
Dragoslav Andri¢. In 1987, Andri¢ published a revised version of his retranslation.
Finally, in 1995 the novel was retranslated in Belgrade for the third time, by Flavio
Rigonat. Three years later, in 1998, Krs$i¢’s translation underwent another revision
into Croatian, which was published in Zagreb. It is therefore safe to conclude that the
revised translations published in Zagreb and the retranslations published in Belgrade
were not intended for the same audience, although all were comprehensible for the
speakers of both Croatian and Serbian varieties of Serbo-Croatian. Defined by the
criteria of audience, active (re)translations for our purposes are those published in
Sarajevo (1958) and Belgrade (1979, 1987, 1995).

There are also translational reasons to treat the Sarajevo translation as the
predecessor for later Belgrade translations. The third translator, Rigonat (1995)

1'In Yugoslavia, Serbo-Croatian was considered a polycentric language with four
varieties: Serbian, Croatian, Bosnian and Montenegrin. By some data it was spoken by 73%
of the people (Pozgaj Hadzi 2014: 49).The first translations into Macedonian and Slovenian
(Bratoz 2004:97) were published in 1966, so the 1958 translation was also read by Slovenes
and Macedonians, because Serbo-Croatian was taught in all schools in Yugoslavia.

2 In 1978 K13i¢’s translation was republished by Znanje and in 1998 by ABC naklada
(both in Zagreb). Although both were edited by T. Dobricevié, they are not identical — each
edition adheres to the current Croatian language norm more closely than the previous one.
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explicitly mentions the Sarajevo translation as the first translation of Salinger’s novel
in the Afterward to his retranslation from 1995. In addition, as we will show later, the
global strategy applied by the second translator (Andri¢ 1979/1987), is in contrast to
the dominant strategy in the 1958 translation —which is an example of what Koskinen
and Paloposki (2015: 27) consider a necessary condition for a retranslator: assuming
a stance toward the first translator.

THE RETRANSLATION STUDIES

Research on retranslations is said to have been stimulated by the
Retranslation Hypothesis (RH), which was first formulated by Chesterman in a series
of statements that served to exemplify explanatory and predictive hypotheses in
translation studies as a field of enquiry. He worded the explanatory hypothesis in the
following way:

Retranslations tend to be closer to their original texts than first translations because:
- later translators take a critical stance to the earlier translation, seek to improve on it
- the existence of the earlier translation in the target culture affects the potential
reception of the new one, and the translator knows this
- the target language has developed and allows the translator more freedom of
movement
- T[arget]Clulture] translation norms have become more relaxed, allowing a closer
link to the source text.
Chesterman (2000: 24-25)

Chesterman then goes on to derive a predictive hypothesis, formulating it as “Later
translations of a given text will be found to be closer than earlier ones” (2000:25).
Chesterman formulated these hypotheses as paraphrases of Bensimon’s and
Berman’s views published in the special edition of the journal Palimpsestes on
retranslation in 1990°. Later research on retranslations moved away from the RH as
being too narrow to explain this phenomenon, finding that retranslations can be
conditioned by a variety of factors. Further along this vein, Paloposki and Koskinen’s
research in the Finnish context shows that near simultaneous translations may appear
because translators and publishers are not aware that other may be at the same task

3 Chesterman’s formulation of Berman’s and Bensimon’s views has recently been
discussed in great detail by Peeters and Poucke (2023: 6), who claim that the ideas expressed
in RH are actually solely Bensimon’s. Due to space limitations, we forego this question from
our discussion. The RH has also been reviewed in greater detail by Tahir Giirgaglar (2009),
Koskinen and Paloposki (2010) and Deane-Cox (2104: 3-4), among others.
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(2010:35), but also that there can be other, marketing reasons (retranslations attract
attention), or because different publishers have different profiles in different times.
Expectations of the audience have also been found as an influential contextual factor
(Koskinen and Paloposki 2010:33). In summarizing previous studies on retranslation,
Deane-Cox (2014:2-12) identifies four major causes for retranslations: target norms,
ideologies, wider sociocultural context, agencies of translators and commissioners,
including rivalry between translators (2014: 17). It will be shown that in the case of
the four translations of The Catcher in the Rye in former Yugoslavia and Serbia, a
similar interplay of factors can be identified.

METHODOLOGY

This study is not intended as a criticism of individual translations. Rather, it
is based on the tenets of both descriptive studies and the polysystem theory, as
interpreted by Chang, that the role of research is to explain and predict translational
behaviour, as opposed to the role of criticism, which is an applied and norm-setting
attempt to effect changes in the object of study (Chang 2011:257). In addition, this
discussion builds on the previous (Erakovi¢ 2002) contrastive analysis of the
techniques applied in the translation of teenage vernacular in the four translations and
their examples, and relates the translators’ approaches to the phenomena outside
Salinger’s novel.

The extent in which the teenage vernacular was recreated in the first and the
second Serbo-Croatian translations (1958 and 1979) is first paralleled to the
appearance of this type of language in the model of jeans prose (Flaker 1983) in the
target literature during 1950s and 1970s. The model was conspicuous in its use of
stylisations of urban language, so we draw on Flaker’s conclusions regarding the
acceptability of this type of language in the target literature. However, considering
the order of appearance of this type of language in the works of writers such as Oluji¢
(1963) and Kapor (1972) and writers/translators such as Ki§ (1973), we suggest that
in the case of the translators of The Catcher, the direction of influence may have been
the opposite: from the target literature to the translators.

Translations can also be contextualized by means of paratexts, which are
defined as (verbal or visual) materials that present a text to the readers, appearing
either within the same volume as the text (such as forewords and afterwords) or
outside it, in various interviews, conversations, even private communications
(Genette 1997, 1-5). Our understanding of the agencies of the two (re)translators
(Andri¢ and Rigonat) is based on the paratexts they left behind and their biographies.
We find that these sources are relatable to the global strategy they applied in their
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(re)translations. In the case of Andri¢, we also consider his lexicographical work that
predates his retranslation in 1979 — the first Serbian Dictionary of Jargon (1976).
With the passing of time, the teenage vernacular in The Catcher in the Rye
may have lost some of its initial outrageousness because nonstandard speech has long
been accepted on the pages of literary works. The readers in the decades when the
four (re)translations appeared, however, were not equally accustomed to it — in the
1990s, the effect of nonstandard language in a literary work was not nearly as
shocking as it had been in the 1950s or even the 1970s. Before we address the factors
that influenced the translators, however, we begin with a reminder of the features of
the main character’s language in the novel, as described by the American literary
scholar Donald Costello around the time of the novel’s first appearance (1959).

FEATURES OF THE TEENAGE VERNACULAR OF THE 1950°S IN THE
CATCHER IN THE RYE

One of the contentious features of Salinger’s novel The Catcher in the Rye
when it was published in 1951 was the language of the main character, Holden
Caulfield, which imitated “the teenage vernacular of the 1950s” (Costello 1959:172).
To support this judgment, Costello cites the reviews published in 1951 in some
leading American and British papers: the Atlantic, the Library Journal, the Guardian,
the Nation, the New Statesman and Nation, the Times Book Review, Newsweek, the
Spectator, and Time. In all of these, the language of the novel is described as
authentic, daring, obscene, blasphemous, and with comic effect (1959:173), so
Costello proceeds to analyse how Salinger achieves this effect. He notes that
Holden’s speech is a stylization, marked by semantically empty expressions (and all),
idiosyncratic insistences that what is being said is really true, direct address to the
reader (If you want to know the truth), at times intentional use of incorrect grammar,
all of which show that Holden is very much aware of his language (1959: 180).
Costello lists the types of words that most attribute to the vernacular, citing some
examples of vulgarities and obscenities such as fuck and ass, “divine” words such as
goddam, damn, for Chrissake, for Gods’s sake, God, Jesus, Jesus Crist, hell and
“crude” words such as sonuvabich and bastard. He also counts a hundred slang terms
with examples such as crap, crazy*, kill in various expressions such as shoot the crap,
that story drives me crazy or the story killed me. The novel is also peppered with a
limited number of repeated adjectives and adverbs such as lousy, pretty, crumby,
terrific, quite, old, stupid, which are devoid of any specific meaning in the contexts

4in its slang meanings.
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in which they are used (1959:175-177), but which help achieve the desired effect. In
combination with some original, idiosyncratic, “hilariously funny”, “dramatically
effective” expressions, Costello says, Salinger achieves a “good comic effect” (1959:
178). Holden is an intelligent and well-read teenager and the reader can see this
because Holden also uses a number of words that are above elementary English, such
as “‘ostracized, exhibitionist, unscrupulous, conversationalist, psychic and
bourgeois” (1959:179). Toward the end of his article, Costello summarizes the
features of the language in The Catcher in the Rye in the following way: “[...] it is
crude and slangy and imprecise, imitative yet occasionally imaginative, and affected
toward standardization by the strong efforts of schools.” (1959:181).

From the day it was first published, The Catcher of the Rye has been
enormously popular among readers worldwide. Simultaneously, however, it is also
one of the most banned books in the US (Whitfield 1997: 574). According to the
Banned and Challenged list of books created by The American Library Association
(ALA), the most common reason cited is its “profanity” (ALAI, also West 2015,
2131). During the 1950s, the infamous McCarthian era, some censors in the USA
even believed that “Holden’s filthy” words would somehow make students more
susceptible to Marxist indoctrination (West 2015: 2131). Some critics in the 1950s
found that the language of this novel was not just colloquial, but also “vulgar,
blasphemous, obscene”, to the extent that it should be banned (ALA1). Such attempts
subsided in the 1960s, to reappear again around 1978 and keep occurring until the
1990s with one or two censorship attempts every year, the main accusations again
being targeted at the language, which “undermines family values” or is ‘“anti-
Christian” (West 2015: 2131).

Looking at how the status of the 297 identified informal words® in the novel
changed in the four decades from the 1950s to the 1990s, Erakovi¢ (2002:10) found
that as much as 86% of them remained informal. This is further confirmed by the
ALA list, which shows that the novel is still among the 10 most banned books because
it contains “offensive language”, is “sexually explicit” and “unsuited to age group”,
even in 2009 (ALAZ2).

The stylization of informal teenage vernacular is therefore very noticeable in
the novel. Its function is to characterize Holden as a young man, but also voice an
opposition to the traditional, conservative and hypocritical aspects of the American
society after the WWII. Costello notes that Salinger uses standard language only for
the characters who represent those parts of the society that Holden reacts against.

S Their status was determined according to the Dictionary of American Slang (1960),
Random House Webster’s Dictionary (1996) and Microsoft World English Dictionary (1999).
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Whitfield (1997: 600) believes that what makes Holden memorable and the novel so
distinctive is the “guileless integrity of his language”.

THE FEATURES OF THE TEENAGE VERNACULAR IN THE FOUR
TRANSLATIONS

The linguistic analysis of the four translations of Salinger’s novel by
Erakovi¢ (2002) shows that all translations meet the criteria of semantic transfer.
They are all close translations, in the sense that there are no significant additions or
omissions, except at the level of phrase and word order when it serves the purpose of
achieving idiomatic expression in the target language. The translations, however,
employ varying degrees of teenage vernacular. Comparing the number of sentences
in the first chapter with an element of teenage vernacular (which are listed in
Costello’s overview in the previous section) with the translations, it can be seen that
the source text contains the greatest number of such elements (204), to be followed
by Andri¢ 1979 (192), Andri¢ 1987 (183), Rigonat 1995 (108) and Krsi¢ 1958 (85).
A notable feature of the first translation (Krsi¢ 1958) is that it closely follows the
source text word order and choice of words, often decreasing the text’s informality,
as in the following example:

Salinger 1951 One of those little English jobs that can do around two hundred
miles an hour.

Krsi¢ 1958 To su jedna od onih malih engleskih kola koja mogu da razviju oko
dvije stotine milja na sat.

Krsi¢’s stylization of the vernacular also largely remains at the level of
words: while Salinger uses contractions and short sentence structures to signal the
informality, KrSi¢ uses standard forms, and at times combines series of short
sentences into one:

Salinger 1951 Maybe two guys. If that many.
Krsi¢ 1958 Mozda samo dvojicu, ako i toliko.

Andri¢’s 1979 retranslation differs from the first translation in that it
systematically localizes Holden’s narrative into Serbian (i.e. Belgrade) teenage
vernacular of the 1970s. In the revised version of this retranslation in 1987, Andrié
attenuates the jargon. The third translator’s retranslation from 1995 is generally
syntactically closer to the original than both Andri¢’s translations (Erakovi¢ 2002:
98), but there are more colloquial expressions than in the 1958 translation. This can
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be illustrated by the following example from the beginning of the novel (all markers
of the vernacular/informal language are underlined):

Salinger 1951 He wrote this terrific book of short stories, The Secret Goldfish, in case
you never heard of him. The best one in it is “The Secret Goldfish.” It
was about this little kid that wouldn’t let anybody look at his goldfish
because he’d bought it with his own money. It killed me.

Krsi¢ 1958 On je napisao onu fantasti¢nu zbirku pripovjedaka ,,Tajna zlatna ribica“
— ako za njega niste ranije ¢uli. Najbolja pric¢a u njoj bila je upravo ta
»Tajna zlatna ribica«. To je pri¢a o jednom djecaku koji je posijedovao
jednu zlatnu ribicu ali nije nikome dozvoljavao ni da je pogleda, zato sto
ju je kupio za vlastiti novac. Ta me je pri¢a obarala s nogu.

Andri¢ 1979 Napisao je onu krvisnu knjigu pripovedaka, Tajanstvena zlatna ribica,
ako niste znali. A najmo¢nija pri¢a u njoj je Tajanstvena zlatna ribica. O
nekom klinji $to nikome nije dao ni da gvirne na njegovu zlatnu ribicu
jer ju je kupio za sopstvenu lovu. E, to me je stvarno iseklo.

Andri¢ 1987 Napisao je onu straSnu knjigu pripovedaka, Tajanstvena zlatna ribica,
ako niste znali. A_najmo¢nija pri¢a u njoj je Tajanstvena zlatna ribica. O
nekom Klincu $to nikome nije dao ni da gvirne na njegovu zlatnu ribicu
jer ju je kupio za sopstvene pare. E, to me je stvarno iseklo.

Rigonat 1995 Napisao je onu fenomenalnu knjigu pri¢a Tajna zlatna ribica, ako
slucajno niste ¢uli za njega. Najbolja pri¢a u njoj je bas "Tajna zlatna
ribica": o nekom klincu koji ne da nikome da vidi njegovu zlatnu ribicu
jer ju je kupio za svoj novac. Stvarno me oborila.

Paloposki and Koskinen (2010:37) point out that not all subsequent
translations are necessarily retranslations, even if done by different translators,
because some may be just slightly revised versions. They define revision as an edited,
corrected or modernized version of a previous translation (2010: 294). Chesterman
(2000: 22) similarly formulated this difference between a retranslation and a revision
as a change of focus: while revisions focus on the previous translations, retranslations
focus on the original. The second translation (Andri¢ 1979) is easily identifiable as a
retranslation, because the differences introduced in relation to the 1958 translation
are not only at the level of word units, but are more global. The vernacular Andrié
created is coherent throughout the novel and it imitates the Belgrade teenage
vernacular of the 1970s above the word level.
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Salinger |They're quite touchy about |It cost him damn near  |Now he's out in

1951 anything like that, especially|four thousand bucks. Hollywood, D.B., being
my father. a prostitute.

Krsi¢ Oni su priliéno osjetljiviu  |Kostala su ga prokleto, |Sada Zivi u Hollywoodu,

1958 tim i takvim stvarima, blizu Cetiri hiljade D.B., kao prostitutka.
naro¢ito moj otac. dolara.

Andri¢ Mnogo su osetljivi po tim

1979 pitanjima, narod¢ito moj Kostala ga je, brat bratu, |Sad vam je D.B. u
stari. skoro &etiri hiljade Holivudu — prodana

Andri¢ Mnogo su osetljivi kad je  |zelembaca. dusa.

1987 re¢ o tome, narocCito otac.

Rigonat |Prili¢no su osetljiviu tom  |[Kos$tao ga jedno Cetiri  |Sad je tamo u Holivudu,

1995 pogledu, pogotovo otac. hiljadarke D. B, prodao se.

Andri¢’s revised retranslation from 1987 is obviously a revision, because the only
changes are at the word level — slangy words are generally replaced with less
informal, colloquial ones. The matter is not so clear with Rigonat’s translation,
however. Like the first translation, it is syntactically closer to the original. The
differences between the translations by Andri¢ and Rigonat are not so much in the
type of vocabulary they use (both make use of the informal teenage speech from the
time of the translation), but in their unit of translation (cf. Erakovi¢ 2002: 94-98). In
cases when there were no available register equivalents at word level, Andri¢
compensated with informal words and expressions (pragmatic solutions) in available
positions, while Rigonat tended to use standard Serbian expression, thus making his
translation in general less colloquial. Examples of this can be seen in the example
above, where Andri¢ compensates the verbal contraction in they 're with an informal
lexical choice for father — stari [old man], and the intensifier damn with the
expression brat bratu [approximately]. Rigonat, on the other hand, omits damn in the
translation because literal transfer would be unidiomatic in Serbian and does not
compensate for the lost markers of informality which are expressed with verb
contractions.

The distinctions between retranslation and revision, however, have not been
found to be relevant or generalizable in retranslation studies: every new publication
of a translation may contain a number of interventions for a wide variety of reasons
(cf. Koskinen and Paloposki 2010:294). The same can be said in our case. Finally, if
the four translations were placed along a scale from the one that applies substandard
language the least to the one that uses it most, taking into account the markers of
teenage vernacular from Costello’s list, the order would be 1958 Krsi¢ — 1995
Rigonat — 1987 Andri¢ — 1979 Andri¢. In the following section we address the
cultural factors that can be related to this difference in the translators’ choices.
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THE JEANS PROSE PARALLELS

According to Aleksandar Flaker, Salinger’s novel was one of the influences that, in
combination with the national traditions and some Eastern European literary models,
inspired the appearance of the literary model which he termed jeans prose (1983:40).
Flaker based this model on the shared features of a number of novels published in
Yugoslavia, Central and Eastern European countries and the USSR from the 1950s
until the 1980s. Their protagonist is invariably a young person who uses urban
language to express nonconformist attitudes toward the existing traditions in the
society (1983:15). In Yugoslavia, the first representatives of the model were the early
novels by Grozdana Oluji¢ in 1958 and 1963, Antun Soljan and Mirjana Stefanovié
in 1961, Alojz Majeti¢ in 1963. In Serbia, some most prominent novelists of this type
were Bora Cosi¢ (1969) and Momo Kapor (1972). Similarly to Salinger in the States,
some of these writers faced court trials and censorships (Flaker 1983:17, 1li¢ 2019,
Stamenkovi¢ 2017:248). Since the use of slang and colloquialisms in these novels
was met with negative critical appraisal, this might have influenced the translators of
The Catcher to treat the teenage vernacular differently in their translations. Flaker
cites instances of Croatian writers of jeans prose Slamnig and Soljan having to defend
and justify the use jargon in their novels, and states that the opposition was strong
and constant in the 1950s because it was politically judged as a bad influence on
younger readers (1983:124). The change of attitude that ensued in the 1970s, Flaker
attributes to the influence of “brave” translators and publishers. One of them was the
writer Danilo Ki§, who famously translated Queneau’s Zazie in the Metro in 1973
using Belgrade youth jargon. A “brave publisher” was, for example, the publishing
house Veselin Maslesa (Sarajevo), which published Sagan’s Hello Sadness (with
another teenage protagonist) in Yugoslavia as early as 1955.

As has been suggested by the tenets of the polysystem theory (Even-Zohar
1990:194) and cultural research (Venuti 1998: 132), translations can occupy
peripheral position in relation to the target culture, be conservative and support target
language canons and trends, but they can also occupy the central position and be
resistant (to the target norms) and innovative in the choice of expression. Ki§’s
translation of Zazie in the Metro was one such case that seems to have supported the
introduction of the vernacular into the literary model of the jeans prose. Flaker,
however, believes the ground was already prepared for Salinger’s Catcher by
Yugoslav writers during the 1960s and 1970s (1983:317). Already in 1972, this can
be exemplified by the condensed use of jargon that characterized Momo Kapor’s
novel Beleske jedne Ane, a highly popular novel in Yugoslavia. The first translator,
Krsi¢, however, did not have this ground ready in 1958. His choice toward a more



RETRANSLATIONS OF THE CATCHER IN THE RYE INTO SERBIAN ... |81

standard linguistic expression and the minimal use of the teenage vernacular is clearly
conforming to the target norm that expected the use of standard register in the
literature for young people. There might also be another reason why this type of
language could have been less important for the first translator. As Ili¢ (2019)
pertinently notes, the 1950s saw a surge in the number of translations of the works
by those “Western” writers who could be interpreted as being critical toward
capitalist societies (Faulkner, for example), which was a means to present “the true
face” of the Western society, as an artistic critique of capitalism in the socialist
Yugoslavia. Such an intention is also traceable in the Note about the writer that was
included as the Afterword of the 1958 translation:

Salinger je u svom djelu dao duboku psiholosku studiju mladog ameri¢kog ¢ovjeka
i njegovog duSevnog razvitka uopste, a posebno u onom najosjetljivijem periodu
njegova zivota kada pocinje sa razumijevanjem da posmatra svijet oko sebe. Salinger
stvara jasnu i uvjerljivu sliku zasto upravo oni koji u americkom drustvu imaju
mogucnosti da se Skoluju i da se razviju u korisne c¢lanove drustva, tako cesto bjeze
od Zivota, ne teze nicemu, nemaju nikakvog cilja, Zele da budu ,,lovci u Zitu . (1958:
286)

[Salinger in his work offers a deep psychological study of a young American and his
spiritual development in general, but particularly during the most sensitive period of
his life when he begins to look at the world surrounding him with understanding.
Salinger creates a clear and persuasive picture showing why it is particularly those
who in the American society have all the opportunities for education and
development into constructive members of the society, all too often run away from
life, do not strive toward anything, have no goals and want to be ,,catchers in the
rye “.] (our translation and emphasis)

Krsié’s translation, therefore, came at a time when The Catcher in the Rye may not
have been primarily relevant because of its rebellious language, but because of what
the novel says about the American society.

Andri¢’s use of jargon in the translations from 1979 and 1987 can be related
to the condensed use of jargon in Kapor’s novel from 1972 and Ki$’s translation from
1973. In other words, as Flaker notes, substandard language varieties were now
allowed to appear in novels and Andri¢ could feel free to use it in his translation, as
he did. The reactions, however, were still not favourable — according to Andri¢
himself, negative reactions to his use of Belgrade jargon in the 1976 translation were
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so prominent that he felt he needed to produce another translation®. In his 1987
revision, Andri¢ therefore took a step in the opposite direction, replacing many
teenage slang expressions with more general colloquialisms.

The global strategy in the first Andri¢’s translation (1979), however, cannot
be addressed without taking into account his agency — and the same can be said about
the choices made by Rigonat in his translation in 1995. Some indications of their
agencies can be seen in the variety of sources, as will be shown in the following
section.

AGENCY OF THE TRANSLATORS: BIOGRAPHIES AND PARATEXTS

Koskinen and Kinnunen (2010:6) define the concept of translator’s agency
as willingness and ability to act, which involves reflectivity and intentionality. It is
related to the position of power and presupposes a social context.

At the time when Nikola Krsi¢ (1928-1985) did the first translation of the
Catcher in the Rye in 1958 in Yugoslavia, he was a novice translator, just starting his
career as an academic in military engineering (Panjko 2013). Being a newcomer to
the field of translation, Kr§i¢ could express little agency in the choice of translation
strategy, and this is another explanation for the more conservative nature of his
translation. The case was radically different with the two retranslators, Andri¢ and
Rigonat.

By his education, Dragoslav Andri¢ (1923-2005) was a philologist and a
dramatist (having graduated in two study programmes, one in English language and
literature and the other in Dramaturgy, from the University of Belgrade). He is the
author of the Serbian first Dictionary of Jargon (1976), which was originally
motivated by his work on the translation of the West Side Story for The Belgrade
Drama Theatre in the 1960s.” This also enabled him to tackle the language of
Salinger’s novel in a significantly different way to that of Krsi¢. Andri¢ was later
awarded for a lifetime achievement in literary translation (Serbian Literary
Translation Association 1991) and for accomplishments in education, science and art
(The Vuk award in 1997). That Andri¢ could publish two translations of the same
work within the span of eight years is a testament both to his acclaim as a translator
in Serbia, and to his agency in applying the translation strategy he felt was justified.
Understanding how exceptional such a practice was at the time requires a
consideration of the wider context. During the 1970s and 1980s, the translation scene

® Andri¢, personal communication in 2001.
" Personal communicaton.
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in Serbia was at its peak (cf. Erakovi¢ 2021). This was the time when two Serbian
translator associations published four volumes of translation journals annually
(Mostovi from 1970 and Prevodilac from 1980), with critiques and texts on various
translational issues written by academics as well as translators. The journals also
published translators’ responses to their critics (cf. Staki¢ 1986), contesting the
criticisms and defending their understanding of what quality in literary translation
entails (cf. Petrovi¢ 1970). The publishing houses in question (Rad in 1979 and Bigz
in 1987) were also highly reputable and had quality control procedures in place:
translations were reviewed by editors in chief, expert consultants and language
editors (cf. Bertolino 2019). This was the climate in which Andri¢ published his
retranslation and later revision. In addition to this, his 1979 translation is an example
of what Vanderschelden (quoted in Paloposki and Koskinen 2010: 32) describes as a
“cold” translation, done after enough time has passed since the first publication of the
source text, when the translator has opportunity to draw on research and audience
responses. Although his revised translation in 1987 attenuated the vernacular, it
should be noted that its expression was still going against the safe option of using
standard language expression that syntactically closely follows the source text.

The author of the last translation (1995) was Flavio Rigonat, who previously
had already tried his hand as a translator of Bukowski, Henry Miller, Isaac Bashevis
Singer and Joyce. His educational and professional background was law, but he soon
founded his own publishing house (Haos/Lom) and turned to translation (Rigonat
2011, 2022). His agency derives from his double status of an established
translator/publisher, and his publicly expressed belief that “translators should avoid
slang” and that “slang in translation sounds unnatural and forced” (Rigonat n.d). He
also expressed his negative view of Andri¢’s use of the vernacular in an unmitigated
way in the Afterword to his own translation and in his published interviews (n.d,
2011).

Both Andri¢’s and Rigonat’s translations are examples of active, competing
translations, vying for the same audience in Serbia, but only Rigonat’s is still
reprinted®. Krsi¢’s (1958) translation, originally written in Bosnian variety and later
revised into Croatian variety, has remained the only Croatian translation of The
Catcher, which reflects the political reality of the post-Yugoslav societies.
Considering the size of the book market in Serbia today, there is no room for two

8 There is, however, a record in the Cobis.rs (Serbian library information system),
that the 1979 translation by Dragoslav Andri¢ was reprinted in 2019, but that no Serbian
library has a copy of this publication. See https://plus.cobiss.net/cobiss/sr/sr/bib/273702924.
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translations of the same novel any more, which might explain why other Serbian
publishing houses have not reprinted either of the two Andri¢’s translations.

CONCLUSION: THE SURVIVAL OF (RE)TRANSLATIONS

Considering the changing fate and critical appraisal of the jeans prose novels
in the 1950s, 1970s, and 1980s, the presence of substandard language in them has
been related to the translators’ decisions on how to recreate Holden Caulfield’s
language in The Catcher in the Rye. In the terminology of the polysystem theory,
there is an indication that the first translation from 1958 and the retranslation
from1995 occupied peripheral position in Serbian culture, i.e. they followed the
established models in the target literature. The retranslation (1976) and its revision
(1987) by Andri¢ strove for a more central position in the target literature, supporting
new types of language appearing in the literary works in the target culture. They also
express the translator’s understanding that a translator should have the right to
interpret a literary work based on his own, explicit or underlying, theory of translation
and not be negatively judged for it.

Berman believed that retranslations pave the way toward the major cultural
translation of a given work (Peeters and Van Poucke 2023: 5). For Serbian
translations, we argue that the factors that influence which retranslations are
published today are least of all translational and are mostly related to the power of
institutions, political and economic, as well as cultural. As Toury noted, regardless
of the intended or initial position of a translation in the target culture, it changes with
time, so later translations also shed light on the preferences pertinent to later periods
(1995: 25). Translations as “facts of the target culture” can influence the target
literature or be influenced by it and our conclusions in this regard are based on the
features and the time of appearance of the first novels that used the literary model of
jeans prose in Serbia. We believe that the way teenage vernacular was presented in
the novels of this genre and the critical appraisal that met them at the time, can partly
explain the absence of the 1979/1987 retranslations by Dragoslav Andri¢ today. The
second part of the explanation is related to the power of cultural institutions such as
publishing houses and their financial judgements in the Serbian book market.
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HOBU OCBPT HA BUIIECTPYKE ITPEBOJAE POMAHA THE CATCHER IN THE RYE
HA CPIICKU: YJIOT'A TIPOMEHJBMBUX HOPMU U ITPEBOJIMJIAYKE
ATEHTUBHOCTH

Pesume

Pap ce Ha mpuMepy KOMITapaTHBHOT NIPHKa3a pasiika y IPUCTYIIIMA IpeBol)eby THHE]IIEPCKOT
roBOpa y BUIIIECTPYKHM NpeBoauma pomana The Catcher in the Rye (1979, 1987, 1995) Ha cpricku
0aBM aHAIM30M COLMO-KYyNTypHHX (hakTopa KOjU Cy YTHIATH Ha W300p MPEBOAMIAYKHX
CTpaTeryja 1 OICTajaBamke THX MPEBO/IA Y IIMIJBHO] KyaTypr. DSHOMEH BHIIIECTPYKHX MPEBOJIA j&
JnedHrHUCaH Kao pe3yiTaT KOMIUIEKCHE MHTEPAKIHje Pa3IMuMTHX COLMO-KYJITYpHHX (akTopa,
KOju ce Kpehy o1 ICTOpHjCKOT KOHTEKCTa, MOJIMTHYKKX YTUIdja (arutnpor noiautruka 1950-ux),
KIbIDKEBHO-TEOPHJCKUX HOPMH Y TIOTVIE[y IIPUXBATJBUBOCTH CYICTAHAAPAHOT jE3UUKOT
BapujeTeTa y Jomahio] KEbMDKEBHOCTH M MOAENy mpo3e y Tpamepuiiama (Dmakep 1983),
areHTHBHOCTH MPEBOJIIJIALIA U TPOMEHIBHBHX IIPOLIEAYpa y W3aBavyKoj ISTATHOCTH y BpeMe Kaja
Cy 00jaBJbEHH aHANM3MpaHu npeoau. [lopex camux mHpeBonma, Kao H3BOPU KOPHIUTEHH Cy
MapaTeKCTOBH (MHTEPBjYH MPEBOIMIIAIA U TIOTOBOPHU y3 TPEBOJIe) U Onorpaduje mpeBoamiaria.
AHanm3a ToKasyje Ja je Ha M300p NMpPEeBOAMIAYKHX IIOCTYIaKa Y MPECHOLICHY THHEJIIEPCKOT
roBopa y mpBoM mpeBoy (1958) mpecynHy yiory uMania HopMa Koja je TakaB je3UK Y KEbIDKCBHIM
JieNMMa 3a MJlajie cMaTpaia IITEeTHUM, ajld TOTOBOP y3 OBaj MPEBO/ MOKasyje Jia je BPEIHOCT
CeTMHIIEPORBOT JIeJIa Y JYTOCIOBEHCKOM APYIINTBY OMJIa ¥ MOJUTHYKA, jep j& OJJHOC TJIABHOT JIMKa
npema amepudkoM ApymrtBy 1950-ux cxBalieH M Kao KPUTHKA KalUTAJIMCTUYKOT CHCTEMA.
Amnanuza nipeBona JparociaBa Annpuha u3 1979. ronuHe OTKprBa Apyrauujy NPUCTYII je3UKy U
npeBolery: MpeBoIiIal] CTUIIN3Yje THHEJIIEPCKHA TOBOP HA OCHOBY COICTBEHOT UCTPAXKUBAHHA
Tor peructpa (Peunux srcapeona, 1976) 1 yBeperma a je3uK mpeBoa Tpeda 1a elyje ay TeHTHIHO
y skaproHy. PeBu3uja Tor npeBozaa u3 1987, y xojoj je AHapuh m3paszute KaproHu3Me 3aMCHHO
KOJIOKBHjAJTHIM H3pa3rMa, IoKasyje Ja CYNCTaHIapIHH je3HK jOII YBeK HHje OHO MPUXBATIEUB, U
Hope]] Tora IITO Cy OBMM IpeBojauMa nperxomwmi Kumos npeBon Kenoose [jaye y mempoy
(1973), Benmka nonynapaoct benewiku jeone Ane Mome Karnopa (1972) u npyrux npejctaBHIKa
npose y mpanepuyama TokoM 1960-ux y KojuMa je skaproH Ouo 3acTyrubeH. CTaHmapIHuju
je3WYKH ¥M3pa3 y TIOHOBHOM MipeBoay u3 1995. romune dnaBuja Puronara onaje pasymeBame
npeBohiersa Kao Tporieca KOjU Ce 3aCHMBA OCTBApWBAMKY CKBUBAJICHIMja HA HHUBOY HIDKHX
je3WUKNX jefuHUIA. Y WHTepBjyuMa Pruronar Takole rickasyje yBepeme J1a je >KaproH JI03BOJeH
MUCIIMMA, ajli He W TPEBOIUOIMA, jep YTHYe Ha TPajHOCT TpeBoja. Y TOTJeAy cTaryca
AQHAIM3MPaHKUX BHUILIECTPYKHX MPEBOJA, HA OCHOBY YMILCHHIE Jla c€ M JlaHac, y XpBaTCKOj
mramnajy pesunupann Kpmmhes npesox m3 1958, a y CpOuju PuronaroB npesox uz 1995,
3aKJbydyje ce Ja je MOoJI0kaj OBUX MPEBOJia y OIHOCY Ha IMJbHY KESMKEBHOCT Nepudepan, Tj. ia
Cy OIICTaJIM NPEBOM KOjU 4yBajy BPEIHOCTH KOH3EPBAaTUBHH]E KIbI)KEBHE HOPME.

Kwyune peuyu: BUIIECTPYKH TPEBOAM, THHEJUEPCKH JKaproH, MWCTOPUJCKH KOHTEKCT,
MPEBOMIIAYKA ar€HTUBHOCT, 1IP03a Y Tparepuiama
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