Introduction

Rethinking Neoclassical Translation

In 1638, Paris publisher Jean Camusat created a stir by bringing out a hand-
some quarto volume that was immediately understood to be an anonymous
manifesto for the lirerary and cultural ambitions of the recenrly formed
Académie francaise. The work, Huit oraisons de Ciceron, was a set of trans-
lations from Cicero, the translators were known to be four young intel-
lectuals attached to Valentin Conrart, the “father” of the Académie. Chief
contributor to the enterprise was Nicolas Perrot d’Ablancourt, educated
at the Collége de Sedan and, like Conrart, a Protestant, he went on to be-
come the leading translator of the d:ly. The Huit oraisons volume proposed
a French style of eloquence equal to that of the great Roman orator; it
signaled a national project dedicated to promoting the presminence of the
French language. The Huit oraisons also opened a chaprer in the hisrory of
translation in the West. By emphasizing both the literary values of their au-
dience and the freedom of their :1ppro:1ch, d'Ablancourt and his colleagues
reshaped “ancienne Eloquence” to modern sensibilities and struck a pro-
found chord with readers.! Such “neoclassical” translations would become
one of the princip:ﬂ vectors not just for the undersranding of the classics
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but also for the deveioprnenr of a national literature in both France and
Britain, _providing the basis for an ongoing series of debates on translation,
authorship, language, and culture for over a century to come.

TRANSLATIOMN AND TRANSLATORS

Translation is one of the key means by which the singuiariry of the iiterary
event becomes absorbed into cultural practice, Translation makes i:mgu:lge
visible, reminding us that the bridges between cultures can never be taken
for granted, but instead require patient probing and an openness to other-
ness and difference. The history of translation heips us to put contempotrary
issues within a iarger perspective, to eni:lrge our experience, and to under-
stand our alternatives. In recent decades, the rise of translation studies as an
independent discipline at the confluence of phiiosophy, historical iinguis—
tics, and iirer:lry studies, as well as the calls for “giobai awareness in popu-
lar culture and pubiic life, have produced a vibrant, interdiscipiinary, and
rimeiy field of inquiry Through translation studies we examine our _pi:lce
within ianguage, culture, and hisrory, and our :lbiiiry to communicate that
rea.iiry and to understand the realities of others.

These are the broader concerns animating my study of the work of trans-
lators in France and Britain rhroughour the seventeenth and eighreenrh
centuries, a period of intense intercultural dia_iogue between the two coun-
tries, during which translation and the critical reflection inspired by it
provided a framework for crucial features of the transition to moderniry.
A_mong the questions confronted by translators are the shii:ting relation
to the classical past and the working-through of the loss of that past, the
consolidation of national idenriry as represenred in the national ianguage,
the construction of rnuiti_pie approaches to authorial idenriry as well as a
variety of techniques for expressing individual subj ectivities in writing, and
the creation of new concepru:li spaces for imagining otherness, di::.iogue,
and cultural change. These themes emerge acress several spheres of activity.
Translations frem the Greek and Latin classics afforded sources of inspira-
tion and emulation that enabled the vernacular literature to dex-'eiop its own
voice; translations from the Christian scriptures (and sacred writings from
other traditions) _provided new ways of experiencing one’s faith and new
avenues for expioring the rei:lrionship between ianguage, truth, and mean-

ing.

g, and translations from recent and contemporary works in the modern
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languages have broadened cross-cultural communication and expanded the
I'epubiic of letters.

While vernacular translations pi:lyed a signiﬁcanr role rhroughour
Europe from the Middle Ages onward, | focus on seventeenth- and
eighteenth—century France and Engiand not eniy because of the signii'icant
pi:lce each country had in the other’s poiirical and social imagination, cre-
ating a cross-channel diaiogue that would become a crucial feature of the
European Enlightenment, but also because during this _perieci translators in
the two countries were extremei}' aware of each others Ppractice. An im_piicit
conversation on bew and w.’gy to translate mirrored the exchange of ideas in
the iitemry, phiiesophica.i, and scientific communities.” Beginning in the
16405, exiled Engiish roy::.iisr men of letters at the court of France, such as
John Denham and Abraham Cowiey, came into contact with the work of
d’Ablancourt and his circle. The neoclassical translators were best known for
translations characterized by strong lirer:lry values and highiy :1d:1pr:1ri1-'e or
“ iocaiizing” translation strategies aimed at making the origin::.i author “spe::.k
French” according te the standards of taste of the day. While not without
CONtroversy, such translations—dubbed fes belles fnﬁ:z’éff_c [101—'eiy unfaithful
ones)—proved extremely popular in both countries and set the standard for
iiterary translation. The intensity of the cross-channel ciia_iegue continued
to increase througheut the eighteenth century. Not only did the French
and British translate each other’s works exrensiveiy, but French and British
translators also read each other’s work, commenting on it—and sometimes
berrowing from it The mutual translations and commentaries bespeak a
broad and exrremely compiex pattern of idenriry and difference, emulation
and riva.iry, ‘ings'amcznif and Jngfapbaévif, Francephiiia and Francephebia
threughout the _period.3

Why did the translations of d’Ablancourt and his friends constitute such
an important shift in translation theory and practice? To answer this ques-
tion, let us turn brieﬂy to the background and immediate context of their
work In some accounts of the fangﬂf durée of the hisrory of translation in
Europe, little happens between Cicero’s announcement in De optimo genere
oratorum that he has endeavored to translate “not as an interpreter, but as
an orator’ and the advent of Romanticism.* Certainly there were important
continuities over the centuries in the practice of, and es_pecia.iiy in the criti-
cal reflection on, translation: discussions on the separabiiiry and relative im-
portance of word and meaning, or verbs and rer, on the translator’s degree
of “freedom” or “servitude”, on the relative roles of grammar and rhetoric,
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on the rei:lrionship between translation and hermeneutics. The recurrence
of familiar topoi and classical references—Cicero, Horace, Jerome—rein-
forces the sense of a continuous conversation. Thus, it has been :1rgued,
We can trace an unwavering line from Cicero’s presurneci recommendation
not to translate word for word (non verbum pro verbe) through certain key
lines from Horaces Ars poctica to Saint Jerome, who quotes from both pre-
decessors in his Episrie 57 when ciaiming to translate “not word for word,
but sense for sense” (mom verbum ¢ verbo, sed sensum exprimere de sensit),
Words and meaning, freely detached from one another, can be exchanged,
“weighred,” and made to compensate for one another This coni‘igumrion
is oniy strengthened i::y an overiay of piatonizing Christianiry, in which
“meaning” is cast as immaterial and s_pirirua_iiz.eci, while “words” remain cor-
pore::.i, material, earthbound.?

While it is undeniable that these notions run through much of the dis-
cussion of translation from antiquity to e:lriy moderniry, the discussion
itself is far more complex. Saint Jerome's respectful citations notwithstand-
ing, his reading of Cicero, like that of other patristic ﬁgures, ciownpiays
or even erases the Roman orators emph:tsis on translation as invention
and resignii‘icarion." Horace’s role in e:lriy medern translation rheory is
even more com_piicated, given the iong history of conrmdictory readings
of the words from A poctica, “nec verbo verbum curabis reddere fidus/
inrerpres.” As cited in this Fragmenr:lry manner, Horace could appear to be
suggesting that the “faithful translator” should »ne# render word for word, in
context, however, the passage is an injunction to poets, It is rhey who are
enjoined not to imitate “in the manner of the faithful translator,” suggesting
that faithful translators, for their part, should adhere cioseiy to their texts.
Throughout the Renaissance, in particuiar, such “corrective Horatianism”
among the Humanists emphasized the importance of literalist I.)r:u:i'ic:e.'T
D’Ablancourt and his friends broke with this tendency. Horace's lines ap-
pear on the final page of the Hutit oraisons to underscore the work’s function
asa poiemic::.i statement on translation. Burt by citing the verses out of con-
text and ta.king adx-unmge of the amb iguities of Latin syntax, the translators
claimed Horace for their side and condemned a word-for-word approach.
Their citational strategy was thus as free as their versions of Cicero—and
would offer a target for later critics such as Pierre-Daniel Huet.®

During the Renaissance, translation had often been caughr up in de-
bates concerning the nature of imitation—its appropriateness in different
contexts, its potentia.i for either enriching the national culture or sapping it
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of :1urhenriciry. For Joachim Du Beii:ly, translation pi:lyed a key role in the
advancement of iearning, but it could not uirirnateiy infuse new riches into
the vernacular Other forms of imitation are required, he argued, “to lift
our vernacular to be the equal and Paragon of more celebrated Languages.™
Throughout the period, the terms imitation and translation, and the etymo-
iogic::.i variants trawslater and traduire, suggest a variety ofundersrandings of
the links among words, rhings, and ideas. '* As the word traduction repi:lced
translation as the primary term in French, emphasizing the translator’s active
intervention rather than the neutral circulation of texts, translation ernerged
as an increasingiy autonomous activity, suscep tible to theorization and sep-
arate from interpretation and imitatdon. Etienne Delets short treatise La
Maniere de bien traduire d'une fdn_gﬁf en antve (1540) offers not simp iy a set
ofprocedures for producing correct translations but a more rhorough intel-
lectual grounding of the translator’s work ' The rise of theoretical reflection,
as well as the increased attention to the development of vernacular culture,
contributes to enh:mcing the status of translation and, as Luce Guillerm
has argued, to enciowing the translator with a new authoriry. The transla-
tor's :lurhoriry is not the :1urhoriry of the author (to which the distinction
between author and translator contributes), but the :1urhoriry conferred on
those who, like the sovereign, augment the national treasure and enhance
the national i:mgu:lge. 12

Several elements that spurred the development of neoclassical translation
were thus in place by the early decades of the seventeenth century: a new
prominence for translators in the world of letters; an attentiveness to the
enrichment and deveiopmenr of the vernacular, a signii‘ic:mr body of criti-
cal reflection, with classical antecedents, situating translation with respect
to i:mgu:ige, imitation, and poetic creation, These factors alone, however,
did not render subsequent developments automatic. Three years before
the pubiication of the Huit oraisons, Claude Favre de Vaugei:u;, the arbiter
oFeiegant French, read aloud a treatise by an absent coiieague at one of
the earliest meetings of the Académie francaise. The work, Ciaude—Gaspar
Bachet de Meziriacs De lz tradicction, has been called the earliest rigorousiy
systematic anaiysis of translation practice; it was also a biistering critique of
one of the 1cknow1edged masterpieces of Renaissance translation, _]:u:ques
Amyot’s version of Plutarch (1559), long regarded as a medel of style. For
Meziriac, however, “the beauty of the language alone cannot suffice to ren-
der a translation estimable. . . . [Rather,] the essential quaiiry in a transla-
tion is i"ideiity.”'g' Meziriac died soon after the reading, however, and his
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treatise would not be published for ne::rly a century. Vaugelas would model
his own translation practice not on Meziriacs recommendations but on the
work of d'Ablancourt.

D’Ablancourt produced half of the translations in the Huit oraisons, he
was joined by Pierre Du Ryer, better known to iitemry history as a drama-
tist, but also one of the most prolif‘ic translators of the d:ly', Louis Giry, best
known for translations of religious texts; and Olivier Patru, a close friend of
d’Ablancourt’s and a model of eloquence and .e”maf.gc as resp ected as Vauge-
las. (Du Ryer produced two of the Cicero translations; Giry and Patru, one
apiece.) Critics, p:lrricul:lrly Antoine Furetigre, would cast d’Ablancourt as
the “cap tain” of the group that he himself referred to simpiy as “somewhat
free” (unm peu libres) translators.' The movement received a more telling
name in a quip by Gilles Ménage, who affected innocent surprise both at
the term’s popularity and at its negative acceptation, and the translations
have been known as “les belles infidéles” ever since.'® At the moment of the
publicarion of the Huit oraisons, d Ablancourt and his friends were poised—
by persona_i connections and talent, as well as by the confluence onoiitic:Li,
institutional, and aesthetic de*.-'elopmenrs bound up in the founding of the
Academy—to play a key role in the making of French classical taste.'®

The “belles infideles” occasioned considerable debate in their day Neo-
classical translation practice :1cru::.11y involved a range of:lppro:u:hes to issues
of freedom versus fidelity, the relation of past to present, and the capac-
ity of ianguage to represent other cultural realities. Nevertheless, beginning
with Germaine de Staél and the Romantics, there has been a rendency to
lump all the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries’ translators together and
to condemn translation “in the French manner” as overiy restricted to the
confines of local taste and unavailable to authentic cultural di::.iogue. I7 This
critique has been :lmpliﬁed in the work of recent theorists such as Antoine
Berman and Lawrence Venuti, who quaiify French and Engiish neoclassical
translation practice as “ethnocentric” and “hegemonizing.” While I believe
that such critiques have provoked useful discussion of the norms ap propri-
ate for translators today, T alse believe that we need a clearer, more nuanced
undersmnding of the past. Cerminly, inasmuch as the work of neoclassi-
cal translators subtends broader cultural projects such as the centralization
and purii‘ication of the national ianguage to the exclusion of regiona_i vari-
ants and other local ianguages, it too has its darker side, its affiliation with
nationalism and internal colonization.'® Bible translation, to cite another
ex::.mpie, can be viewed in relation to expansionism and the rise of impe-
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rialism during the period studied here. My princip::.l aim, however, is to
sort out the mulri_ple agendas and projects that compose the “neoclassical
school,” through a careful reading of the translators’ own words.

By “the translators’ own words,” I mean, quite lirer:ﬂly, their statements
on the meaning and methods of their projects, contained for the most part
in their pref::lces. ﬁlrhough 1 do examine certain individual translations, I
am primarily concerned with the ways in which the translators conceived
their projects and presented them to the world, My study takes into account
bibliogm_phic research on translation and follows the careers of a number
of individual translators, but it is first and foremost an attempt to come to
terms with these often quite comp lex texts through sustained close reading.
Sometimes polemicﬂ, sometimes philosophic:ﬂ, sometimes deeply personal,
pref:u:es and related materials provide us with a “translation rheory” that
is deeply contextualized, situated variously in terms of the work of other
translators, the patronage system, the literary marketplace, and the world
of ideas.

QUESTIONS OF METHOD
Reading Prefaces

If the relation of a translation to its source text slices across frames of ref
erence that include linguisric choices, critical hermeneutics, and dif‘Fering
modes of htemry reception, the rehtionshi_p of the translator’s pref'ace to the
translated text (and to its original) adds an additional layer of complexity.
Asa gente, the eritical preﬁce—olcren, indeed, a translator’s preface—arose
in Traly and France in the Renaissance and became popular in England in
the course of the seventeenth century The freedom of the translator’s pref-
ace is surely one of the genre’s most ap_pea.ling qualiries: content and tone
may vary from elegy to politicalsarire, from autobiogm_phy to fxpficczﬁan de
texte. Gérard Genette’s typology of lirer:u'y pref::u:es in Sewils (authentic or
fictive, authorial or “::llogr:lphic,” and so on) does not capture the peculi:lr
position of the pref:ice written by a translator, who both is and is not the
author of the text being presenred', whose motives for rr:msl:lring may be
pedagogic:ﬂ, spiriru:ll, commercial, or opposirion::l', who may aim to influ-
ence the standard of taste, to shock—épater le bourgeois'—or to warn of a
perceived danger. " As in other pref::lces, the writer/translator offers a pact
to the reader, unlike other _pref'aces, that pact includes a rehrionshi_p with
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a third party, the origin::.i author, and frequenrly others, such as patrons
and other translators (past, present, or future). The preface is furthermore
the site of a transaction that is difficult to locate in time. It represents a
completed reading of a work that we as readers have yet to encounter, it
dislocates originai authors from their _piace in history. One of the most com-
rnonly recurring topoi in neoclassical prefaces is the translator’s desire to
“make the author speak” as if he or she were alive before us, sharing our
language. As Glyn Norton netes in his perspicacious study of Renaissance
translaters’ prefaces, the translator “embarks on an act of deconstruction,”
setting forth the historical and person::.i contexts of reading and interpreta-
tion, the_probiems of meaning, interpretation, and cultural eqi.,lix-'::.ienc)-r.IJ

It is tempting to sketch the outlines of a rypology of translators’ prei:—
aces. I_e:n-'ing aside fictive translators’ prei::lces to many a novel, one would
need to take into account the function of the prei::ice in different genres
and disciplines—such as literature, hisrory, philosophy, science, and travel
Wriring—:md the different functions perforrned by the prei::lce: historical
background, ex_pianarion, justiﬁcation, and what Genette calls the © iightning
rod” (ranging from the topos of modesty to apparent condemnation, as in
the prefaces to the 1647 French version and the 1649 English version of the
Qur'an). The PI‘EE’.ICE may discuss the origins of the source text (Pierre Le
Tourneurs eighteenth—cenmry _prei:aces to Young and Sha_i«'.espeare) or those
of the translation (William Gifford’s Juvenal [1802]); anti-prefaces lampoon
the genre (numerous _prei::ices of Roger L’Estmnge); dueling _prei::ices attack
one another (Silhouette’s and Resnel’s preﬁces to their rival translations of
Pope’s Ersay on Man in the 1730s). A translator’s pref:u:e can also become
juxmposed to a translated author’s prei:ace (A_phra Behn's Fontenelle of 1688)
or metamorphose into an editors preface (Pierre Du Ryer's 1653 preface to
V:lugel:ls’s Quinte-Curce). And of course many of these texts involve sus
tained reflections on aesthetics, the relative merits of prose and verse, ques-
tions oi:ianguage and meaning, national character, and so on.

Only recently have these densely textured, nuanced texts been fully rec-
ognized as signiﬁcant contributions to the history of reading and criticism.
George Steiner, for exam_pie, characterized all statements by translators prior
to Schleiermacher as h:u—'ing only an “immediate empiric:ﬂ focus,” in con-
trast to a “second stage. .. of theory and hermeneutic inquiry” arising after
1800.”! More recenrly, critics such as Michel Ballard and Lieven d'Hulst
have :1rgued that the juxtaposition of “empiric:ﬂ” prei::lces and “theoretical”
treatises is ﬁuiry and anachronistic, and a growing number of anthoiogies
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of pref:aces points toward a new appreciation for their place in iirerary his-
tory. = While T hope that the readings that follow will bear cut the theo-
retical signiﬁcance of many of these pieces, I also hope to show that rhey

contain moments of beauty and drama as well.

Constructing a Corpus

We lack a complete bibliography of translations inte English and French
during this period, a.lrhough there are a number of useful bibliographic
studies of specif‘ic genres or of individual writers in translation. The two
best-known bibliographic tools, byJ'.—A.—R, Séguin and Charles Rochedieu,
survey translations from French to Engiish and from Engiish to French,
respecriveiy, but rhey are organized by complerely different principles
and are impossible to compare for the purpose of estimating the relative
flow of translations back and forth across the Channel.”* Nor can such
studies tell us a great deal about the iirerary markerpiace for translation
(from the classics or from other modern languages) in general. Working
with selected years from the Engiish Short Title Cara.logue (ESTC), Mary
Helen McMurran estimates that French novels and romances accounted
for 15-30 percent on average, and rising as high as 36 percent, of the prose
fiction published in Britain between 1660 and 1770.7* Séguin’s bibliography
of works translated from French to English shows a generai rise, with some
fluctuations, from an average of 30—40 titles per year in the 17305 to more
than twice that number in the 1750s. Although there was a slight decline
during the politically tense years of the 1760s, 1766 yielded the highest
number of translations of any year surveyed, with 108 titles, then Go—8c
titles continued to appear each year till the onset of the Revolution. Such
figures correspond to what is generally known about the importance of
French-English intellectual and cultural exchange during the Enlighten-
ment.” One can also glean some sense of the relative presence of other
national literatures rhrough period compilarions such as the abbé Goujer’s
Biéfia:‘f?é@mﬁ‘im}'aiﬁf (1740), but much work remains to be done to com-
plere the picture. While one can imagine, given the availabiliry of online
library cara.logues, databases such as EST'C or Research Libraries Informa-
tion WNetwork, the Centre d' études de la traduction database at Metz, and
so on, that a “technical solution” to the question could be realized, we are
far from possessing a tool that would allow a statistical srudy of the place
of translations from both meodern and classical languages in the lirerary
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markerpl:lce, an “atlas of translation” :liong the lines of Franco Moretti’s
work on the transnational evolution of the novel

I have been less ambitious than these data-driven projects in some ways
and more ambitious in others. My basic corpus consists of 450-500 works,
not all of which, ultimately, are cited, but whose existence often guicled my
readings and research. The texts include prinuriiy translators prei::lces, but
also poiemic::.i writings, treatises, pedagogicai manuals, and other relevant
documents from the end of the sixteenth century through the 1790s. The
corpus is about equally distributed between French and English imprints
and writers/translators, including :1pproxim:1re1y ninety French individual
figures and the same number of English figures. Women make up 10 per-
cent of both groups. The corpus also includes a dozen or so anenymous
translations in each language. Given the thousands of works, not oniy in
belles lettres but also in philosophy, religion, natural science, and _politic:ll
science, that were translated cluring this period into English and French, not
only from each other but from other modern and classical languages, my
corpus lays no claim to statistical representativeness,

Tnstead, T have been concerned with ﬁncling _prei:aces (and other texts
that take up translation-related issues) that go beyond aschematic rehearsal
of the matter at hand, that offer some form of self-reflexive, critical gesture,
that point toward larger philosophical and cultural goals intersecting the
act of translation. I soon realized that such critical reflections were often
to be found beyoncl the obvious list, usu:llly occurring toward the end
of the translator’s preface, of the “difficulties encountered” by the transla-
tor or the “rules of translation” offered in a treatise. Other questions—
historical, philosophica_l, literary—critical, or even autobiogm_phica_l—were
often woven in as well, and these threads contributed to the clensity of the
argument.

One corollary of this approach is that the corpus is weightecl hesn-'ily
toward translations from Greek and Latin. Latin, of course, was part of the
intellectual equipment of all educated men, so many translations from the
Latin classics are aimed at readers who can read the origina_l and ap preciate
the translators choices. With Greek and es_peci:llly Hebrew, however, we
enter the realm of “erudition.” Such translations more often appear with
pref"atory remarks and notes. In both France and England, the cultural pres-
tige of translations from the ancient languages may ex_plain in part why
such works are more often accompanied by a Fuil—ﬂedged critical apparatus
than translations from the modern l:mguages, T will also be suggesting that
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classicists found themselves forced to come to terms with matters of his-
torical and cultural “difference” and linguisric uncleciclability that were not
as immediarely apparent to translators from modern languages. Cerrainly
these are crucial issues in biblical criticism and translation, horly debated
during the period examined here. Rex-'ealingly, even though his Biéfiaﬂ?é@wf
ﬁd?ﬁ;ﬂfﬁf includes discussions of works from English, Spanish, and Italian,
the abbé Goujet understands the word #raduction as pertaining to transla-
tion from Greek and Latin; he feels compelled to justify his use of the term
with respect to the medern European languages, whose tem_pora.l proximity
would appear to render them to some degree “rransparenr” in his percep-
tion. Ower the course of the eighteenth century, es_pecially in France, we will
see an increasing number of writers’ works accorded the status of *“modern
classics,” with full formal treatment in eleganr editions with critical prei:aces:
Jonathan Swift, Alexander Pope, Samuel Richardson, and Edward Young,

The preclominance of classicists in the corpus explains in part the smaller
number of women, despire the importance of translation as a road to
print for women writers and intellectuals and, indeed, the signiﬁcant place
women translators occupied in the literary market_place. Classical scholar
Anne Dacier, a poweri:ul ﬁgure both insriruriona.lly and inrellecrua.lly in
Englancl as much as in Franee, is an exception. Works _producecl in response
to the “marketplace”—translations of modern novels, for example—do not,
as a rule, receive the formal treatment. Eliza Haywood, rhough a proliﬁc
translator of French novels, rarely offers extensive prefaces. To the extent
that the discourse on translation throughout the periocl is informed primar-
ily by theoretical reflection rather than by observations on practice, trans-
lations appearing without a critical apparatus do not _play as large a role
in this book as they did in the publishing world. (Writing at the end of
the eighreenrh century, Alexander Ty‘rler structures a signiﬁcanr part of his
treatise on translation in terms of exa_m_ples drawn from actual translations,
but even so, much of his discussion remains a clialogue with eritical writ-
ing.) Yet the numbers of women translators and the importance of gender
as a categoty informing their seli"—_presentation and discussion of translation
merit particular study

So far I have emphasized some of the limitations of the corpus and the
ways in which it dees not “represent” ceftain aspects of translation during
this _periocl. Other limitations are built into the nature of academic work,
with its rnulriple demands oi:reaching, scholarship, advising, and administra-
tion. One can only s_penci so much time in research libraries and rare-book



2 INTRODUCTIOMN

rooms, or even checking the online resources of E:lrly English Books Online
(EEBQ) and Eighteenth—(:entury Collections Online (ECCQO). Tt would be
physic:llly irnpossible (for this Working academic parent, in any event) to
call up and examine all of the translations from Greek and Latin published
in French and English over the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. It is
somewhat easier to come to terms with translations of individual texts, es-
pecially those by modern authors. One can, without too much diﬂ:lculry,
examine all the early French and English translations of Der Quijote, for ex-
am_ple. Much valuable work on the reception of individual writers has been
carried out in this manner But the “brute force” :IPPI'O:ICh, c::.lling up all the
Virgil translations in the Bibhothéque nationale, is not necessarily the most
producth-'e, if we are seeking to give an account of what was at stake—cul-
rur:llly, aesrheric:ﬂly, poliric:ﬂly, and person::lly—for those men and women
who found themselves poised atthe edge of one linguistic and cultural expe-
rience, contemphring another.

Instead, I have relied to a great extent on the translators themselves for
my direction. Implicit in much of the text to follow are what T call “cita-
tion networks”: translators who refer to other translators, books that refer
to other books, While Dryden, Pope, and d'Alembert have ever been cle:lrly
present to litemry and intellectual history, others, like Anne Dacier, Roger
L’Estmnge, or the abbé Desfontaines, are more the province oF_period spe-
cialists. The more one reads of:pref::lces, critical commentaries, orpedagogi—
cal reflection, however, the more one encounters their names, or those of
ﬁgures such as Jacques de Tourreil, the abbé Delille, or George Cam_pbell,
major ﬁgures in their own d:ly without whom the picture could not be
complete. Citations and other references hel_p remind us of the importance
of networks and affiliations among translators: d’Ablancourt’s followers,
English roy:llisrs, Ancients and Moderns, Huguenot exiles.™ The collective
translations produced at the Jansenist retreat at Port-Royal are a vivid ex-
ample of a righrly knit network, but the Porr—Roy::l translators were also in
di::logue with other men of letters and biblical scholars. “Complereness,” in
the sense of some Borgesian Total Libmry, or a map as large as its country,
or, most rellingly, the per{:ecr rransl:lrion—:ts—replicarion (which is :11w:1ys dif-
ferent from itself) of Pierre Menard, is not to be found, and probably not
to be wished for. But there is a compelhng and necessary story to be told
through a careful reading of these related texts. T would be remiss, how-
ever, if | did not give credit to earlier lirer:lry historians and scholars whose
reception studies, histories of translation, and anthologies of writings on
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translation often guided my search, as my bibliography shows. For every
profoundiy interesting PI‘CE’.ICE or dedicatory e_pistie that I rejoiced in find-
ing on my own, T was poinred to numerous others rhrough the work of
colleagues past and present.

At the heart of this collection of texts, the works to which T will be at
rending the most cioseiy, is a set of substantial reflections on ianguage and
iirer:u'y traditions, poetics, semiotics, national cultures, re:lderships, writ-
ing and reading, and, frequenriy, other translators: either previous transla-
tors of a P:ll‘ticui:ll‘ text whose work now appears insufficient to the needs
of the present or translators whose own critical statements inspire or serve
to justify the present translator’s enterprise. The critical canen undergoes a
radieal ch:mge: for centuries, translators had justiﬁed their choices through
references to P:lI‘tiCLli:lI‘ passages in Cicero, Horace, and Jerome; many con-
tinue to do so, but now they also refer to recent and contemporary authori-
ties such as Anne Dacier, Jacques de Tourreil, and Jean Bouhier in France,
and John Denham, John Dryden, and the Earl of Roscommon in Engiand.
Roscommen'’s Essay on Translated Verse crosses the Channel and is cited en
both sides of the debate over French translations of Pope. Translation is a
prime site for discussion of the hisroriciry ofianguage and the evolution of
iiterary traditions—and, indeed, the historiciry of translation practice itself.
In other words, we have before us a key component in the emergence of lit-
erary criticism and iirerary rheory as a discourse, if not yeta discipiine. The
emergence of the word Lterature in both Engiish and French as reFerring to
somerhing more speciﬁc than all writing and as distinct from belles lettres is
coterminous with this shift.

Writing the History of Translation

Ina iiveiy and thought—provoking discussion of merhodoiogica_i issues in
translation hisrory, Anrhony Pyrn argues that “even if everyrhing that has
preceded us were absolute rubbish . . . we should be able to say why what
has been done is rubbish, according to what methodoiogicai faults, and how
our future non-rubbish is going to correct those faults.”~ Contemporary
translation studies is too vast a field for me to give more than the briefest
summary of those threads—rubbish or not—that have the mest bearing on
the present project. My intellectual debts are apparent from the bibliogra-
phy. As T have aire:ldy indicated, however, while scholars of translation his-
tory such as George Steiner, Louis Keiiy, or Frederick Rener have the great
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virtue of recognizing the rich interconnections among older statements on
translation, their tendency to conflate the fangﬂf durée into a single moment
or set of issues erases their hisroriciry. I have :11re:1dy mentioned Steiner’s de-
cision to design:lre nearly all writing on translation before Schleiermacher as
“Pre—hermeneuric.” All three tend to organize their analyses :Llong structural
or thematic lines, as if historical moment had no bearing on the question.

Kelly’s discussion of the topos of the translator’s “srrug le” cites within a

g
single paragmph Henri Meschonnic, Saint Jerome, Cecil Day Lewis, Yves
Bonnefoy, Philo Judaeus, Roger Bacon, Vladimir Wabokov, and Walter
Benjamin (132); Rener refers to the eighreen hundred years from Cicero
to Alexander Tyﬂer as a single “period” with a single “theory of language”
(13). Of course, translation theory has its continuities, both tem_pora.l and
transnational—but it is also situated in time and place. Etienne Dolet was
burned at the stake and Perrot d'Ablancourt elevated to the Académie fran-
gaise within a century of each other.

A great deal has been written on “polysysrem rheory” in translation
studies, a movement that is geogm_phically scattered but still most closely
associated with the work of Gideon Toury, Tramar Even-Zohar, and the
Porter Institute for Poetics and Semiotics at Tel Aviv University and its
journal Poetics Today.”® Toury's best-known werk emphasizes the need to
determine the “norms” :1ccording to which a translation (or other lirer:lry
work) functions within a lirerary system What is linguisric:ﬂly or cultur-
ally acceptable? What function does the presence or absence of the auther’s
or translator’s name have in the public:u'ion and reception of the work?
While Toury’s interest in “universals of translational behavior” ENCOMpasses
transhistorical questions, others have offered interesting accounts of spe-
cifie, hisrorically situated lirer:lry systems as well as of systems changing
over time, Descriptivist translation studies dovetails with other sociologi—
caﬂy oriented approaches in literary studies, such as the examinations of
the “literary field” inspired by the work of Pierre Bourdieu. Thus historians
such as Alain Viala and Gregory Brown have examined the categories by
which works were judged and htemry careers were made in the Ancien
Régime.” The fact that “strategies for success” for writers and translators
were very different in 1630 and 1790 should warn us from too easy a con-
flation of simihr—sounding translation theories from those years, (Ts that
not indeed the lesson learned from Pierre Menard?) Who our translators
were by birth, where they were educated, what faith they professed, what
other forms onriting they engaged in, what sources of income and what



INTRODUCTIOMN I§

forms of patronage they benefited from, what salons, academies, epistolary
networks, and poiitical activities they participated in—all of these elements
infuse and have a be:iring on the meaning of their work.

For Bourdieu and other lirer:iry sociologists, as for the poiysysrerns theo-
rists, the aim is to understand the cultural reality of a moment in terms
of “success: how does the system operate so that certain works meet with
approv::.i, certain attitudes and positions achieve recognition and C:lpit:ll
(whether cultural or real), while others do not? In such a view, the litemry
field is a “foree-field” in which “position—mkings (works, poiitica_i manifestos
or demonstrations, and so on), which one may and should treat for :in:ilyri—
cal purposes as a ‘system’ of oppesitions, are not the result of some kind of
objective collusion, but rather the product and the stake of a permanent
conflict.”*® While I have endeavored to keep aspects of this agonistic iirerary
“system” and of translators’ socioeconomic status, relative prestige, and so
forth in mind in the readings ahead, it will quickiy become clear that my
main purpose lies not in dererrnining what produced “success” in the field
of translation. Here the aims and methods of a iitemry scholarship infused
by philosophy and the hisrory of ideas part ways with a more sociologi—
cal approach. Hence I will be less concerned with describing the transla-
tion practices that best appea.ieci to the reading pubiics—who won or lost
the Querelle d'Homeére or even the English Civil War, and who achieved or
lost status rhereby—rhan with exp loring the texture of the ideas voiced,
the sometimes surprising connections and disjunctions with each other and
with ohgoing debates in our own ci:ly. Instead of a ciemysrifying “history
of the presenr” laying bare the origins of contemporary practices, my focus
here is the reconsideration of roads not taken, possibiiiries left unfulfilled.
The past, like a text waiting to be translated, offers alternative readings, re-
translations, that may stimulate new questions for the present.

Aithough the “history of translation” cannot be undertaken without at-
tention to its location in time and piace, it nevertheless continues to pose
questions that remain urgent for us rod::y. Recognition of the hisroricity of
these texts does not therefore preclude engaging them on our ewn contem-
porary intellectual terrain. Indeed, such ciia.iogue between past and present
is not only inevitable but desirable. And this leads me to the third me-
ment in my rapid methodologica_i overview, the role neoclassical translation
theory and practice have played in what could be termed the “ethical turn”
in recent histories of translation.



