
UNIT–2
HistoryofTranslationTheory

(i)PERIODSTUDY

GeorgeSteiner,inAfterBabel,dividestheliteratureonthetheory,practiceandhistoryoftranslationintofourperiods.

Thefirst,heclaims,extendsfrom thestatementsofCiceroandHoraceontranslationuptothepublicationofAlexander
FraserTyler’sEssayonthePrinciplesofTranslationin1791.Thecentralcharacteristicofthisperiodisthatof‘immediate
empiricalfocuses,i.e.thestatementsandtheoriesabouttranslationstem directlyfrom thepracticalworkoftranslating.

Steiner’ssecondperiod,whichrunsuptothepublicationofLarbaud’sSousI‘invocationdeSaintJéromein1946is
characterizedasaperiodoftheoryandhermeneuticenquirywiththedevelopmentofavocabularyandmethodologyof
approachingtranslation.

Thethirdperiodbeginswiththepublicationofthefirstpapersonmachinetranslationinthe1940s,andischaracterizedby
theintroductionofstructurallinguisticsandcommunicationtheoryintothestudyoftranslation.

Steiner’sfourthperiod,coexistingwiththethirdhasitsoriginsintheearly1960sandischaracterizedby‘areversionto
hermeneutic,almostmetaphysicalinquiriesintotranslationandinterpretation’;inshortbyavisionoftranslationthatsetsthe
disciplineinawideframethatincludesanumberofotherdisciplines:Classicalphilologyandcomparativeliterature,lexical
statisticsandethnography,thesociologyofclass-speech,formalrhetoric,poetics,andthestudyofgrammararecombinedin
anattempttoclarifytheactoftranslationandtheprocessof‘lifebetweenlanguages’.

Steiner’sdivisions,althoughinterestingandperceptive,neverthelessillustratethedifficultyofstudyingtranslation
diachronically,forhisfirstperiodcoversaspanofsome1700yearswhilehislasttwoperiodscoveramerethirtyyears.Whilst
hiscommentsonrecentdevelopmentsinthedisciplineareveryfair,itisalsothecasethatthecharacteristicofhisfirstperiod
isequallyapparenttodayinthebodyofworkarisingfrom theobservationsandpolemicsoftheindividualtranslator.His
quadripartitedivisionis,tosaytheleast,highlyidiosyncratic,butitdoesmanagetoavoidonegreatpitfall:periodization,or
compartmentalizationofliteraryhistory.Itisvirtuallyimpossibletodivideperiodsaccordingtodatesfor,asLotmanpointsout;
humancultureisadynamicsystem.Attemptstolocatestagesofculturaldevelopmentwithinstricttemporalboundaries
contradictthatdynamism.Splendidexamplesofthekindofdifficultiesthatarisefrom the‘periodizationapproach’emerge
whenweconsidertheproblem ofdefiningthetemporallimitsoftheRenaissance.Thereisalargebodyofliteraturethat
attemptstodecidewhetherPetrarchandChaucerweremedievalorRenaissancewriters,whetherRabelaiswasamedieval
mindposthoc,orwhetherDantewasaRenaissancemindtwocenturiestoosoon.Anexaminationoftranslationinthoseterms
wouldnotbeveryhelpfulatall.Yetundoubtedlytherearecertainconceptsoftranslationthatprevailatdifferenttimes,which
canbedocumented.

T.R.SteineranalysesEnglishtranslationtheorybetweenthecut-offdatesof1650–1800,startingwithSirJohnDenham and
endingwithWilliam Cowper,andexaminestheprevailingeighteenth-centuryconceptofthetranslatoraspainterorimitator.
AndréLefeverehascompiledacollectionofstatementsanddocumentsontranslationthattracestheestablishmentofa
Germantraditionoftranslation,startingwithLutherandmovingonviaGottschedandGoethetotheSchlegelsand
SchleiermacherandultimatelytoRosenzweig.Alesssystematicapproach,butonewhichisstilltiedtoaparticulartimeframe,
maybefoundinF.O.Matthiesson’sanalysisoffourmajorEnglishtranslatorsofthesixteenthcentury(Hoby,North,Florioand
PhilemonHolland),whilstthemethodologyemployedbyTimothyWebbinhisstudyofShelleyastranslator5involvesacareful
analysisoftheworkofanindividualtranslatorinrelationtotherestofhisopusandtocontemporaryconceptsoftheroleand
statusoftranslation.Studiesofthiskind,then,thatarenotboundtorigidnotionsofperiod,butseektoinvestigatechanging
conceptsoftranslationsystematically,havingregardtothesystem ofsignsthatconstitutesagivenculture,areofgreatvalue
tothestudentofTranslationStudies.Thisisindeedarichfieldforfutureresearch.Alltoooften,however,studiesofpast
translatorsandtranslationshavefocusedmoreonthequestionofinfluence;ontheeffectoftheTLproductinagivencultural
context,ratherthanontheprocessesinvolvedinthecreationofthatproductandonthetheorybehindthecreation.

So,forexample,inspiteofanumberofcriticalstatementsaboutthesignificanceoftranslation‘PERIODSTUDY’George
Steiner,inAfterBabel,dividestheliteratureonthetheory,practiceandhistoryoftranslationintofourperiods.Thefirst,he
claims,extendsfrom thestatementsofCiceroandHoraceontranslationuptothepublicationofAlexanderFraserTytler’s
EssayonthePrinciplesofTranslationin1791.Thecentralcharacteristicofthisperiodisthatof‘immediateempiricalfocus’,i.e.
thestatementsandtheoriesabouttranslationstem directlyfrom thepracticalworkoftranslating.Steiner’ssecondperiod,
whichrunsuptothepublicationofLarbaud’sSousI’invocationdeSaintJéromein1946ischaracterizedasaperiodoftheory
andhermeneuticenquirywiththedevelopmentofavocabularyandmethodologyofapproachingtranslation.Thethirdperiod
beginswiththepublicationofthefirstpapersonmachinetranslationinthe1940s,andischaracterizedbytheintroductionof
structurallinguisticsandcommunicationtheoryintothestudyoftranslation.Steiner’sfourthperiod,coexistingwiththethird
hasitsoriginsintheearly1960sandischaracterizedby‘areversiontohermeneutic,almostmetaphysicalinquiriesinto
translationandinterpretation’;inshortbyavisionoftranslationthatsetsthedisciplineinawideframethatincludesanumber
ofotherdisciplines:Classicalphilologyandcomparativeliterature,lexicalstatisticsandethnography,thesociologyofclass-
speech,formalrhetoric,poetics,andthestudyofgrammararecombinedinanattempttoclarifytheactoftranslationandthe
processof‘lifebetweenlanguages’.Steiner’sdivisions,althoughinterestingandperceptive,neverthelessillustratethedifficulty
ofstudyingtranslationdiachronically,forhisfirstperiodcoversaspanofsome1700yearswhilehislasttwoperiodscovera
merethirtyyears.

Whilsthiscommentsonrecentdevelopmentsinthedisciplineareveryfair,itisalsothecasethatthecharacteristicofhis
firstperiodisequallyapparenttodayinthebodyofworkarisingfrom theobservationsandpolemicsoftheindividualtranslator.
Hisquadripartitedivisionis,tosaytheleast,highlyidiosyncratic,butitdoesmanagetoavoidonegreatpitfall:periodization,or
compartmentalizationofliteraryhistory.Itisvirtuallyimpossibletodivideperiodsaccordingtodatesfor,asLotmanpointsout;
humancultureisadynamicsystem.Attemptstolocatestagesofculturaldevelopmentwithinstricttemporalboundaries



contradictthatdynamism.Asplendidexampleofthekindofdifficultiesthatarisefrom the‘periodizationapproach’emerge
whenweconsidertheproblem ofdefiningthetemporallimitsoftheRenaissance.Thereisalargebodyofliteraturethat
attemptstodecidewhetherPetrarchandChaucerweremedievalorRenaissancewriters,whetherRabelaiswasamedieval
mindposthoc,orwhetherDantewasaRenaissancemindtwocenturiestoosoon.Anexaminationoftranslationinthoseterms
wouldnotbeveryhelpfulatall.Yetundoubtedlytherearecertainconceptsoftranslationthatprevailatdifferent.times,which
canbedocumented.T.R.SteineranalysesEnglishtranslationtheorybetweenthecut-offdatesof1650–1800,startingwithSir
JohnDenham andendingwithWilliam Cowper,andexaminestheprevailingeighteenth-centuryconceptofthetranslatoras
painterorimitator.AndréLefeverehascompiledacollectionofstatementsanddocumentsontranslationthattracesthe
establishmentofaGermantraditionoftranslation,startingwithLutherandmovingonviaGottschedandGoethetothe
SchlegelsandSchleiermacherandultimatelytoRosenzweig.Alesssystematicapproach,butonewhichisstilltiedtoa
particulartimeframe,maybefoundinF.O.Matthiesson’sanalysisoffourmajorEnglishtranslatorsofthesixteenthcentury
(Hoby,North,FlorioandPhilemonHolland),4whilstthemethodologyemployedbyTimothyWebbinhisstudyofShelleyas
translatorinvolvesacarefulanalysisoftheworkofanindividualtranslatorinrelationtotherestofhisopusandto
contemporaryconceptsoftheroleandstatusoftranslation.Studiesofthiskind,then,thatarenotboundtorigidnotionsof
period,butseektoinvestigatechangingconceptsoftranslationsystematically,havingregardtothesystem ofsignsthat
constitutesagivenculture,areofgreatvaluetothestudentofTranslationStudies.Thisisindeedarichfieldforfutureresearch.

Alltoooften,however,studiesofpasttranslatorsandtranslationshavefocusedmoreonthequestionofinfluence;onthe
effectoftheTLproductinagivenculturalcontext,ratherthanontheprocessesinvolvedinthecreationofthatproductandon
thetheorybehindthecreation.So,forexample,inspiteofanumberofcriticalstatementsaboutthesignificanceoftranslation
inthedevelopmentoftheRomanliterarycanon,therehasyettobeasystematicstudyofRomantranslationtheoryinEnglish.
TheclaimssummedupbyMatthiessonwhenhedeclaredthat‘astudyofElizabethantranslationsisastudyofthemeansby
whichtheRenaissancecametoEngland’arenotbackedbyanyscientificinvestigationofthesame.Intryingtoestablish
certainlinesofapproachtotranslation,acrossatimeperiodthatextendsfrom Cicerotothepresent,itseemsbesttoproceed
byfollowingalooselychronologicalstructure,butwithoutmakinganyattempttosetupclear-cutdivisions.Hence,insteadof
tryingtotalkinwhatmustinevitablybeverygeneraltermsaboutaspecifically‘Renaissance’or‘Classical’conceptof
translation,Ihavetriedtofollowlinesofapproachthatmayormaynotbeeasilylocatableinatemporalcontext.Sotheword
forwordv.senseforsenselinescanbeseenemergingagainandagainwithdifferentdegreesofemphasisinaccordancewith
differingconceptsoflanguageandcommunication.Thepurposeofachaptersuchasthismustbetoraisequestionsrather
thananswerthem,andtorevealareasinwhichfurtherresearchmightproceedratherthantopretendinthedevelopmentofthe
Romanliterarycanon,therehasyettobeasystematicstudyofRomantranslationtheoryinEnglish.

TheclaimssummedupbyMatthiessonwhenhedeclaredthat‘astudyofElizabethantranslationsisastudyofthemeansby
whichtheRenaissancecametoEngland’arenotbackedbyanyscientificinvestigationofthesame.Intryingtoestablish
certainlinesofapproachtotranslation,acrossatimeperiodthatextendsfrom Cicerotothepresent,itseemsbesttoproceed
byfollowingalooselychronologicalstructure,butwithoutmakinganyattempttosetupclear-cutdivisions.Hence,insteadof
tryingtotalkinwhatmustinevitablybeverygeneraltermsaboutaspecifically‘Renaissance’or‘Classical’conceptof
translation,Ihavetriedtofollowlinesofapproachthatmayormaynotbeeasilylocatableinatemporalcontext.Sotheword
forwordv.senseforsenselinescanbeseenemergingagainandagainwithdifferentdegreesofemphasisinaccordancewith
differingconceptsoflanguageandcommunication.Thepurposeofachaptersuchasthismustbetoraisequestionsrather
thananswerthem,andtorevealareasinwhichfurtherresearchmightproceedratherthantopretendtobeadefinitivehistory.

(ii)THEROMANS

EricJacobsenclaimsrathersweepinglythattranslationisaRomaninvention,andalthoughthismaybeconsideredasa
pieceofcriticalhyperbole,itdoesserveasastartingpointfrom whichtofocusattentionontheroleandstatusoftranslation
fortheRomans.TheviewsofbothCiceroandHoraceontranslationweretohavegreatinfluenceonsuccessivegenerationsof
translators,andbothdiscusstranslationwithinthewidercontextofthetwomainfunctionsofthepoet:theuniversalhuman
dutyofacquiringanddisseminatingwisdom andthespecialartofmakingandshapingapoem.

ThesignificanceoftranslationinRomanliteraturehasoftenbeenusedtoaccusetheRomansofbeingunabletocreate
imaginativeliteratureintheirownright,atleastuntilthefirstcenturyBC.Stresshasbeenlaidonthecreativeimaginationofthe
GreeksasopposedtothemorepracticalRomanmind,andtheRomanexaltationoftheirGreekmodelshasbeenseenas
evidenceoftheirlackoforiginality.Buttheimpliedvaluejudgementinsuchageneralizationisquitewrong.TheRomans
perceivedthemselvesasacontinuationoftheirGreekmodelsandRomanliterarycriticsdiscussedGreektextswithoutseeing
thelanguageofthosetextsasbeinginanywayaninhibitingfactor.TheRomanliterarysystem setsupahierarchyoftextsand
authorsthatoverrideslinguisticboundariesandthatsystem inturnreflectstheRomanidealofthehierarchicalyetcaring
centralstatebasedonthetruelawofReason.Ciceropointsoutthatminddominatesthebodyasakingrulesoverhissubjects
orafathercontrolshischildren,butwarnsthatwhereReasondominatesasamasterrulinghisslaves,‘itkeepsthem downand
crushesthem’.Withtranslation,theidealSLtextistheretobeimitatedandnottobecrushedbythetoorigidapplicationof
Reason.

Ciceronicelyexpressesthisdistinction:‘IfIrenderwordforword,theresultwillsounduncouth,andifcompelledby
necessityIalteranythingintheorderorwording,Ishallseem tohavedepartedfrom thefunctionofatranslator.’8BothHorace
andCicero,intheirremarksontranslation,makeanimportantdistinctionbetweenwordforwordtranslationandsensefor
sense(orfigureforfigure)translation.Theunderlyingprincipleofenrichingtheirnativelanguageandliteraturethrough
translationleadstoastressontheaestheticcriteriaoftheTLproductratherthanonmorerigidnotionsof‘fidelity’.

Horace,inhisArtofPoetry,warnsagainstovercautiousimitationofthesourcemodel:Athemethatisfamiliarcanbemade
yourownpropertysolongasyoudonotwasteyourtimeonahackneyedtreatment;norshouldyoutrytorenderyouroriginal
wordforwordlikeaslavishtranslator,orinimitatinganotherwriterplungeyourselfintodifficultiesfrom whichshame,orthe
rulesyouhavelaiddownforyourself,preventyoufrom extricatingyourself.

Sincetheprocessoftheenrichmentoftheliterarysystem isanintegralpartoftheRomanconceptoftranslation,itisnot



surprisingtofindaconcernwiththequestionoflanguageenrichmentalso.Soprevalentwasthehabitofborrowingorcoining
words,thatHorace,whilstadvisingthewould-bewritertoavoidthepitfallsthatbeset‘theslavishtranslator’,alsoadvisedthe
sparinguseofnewwords.Hecomparedtheprocessoftheadditionofnewwordsandthedeclineofotherwordstothe
changingoftheleavesinspringandautumn,seeingthisprocessofenrichmentthroughtranslationasbothnaturaland
desirable,providedthewriterexercisedmoderation.Theartofthetranslator,forHoraceandCicero,then,consistedinjudicious
interpretationoftheSLtextsoastoproduceaTLversionbasedontheprinciplenonverbum deverbo,sedsensum exprimere
desensu(ofexpressingnotwordforword,butsenseforsense),andhisresponsibilitywastotheTLreaders.Butthereisalso
anadditionaldimensiontotheRomanconceptofenrichmentthroughtranslation,i.e.thepre-eminenceofGreekasthe
languageofcultureandtheabilityofeducatedRomanstoreadtextsintheSL.Whenthesefactorsaretakenintoaccount,then
thepositionbothoftranslatorandreaderalters.TheRomanreaderwasgenerallyabletoconsiderthetranslationasametatext
inrelationtotheoriginal.Thetranslatedtextwasreadthroughthesourcetext,incontrasttothewayinwhichamonolingual
readercanonlyapproachtheSLtextthroughtheTLversion.

ForRomantranslators,thetaskoftransferringatextfrom languagetolanguagecouldbeperceivedasanexercisein
comparativestylistics,sincetheywerefreedfrom theexigenciesofhavingto‘makeknown’eithertheform orthecontentper
se,andconsequentlydidnotneedtosubordinatethemselvestotheframeoftheoriginal.Thegoodtranslator,therefore,
presupposedthereader’sacquaintancewiththeSLtextandwasboundbythatknowledge,foranyassessmentofhisskillas
translatorwouldbebasedonthecreativeusehewasabletomakeofhismodel.

Longinus,inhisEssayontheSublime,cites‘imitationandemulationofthegreathistoriansandpoetsofthepast’asoneof
thepathstowardsthesublimeandtranslationisoneaspectofimitationintheRomanconceptofliteraryproduction.Roman
translationmaythereforebeperceivedasuniqueinthatitarisesfrom avisionofliteraryproductionthatfollowsanestablished
canonofexcellenceacrosslinguisticboundaries.Moreover,itshouldnotbeforgottenthatwiththeextensionoftheRoman
Empire,bilingualism andtrilingualism becameincreasinglycommonplace,andthegulfbetweenoralandliteraryLatinwidened.
TheapparentlicenceofRomantranslators,muchquotedintheseventeenthandeighteenthcenturies,mustthereforebeseen
inthecontextoftheoverallsystem inwhichthatapproachtotranslationwasapplied.

(iii)BIBLETRANSLATION

WiththespreadofChristianity,translationcametoacquireanotherrole,thatofdisseminatingthewordofGod.Areligion
astext-basedasChristianitypresentedthetranslatorwithamissionthatencompassedbothaestheticandevangelisticcriteria.
ThehistoryofBibletranslationisaccordinglyahistoryofwesterncultureinmicrocosm.TranslationsoftheNewTestament
weremadeveryearly,andStJerome’sfamouscontentiousversionthatwastohavesuchinfluenceonsucceedinggenerations
oftranslatorswascommissionedbyPopeDamasusinAD384.

FollowingCicero,StJeromedeclaredhehadtranslatedsenseforsenseratherthanwordforword,buttheproblem ofthe
finelinebetweenwhatconstitutedstylisticlicenceandwhatconstitutedhereticalinterpretationwastoremainamajor
stumblingblockforcenturies.Bibletranslationremainedakeyissuewellintotheseventeenthcentury,andtheproblems
intensifiedwiththegrowthofconceptsofnationalculturesandwiththecomingoftheReformation.Translationcametobe
usedasaweaponinbothdogmaticandpoliticalconflictsasnationstatesbegantoemergeandthecentralizationofthe
churchstartedtoweaken,evidencedinlinguistictermsbythedeclineofLatinasauniversallanguage.

ThefirsttranslationofthecompleteBibleintoEnglishwastheWycliffiteBibleproducedbetween1380and1384,which
markedthestartofagreatfloweringofEnglishBibletranslationslinkedtochangingattitudestotheroleofthewrittentextin
thechurch,thatformedpartofthedevelopingReformation.JohnWycliffe(c.1330–84),thenotedOxfordtheologian,put
forwardthetheoryof‘dominionbygrace’accordingtowhichmanwasimmediatelyresponsibletoGodandGod’slaw(bywhich
WycliffeintendednotcanonlawbuttheguidanceoftheBible).

SinceWycliffe’stheorymeantthattheBiblewasapplicabletoallhumanlifeitfollowedthateachmanshouldbegranted
accesstothatcrucialtextinalanguagethathecouldunderstand,i.e.inthevernacular.Wycliffe’sviews,whichattracteda
circleoffollowers,wereattackedashereticalandheandhisgroupweredenouncedas‘Lollards’,buttheworkhebegan
continuedtoflourishafterhisdeath.

HisdiscipleJohnPurveyrevisedthefirsteditionsometimebefore1408(thefirstdatedmanuscript).
ThesecondWycliffiteBiblecontainsageneralPrologue,composedbetween1395–6andthefifteenthchapterofthePrologue
describesthefourstagesofthetranslationprocess:
(1)AcollaborativeeffortofcollectingoldBiblesandglossesandestablishinganauthenticLatinsourcetext;
(2)Acomparisonoftheversions;
(3)Counselling‘witholdgrammariansandolddivines’abouthardwordsandcomplexmeanings;and
(4)translatingasclearlyaspossiblethe‘sentence’(i.e.meaning),withthetranslationcorrectedbyagroupofcollaborators.

SincethepoliticalfunctionofthetranslationwastomakethecompletetextoftheBibleaccessible,thisledtoadefinitestance
onprioritiesbythetranslator:

Purvey’sPrefacestatesclearlythatthetranslatorshalltranslate‘afterthesentence’(meaning)andnotonlyafterthewords,
‘sothatthesentencebeasopen[plain]oropener,inEnglishasinLatinandgonotfarfrom theletter.’Whatisaimedatisan
intelligible,idiomaticversion:atextthatcouldbeutilizedbythelayman.Theextentofitsimportancemaybemeasuredbythe
factthatthebulkofthe150copiesofPurvey’srevisedBiblewerewrittenevenaftertheprohibition,onpainof
excommunication,oftranslationscirculatedwithouttheapprovalofdiocesanorprovincialcouncilsinJuly1408.Knyghtonthe
Chronicler’slamentthat‘theGospelpearliscastabroad,andtroddenunderfeetofswine’wascertainlycontradictedbythe
widespreadinterestintheWycliffiteversions.InthesixteenthcenturythehistoryofBibletranslationacquirednewdimensions
withtheadventofprinting.

AftertheWycliffiteversions,thenextgreatEnglishtranslationwasWilliam Tyndale’s(1494–1536)NewTestamentprintedin
1525.Tyndale’sproclaimedintentionintranslatingwasalsotoofferasclearaversionaspossibletothelayman,andbythe
timehewasburnedatthestakein1536hehadtranslatedtheNewTestamentfrom theGreekandpartsoftheOldTestament



from theHebrew.ThesixteenthcenturysawthetranslationoftheBibleintoalargenumberofEuropeanlanguages,inboth
ProtestantandRomanCatholicversions.In1482,theHebrewPentateuchhadbeenprintedatBolognaandthecomplete
HebrewBibleappearedin1488,whilstErasmus,theDutchHumanist,publishedthefirstGreekNewTestamentinBaslein1516.
ThisversionwastoserveasthebasisforMartinLuther’s1522Germanversion.

TranslationsoftheNewTestamentappearedinDanishin1529andagainin1550,inSwedishin1526–41,andtheCzech
Bibleappearedbetween1579–93.TranslationsandrevisedversionsofexistingtranslationscontinuedtoappearinEnglish,
Dutch,GermanandFrench.ErasmusperhapssummeduptheevangelizingspiritofBibletranslatingwhenhedeclaredIwould
desirethatallwomenshouldreadthegospelandPaul’sepistlesandIwouldtoGodtheyweretranslatedintothetonguesofall
mensothattheymightnotonlybereadandknownofthescotesandIrishmanButalsooftheTurksandtheSaracens….Iworld
toGodtheploughmanwouldsingeatextofthescriptureathisplow-beme.AndthattheweverathisLowmanwiththiswould
driveawaythetediousnessoftime.Iwouldthewayfaringmanwiththispastimewouldexpelledthewearinessofhisirony.And
tobeshortenIwouldthatallthecommunicationofthechristenshuldbeofthescriptureforinamannersuchareweourselves
asourdaylyetalesare.William Tyndale,echoingErasmus,attackedthehypocrisyofchurchauthoritieswhoforbadethe
laypeopletoreadtheBibleintheirnativetongueforthegoodoftheirsouls,butneverthelessacceptedtheuseofthevernacular
for‘historiesandfablesofloveandwantonnessandofribaldryasfilthyasheartcanthink,tocorruptthemindsofyouth.’

ThehistoryofBibletranslationinthesixteenthcenturyisintimatelytiedupwiththeriseofProtestantism inEurope.The
publicburningofTyndale’sNewTestamentin1526wasfollowedinquicksuccessionbytheappearanceofCoverdale’sBible
(1535),theGreatBible(1539)andtheGenevaBiblein1560.Coverdale’sBiblewasalsobannedbutthetideofBibletranslation
couldnotbestemmed,andeachsuccessiveversiondrewontheworkofprevioustranslators,borrowing,amending,revising
andcorrecting.Itwouldnotperhapsbetoogrossageneralizationtosuggestthattheaimsofthesixteenth-century.

Bibletranslatorsmaybecollocatedinthreecategories:

(1)Toclarifyerrorsarisingfrom previousversions,duetoinadequateSLmanuscriptsortolinguisticincompetence.
(2)Toproduceanaccessibleandaestheticallysatisfyingvernacularstyle.
(3)Toclarifypointsofdogmaandreducetheextenttowhichthescriptureswereinterpretedandre-presentedtothelaypeople

asametatext.

InhisCircularLetteronTranslationof1530MartinLutherlayssuchemphasisonthesignificanceof(2)thatheusesthe
verbsübersetzen(totranslate)andverdeutschen(toGermanize)almostindiscriminately.AndLutheralsostressesthe
importanceoftherelationshipbetweenstyleandmeaning:‘Grammarisnecessaryfordeclension,conjugationandconstruction
ofsentences,butinspeechthemeaningandsubjectmattermustbeconsidered,notthegrammar,forthegrammarshallnot
ruleoverthemeaning.’13TheRenaissanceBibletranslatorsperceivedbothfluidityandintelligibilityintheTLtextasimportant
criteria,butwereequallyconcernedwiththetransmissionofaliterallyaccuratemessage.Inanagewhenthechoiceofa
pronouncouldmeanthedifferencebetweenlifeorcondemnationtodeathasaheretic,precisionwasofcentralimportance.
YetbecauseBibletranslationwasanintegralpartoftheupwardshiftinthestatusofthevernacular,thequestionofstylewas
alsovital.Lutheradvisedthewould-betranslatortouseavernacularproverborexpressionifitfittedinwiththeNew
Testament,inotherwordstoaddtothewealthofimageryintheSLtextbydrawingonthevernaculartraditiontoo.Andsince
theBibleisinitselfatextthateachindividualreadermustreinterpretinthereading,eachsuccessivetranslationattemptsto
allaydoubtsinthewordingandofferreadersatextinwhichtheymayputtheirtrust.

InthePrefacetotheKingJamesBibleof1611,entitledTheTranslatorstotheReader,thequestionisasked‘isthekingdom
ofGodwordsorsyllables?’Thetaskofthetranslatorwentbeyondthelinguistic,andbecameevangelisticinitsownright,for
the(oftenanonymous)translatoroftheBibleinthesixteenthcenturywasaradicalleaderinthestruggletofurtherman’s
spiritualprogress.ThecollaborativeaspectofBibletranslationrepresentedyetanothersignificantaspectofthatstruggle.

(iv)EARLYTHEORIST

Followingtheinventionofprintingtechniquesinthefifteenthcentury,theroleoftranslationunderwentsignificantchanges,
notleastduetothegreatincreaseinthevolumeoftranslationsundertaken.Atthesametime,seriousattemptstoformulatea
theoryoftranslationwerealsomade.Thefunctionoftranslation,togetherwiththefunctionoflearningitselfchanged.Foras
thegreatvoyagesofdiscoveryopenedupaworldoutsideEurope,increasinglysophisticatedclocksandinstrumentsfor
measuringtimeandspacedevelopedandthese,togetherwiththetheoryoftheCopernicanuniverse,affectedconceptsof
cultureandsocietyandradicallyalteredperspectives.Oneofthefirstwriterstoformulateatheoryoftranslationwasthe
FrenchhumanistEtienneDolet(1509–46)whowastriedandexecutedforheresyafter‘mistranslating’oneofPlato’sdialogues
insuchawayastoimplydisbeliefinimmortality.

In1540Doletpublishedashortoutlineoftranslationprinciples,entitledLamanièredebientraduired’unelangueenaultre
(Howtotranslatewellfrom oneLanguageintoAnother)andestablishedfiveprinciplesforthetranslator:

(1)Thetranslatormustfullyunderstandthesenseandmeaningoftheoriginalauthor,althoughheisatlibertytoclarify
obscurities.
(2)ThetranslatorshouldhaveaperfectknowledgeofbothSLandTL.
(3)Thetranslatorshouldavoidword-for-wordrenderings.
(4)Thetranslatorshoulduseformsofspeechincommonuse.
(5)Thetranslatorshouldchooseandorderwordsappropriatelytoproducethecorrecttone.

Dolet’sprinciples,rankedastheyareinapreciseorder,stresstheimportanceofunderstandingtheSLtextasaprimary
requisite.Thetranslatorisfarmorethanacompetentlinguist,andtranslationinvolvesbothascholarlyandsensitiveappraisal
oftheSLtextandanawarenessoftheplacethetranslationisintendedtooccupyintheTLsystem.

Dolet’sviewswerereiteratedbyGeorgeChapman(1559–1634),thegreattranslatorofHomer.Inhisdedicationofthe
SevenBooks(1598)ChapmandeclaresthatTheworkofaskilfulandworthytranslatoristoobservethesentences,figuresand



formsofspeechproposedinhisauthor,histruesenseandheight,andtoadornthem withfiguresandformsoforationfittedto
theoriginalinthesametonguetowhichtheyaretranslated:andthesethingsIwouldgladlyhavemadethequestionsof
whatsoevermylabourshavedeserved.HerepeatshistheorymorefullyintheEpistletotheReaderofhistranslationofThe
Iliad.

IntheEpistleChapmanstatesthatatranslatormust:
(1)avoidwordforwordrenderings;
(2)attempttoreachthe‘spirit’oftheoriginal;
(3)avoidoverloosetranslations,bybasingthetranslationonasoundscholarlyinvestigationofotherversionsandglosses.

ThePlatonicdoctrineofthedivineinspirationofpoetryclearlyhadrepercussionsforthetranslator,inthatitwasdeemed
possibleforthe‘spirit’or‘tone’oftheoriginaltoberecreatedinanotherculturalcontext.Thetranslator,therefore,isseekingto
bringabouta‘transmigration’oftheoriginaltext,whichheapproachesonbothatechnicalandmetaphysicallevel,asaskilled
equalwithdutiesandresponsibilitiesbothtotheoriginalauthorandtheaudience.

(V)RENAISSANCE

EdmondCary,discussingDoletinhisstudyofthegreatFrenchtranslators,stressestheimportanceoftranslationinthe
sixteenthcentury:ThetranslationbattleragedthroughoutDolet’sage.TheReformation,afterall,wasprimarilyadispute
betweentranslators.TranslationbecameanaffairofStateandamatterofReligion.TheSorbonneandthekingwereequally
concernedwithit.Poetsandprosewritersdebatedthematter,Joachim duBellay’sDéfenseetlllustrationdelaLangue
françaiseisorganizedaroundproblemsrelatingtotranslation.Insuchanatmosphere,whereatranslatorcouldbeexecutedas
aresultofaparticularrenderingofasentenceorphraseintext,itishardlysurprisingthatbattlelinesweredrawnwith
vehemence.ThequalityofaggressiveassertivenessthatcanbediscernedinChapman’sEpistleorDolet’spamphletcanbe
seenthroughtheworkandstatementsofanumberoftranslatorsofthetime.

Onemajorcharacteristicoftheperiod(reflectedalsointhenumberoftranslationsoftheBiblethatupdatedthelanguageof
precedingversionswithoutnecessarilymakingmajorinterpretativechanges)isanaffirmationofthepresentthroughtheuseof
contemporaryidiom andstyle.Matthiesson’sstudyofElizabethantranslatorsgivesanumberofexamplesofthewayinwhich
theaffirmationoftheindividualinhisowntimemanifestsitself.Henotes,forexample,thefrequentreplacementofindirect
discoursebydirectdiscourseinNorth’stranslationofPlutarch(1579),adevicethataddsimmediacyandvitalitytothetext,and
quotesexamplesofNorth’suseoflivelycontemporaryidiom.SoinNorth’sversionitissaidofPompeythat‘hedidlayallthe
ironsinthefirehecould,tobringittopassthathemightbechosendictator’andofAnthonythathedecidedCaesar’sbody
should‘behonourablyburiedandnotinhuggermugger’(VI,p.200).Inpoetry,theadjustmentsmadetotheSLtextbysuch
majortranslatorsasWyatt(1503–42)andSurrey(c.1517–47)haveledcriticstodescribetheirtranslationsattimesas
‘adaptations’,butsuchadistinctionismisleading.

AninvestigationofWyatt’stranslationsofPetrarch,forexample,showsafaithfulnessnottoindividualwordsorsentence
structuresbuttoanotionofthemeaningofthepoem initsrelationshiptoitsreaders.Inotherwords,thepoem isperceivedas
anartefactofaparticularculturalsystem,andtheonlyfaithfultranslationcanbetogiveitasimilarfunctioninthetarget
culturalsystem.Forexample,WyatttakesPetrarch’sfamoussonnetontheeventsof1348withthedeathofCardinalGiovanni
ColonnaandofLaurathatbeginsRottaèI’altacolonnae’lverdelauroChefaceanombraalmiostancopensero;(Brokenisthe
tallcolumn(Colonna)andthegreenlaureltree(Laura)Thatusedtoshademytiredthought)andturnsitinto:Thepillar
perishediswheartoIlent;Thestrongeststayofmyneunquyetmynde:Itisclearthatheisusingthetranslationprocesstodo
somethingotherthanrenderPetrarch’swordslineforlineorrecapturetheelegiacqualityoftheoriginal.

Wyatt’stranslationstressesthe‘I’,andstressesalsothestrengthandsupportofwhatislost.Whetherthetheorythatwould
seethissonnetaswrittenincommemorationofthefallofCromwellin1540isprovenornot,itremainsclearthatthetranslator
hasoptedforavoicethatwillhaveimmediateimpactoncontemporaryreadersasbeingoftheirowntime.Theupdatingof
textsthroughtranslationbymeanseitherofadditions,omissionsorconsciousalterationscanbeveryclearlyseeninthework
ofPhilemonHolland(1552–1637)the‘translatorgeneral’.

IntranslatingLivyhedeclaredthathisaim wastoensurethatLivyshould‘deliverhismindinEnglish,ifnotsoeloquentlyby
manydegrees,yetastrulyasinLatine’,andclaimedthatheusednot‘anyaffectedphrase,but…ameaneandpopularstyle’.Itis
hisattemptatsuchastylethatledtosuchalterationsastheuseofcontemporaryterminologyforcertainkeyRomanterms,so,
forexamplepadresetplebsbecomesLordsorNoblesandCommons;comitium canbecommonhall,Highcourt,Parliament;
praetorbecomesLordChiefJusticeorLordGovernoroftheCity.Atothertimes,inhisattempttoclarifyobscurepassagesand
referencesheinsertsexplanatoryphrasesorsentencesandaboveallhisconfidentnationalism showsthrough.InthePreface
totheReaderofhistranslationofPliny,HollandattacksthosecriticswhoprotestatthevulgarizationofLatinclassicsand
commentsthatthey‘thinknotsohonourablyoftheirnativecountryandmothertongueastheyought’,claimingthatiftheydid
theywouldbeeagerto‘triumphovertheRomansinsubduingtheirliteratureunderthedentoftheEnglishpen’inrevengefor
theRomanconquestofBritaineffectedinearliertimesbythesword.TranslationinRenaissanceEuropecametoplayaroleof
centralimportance.As

GeorgeSteinerputsit:Atatimeofexplosiveinnovation,andamidarealthreatofsurfeitanddisorder,translationabsorbed,
shaped,andorientedthenecessaryrawmaterial.Itwas,inafullsenseoftheterm,themaîtrepremièreoftheimagination.
Moreover,itestablishedlogicofrelationbetweenpastandpresent,andbetweendifferenttonguesandtraditionswhichwere
splittingapartunderstressofnationalism andreligiousconflict.Translationwasbynomeansasecondaryactivity,buta
primaryone,exertingashapingforceontheintellectuallifeoftheage,andattimesthefigureofthetranslatorappearsalmost
asarevolutionaryactivistratherthantheservantofanoriginalauthorortext.

(VI)THESEVENTEENTHCENTURY



Bythemid-seventeenthcenturytheeffectsoftheCounterreformation,theconflictbetweenabsolutemonarchyandthe
developingParliamentarysystem,andthewideningofthegapbetweentraditionalChristianHumanism andsciencehadallled
toradicalchangesinthetheoryofliteratureandhencetotheroleoftranslation.Descartes’(1596–1650)attemptstoformulate
amethodofinductivereasoningweremirroredinthepreoccupationofliterarycriticstoformulaterulesofaestheticproduction.
Intheirattempttofindmodels,writersturnedtoancientmasters,seeinginimitationameansofinstruction.

TranslationoftheclassicsincreasedconsiderablyinFrancebetween1625and1660,thegreatageofFrenchclassicism and
ofthefloweringofFrenchtheatrebasedontheAristotelianunities.Frenchwritersandtheoristswereinturnenthusiastically
translatedintoEnglish.TheemphasisonrulesandmodelsinAugustanEnglanddidnotmean,however,thatartwasperceived
asamerelyimitativeskill.ArtwastheorderinginaharmoniousandelegantmannerofNature,theinbornabilitythat
transcendeddefinitionandyetprescribedthefinishedform.SirJohnDenham (1615–69),whosetheoryoftranslation,as
expressedinhispoem ‘ToSirRichardFanshaweuponhisTranslationofPastorFido’(1648)andinhisPrefacetohis
translationofTheDestructionofTroy(1656)(seebelow)coversboththeformalaspect(Art)andthespirit(Nature)ofthework,
butwarnsagainstapplyingtheprincipleofliteraltranslationtothetranslationofpoetry:foritisnothisbusinessaloneto
translateLanguageintoLanguage,butPoesieintoPoesie;andPoesieisofsosubtitleaspirit,thatinpouringoutofone
Languageintoanother,itwillallevaporate;andifanewspiritbenotaddedinthetransfusion,therewillremainnothingbuta
Caputmortuum.Denham arguesforaconceptoftranslationthatseestranslatorandoriginalwriterasequalsbutoperatingin
clearlydifferentiatedsocialandtemporalcontexts.Heseesitasthetranslator’sdutytohissourcetexttoextractwhathe
perceivesastheessentialcoreoftheworkandtoreproduceorrecreatetheworkinthetargetlanguage.

Abraham Cowley(1618–67)goesastagefurther,andinhis‘Preface’tohisPindariqueOdes(1656)heboldlyassertsthat
hehas‘taken,leftoutandaddedwhatIplease’inhistranslations,aimingnotsomuchatlettingthereaderknowpreciselywhat
theoriginalauthorsaidas‘whatwashiswayandmannerofspeaking’.Cowleymakesacaseforhismanneroftranslating,
dismissingthosecriticswhowillchoose(likeDryden)toterm hisform oftranslation‘imitation’,andT.R.Steinernotesthat
Cowley’sprefacewastakenasthemanifestoofthe‘libertinetranslatorsofthelatterseventeenthcentury’.

JohnDryden(1631–1700),inhisimportantPrefacetoOvid’sEpistles(1680),tackledtheproblemsoftranslationsby
formulatingthreebasictypes:
(1)metaphrase,orturninganauthorwordbyword,andlinebyline,from onelanguageintoanother;
(2)paraphrase,ortranslationwithlatitude,theCiceronian‘senseforsense’viewoftranslation;
(3)imitation,wherethetranslatorcanabandonthetextoftheoriginalasheseesfit.

OfthesetypesDrydenchoosesthesecondasthemorebalancedpath,providedthetranslatorfulfilscertaincriteria:to
translatepoetry,heargues,thetranslatormustbeapoet,mustbeamasterofbothlanguages,andmustunderstandboththe
characteristicsand‘spirit’oftheoriginalauthor,besidesconformingtotheaestheticcanonsofhisownage.Heusesthe
metaphorofthetranslatorportraitpainterthatwastoreappearsofrequentlyintheeighteenthcentury,maintainingthatthe
painterhasthedutyofmakinghisportraitresembletheoriginal.

InhisDedicationoftheAeneis(1697)Drydenclaimstohavefollowedhisprescribedpathofmoderationandtohavesteered
‘betwixtthetwoextremesofparaphraseandliteraltranslation’,butfollowingFrenchmodelshehasupdatedthelanguageof
hisoriginaltext:‘IhaveendeavouredtomakeVirgilspeaksuchEnglishashewouldhimselfhavespoken,ifhehadbeenbornin
England,andinthispresentage.’AsanexampleofDryden’sversionofVirgil,considertheopeninglinesofDido’sspeech
describingherthoughtsaboutAeneasinthedecorouslanguageofacontemporaryheroine:MydearestAnna!Whatnew
dreamsaffrightMylabouringsoul!Whatvisionsofthenightdisturbmyquiet,anddistractmybreastwithstrangeideasofour
Trojanguest.Dryden’sviewsontranslationwerefollowedfairlycloselybyAlexanderPope(1688–1744),whoadvocatesthe
samemiddlegroundasDryden,withstressonclosereadingoftheoriginaltonotethedetailsofstyleandmannerwhilst
endeavouringtokeepalivethe‘fire’ofthepoem.

(Vii)THEEIGHTEENTHCENTURY

UnderlyingDryden’sandPope’sconceptoftranslationisanotherelement,beyondtheproblem ofthedebatebetweenover
faithfulnessandlooseness:thewholequestionofthemoraldutyofthetranslatortohiscontemporaryreader.Theimpulseto
clarifyandmakeplaintheessentialspiritofatextledtolarge-scalerewritingsofearliertextstofitthem tocontemporary
standardsoflanguageandtaste.Hencethefamousre-structuringofShakespeariantexts,andthetranslationsreworkingof
Racine.

DrJohnson(1709–84),inhisLifeofPope(1779–80),discussingthequestionofadditionstoatextthroughtranslation,
commentsthatifeleganceisgained,surelyitisdesirable,providednothingistakenaway,andgoesontostatethat‘the
purposeofawriteristoberead’,claimingthatPopewroteforhisowntimeandhisownnation.Therightoftheindividualtobe
addressedinhisownterms,onhisowngroundisanimportantelementineighteenth-centurytranslationandislinkedto
changingconceptsof‘originality’.

ToexemplifytheparticularapproachPopebroughttohisversionofHomer,comparethefollowingpassagetoChapman’s
versionofanepisodefrom BookofTheIliad.Pope’sAndromachesuffersanddespairs,whilstChapman’sAndromachecomes
acrossasawarriorinherownright.Chapman’suseofdirectverbsgivesadramaticqualitytothescene,whilstPope’sLatinate
structuresemphasizetheagonyofexpectationleadinguptothemomentwhenthehorrorisplaintosee.Andeventhathorror
isquitedifferentlypresented—Pope’s‘god-likeHector’contrastswithChapman’slongerdescriptionofthehero’s
degradation:22Shespoke;andfurious,withdistractedPace,FearsinherHeartandAnguishinherFace,Fliesthroughthe
Dome,(themaidsherstepspursue)Andmountsthewalls,andsendsaroundherview.ToosoonherEyesthekillingObject
found,Thegod-likeHectordragg’dalongtheground.AsuddenDarknessshadesherswimmingEyes:Shefaints,shefalls;her
Breath,hercolourflies.(Pope)Thusfury-likeshewent,Twowomen,asshewill’d,athand;andmadeherquickascentUptothe
towerandpressofmen,herspiritinuproar.RoundShecasthergreedyeye,andsawherHectorslain,andboundT’Achilles
chariot,manlesslydragg’dtotheGrecianfleet,Blacknightstrookthroughher,underhertrancetookawayherfeet.(Chapman)



Theeighteenth-centuryconceptofthetranslatoraspainterorimitatorwithamoraldutybothtohisoriginalsubjectandtohis
receiverwaswidespread,butunderwentaseriesofsignificantchangesasthesearchtocodifyanddescribetheprocessesof
literarycreationaltered.

Goethe(1749–1832)arguedthateveryliteraturemustpassthroughthreephasesoftranslation,althoughasthephasesare
recurrentallmaybefoundtakingplacewithinthesamelanguagesystem atthesametime.Thefirstepoch‘acquaintsuswith
foreigncountriesonourownterms’,andGoethecitesLuther’sGermanBibleasanexampleofthistendency.Thesecondmode
isthatofappropriationthroughsubstitutionandreproduction,wherethetranslatorabsorbsthesenseofaforeignworkbut
reproducesitinhisownterms,andhereGoethecitesWielandandtheFrenchtraditionoftranslating(atraditionmuch
disparagedbyGermantheorists).Thethirdmode,whichheconsidersthehighest,isonewhichaimsforperfectidentity
betweentheSLtextandtheTLtext,andtheachievingofthismodemustbethroughthecreationofanew‘manner’which
fusestheuniquenessoftheoriginalwithanewform andstructure.GoethecitestheworkofVoss,whotranslatedHomer,asan
exampleofatranslatorwhohadachievedthisprizedthirdlevel.Goetheisarguingforbothanewconceptof‘originality’in
translation,togetherwithavisionofuniversaldeepstructuresthatthetranslatorshouldstrivetomeet.Theproblem withsuch
anapproachisthatitismovingdangerouslyclosetoatheoryofuntranslatability.Towardstheendoftheeighteenthcentury,in
1791,

AlexanderFraserTytlerpublishedavolumeentitledThePrinciplesofTranslation,thefirstsystematicstudyinEnglishofthe
translationprocesses.Tytlersetupthreebasicprinciples:

(1)Thetranslationshouldgiveacompletetranscriptoftheideaoftheoriginalwork.
(2)Thestyleandmannerofwritingshouldbeofthesamecharacterwiththatoftheoriginal.
(3)Thetranslationshouldhavealltheeaseoftheoriginalcomposition.

TytlerreactsagainstDryden’sinfluence,maintainingthattheconceptof‘paraphrase’hadledtoexaggeratedlyloose
translations,althoughheagreesthatpartofthetranslator’sdutyistoclarifyobscuritiesintheoriginal,evenwherethisentails
omissionoraddition.Heusesthestandardeighteenth-centurycomparisonofthetranslatorpainter,butwithadifference,
arguingthatthetranslatorcannotusethesamecoloursastheoriginal,butisneverthelessrequiredtogivehispicture‘the
sameforceandeffect’.Thetranslatormuststriveto‘adopttheverysoulofhisauthor,whichmustspeakthroughhisown
organs’.Translationtheoryfrom DrydentoTytler,then,isconcernedwiththeproblem ofrecreatinganessentialspirit,soulor
natureoftheworkofart.Buttheearlierconfidentdichotomybetweentheformalstructureandtheinherentsoulbecomesless
easilydeterminableaswritersgraduallyturnedtheirattentiontowardsadiscussionoftheoriesofImagination,awayfrom the
formeremphasisontheartist’smoralrole,andfrom whatColeridgedescribedas‘painfulcopying’that‘wouldproducemasks
only,notformsbreathinglife’.

(Viii)ROMANTICISM

InhisgreatstandardworkonEuropeanRomanticism,Leromantismedanslalittératureeuropéenne(1948),Paulvan
Tieghem describesthemovementas‘unecrisedelaconscienceeuropéenne’.25Althoughthecrisisisintimatedmuchearlier
intheeighteenthcentury,theextentofthereactionagainstrationalism andformalharmony(theNeo-classicalideals),beganto
beclearinthelastdecadeofthecentury,togetherwiththeever-wideningshockwavesthatfollowedtheFrenchRevolutionof
1789.Withtherejectionofrationalism cameastressonthevitalistfunctionoftheimagination,ontheindividualpoet’sworld-
visionasbothametaphysicalandarevolutionaryideal.Withtheaffirmationofindividualism camethenotionofthefreedom of
thecreativeforce,makingthepoetintoaquasi-mysticalcreator,whosefunctionwastoproducethepoetrythatwouldcreate
anewtheuniverse,asShelleyarguedinTheDefenceofPoesy(1820).

Goethe’sdistinctionsbetweentypesoftranslationandstagesinahierarchyofaestheticevaluationisindicativeofachange
inattitudetotranslationresultingfrom arevaluationoftheroleofpoetryandcreativity.InEngland,Coleridge(1772–1834)in
hisBiographiaLiteraria(1817)outlinedhistheoryofthedistinctionbetweenFancyandImagination,assertingthatImagination
isthesupremecreativeandorganicpower,asopposedtothelifelessmechanism ofFancy.Thistheoryhasaffinitieswiththe
theoryoftheoppositionofmechanicalandorganicform outlinedbytheGermantheoristandtranslator,AugustWilhelm
Schlegel(1767–1845)inhisVorlesungenüberdramatischeKunstundLiterature(1809),translatedintoEnglishin1813.Both
theEnglishandGermantheoriesraisethequestionofhowtodefinetranslation—asacreativeorasamechanicalenterprise.

IntheRomanticdebateonthenatureoftranslationtheambiguousattitudeofanumberofmajorwritersandtranslators
canbeseen.A.W.Schlegel,assertingthatallactsofspeakingandwritingareactsoftranslationbecausethenatureof
communicationistodecodeandinterpretmessagesreceived,alsoinsistedthattheform oftheoriginalshouldberetained(for
example,heretainedDante’sterzarimainhisowntranslations).

Meanwhile,FriedrichSchlegel(1772–1829)conceivedoftranslationasacategoryofthoughtratherthanasanactivity
connectedonlywithlanguageorliterature.Theidealofagreatshapingspiritthattranscendstheeverydayworldandrecreates
theuniverseledtore-evaluationofthepoet’sroleintime,andtoanemphasisontherediscoveryofgreatindividualsofthepast
whosharedacommonsenseofcreativity.TheideaofwritersatalltimesbeinginvolvedinaprocessofrepeatingwhatBlake
called‘theDivineBodyinEveryMan’resultedinavastnumberoftranslations,suchastheSchlegel-Tiecktranslationsof
Shakespeare(1797–1833),Schlegel’sversionandCary’sversionoftheDivinaCommedia(1805–14)andthelargeintertraffic
oftranslationsofcriticalworksandofcontemporarywritingsacrosstheEuropeanlanguages.Indeed,somanytextswere
translatedatthistimethatweretohaveaseminaleffectontheTL(e.g.GermanauthorsintoEnglishandviceversa,Scottand
ByronintoFrenchandItalian,etc.)thatcriticshavefounditdifficulttodistinguishbetweeninfluencestudyandtranslation
studyproper.Stressontheimpactofthetranslationinthetargetcultureinfactresultedinashiftofinterestawayfrom the
actualprocessesoftranslation.

Moreover,twoconflictingtendenciescanbedeterminedintheearlynineteenthcentury.Oneexaltstranslationasacategory
ofthought,withthetranslatorseenasacreativegeniusinhisownright,intouchwiththegeniusofhisoriginalandenriching



theliteratureandlanguageintowhichheistranslating.Theotherseestranslationintermsofthemoremechanicalfunctionof
‘makingknown’atextorauthor.Thepre-eminenceoftheImaginationasopposedtotheFancyleadsimplicitlytothe
assumptionthattranslationmustbeinspiredbythehighercreativeforceifitistobecomemorethananactivityoftheeveryday
worldwiththelossoftheoriginalshapingspiritbutthisraisesanotherproblem also:theproblem ofmeaning.Ifpoetryis
perceivedasaseparateentityfrom language,howcanitbetranslatedunlessitisassumedthatthetranslatorisabletoread
betweenthewordsoftheoriginalandhencereproducethetextbehindthe-text;whatMallarméwouldlaterelaborateasthetext
ofsilenceandspaces?InhisstudyofShelleyandtranslationTimothyWebbshowshowtheambiguousnessoftheroleofthe
translatorisreflectedinthepoet’sownwritings.Quotingfrom Shelley’sworksandfrom Medwin,hisbiographer,Webb
demonstratesthatShelleysawtranslationasanactivitywithalowerstatus,asa‘wayoffillinginthegapsbetween
inspirations’,andpointsoutthatShelleyappearstoshiftfrom translatingworksadmiredfortheirideastotranslatingworks
admiredfortheirliterarygraces.

Thisshiftissignificant,forinasenseitfollowsGoethe’shierarchyoftranslatinganditshowstheproblem thattranslation
posedintheestablishmentofaRomanticaesthetic.Mostimportantofall,withtheshiftofemphasisawayfrom theformal
processesoftranslation,thenotionofuntranslatabilitywouldleadontotheexaggeratedemphasisontechnicalaccuracyand
resultingpedantryoflaternineteenth-centurytranslating.

Theassumptionthatmeaningliesbelowandbetweenlanguagecreatedanimpasseforthetranslator.Onlytwowaysledoutof
thepredicament:
(1)Theuseofliteraltranslation,concentratingontheimmediatelanguageofthemessage;or

(2)TheuseofanartificiallanguagesomewhereinbetweentheSLtextwherethespecialfeelingoftheoriginalmaybe
conveyedthroughstrangeness.

IXPOST-ROMANTICISM

FriedrichSchleiermacher(1768–1834)proposedthecreationofaseparatesub-languageforuseintranslatedliteratureonly,
whileDanteGabrielRossetti(1828–82)proclaimedthetranslator’ssubserviencetotheformsandlanguageoftheoriginal.
BoththeseproposalsrepresentattemptstocopewiththedifficultiesdescribedsovividlybyShelleyinTheDefenceofPoesy
whenhewarnedthat:Itwereaswisetocastavioletintoacruciblethatyoumightdiscovertheformalprincipleofitscolour
andodour,astoseektotransfusefrom onelanguageintoanotherthecreationsofapoet.Theplantmustspringagainfrom its
seed,oritwillbearnoflower—andthisistheburthenofthecurseofBabel.

Schleiermacher’stheoryofaseparatetranslationlanguagewassharedbyanumberofnineteenth-centuryEnglish
translators,suchasF.W.Newman,CarlyleandWilliam Morris.Newmandeclaredthatthetranslatorshouldretainevery
peculiarityoftheoriginalwhereverpossible,‘withthegreatercarethemoreforeignitmaybe’,whileanexplanationofthe
functionofpeculiaritycanbefoundinG.A.Simcox’sreviewofMorris’translationofTheStoryoftheVolsungsandNiblungs
(1870)whenhedeclaredthatthe‘quaintarchaicEnglishofthetranslationwithjusttherightoutlandishflavour’didmuchto
‘disguisetheinequalitiesandincompleteness’softheoriginal’,William Morris(1834–96)translatedalargenumberoftexts,
includingNorsesagas,Homer’sOdyssey,Vergil’sAeneid,OldFrenchromances,etc.,andreceivedconsiderablecriticalacclaim.
OscarWildewroteofMorris’Odysseythatitwas‘atrueworkofart,arenderingnotmerelyoflanguageintolanguage,butof
poetryintopoetry’.Henoted,however,thatthe‘newspiritaddedinthetransfusion’wasmoreNorsethanGreek,andthis
opinionisagoodillustrationoftheexpectationsthenineteenth-centuryreadermighthaveofatranslation.Morris’translations
aredeliberately,consciouslyarchaic,fullofsuchpeculiaritiesoflanguagethattheyaredifficulttoreadandoftenobscure.No
concessionsaremadetothereader,whoisexpectedtodealwiththeworkonitsownterms,meetinghead-on,throughthe
strangenessoftheTL,theforeignnessofthesocietythatoriginallyproducedthetext.TheawkwardnessofMorris’stylecanbe
seeninthefollowingpassage,takenfrom BookVIoftheAeneid:WhatGod,OPalinure,didsnatchtheesoawayFrom usthy
friendsanddrowntheedeadamidstthewateryway?Speakout!forSeerApollo,foundnoguilefulpropheterst,Bythisone
answerinmysoulalyinghopehathnursed;Whosangoftheesafefrom thedeepandgainingfieldandfoldOffairAusonia:
suchwisehehisplightedworddothhold.

(X)THEVICTORIANS
TheneedtoconveytheremotenessoftheoriginalintimeandplaceisarecurrentconcernofVictoriantranslators.Thomas

Carlyle(1795–1881),whousedelaborateGermanicstructuresinhistranslationsfrom theGerman,praisedtheprofusionof
GermantranslationsclaimingthattheGermansstudiedothernations‘inspiritwhichdeservestobeoftenerimitated’inorderto
beabletoparticipatein‘whateverworthorbeauty’anothernationhadproduced.

DanteGabrielRossetti(1828–82)inhisPrefacetohistranslationsfrom EarlyItalianPoets(1861)declaredsimilarlythat
‘Theonlytruemotiveforputtingpoetryintoafreshlanguagemustbetoendowafreshnation,asfaraspossible,withone
morepossessionofbeauty’,noting,however,thattheoriginalswereoftenobscureandimperfect.Whatemergesfrom the
Schleiermacher—Carlyle—Pre-Raphaeliteconceptoftranslation,therefore,isaninterestingparadox.Ontheonehandthereis
animmenserespect,vergingonadulation,fortheoriginal,butthatrespectisbasedontheindividualwriter’ssurenessofits
worth.Inotherwords,thetranslatorinvitestheintellectual,cultivatedreadertosharewhathedeemstobeanenriching
experience,eitheronmoraloraestheticgrounds.Moreover,theoriginaltextisperceivedasproperty,asanitem ofbeautytobe
addedtoacollection,withnoconcessionstothetasteorexpectationsofcontemporarylife.

Ontheotherhand,byproducingconsciouslyarchaictranslationsdesignedtobereadbyaminority,thetranslatorsimplicitly
rejecttheidealofuniversalliteracy.Theintellectualreaderrepresentedaverysmallminorityintheincreasinglydiffusereading
publicthatexpandedthroughoutthecentury,andhencethefoundationswerelaidforthenotionoftranslationasaminority
interest.MatthewArnold(1822–68)inhisfirstlectureOnTranslatingHomeradvisesthelayreadertoputhistrustinscholars,
fortheyalonecansaywhetherthetranslationproducesmoreorlessthesameeffectastheoriginalandgivesthefollowing
advicetothewould-betranslator:Letnotthetranslator,then,trusttohisnotionsofwhattheancientGreekswouldhave
thoughtofhim;hewilllosehimselfinthevague.Lethim nottrusttowhattheordinaryEnglishreaderthinksofhim;hewillbe
takingtheblindforhisguide.Lethim nottrusttohisownjudgementofhisownwork;hemaybemisledbyindividualcaprices.
Lethim askhowhisworkaffectsthosewhobothknowGreekandcanappreciatepoetry.32Thetranslatormustfocusonthe
SLtextprimarily,accordingtoArnold,andmustservethattextwithcompletecommitment.TheTLreadermustbebroughtto



theSLtextthroughthemeansofthetranslation,apositionthatistheoppositeoftheoneexpressedbyErasmuswhen
discussingtheneedforaccessibilityoftheSLtext.Andwiththehardeningofnationalisticlinesandthegrowthofprideina
nationalculture,French,EnglishorGermantranslators,forexample,nolongersawtranslationasaprimemeansofenriching
theirownculture.Theélitistconceptofcultureandeducationembodiedinthisattitudewas,ironically,toassistinthe
devaluationoftranslation.Foriftranslationwereperceivedasaninstrument,asameansofbringingtheTLreadertotheSL
textintheoriginal,thenclearlyexcellenceofstyleandthetranslator’sownabilitytowritewereoflessimportance.Henry
WadsworthLongfellow(1807–81)addedanotherdimensiontothequestionoftheroleofthetranslator,onewhichrestricted
thetranslator’sfunctionevenmorethanArnold’sdictum.DiscussinghistranslationofDante’sDivinaCommedia,and
defendinghisdecisiontotranslateintoblankverse,Longfellowdeclared:Theonlymeritmybookhasisthatitisexactlywhat
Dantesays,andnotwhatthetranslatorimagineshemighthavesaidifhehadbeenanEnglishman.Inotherwords,while
makingitrhythmic,Ihaveendeavouredtomakeitalsoasliteralasaprosetranslation….IntranslatingDante,somethingmust
berelinquished.Shallitbethebeautifulrhymethatblossomsallalongthelinelikeahoneysuckleonthehedge?Itmustbe,in
ordertoretainsomethingmorepreciousthanrhyme,namely,fidelity,truth,—thelifeofthehedgeitself….Thebusinessofa
translatoristoreportwhattheauthorsays,nottoexplainwhathemeans;thatistheworkofthecommentator.Whatanauthor
saysandhowhesaysit,thatistheproblem ofthetranslator.

Longfellow’sextraordinaryviewsontranslationtaketheliteralistpositiontoextremes.Forhim,therhymeismeretrimming,
thefloralborderonthehedge,andisdistinctfrom thelifeortruthofthepoem itself.Thetranslatorisrelegatedtotheposition
ofatechnician,neitherpoetnorcommentator,withaclearlydefinedbutseverelylimitedtask.Incompletecontrastto
Longfellow’sview,EdwardFitzgerald(1809–63),whoisbestknownforhisversionofTheRubaiyatofOmarKhayyam (1858),
declaredthatatextmustliveatallcosts‘withatransfusionofone’sownworstLifeifonecan’tretaintheOriginal’sbetter’.It
wasFitzgeraldwhomadethefamousremarkthatitwerebettertohavealivesparrowthanastuffedeagle.Inotherwords,far
from attemptingtoleadtheTLreadertotheSLoriginal,Fitzgerald’sworkseekstobringaversionoftheSLtextintotheTL
cultureasalivingentity,thoughhissomewhatextremeviewsonthelowlinessoftheSLtext,quotedintheIntroductionindicate
apatronizingattitudethatdemonstratesanotherform ofélitism.TheRomanticindividualistlineledon,intranslatorslike
Fitzgerald,towhatEugeneNidadescribesasa‘spiritofexclusivism’,wherethetranslatorappearsasaskilfulmerchant
offeringexoticwarestothediscerningfew.

Themaincurrentsoftranslationtypologyinthegreatageofindustrialcapitalism andcolonialexpansionuptotheFirst
WorldWarcanlooselybeclassifiedasfollows:
(1)Translationasascholar’sactivity,wherethepre-eminenceoftheSLtextisassumeddefactooveranyTLversion.
(2)TranslationasameansofencouragingtheintelligentreadertoreturntotheSLoriginal.
(3)TranslationasameansofhelpingtheTLreaderbecometheequalofwhatSchleiermachercalledthebetterreaderofthe

original, throughadeliberatelycontrivedforeignnessintheTLtext.
(4)TranslationasameanswherebytheindividualtranslatorwhoseeshimselflikeAladdinintheenchantedvaults(Rossetti’s

imaginativeimage)offershisownpragmaticchoicetotheTLreader.
(5)TranslationasameansthroughwhichthetranslatorseekstoupgradethestatusoftheSLtextbecauseitisperceivedas

beingonalowerculturallevel.
From thesefivecategories,itcanbeseenthattypes(1)and(2)wouldtendtoproduceveryliteral,perhapspedantic

translations,accessibletoalearnedminority,whilsttypes(4)and(5)couldleadtomuchfreertranslationsthatmightalterthe
SLtextcompletelyintheindividualtranslator’seclecticprocessoftreatingtheoriginal.Thethirdcategory,perhapsthemost
interestingandtypicalofall,wouldtendtoproducetranslationsfullofarchaismsofform andlanguage,anditisthismethod
thatwassostronglyattackedbyArnoldwhenhecoinedtheverbtonewmanize,afterF.W.Newman,aleadingexponentofthis
typeoftranslation.

(XII)THETWENTIETHCENTURY
Itisalwaysaproblem,inattemptingtocompressavastamountofmaterialintoashortspace,todecideonacut-offpoint

atwhichtobringthediscussiontoaclose.GeorgeSteinerendshissecondperiodoftranslationhistoryin1946,withValery
Larbaud’sfascinatingbutunsystematicworkSousI‘invocationdeSaintJerome,whilstCohen’sstudyofEnglishtranslators
andtranslationstailsoffratherlamelywithoccasionalreferencestosomeofthepracticaltranslationworkofRobertGraves
andC.DayLewis,andsobringsthereadersketchilyintothe1950s.

MuchofthediscussioninEnglishontranslationintheoryandpracticeinthefirsthalfofthetwentiethcenturynotesthe
continuationofmanyoftheVictorianconceptsoftranslation—literalness,archaizing,pedantryandtheproductionofatextof
second-rateliterarymeritforanéliteminority.Butitthenreturnscontinuallytotheproblem ofevaluationwithoutasolid
theoreticalbasefrom whichtobeginsuchaninvestigation.

Theincreasedisolationism ofBritishandAmericanintellectuallife,combinedwiththeanti-theoreticaldevelopmentsin
literarycriticism didnothelptofurtherthescientificexaminationoftranslationinEnglish.Indeed,itishardtobelieve,when
consideringsomeofthestudiesinEnglish,thattheywerewritteninthesameagethatsawtheriseofCzechStructuralism and
theNewCritics,thedevelopmentofcommunicationtheory,theapplicationoflinguisticstothestudyoftranslation:inshort,to
theestablishmentofthebasesfrom whichrecentworkintranslationtheoryhasbeenabletoproceed.Theprogressofthe
developmentofTranslationStudieshasbeendiscussedintheearlierpartsofthisbook,andthesteadygrowthofvaluable
worksontranslationinEnglishsincethelate1950shasbeennoted.Butitwouldbewrongtoseethefirsthalfofthetwentieth
centuryastheWasteLandofEnglishtranslationtheory,withhereandtherethefortressesofgreatindividualtranslators
approachingtheissuespragmatically.TheworkofEzraPoundisofimmenseimportanceinthehistoryoftranslation,and
Pound’sskillasatranslatorwasmatchedbyhisperceptivenessascriticandtheorist.

HilaireBelloc’sTaylorianlectureOnTranslation,givenin1931,isabriefbuthighlyintelligentandsystematicapproachto
thepracticalproblemsoftranslatingandtothewholequestionofthestatusofthetranslatedtext.JamesMcFarlane’sarticle
‘ModesofTranslation’(1953)raisedthelevelofthediscussionoftranslationinEnglish,andhasbeendescribedas‘thefirst
publicationintheWesttodealwithtranslationandtranslationsfrom amodern,interdisciplinaryviewandtosetoutaprogram



ofresearchforscholarsconcernedwiththem asanobjectofstudy’.From thisbriefoutline,itcanclearlybeseenthatdifferent
conceptsoftranslationprevailatdifferenttimes,andthatthefunctionandroleofthetranslatorhasradicallyaltered.

Theexplanationofsuchshiftsistheprovinceofculturalhistory,buttheeffectofchangingconceptsoftranslationonthe
processoftranslatingitselfwilloccupyresearchersforalongtimetocome.GeorgeSteiner,takingaratheridiosyncraticview
oftranslationhistory,feelsthatalthoughthereisaprofusionofpragmaticaccountsbyindividualstherangeoftheoreticideas
remainssmall:ListSaintJerome,Luther,Dryden,Hölderlin,Novalis,Schleiermacher,Nietzsche,EzraPound,Valéry,MacKenna,
FranzRosenzweig,WalterBenjamin,Quine—andyouhaveverynearlythesum totalofthosewhohavesaidanything
fundamentalornewabouttranslation.

ButSteiner’sdescriptionofthetranslatorasashadowypresence,likeLarbaud’sdescriptionofthetranslatorasabeggarat
thechurchdoor,isessentiallyapost-Romanticview,andhasfarmoretodowithnotionsofhierarchyinthechainof
communicationbetweenauthor,text,readerandtranslatorthanwithanyintrinsicaspectoftheprocessoftranslationitself.
TimothyWebb’sstudyofShelleyastranslator,forexample,documentsthegrowingsplitbetweentypesofliteraryactivity,and
showshowahierarchycouldexistwithintheworkofasingleauthorinearlynineteenth-centuryEngland.Fortheattitudes
towardstranslationandtheconceptsoftranslationthatprevail,belongtotheagethatproducesthem,andtothe
socioeconomicfactorsthatshapeanddeterminethatage.MariaCortihasshownhowthroughthenineteenthcentury,dueto
thewiderdistributionoftheprintedbook,theauthorcouldnolongerseehispublicsoclearly,eitherbecauseitwaspotentially
sovastorbecauseitcutacrossclassesandsocialgroups.Forthetranslatorthisproblem ofimpairedvisionwasallthemore
acute.ThehistoryofTranslationStudiesshouldthereforebeseenasanessentialfieldofstudyforthecontemporarytheorist,
butshouldnotbeapproachedfrom anarrowlyfixedposition.

Gadda’sdefinitionofsystem canmostaptlybeappliedtothediachronicsofTranslationStudiesandservesasan
illustrationofthesizeandcomplexityoftheworkthathasbarelybeenbegun:Wethereforethinkofeverysystem asaninfinite
entwining,aninextricableknotormeshofrelations:thesummitcanbeseenfrom manyaltitudes;andeverysystem isreferable
toinfinitecoordinatedaxes:itpresentsitselfininfiniteways.


