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      Résumé

      Cet ouvrage se propose d'analyser et de définir comment a été ressenti, et théorisé, à la Renaissance, cet exercice particulier d'interprétation qu'est la traduction. On a, d'un côté, le mythe de la traduction de la Bible par les Septante, qui dit que les septante traducteurs, inspirés par le texte hébreu lui-même, produisirent isolément chacun mot à mot le même texte grec ; d'autre part il y a la réalité de l'acte de traduire, dont on s'aperçoit bien qu'il est toujours une interprétation, que le texte est aussi vivant que sont vivants, et différents, les gens par qui la traduction est faite et ceux à qui elle est destinée. De cette nature contradictoire, les différentes théories humanistes sont le reflet. Un passionnant débat philosophique autant que linguistique.
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      Abstract

      Is there such a thing as a perfect translation, if we are to believe the myth of the Septuagint ? Or is translation a difficult enterprise of interpretation of a living text by living interpreters ? Different theories and ideologies were elaborated, from the time of the first humanists and during the whole Renaissance. This is the first monograph entirey devoted to the history of the idea of translation at that time.
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      Introduction

      

      This study, it must be admitted, is calculated on an illusion, but if one can take any solace from tradition, so indeed is the entire stream of assumptions that Western thought has devised to describe the interlingual gesture of translation. The illusion has to do with a mystical, almost fanatic homage to norms and codes. In one of its most ancient variants and a much embroidered legend, seventy-two translators were once sent to Alexandria at the request of Ptolemy II Philadelphus. Isolated in separate cells, the Septuagint
 were then instructed to undertake a translation from Hebrew to Greek of the Old Testament. Issuing from the incarceration was a single identical text, a unity of one distilled from the insulated attentions of the many. Fascinated by the implications of this event, Renaissance translators tend to hold it up as the optimal fulfillment of their energies. Louis Le Roy, for example, would see the resulting text not merely as a concert of human effort, but as the quickening in man of a higher power and intellect.1
 In a more profane sense, however, this tale symbolizes a purely human initiative. It historicizes a deep linguistic conviction that translation, like any other technical discipline, could be made to respond to an infinitely replicable code of procedures supported by one all-encompassing theoretical model. What, in fact, the notion obscures is the reality, articulated in the cold light of philology, that texts, like languages, are living things, replaying for each new culture and reader a constantly shifting parade of problems and enigmas. If translation, itself an act of interpretation, could be calibrated to a single theoretical impulse, the imagination would find itself similarly compelled to eliminate all variables. It would be left with the Septuagint
 proof, a condition in which a limitless number of translative acts would reduce to only one common textual mutation. My purpose, therefore, in undertaking a study of the language and ideology of translation in the French Renaissance is, in large measure, to investigate the extent to which these opposing viewpoints emerge and reciprocate with each other along a broad range of textual fronts. As a consequence, this is not a book about the practice of translation as such, but
 rather about the arch-concepts and terminologies through which French Renaissance translation communicates certain normative models and principles.

      The purpose, however, is misleading to the extent that the textual sources, by their very diversity, seem to resist all projects of system and unifying methodology. This is all the more surprising given the heady fascination with method and space logic characteristic not only of the humanist tradition, but also of major movements in sixteenth-century European thought.2
 The fact is that Renaissance notions of translation, no matter what their textual format, appear trapped in policies of refusal. They tend to see the act itself in monistic terms, an entity that somehow exists of a piece in the translator’s consciousness, but also reject implicitly any methodized attempts to locate the Septuagint
 model, to encode the base components of that act. For the Renaissance, two linguistic images conspire with each other in articulating this dilemma. First is the view that languages, like men, are the products of a primal archetype, a divinely revealed Ur-Sprache
 that is to the fission of tongues what Adam is to his fallen offspring. This homage to a divine, potentially replenishable system of language would find its natural spokesmen among those for whom etymology could place them in touch once again with the Kabbalistic sources of words. Such a spokesman is Jacques Bourgoing. In the preface to his De origine usu et ratione vulgarium vocum
 (1583), he calls attention to the way the study of words is a reunifying experience, transcending the linguistic confusion of Babylon and restoring all our semantic connexions with a Creation « spoken » and « written » by God.3
A second and, in a sense, corollary view suggests that lexical multiplication is nonetheless a constant of our linguistic condition. Because we experience a perpetual falling away from the original language, any venture to reconstruct bridges back to that language is ultimately doomed. In 1533, Charles de Bovelles
 summarizes this second idea by asserting that « anyone would try in vain, in whatever vulgar tongue, to examine its centre and measure, to explore in it and establish the pure archetype of its uniformity ».4
 Yet with equal conviction, he later adds, « If, therefore, anyone wishes to examine the archetype and measure of all languages, let him return to the language of our first parent, without doubt more uniform and more remarkable than any tongue or language in the world ».5


      Renaissance attitudes to the philosophy of translation are largely a commentary on this paradox. If, indeed, one could reconstruct the archetypal centre of all languages, then translation itself could conceivably be reduced to its primal idea
 or archetypal model, much as it is in the tale of the Septuagint.
 The facts of our unstable linguistic condition suggest, quite the contrary, that the virtual necessity to translate and retranslate constitutes its own refusal of a universal formula for translation. In other words, most Renaissance theoretical texts on translation appear to hesitate between affirmation and query : translation is a necessity of human communication, but can it, in any but the most relative terms, be methodized ? Surprisingly, only one theorist in the entire age ever sought to break out of this impasse and the result was the Renaissance’s sole diagrammatic venture into the illusion of method. His assertion, scarcely read today, is resonant in its contrastive relationship to the siting of the problem by sixteenth-century France ; indeed, it is the only work from this period that approaches an encyclopedia of doctrine on translation. Written by Lawrence Humphrey, Master of Magdalen College, Oxford, the treatise is revealingly entitled Interpretatio linguarum : seu de ratione convertendi et explicandi autores tam sacros quam prophanos
 and was published at Basle in 1559. Humphrey speaks with all the dogmatic conviction of the Calvinist and looks back on an age that had stimulated the bloom of « all good arts », yet astonishingly, had produced no instance of a codified program of translation. His work is thus motivated by a single subsuming theorem, the confidence that « the art [via
] and procedure [ratio
] of translation can be taught ».6
 The terms via et ratio,
 observed in rhetorical
 vocabulary as circumlocutions for methodus
,7
 are incorporated in Humphrey’s wider attempt to denominate the enforcing structures behind the act. The translator’s every gesture, his arc of calculations and commitments, become schematized in a Ramist-inspired diagramma
 :
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      Humphrey’s work represents the issue in the extreme. We confront a model in which the translator (interpres
) and his text (interpretatio
) seem to function as the armature of two parallel, but disjoined entities. The text has its own technical status autonomous from the invested nature and condition of its creator. Each of these entities, in turn, is susceptible to its own dialysis, broken down into forms that become scarcely more than static categories. The very act of translation is thus defined as two separate structures of being, each controlled by a reductive terminology, each methodized into a chart that radically compresses the act. For the translative text are reserved the expectations of copiousness (plenitudo
), lexical property (proprietas
),
 purity (puritas
) and aptitude (aptitudo
). Copiousness, in turn, is derived from qualities of metre, phrasing, and subject matter, proprietas
 from lexical relationships, purity from values of elegance and truth, and aptitudo
 from the assimilation of subjects, styles, and authors. The translator brings to the act his own special intrinsic gifts, a natural disposition (natura
), a knowledge (doctrina
) that ranges from subject matter to the faculties of grammar, rhetoric, dialectic, and language, and a commitment of faith (fides
) and diligence (diligentia
). The point is that Humphrey is laying down here the broadest possible template through which each individual act of translation may be keyed. At the same time, however, the schematized model fails to deal adequately with the deep complexity of the process. Each time we translate, we do not so much superimpose a theoretical model on the source text as call on a reserve of competing impressions, experiences, and choices formed in our reading of that text. In a sense, therefore, the convergence of Humphrey’s categories into a single via media
 is no less a linguistic archetype and measure than was Bovelle’s « idea et metrum linguarum omnium ». His diagram becomes a procedural blueprint seeking to unite disparate methodologies under one body of theory. It dramatizes the nostalgia for an Ur
-method (a linguistic « centre », as Bovelles calls it) while, at the same time, sanctifying translation as one of the most ancient covenants between God and man.

      Among the allusions to this covenant in translation history, Humphrey cites the familiar tale of the Septuagint
 and, in the same context, the revelation of Mosaic law through which Moses, « the most ancient lawgiver and eloquent mediator (sequester
) was the most faithful intepreter (interpres
) between God and the Israelites and the Hebrew messenger (nuntius
) of divine language and will to the Hebrews ».8
 Clearly, both allusions are relevant to Humphrey’s belief in a reductive method for translation, but the story of Moses contains three especially revealing points. First, it depicts translation as a sacrament undertaken not from the vantage point of man fallen into the quagmire of languages, but of man reintegrated, through an interceding priest, into the oneness of divine language. Second, it dismisses any real separation between translation as an interlingual act and translation as interpretation. And finally, through three crucial terms, sequester / interpres / nuntius
, it defines the ideal placement of the translator in a neutral, medial space which turns out to be complementary to Humphrey’s own diagram of a unifying via media.
 Translation, viewed in this sacramental way, not only brings man back into the presence of God, but rekindles an archetype, the
 word-centred basis of divine Creation. This is a position that French Renaissance theorists, by and large, would be unable to embrace. Fascinated as they were by the prospect of an interpretationis lex
, they would be unable to turn away from the image of fallen translative man consigned to a fallen post-Babel world. Bovelles’s hesitation over the feasibility of discovering any « centre and measure » of languages thus also tended to describe the predominant misgivings of his fellow countrymen.

      Humphrey revels in the originality of his work, and indeed, it has no equal in the literature of Renaissance translation. While he overlooks Etienne Dolet’s earlier experimentation with thoughts of method, the Maniere de bien traduire d’une langue en autre
 (1540), it is hardly likely that he would have embraced it as the all-defining via et ratio
 he was to seek so painstakingly in his later treatise. On the other hand, he does allude to a little known work by Joachim Périon published at Paris in the same year as Dolet’s Maniere
 and which reveals important signals about French attitudes to the art of translation.9
 Again, however, Périon’s work is far removed from Humphrey’s search for an organizing scheme of language. The point is that the nostalgia for method in French Renaissance notions of translation would always remain precisely that, an implied hope that translation is a fact absolutely assimilable from a mastered program of rhetoric and metalanguage, and, in the last resort, the chastening awareness that translation takes form in the interpretive activity of our thought as it moves, through re-reading, to intensify again the uniqueness of a text. In their separate ways, Dolet and Périon would set the tone for these emerging views. For them, the only method is the Horatian operis lex
, the textures of thought and articulation that course deeply beneath the surface of every text establishing its creative identity. In this sense, the normative illusion is shattered. Methods of translation, as Périon himself was to put it so directly in his De Optimo Genere interpretandi Commentarii
, are as numerous as the modes of expression.10
 Translation must always fall under the shadow of process, the obligation to rethink and reformulate a text rather than a methodology for all seasons.

      The theoretical sources against and through which these notions were to be worked out in Renaissance France were those of Cicero, Quintilian, and Horace, with a more than casual attention given to the last of these authors. Nothing, of course, was remarkable in this interest. The three writers represented, for the Renaissance, the closest approximation to a methodized
 system for translation that was available at the time. What is significant, and even crucial for this study, is the way this interest appeared to retrace patterns of development that had already risen and prospered under fifteenth-century humanist thought. In studying an array of French Renaissance texts, it became clear that translative language in the later period emanated from the same cycle of dynamic exchange with other texts as that initiated earlier on by Coluccio Salutati, Leonardo Bruni, and Giannozzo Manetti. To understand this development in sixteenth-century France, it was thus vital to come to terms with the humanist texts not so much as source material for French thinkers (indeed, there is little explicit evidence of such ties), but as a kind of rehearsal of the issues and patterns of dialogue between theorist and textual past that was to be redramatized in a later performance. In other words, humanist thought on translation developed from points of exchange with classical texts, was reaffirmed latently by French authors, and refined into still other hybrid exchanges with ancient texts. Concurrence between these two bodies of thought, though discreet on the referential level, came about by means of a continuing push on many fronts to make translative language establish its own postulates and procedures. Thus, where Lawrence Humphrey described an a priori
 model, a system standing in its own space and virtually without points of external reference, the humanist tradition saw method as the offspring of an empirical investigation of the text. Principles devolved from the scrutiny of the tangible. Ciceronian norms emerged from the textual presence of Aeschines and Demosthenes, Saint Jerome spoke through Cicero, Salutati through Homer and Horace, Bruni through Aristotle, Plato, Cicero and Saint Jerome, Manetti through the Psalter, Cicero, Saint Jerome, and Bruni, Périon through Aristotle and Cicero, Dolet through Cicero, Horace, and a provisory text, his Orateur,
 still gestating in the mind. In fact, these various flirtations with texts external and anterior to the system seemed to spell a constant remission of Humphrey’s Ramist model. This postponement was mitigated largely by the growing tendency of translation theory in Renaissance France to address itself to philosophies of language. As a problem, translation appeared deep within the process of human discourse and communication. Alternations between a Latin and vernacular culture would only serve to intensify the notion that translation refers less to an ingested techne
 of acts than it does to the intractable distancing and energy of language as it moves away from a universal logos
 into shifting frequencies of morphology and meaning. Translation is epistemology and process ; unlike the Septuagint
 text, it can never be a perfectly fulfilled hermetic structure. Abel Mathieu’s two relatively unknown Devis de la langue françoyse
 (1559-60) would emerge as the most resonant and convincing summary of these attitudes.

      Method, then, is the great wistful lie of French Renaissance descriptions
 of translation. Countless writers refer to manière, loi
, and précepte
 as though these terms were ciphers for a universally perceived code of translation when, in fact, they refer back to principles that earlier writers have articulated from their objective experience with still other texts. The terms, frequently left undefined, are symptomatic of a reluctance to compute the absolutes, to assign limits and functions. They simply exist as lexical residue, remaindered from those images of perfect equivalence between texts that have been purveyed sub rosa
 across the literature of translation and, from time to time, crop up to remind us of their own vested impossibility. In a real sense, this study is thus an investigation into the satellite vocabulary of these images during an age that felt itself still too newly exploratory, too preoccupied with the speculative impact of classical on vernacular culture, to have evolved any reductive systems for translation. Everything is tentative, oscillating, not as previous writing on French Renaissance translation had tended to suggest, between overt theories, but between philosophical and textual postures whose format broaches no final answers. Basic to this stance is the notion expressed recently by Louis Kelly that « the surface issue of literal versus free has been taken to be a theoretical issue rather than an indication of a basic attitude towards language itself and the source text ».11


      In the spirit of this attempt to break with facile terminologies, I have organized my study around concepts that give maximum exposure to the positional and attitudinal relationships developed during the Renaissance to describe how languages and texts interact. Two contrastive points of view emerge from this inquiry. In the first, language appears as a network of denominating structures, components of reference with powers to uncover a storehouse of meaning commonly shared by all men. Pursued to its optimal limits, this means that translation is basically a cryptographic problem, a belief that the entire syntaxic and morphological casings of a given language are subject to recoded transmission in another language.12
 By mastering the relative grammars of any two idioms, it is imagined that we can initiate a semantic transfer from the one to the other. With this view comes the supportive fantasy that a translator is like pictor
 and factor
 seeking after the iconic likeness of a model and transmitting a spatial and tactile image. To draw attention to the placement of this notion as a disposition of mind rather than an orchestrated system, I chose to refer to it as the « literalist temper ». Superimposed on this attitude, however, is a second more dynamic concept
 articulated largely from rhetorical speculation and having to do with the awareness of language as ergon
 / work, a tensile struggle between thought and a constantly unstable repertory of words. Translation thus places the translator under the reinvested anxiety of a creative act. He sees the source text not so much as a static document to be decoded and recoded, but as utterance, evanescent and sonic, that must somehow be made to « speak » again. Translation, so viewed, means reinvention, with all the attendant transformative impulses of an act of rediscovery (re-invenire
). In the final analysis, it was philology, cogently defined by Guillaume Budé as both instauratrix
 and interpolatrix
, that brought these contrastive attitudes together under a single impulse, always gravitating between two textual antinomies, each with its own transcendent laws.

      In writing about the development of a theoretical language for translation, it would have been tempting to impose on these Renaissance experiments with method the procedures of still other theoretical models. Translation, like most branches of linguistics, has tended constantly to expound and reinterpret its strategies. Indeed, one finds uncomfortable parallels between Ramist space logic and the recurring motivation in modern translation theory to evolve reductive schemes and diagrams. I therefore sought to avoid, at all costs, metalinguistic labyrinths, an entanglement in language that talks about language that talks, in turn, about translation. Nonetheless, I am obliged to acknowledge certain theoretical sources that, while discreet, proved essential in fashioning my approach. These sources fall roughly into two broad categories, linguistic and hermeneutic.

      In the first, Roman Jakobson’s essay, « Linguistic Aspects of Translation » (1966) was instrumental in drawing my attention to the fact that translation is an imperative of human communication and works not only across but within languages. While making a conscious attempt to eschew terminologies and technical models, I found J.C. Catford’s reference to « source » and « target » texts (A Linguistic Theory of Translation
, 1965) not only more concise, but an accurate reflection of the communicative nature of all translation. Catford’s description of reference as occurring in a specific « situational context » likewise proved useful in my attempt to explain concepts of fidelity and accuracy. Finally, my notion of « literalist temper » owes much to Eugene Nida’s proof (Componential Analysis of Meaning
, 1975) that referential meaning is a demonstrable interest of the translator.

      My debt to hermeneutic writing is necessarily more extensive. Two works, in particular, helped substantiate my own conviction that no effective translation can occur without a gesture of textual archaeology and analysis. This homage to philology as the base act of translation is shared by Georges Mounin (Les problèmes théoriques de la traduction
, 1963), and by Paolo Valesio in his somewhat intemperate review of George Steiner’s After Babel

 (« The Virtues of Traducement : Sketch of a Theory of Translation », Semiotica,
 1976). Valesio’s attack notwithstanding, I am compelled to cite Steiner’s work (1975) as a point of departure for my own thinking on the language of translation and for encouraging me to consider the figurative dimension of the act itself. The visualist tendency of my analysis, moreover, has found itself frequently corroborated in the standard contributions of Walter J. Ong, Ramus
 : Method and the Decay of Dialogue
 (1958) and The Presence of the Word
 (1967). In recent years, translation theory has appeared less concerned with translation as a set of linguistic impulses than as a process of reading and criticism. For this reason, I have profited enormously from these trends toward more creative notions of translation discussed seminally by Jean Paris (in The Craft and Context of Translation
, 1961) and, more recently, by Haroldo de Campos (in n° 14 of Change
, 1973) and by Louis Kelly (The True Interpreter
, 1979). My awareness of the philosophical dialogue within Renaissance concepts of language has been shaped largely by Gerald Bruns’ important study, Modern Poetry and the Idea of Language
 (1974), and confirmed, in certain areas, by Richard Lanham (The Motives of Eloquence,
 1976) and also by Louis Kelly. The attention given to more dynamic representations of the text in the last part of this study issues largely from my readings on the phenomenology of language, notably the work of Wilhelm von Humboldt and Jacques Derrida.

      Criticism is frequently a dialogic process with other texts. For some years now, I have been aware of a surreptitious exchange taking place between my own interests and those of Terence Cave, an exchange that, for me, has deepened into a sense of real discovery. In 1979, Dr. Cave’s work culminated in the publication of The Cornucopian Text
 : Problems of Writing in the French Renaissance.
 This study, important for the way it synthesizes an abundance of material, might be said to embrace translation as a concept that works intra linguam
, a process of transmission, reception, and rewriting fundamental to all scriptural activity. In this sense, Cave’s work begins where the present study ends, but its relevance could hardly be more penetrating. I have sought, in my own work, to deal primarily with translation as an interlingual problem and to bring together for the first time an array of supporting texts from the areas of grammar, rhetoric, pedagogical theory and practice, poetic and linguistic theory, and prefatory writing on translation. The more, however, I moved toward the final chapters, the more it became clear that I was making claims for translation as the reintensified experience of an absent text. The issue, as Cave put it so forcefully, was one of « presence », how one text makes another seem palpable. In our separate ways, we were thus evolving variations on the principal transcendent impulse of humanism, the credo of translatio studiorum
 or the narrowing of gaps between cultures remote in time and space. Translation, it seemed, was part
 of the invested condition of human thought and utterance. For my own purpose, the problem, then, was to find a conscious statement of an issue that could otherwise be little more than inferred from the documents themselves. I made this discovery in an obscure pair of works that have been virtually overlooked in the theoretical writing on French Renaissance language : Abel Mathieu’s Devis de la langue françoyse
 (1559) and Second devis et principal propos de la langue françoyse
 (1560). These works became the capstones of my investigation because they presented the case for translation as a kind of catalyst in the rising and waning of human cultures, an organism that induces languages to interpret each other as well as their own internal discourse.

      *

      The accumulated indebtedness of this study is not inconsiderable. The pages on Renaissance Horatianism were stimulated largely through the interpretive guidance of C.O. Brink. Professor Brink was most generous with his time, exploring with me the ambiguity of Ars Poetica
 (133-34) and calling my attention to scholia hitherto unknown to me, yet vital for building my case. J.D.R. Derrett and M.A. Screech provided vital source and interpretive information on the judaizing slanders of the Middle Ages and their connexion with translation. My placement of Giannozzo Manetti within the theoretical traditions of humanism owes much to Charles Trinkaus who led me to the appropriate manuscript at the Vatican. Furthermore, Peter Russell referred me to an important corroborating text on translation written by the fifteenth-century Spanish humanist, Alfonso de Madrigal, and published at Salamanca (1506-07). Professor Russell called my attention to possible relationships between sections of Madrigal’s Comento de Eusebio
 and Dolet’s Maniere de bien traduire
. For information on Ramist contexts of translation, I thank Peter Sharratt. Margaret B. Wells not only confirmed certain judgements I had formed about Du Bellay’s attitude to translation, but caused me to reconsider distinctions between his use of the terms translater
 and traduire.
 Valerie Worth graciously shared with me her work on Etienne Dolet and self-translation, allowing me not only to read her doctoral thesis in near-final draught, but to incorporate several useful points in my own discussion of Dolet. M. Alain Choppin, librarian of the Institut National de Recherche Pédagogique, was kind enough to have informed me of his recently published supplement to Buisson’s Répertoire des ouvrages pédagogiques du XVIe
 siècle.
 This work was invaluable in providing references to primary sources either absent or incorrectly catalogued in the original Répertoire.


      To my colleagues, Archibald Allen, Gérard J. Brault, Robert W. Carubba, Joseph C.P. Cotter, and Louis C. Pérez, whose doors were always
 open, I owe special thanks. The debts, as they alone will see, are scattered throughout my study. For their continued encouragement and support, I am deeply grateful to the late and much missed Franco Simone and to Richard L. Frautschi, Thomas F. Magner, and Stanley Weintraub. Finally, my conversations with David Hayman were a constant revelation and helped me to form many of the insights contained in the final chapters. Our respective interests were centuries apart, yet could hardly be closer than they were in those moments of shared understanding at Cassis.

      The scope and relative inaccessibility of many of the source materials obliged me to consult a variety of libraries, prominent among them those of the Library of Congress, Harvard University, the Hispanic Society of America, the University of Illinois, Lehigh University, Newberry Library, the New York Public Library, Princeton University, the Speer Library of the Princeton Theological Seminary, the Vatican, and Yale University. In many instances, the staff of the Pattee Library at The Pennsylvania State University, and especially Noelene P. Martin, put their energies to work to locate the more obscure editions. The principal research for the book, however, was conducted during long periods spent at the British Library, the Bibliothèque Nationale, the Bibliothèque de l’Arsenal, the Bibliothèque Mazarine, and the Bibliothèque de l’Institut National de Recherche Pédagogique. I would single out for special recognition the extreme courtesies shown me by the staffs of the British Library and the Bibliothèque Mazarine.

      During these years of preparation, my work has been generously supported and funded from several sources. In 1973-74, I was the recipient of fellowships from the National Endowment for the Humanities and the Institute for the Arts and Humanistic Studies at The Pennsylvania State University for my work at the British Library. More recently, extensive work in France was made possible by fellowships from The Camargo Foundation, and again, from the Institute for the Arts and Humanistic Studies at The Pennsylvania State University. Additional grants along the way have been provided by The American Council of Learned Societies and from research funds in the College of the Liberal Arts at The Pennsylvania State University.

      Parts of my previously published research appear with the kind permission of the editors of Canadian Review of Comparative Literature, Renaissance and Reformation, Symposium
, Oxford University Press, French Forum Publishers, and the Bulletin de l’Association d’Etudes sur l’Humanisme, la Réforme et la Renaissance.


      A deep and special expression of gratitude must go to Ian McFarlane for his major contribution to the final form of this work. He accepted graciously the burden of reading and studying the manuscript. In our conversations at Oxford, he shared with me his vast erudition, making numerous suggestions for revising, correcting, and improving the scholarly character of the study. 
 No detail was too minute, no effort spared in helping me to comply with the rigours of my subject.

      For all those quiet precious moments at « Platsdown » where many of the final pages were written, I thank my parents. And to my wife, Vicki, who unselfishly accepted the duties that by all rights should have been mine, enabling me to devote full attention to my work, I shall be forever grateful.
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          « … l’escriture fust recogneuë pour divine qu’elle est, &… la traduction fust plus authorisée, comme faitte non par diligence des hommes servant aux parolles, ains par l’esprit de Dieu remplissant & gouvernant les entendemens des translateurs. » De la Vicissitude ou variété des choses en l’univers
 (Paris, Pierre l’Huillier, 1577), p. 23 r.
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          I acknowledge here the indispensable scholarship of Walter J. Ong, « From Allegory to Diagram in the Renaissance Mind : A Study in the Significance of the Allegorical Tableau », The Journal of Aesthetics and Art Criticism,
 17 (1959), 423-40 ; Ramus : Method and the Decay of Dialogue
 (Cambridge, Mass., Harvard Univ. Press, 1958) ; and Neal W. Gilbert, Renaissance Concepts of Method
 (New York and London, Columbia Univ. Press, 1960).
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          « Et encore que par la mesme permission divine, l’orgueil eust engendré confusion en Babilone, & diversité de langues, & que la pureté de la premiere ayt esté altérée : toutesfois est a bon droict appellée la langue divine & mere, par laquelle Dieu a parlé & escrit, continuée es Hebrieux & Juifs jusqu’a ce temps. De la vient que leurs maistres, Rabbins & Thalmudistes, recherchent tant les mots, leur origine, analogie, propriété, fondent sur eux & sur chascune lettre plusieurs excellences & mysteres, & y establissent leur seule & grande doctrine Caballique, peut estre trop superstitieusement, Mais par la donnent à entendre que la parolle & les mots enseignants, les choses doivent contenir leurs vertuz & propriétés. » De origine usu et ratione vulgarium vocum linguae Gallicae, Italicae, & Hispanicae libri primi sive A, Centuria una
 (Paris, Steph. Prevosteau, 1583), sig. ãii v-âiij r ; B.N. Rés. X. 907.
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          « Frustra quis tentaverit in vulgari qualibet lingua aut scrutari centrum, metrumve illius : aut indagare in ea & stabilire synceram totius uniformitatis ipsius ideam… » Liber de differentia vulgarium linguarum et Gallici sermonis varietate
 (Paris, R. Estienne, 1533), p. 42.

        

      

    

    
      5

      
          « Igitur scrutari quis volet ideam & metrum linguarum omnium, recurrat is ad sermonem primi parentis, omni (non dubium est) sermone & mundi lingua uniformiorem & eminentiorem. » Ibid.
, p. 47.
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          « … via tamen & ratione de ea praecipi potest. & hactenus à nemine id factum esse, hac praesertim aetate, qua omnes bonae artes efflorescere coeperunt, qua tot clarissimi & in omnia disciplinarum genere principes viri extiterunt, mirandum est. » Interpretatio linguarum
 (Basle, Hier. Frobenius & Nic. Episcopius, 1559), p. 4.
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          Gilbert, Renaissance Concepts of Method, op. cit.,
 p. 49.
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          « Sed ut Moses legislator antiquissimus & sequester eloquentissimus, inter Deum & populum Israeliticum, interpres erat fidelissimus, divinae linguae ac voluntatis Hebraeus Hebraeis nuncius… », ibid.
, p. 5.
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          De Optimo Genere interpretandi Commentarii
 (Paris, Ioann. Lodoicus Tiletanus, 1540), B.N. R. 5826. The work will be discussed in Chapter VI of the present study. See Humphrey, Interpretatio linguarum, op. cit.,
 pp. 4-5.
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          « Multa sunt & varia ut dicendi, sic interpretandi genera », op. cit.,
 sig. Aij r. For a discussion of Périon’s remarks, see Chapter VI below.
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          The True Interpreter. A History of Translation Theory and Practice in the West
 (Oxford, Blackwell, 1979), p. 220.
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          This approach has been used to explore the feasibility of machine translation. See Warren Weaver, « Translation », in W.N. Locke and A.D. Booth, eds., Machine Translation of Languages
 (New York, Wiley ; Cambridge, Mass., Technology Press, 1955), p. 18.
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