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A Note on the Translation

Translating a book which includes some pages on the "ethics of translation” and which concludes with a somewhat polemical
exhortation to create a new science of translation, should give any translator pause. In this note_ I shall justify a few choices I
necessarily had to make in order to serve both masters in a way, [ hope, acceptable to both.

The most important choice is the very title of the book. The French, L'Epreuve de [' eﬁ*anger is itself the translation of a
phrase by Heidegger 1.1'1"113115 on Hélderlin: Die Erfahrung des Fremden. The French é epreuve has much richer connotations
than the rather bland experience. There is a tinge of violence. of struggle, in it (captured best in the English ordeal). which
makes it perfect as a rendening of Heidegger's Erfalirung. In the essay "The Essence of Language" (Das Wesen der
Sprache), Heidegger writes that "to have an experience with something, be it a thing, a human being, or a god. means that it
goes against us [unswiderfdhrt]. that it affects us, comes over us, throws us over and changes us." 1 The problem is that, in
French. the word experience is also very frequent, in exactly the same sense as its English cognate, and that B erman uses it as
well. Though at times it would seem that he uses both terms indiscriminately, I have chosen to add épreuve in brackets each
time he uses this term. Whenever this happens, the reader should read experience as the kind of Erfahrung Heidegger
means.

Still connected with the title, there is the word ['efranger, which is set up i an oppositional relation to le propreanother
borrowing from Hélderlin 2 The first one did not pose any problem: It has been rendered as "the foreign." The second one
does not allow for a one-word translation (' the own" would not be accepted by English readers); therefore, I have had to
resort to the rather inelegant phrase "what is one's own." which then, for reasons of symmetry connected with the oppositional
scheme mentioned abowve, has forced me to sometimes render ['éfranger as "what is foreign.” I have preferred these
somewhat elaborate phrasings over more simple words like "identity." or "specificity,” both of which would be correct
translations of /e propre in another
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context. In this book, which is devoted largely to the Jena Romantics and Hélderlin, "what 1s one's own" does indeed touch
upon an "identity” and certainly refers to what is most specific to a people or an indvidual, but it is not quite the same thing: Its
static quality denies the dialectical relationship with "the foreign "

Since Berman quotes frequently from other sources (mostly German), either using existing French translations or providing his
own, a word has to be said on these translations as well. I have adopted the following policy. Whenever they were available to
me, | have used existing English translations of Berman's sources. When English translations were not available. I modeled my
own translation from the source after Berman's, even though he sometimes translates rather loosely himself. In each case, I
have checked the translations (whether by Berman, other French translators, or English translators) against the originals, 3 and
silently modified them when necessary. Thus, I sometimes modified the existing English translations to accommodate Berman's
own interpretations of German texts, or to correct mistakes not made by the French translators.

A final remark: Berman wrote this book ten vears ago, in France, where there was (and still is) much less of an awareness
about gender-biased language than in the USA today. Cnnﬁequenﬂx the reader will sometimes find /e, him, and man used to
refer to people (translators. writers, readers) in general. [ apologize to all those who might be offended by my failure to

substitute s/he, him/her, and person in the appropnate cases. [ believe Berman's unrelenting emphasis on the necessity of an
experience [épreuve) with the foreign suffices to clear him of any exclusionary preudice.

Notes
1. Martin Heidegger, Unterwegs zur Sprache (Gesamtausgabe, vol. 12), Frankfurt am Main: Klostermann, 1985, 149,

2. Das Fremde and das Eigene, elaborated in the famous letter to Boehlendorff, which is quoted by Berman in chapter 11
(see p. 000).

3. Except for the very few quotations from Russian (Bakhtin), Spanish (Borges). and Portuguese, since [ have no competence
to speak of in these languages.
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The art of translation has been pushed further in Germany thawn in any other European dialect. Voss has rendered
the Greek and Latin poets in his language with surprising accuracy; William Schlegel the English, Italian, and
Spanish poets with a variety of colors for which no example can be found before him. . . .

Madame de Stagl, De l'dllemagne

Any translator must inevitably encounter one of the following obstacles: he will cleave with too much accuracy
either to the original, at the expense of his people's language and taste, or to the originality of his people, at the

expense of the work to be transiated. . . .
Wilhelm von Humboldt, Lerrer to Schlegel, 23 July 1706
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The Manifestation of Translation

The domain of translation has always been the site of a curious contradiction. On the one hand, translation is considered to be
a purely mtuittve practicein part technical, in part literarvwhich, at bottom_ does not require any specific theory or form of
reflection. On the other hand. there has beenat least since Cicero, Horace, and Saint Jeromean abundance of writings on
translation of a religious, philosophical, literary, methodological or, more recently, scientific nature. Now, though mumerous
translators have written on their diSl:.ip]jﬂE: it 1s undeniable that until recently the bulk of these writings has come from non-
translators. The definition of the "problems” of translation has been undertaken by theologians, phﬂDSGphEI'S ]jllgl.]iﬁtﬂ of
critics. This has had at least three consequences. First, translation has remained an undergmund_ hidden activity because it did
not express itself independently. Second. translation as such has largely remained "unthought " because those who dealt with it
tended to assimilate it to something else: (sub-)literature, (sub-)criticism, "applied knguistics." Finally, the analyses produced
almost exclusively by non-translators, whatever thewr qualities may be, inevitably contain numerous "blind spots” and
irrelevancies.

Our century has witnessed the gradual transformation of this situation and the constitution of a vast corpus of texts by
translators. In addition, the reflection on translation has become an internal necessity of translation itself, as was in part the
case in classical and romantic Germany. This reflection does not quite take the form of a "theory," as can be seen from Valery
Larbaud's Sous l'invocation de saint Jeréme. But in any case, it indicates the will of translation to become an autonomous
practice, capable of defining and situating itself, and consequently to be communicated, shared. and tanght.

History of Translation

The construction of a history of translation is the first task of a modern theory of translation. What characterizes modernity is
not an infatuation
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with the past, but a movement of retrospection which is an infatuation with itself. Thus the poet-cnitic-translator Pound
meditated smmultane ously on the history of poetry, of criticism. and of translation. Thus the great re-translations of our century
(Dante, the Bible, Shal-:eapeare the Greeks. etc.) are necessarily accompanied by a reflection on previous translations. 1 This
reflection must be extended and deepened. We can no lunger be satisfied with the uncertain periodizations concerning the
Western history of translation edified by George Steiner in Affer Babel. It is impossible to separate the history of translation
from the history of langnages, of cultures, and of literatureseven of religions and of nations. To be sure, this is not a question of
mixing everything up. but of showing how in each period or in each given historical setting the practice of translation is
articulated in relation to the practice of literature, of languages, of the several intercultural and interlinguistic exchanges. To
take an example, L eonard Forster has shown that European poets at the end of the Middle Ages and in the Eenaissance were
often multitngual 2 They wrote in several langnages for an andience which was itself polyglot. No less frequently did they
translate themselves. Such is the moving case of the Dutch poet Hooft who, on the occasion of the death of his beloved wife,
composed a whole senies of epitaphs, at first in Dutch, then in Latin, then in Italian, thensomewhat lateragain in Dutch. As if he
needed to pass through a whole series of languages and self-translations in order to arrtve at the right expression of his grief in
his mother tongue. Reading Forster, it seems clear that the poets of that period workedbe it in cultivated or popular spheresin
an infinitely more ruultl]mguﬂl envn’r:mment than our own pennd (which is also multilingual, but in a different way). There were
the learned languagesthe "queen" languages. as Cervantes put it: Latin, Greek, and Hebrew: there were different written
national languages (French, English, Spanish, Italian). and a mass of regional langnages and dialects, etc. A person walking
along the streets of Paris or Antwerp must have heard more languages than are heard today in New York City: His language
was only one among many, which relativized the meaning of the mother tongue. In such an environment writing tended to be, at
least in part, multilingual, and the medieval rule that ﬂﬂﬁlgﬂﬂd certain poetic genres to certain languagesfor example, from the
thirteenth to the fifte enth century, among the troubadours in the north of Italy, lyrical poetry was assigned to Provencal while
epic, or narrative_ poetry was asmgﬂed to Frenchwas in part prolonged. Thus Milton wrote his love poems in [talian because,
as he explained in one of them to the Italian lady to whom they were addressed, "questa é lingua di cui si vanta Amore" It
goes without saying that the said lady also knew English, but that was not the language of love. For men like Hooft and Milton,
the
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conception of translation must have been different from ours, as was their conception of literature. For us, self-translations are
exceptions, as are the cases where a writer chooses a language other than his ownthink of Conrad or Beckett. We even think
that multilingualism or diglossia make translation difficult. In short, the entire relation to the mother tongue, toward foreign
languages. toward literature, toward expression and translation is structured differently today.

To write the history of translation is to patiently rediscover the infinitely complex and devious network in which translation is
caught up in each period or in different settings. And it 1s to turn the historical knowledge acquired from this actmvity into an
opening of our present.

An Ancillary Condition

In the final instance, the issue is to know what translation must mean in our cultural setting today. This problem is accompanied
by another one, of an almost painful intensity. I am referring here to something that cannot not be mentionedthe obscured.
repressed, I'E.'pﬂﬂ‘ir ed. and ancillary condition of translation, which reflects upon the condition of the translator to such an
extent that it 1s hardly possible these days to make an autonomous discipline of this practice.

The condition of translation is not only ancillary; it 15, in the eyes of the public as well as in the eves of the translators
themselves, suspect. After so many successful accomplishments, masterpieces, the overcoming of so many alleged
impossibilities, how could the Italian adage rradutrore tradittore still remain in place as the last mdgment on translation? And
vet, it is true that in this domain, fidelity and freason are incessantly at issue. Translating, as Franz Rosenzweig wrote, "is to
serve two masters’; this is thr—; ancillary metaphor. The work, the author, the foreign language (first master) have to be served,
as well as the pubhn: and one's own language (second master). Here emerges what may be called the drama of the translator.

If the translator chooses the author, the work, and the foreign language as exclustve masters, aiming to impose them on his
own cultural realm in their pure foreign form_ he runs the risk of appearing to be a foreigner, a traitor in the eves of his kin. And
the translator cannot be sure that this radical attemptin Schleiermacher's words, "to lead the reader to the author"will not turn
against him and produce a text leaning toward the unintelligible. But if the attempt is successful and the accomplishment
perhaps recognized, the translator cannot be sure that the other culture will not feel "robbed." deprived of a work it considered
irreducibly its own. Here we touch upon the hyperdelicate domain of the relations between the translator and "his" authors.
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On the other hand, if the translator settles for a conventional adaptation of the foreign workin Schleiermacher's words, "leading
the author to the reader"he will have satisfied the least demanding part of the public, sure enough, but he will have rrevocably
betrayed the foreign work as well as, of course, the very essence of translation.

Newvertheless, this impossible situation is not the inescapable reality of translation: It is, rather, based on a mumber of ideological
presuppositions. The lettered pubhn: of the sixteenth century, mentioned by Forster, re;cm:ed in reading a work in its different
linguistic variants; it ignored the issue of fidelity and treason because it did not hold its mother tongue sacred. Perhaps this very
sacralization is the source of the [talian adage and of all the "problems" of translation. Our lettered public, for its part. demands
that translation be imprisoned in a dimension in which it must be suspect. Hencethough this is by no means the only reasonthe
effacement of the translator who seeks "to make himself very small" to be a humble mediator of foreign works. and always a
traitor even as he portrays himself as fidelity incarnate.

Time has come to meditate on this repression of translation and on the "resistances” that underlie it. We may formulate the
issue as follows: Every culture resists translation, even if it has an essential need for it. The very aim of translationto open up in
writing a certain relation with the Other, to fertilize what is one's Own tl:n’t:rugh the mediation of what is Foreignis diametrically
opposed to the ethnocentric structure of every culture, that species of narcissism by which every society wants to be a pure
and unadulterated Whole. There is a tinge of the violence of cross- breedmg in translation. Herder was well aware of this when
he l:Dﬂ:lpEI'Ed a language that has not vet been translated to a voung ﬂrgm It is another matter that in reality a virgin language
or culture is as fictitious as a pure race. We are dealing here with unconscious wishes. Every culture wants to be self-sufficient
and use this imaginary self-sufficiency in order to shine forth on the others and appropriate their patrimony. Ancient Roman
culture. classical French culture. and modern North-American culture are striking examples of this.

Here, translation occupies an ambiguous position. On the one hand. it heeds this appropriationary and reductionary injunction,
and constitutes itself as one of its agents. This results in ethnocentric translations, or what we may call "bad" translations. But,
on the other hand, the ethical aim of translating is by its very nature opposed to this injunction: The essence of translation is to
be an opening, a dialogue, a crossbreeding, a decentering. Translation is "a putting in touch with." or it is nothing.

The contradiction between the reductionist amm of culture and the ethical aim of translating can be found on all levelson the level
of
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theories and methods of translation (as, for example, in the perennial opposition between the champions of the "letter” and the
champions of the "spirit"), as well as on the level of the translating practice and the psychic being of the translator. At this point,
in order for translation to gain access to its own being, an ethics and an analvtic are required.

Ethics of Translation

On the theoretical level, the ethics of translation consists of bringing out, affirming, and defending the pure aim of translation
as such. It consists of defining what "fidelity” is. Translation cannot be defined solely in terms of communication, of the
transmission of messages, or of extended reword; ng. Nor is translation a purely literarv/esthetical activity, even when it is
intimately connected with the literary practice of a given cultural realm To be sure, translation is writing and transmitting. But
this writing and this transmission get their true sense only from the ethical aim by which they are governed. In this sense,
translation is closer to science than to artat least to those who maintain that art is ethically frresponsible.

Defining this ethical aim more precisely, and thereby liberating translation from its ideological ghetto, is one of the tasks of a
theory of translation.

But this positive ethics in turn supposes two things: first, a negative ethics, that is, a theory of those 1dec+1r:+g1|:al and literary
values that tend to turn translation away from its pure aim. The theory of nonethnocentric translation is also a theory of
ethnocentric translation, which is to say of bad transiation. A bad translation I call the translation which, generally under the
ouise of transmissibility, carries out a systematic negation of the strangeness of the foreign work.

Analvtic of Translation

Second, this negative ethics must be complemented by an analvtic of transiation and of transiating. Cultural resistance
produces a systematics of deformations that operates on the ]mgm&tu: and literary levels, and that conditions the translator,
whether he wants it or not, whether he knows it or not. The reversible dialectic of fidelity and treason is present in the
translator, even in his position as a writer: The pure translator is the one who needs to write starting from a foreign work, a
foreign language, and a foreign authora notable detour. On the psychic level, the translator is ambivalent, wanting to force two
things: to force his own language to adorn itself with strangeness_ and to force the other language to trans-port itself into his
mother tongue. 3 He presents
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himself as a writer, but is only a re-writer. He 1s an author, but never The Author. The translated work is a work, but it is not
The Work. This network of ambivalences tends to deform the pure aim of translation and to graft itself onto the ideological
deformation discussed above. And to strengthen it.

If the pure amm of translation is to be more than a pious wish or a categorical 'rr:uperat'we;z" an analytic of translation should be
added to the ethics of translation. The translator has to "subject himself to analysis." to localize the systems of deformation that
threaten his practice and operate unconsciously on the level of his linguistic and literary choicessystems that depend
simultaneously on the registers of language, of ideology. of literature. and of the translator's mental make- -up. One could almost
call this a psychoanalysis of translation, similar to Bachelard's psy chaamhsz: of the scientific spirit: it mvolves the same
ascetic, the same self-scrutinizing operation. This analvtic can be verified, carried out by global and restricted analvses. Dealing
with a novel, for instance, one might study the system of translation that has been used. In the case of an ethnocentric
translation, this system tends to destroy the system of the original. Every translator can observe within himself the redoubtable
reality of this unconscious system. By its nature, like every analvtic procedure, this analvtic should be phural. Thus one would
be on the way toward an open. no longer solitary. pran:tn:e of translation. And toward the establishment of a eriticism of
translation, parallel and complementary to the criticism of texts. Furthermore, a textual analysis, carried out against the
background of translation, should be added to this analvtic of the translating practice: Every text to be translated presents its
own systematicity, encountered, confronted, and revealed by the translation. In this sense, it was possible for Pound to say
that translation is a sui generis form of criticism in that it lays bare the hidden structures of a text. This system-of-the-work
presents the fiercest resistance to translation, while simultaneously making it possible and gning it meaning.

The Other Side of the Text

In this framework there will also be room to analyze the system of gains" and "losses" manifested in all translations, even
successful oneswhat is called the "approximating” character of translation. Affirming, at least implicithy, that the translation
"potentiates” the original, Novalis has contributed to our understanding that gains and losses are not situated on the same level.
That is to say, in a translation there is not only a certain percentage of gains and losses; alongside this
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undeniablelevel, there is another level where something of the original appears that does not appear in the source language.
The translation turns the original around, reveals another sidle of it. What is the other side” This is what needs to be discerned
more clearly. In that sense, the analvtic of translation should teach us something about the work, about its relation to its
language and to language in general. Something that neither a mere reading nor criticism can unveil By repmchln:mg the
system-of-the-work into its language, the translation tilts it. which is, unquestionably, again a "potentiation.” Goethe had the
same intuition when he talked about "regeneration.” The translated work is sometimes regenerated"; not only on the cultural or
social level, but in its own spealing. To this, in addition, corresponds an awakening in the target langnage of still latent
possibilities by the translation, which it alone, in a different way than literature, has the power to awaken. The poet Hélderlin
opens up the possibilities of the German language, homologous but not identical to those he opened up as a translator.

Metaphysical Aim and the Drive of Translating

Presently, I should like to examine briefly how the pure ethical aim of translation is articulated along with another aimthe
metaphysical aim of transiation and, correlatively, with what may be called the drive of translating. By the latter I mean
that desire for translating that constitutes the translator as translator, which can be designated by the Freudian term drive since
it has, as Valery Larbaud emphasized. something "sexual’ in the broad sense of the term.

‘What is the metaphysical aim of translation? In a text that has become almost canonical, Walter Benjamin speaks of the task
af the translator. This would consist of a search, beyond the buzz of empirical languages, for the "pure language" which each
language carries within itself as its messianic echo. Such an amm, which has nothing to do with the ethical aim, is rigorously
metaphysical in the sense that it platonically searches a "truth” bevond natural languages. The German Romantics, whom
Benjamin mentions in his essay, and most notably Nowvalis, have been the purest incarnation of this aim_ It is the translation
against Babel, agamnst the reign of differences, against the empirical. Curiously, this is also looked for, in its wild state as it
were, by the pure drive of translating such as it s manifested, for mstance, m A 'W_ Schlegel or Armand Robin. The desire to
translate everything. to be a poly- or omnitranslator. is an:n:arupamed in Schlegel and Robin by a problematic, even
antagonistic, relation to their mother tongue. For Su:hlegel (German is clumsy, stiff; capable, to be sure, of being put to "work."
but not

< previous page page 7 next page >

If vou like this book, buy it!



< previous page page 8 next page >

Page 8

to "play." For him, the aim of polytranslation is precisely to make the mother tongue” play. In one instance, this aim merges
with the ethical aim. as it is expressed by someone like Humboldt, for whom translation should "expand” the German language.
In reality, however, the translating drive leaves any humanist project far behind. Polytranslation becomes an end in itself, the
essence of which is to radically denaturalize the mother tongue. The translating drive always starts off with a refusal of what
Schleiermacher has called das heimische Wohlbefinden der Sprachethe indigenous well-being of language The translating
drive always posits an other language as ontologically superior to the translator's own language. Indeed. is it not among the
first experiences of any translator to find his language deprived, as it were, poor in the face of the inguistic wealth of the
foreign work? The difference among languagesother languages and one'.s own languageis fierarchized here. Thus, for
example, English or Spanish would be more "flexible.” more "concrete,” "richer” than French! This hierarchization has nothing
to do with an objective statement of fact: The translator takes off from it, hits upon it in his practice, reaffirms it mcessantly.
Armand Robin's case clearly proves this "hatred” of the mother tongue, which sets in motion the translating drive. Eobin had,
as it were, two native languages: Fissel, a Breton dialect, and French. His polytranslational activity obviously springs from the
hatred of his "second” mother tongue, which he considers to be severely deficient:

All the more I loved foreign languages. to me pure, at such a distance: in my French langnage (my second language)
there had been all forms of treason.

In it one could say ves to infamy!

It is obwvious that, in this case_ the metaphysical purpose of surpassing the finitude of empirical languages and of one's own
language i a messianic momentum towards pure speechin Robin's words, "to be the Word, not words"is linked to the pure
translational drive which seeks to transform the native language through a confrontation with non-native, and therefore
superior, languagesmore "flexible.”" more "playful," or more "pure "

One might say that the metaphysical purpose of translation is a bad sublimation of the translational drive, whereas the ethical
purpose is the surpassing of it. Indeed. the translational drive is the psychic foundation of the ethical aim; without it, the latter
would be nothing but an impotent imperative. The translational mimesis is necessanly of the nature of a drive. At the same time,
however, it surpasses the drive, precisely because it no longer seeks this secret destruction/transformation of the native
language which is wished for by the translational drive
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and the metaphysical aim. Through the surpassing represented by the metaphysical am. another desire is manifested: the desire
to establish a dialo gic relation between foreign language and native language.

History af Translation
Ethics of Translation
Analvtic of Transiation

These then, are the three axes along which we can define a modern reflection on translation and translating.

Translation and Transtextuality

A fourth axis should be added. dealing with the domain of literary theory and of transtextuality. A truly literary work is always
developed against the background of translation. Don Quixote is the most striking example of this. In his novel, Cervantes
explains that the manuscript containing his hero's adventures was allegedly written by a Moor, Cid Hamet Bengeli. This is not
all: several times Don Quixote and the priest engage in scholarly discussions concerning the translation, and most of the novels
that have upset the hero's spirit are also translations. There is a fabulous wony in the fact that the greatest Spanish novel should
have been presented by its author as a translation from the Arabic, which had been the dominant language in the Peninsula for
centuries. To be sure, this could teach us something about the Spanish cultural consciousness. But also about the connection
between literature and translation. This connection can be witnessed throughout the centuries: from the fifteenth- and sixteenth-
century poets throngh Holderlin, Nerval, Bandelaire, Mallarme, George, Rilke, Benjamin, Pound, Jovce, Beckett.

This is a fruitful field of research for the theory of translation, provided it goes bevond the narrow framework of transtextuality,
and is connected to research on languages and cultures in generala multi-disciplinary field within which translators could
collaborate frmtfully with writers, literary theorists, psychoanalysts. and inguists.

Paris, May 1981
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Introduction

The present essay is devoted to an examination of the theories of translation by the German Romanticsfrom Nowvalis, Friedrich
Schlegel, and A. W_ Schlegel to Schleiermacher. These theories will be compared briefly with the contemporary ones by
Herder. Goethe, Humboldt, and Hélderlin. It is well known that the German Romantics, at least those associated with the
journal Athendum, pmc’mn:ed a series of great translations which have turned out to be a durable asset to the German
patrimony: A. W. Schlegel (together with Ludwig Tieck) translated Shakespeare, Cervantes, Calderon, Petrarch, as well as
mumnerous other Spanish, [talian. and Portuguese works. Schleiermacher, for his part, translated Plato. This is an enterprise of
svstematic and highly selective translation. Translations by Goethe, Humboldt, and Hélderlin are also highly selective, but their
orientation is considerably different.

All these translations, carried out at the dawn of the nineteenth century, refer historically to an event that has been decisive for
German culture, language and identity: Luther's sixteenth-century translation of the Bible. In effect, this translation marked the
beginning of a tradition in which translation henceforth, and up to the present century. has been considered an integral part of

cultural existence and, furthermore, as a constitutive moment of Germanity (Dgurschhmr} This has not escaped the attention

of a plethora of great German thinkers, poets, and translators from the seventeenth to the twentieth centuries:

Leibniz:

[ cannot believe that it would be possible to translate the Holy Scriptures into other languages as gracefully as we
possess them in German. 1

Goethe:

Independently of our own production, we have already achieved a high degree of culture (Bildung) thanks to the full
appropriation of what is foreign to us. Soon other nations will learn German, becaunse they will realize that in this way
they can to a large extent save themselves the apprenticeship of almost all other languages. Indeed, from
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what languages do we not possess the best works in the most eminent translations?

For a long time now the Germans have contributed to a mutual mediation and recognition. He who understands
German finds himself on the market place where all nations present their merchandise.

The force of a language is not to reject the foreign, but to devour it 2
A W_ Schlegel:

Only a manifold I’EEE.'ptﬁr'lt‘-’ for a foreign national poetry, which, if possible, must ripen and grow into univer sality,
makes progress in the faithful reproduction of poems possible. 1 believe we are on the w ay to invent the true art of
poetic translation; this glory has been reserved for the Germans .3

Nowalis:

Apart from the Romans_ we are the onlv nation to have felt the impulse of translation so irresistibly, and to owe to it so
infinitely in culture (Bildung). . . . This impulse is an indication of the very elevated and original character of the
German people. Germanity is a cosmopolitanism mixed with the most vigorous indnidualism. Only for us have
translations become expansions. 4

Schleiermacher:

An internal necessity, in which a peculiar calling of our people is clearly expressed, has driven us to translating on a
grand scale_ 3

Humboldt:
Just as the understanding of a language increases, likewise the understanding of a nation widens 6

In Germany, as an activity that has generated an identity, translation from Luther until the present has been the object of a
reflection for which an equivalent could probably hardly be found. The translating practice here is accompanied by a reﬂectmn:
sometimes purely empirical or methodological. sometimes cultural and social, sometimes outright speculative, on the meaning
of the act of translation, on its inguistic, literary, metaphysical, religious, and historical implications, on the relation among
languages. between same and other, between what is one's own and what is foreign. In itself, Luther's Bible is the self-
affirmation of the German language against the Latin of "Rome." as Luther himself emphasized in his Letter on Transiation.
Nevertheless, in the eighteenth century, after the rich blossoming of baroque translations, and until Herder and Voss, the
influence of French classicism brought alnng a trend of purely formal translations conforming to good taste” as defined by the
Enlightenment. Such is Wieland's case,
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whose translations of Shakespeare, as Gundolf tells us, "start from the public" instead of "starting from the poet." 7 This
tendency, termed gallicizing by the contemporary Germans themsebves, is victoriously defeated by the penetration into
Gem:lam of English literature and the beginning of a return to the "sources” (folk poetry, medieval poetry, the philosophy of
Jakob Boehme, etc.). as well as by an increasingly "manifold" (A. W. Schlegel's term) opening onto different world literatures.
This is also the age, first with Lessing, then with Herder and Goethe, in which their own literature becomes an issue (not quite
national, even less nationalist, as with late Romanticism), a literature which could clearly define its relation with French
classicism, the Ency l:leEdlEtE the Spanish Golden Age. Italian renaissance poetry, Elizabethan drama. the eighteenth-century
English novel and, finally and essentially, Grasco-Roman Anthmtx in the framework of the old battle between Ancient and
Modern, revived by Winckelmann. In this respect, the issue is whether Greeks or Romans should be given prominencean issue
that was of the utmost importance to the Arhendum Romantics and which will retain its actuality through Nietzsche.

In this global self-definition_ this sifuation within the space of European literature, translation plays a decisive role, largely
because it is the fransmission of forms. The revival, from Herder to Grimm, of folk tales and folk poetry. of medieval songs
and epics, points in the same direction: It is an intratranslation of sorts, through which German literature acquires a vast
treasury of forms, even more than a repository of themes and contents. Philology, comparative grammar, textual criticism, and
hermeneutics, which are maugurated in Germany at the turn of the eighteenth century, have a functionally analogous role in this
enterpﬂﬂf—; A W. Schlegel is at the same time critic, translator, literary theorist, phjlnlnger and comparatist. Humboldt is at the
same time translator and theoretician of language. Schleiermacher is "hermeneuticist,” translator. and theologian. Hence the
close connection, the meaning of which will be seen later, between criticism, hEI'tElE;IlE;uUEE_ and translation.

Within this cultural field, which the Germans were beginning to call Bildung (culture and education), the enterprises of the
Romantics, Goethe, Humboldt and Hélderlin, will be developed. The translations of the Romantics, which take on the
conscious form of a program, simultaneously correspond to a concrete need of the age (to enrich the poetic and theatrical
forms). and of a vision peculiar to them, marked by the Idealism defined by Kant, Fn:hte and Schelling. Friedrich Schlegel,
Novalis, and Schleiermacher themselves take an active part in this speculative process. For Goethe, less of a theorist,
translation is integrated into the context of Weltliterarur (world literature), for which the purest
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medmum might well be the German language, as is suggested by the passages quoted above. Translation 1s one of the
instruments for the constitution of a universalitya view belonging to German classicism, of which he, with Schiller and
Humboldt, is the prime representative. For the Romantics of the .4rhendum, translation on a "grand" scale is an essential
moment, together with criticism, of the constitution of a "untversal progressive poetry'that is to say, of the affirmation of poetry
as absolute. As a pmgrammati: practice, it found its executors in A. W. Sl:hlegel L. Tieck, and its theorists in F. Schlegel and
Novalis. To be sure, in the latter two one does not find a systematic exposition of the theory of translation any more than a
systematic exposition of criticism,_ the fragment, literature, or art in general. Nevertheless, in the mass of romantic texts, there is
a reflection on translation, closely connected to the more fully developed reflections on literature and criticism. The issue for us,
then, is to reconstruct this reflection by situating it in the labyrinth o their theoriesa labyninth which, in its structure, will turn out
to be concerned with translation and translatability. When Novalis writes to A. W_ Schlegel. "In the final analysis, all poetry is
translation.” 8 he places the concept of Dichtung (supreme with him) and that of Uberserzung in an unfathomable essential
proximity. When F_ Schlegel writes to his brother, "The power to penetrate into the most intimate singularity of a great spirit,
for which vou have often ill-humoredly rebuked me, calling it 'the talent of the translator'."? he places criticism,

understanding, and translation within the same essential proximity, though in a pi}':hnlng:al way. One may be tempted to
hear in this an echo of Hamann's words in Esthetica in nuce:

speaking is translatingfrom an angelic language into a human language, that is to say, transposing thoughts into
wordsthings nto namesimages mto sighns.10

But it is obwvious that, in their reflection on the connection of translation and pneﬁv Novalis and F. Schlegel have something
more specific in mind than the affirmation that all thought and all discourse are "translations." While they do adhere to this
traditional point of view, they envisage a more essential connection between poetry and translation. We will have to show that,
for them, translation is a structural double of criticism (in the strict sense that this notion carries for the Arhendum), and that
translatability is the very means of realizing knowledge, of the Encyclopedia. In both cases translating is a "romanticizing”
operation, the essence of spiritual life which Novalis termed "mfinite versatility "11 In the framework of such apurely
speculativetheory, how does it stand with languages, with the concrete practice of translation? Some idea of what happens
when translation sets out to

< previous page page 14 next page >

If vou like this book, buy it!



< previous page page 15 next page >

Page 153

work on "the translatability of everything into everything” may be gathered from the following remark by Rudolf Pannwitz,
according to which A. W. Schlegel's translation would have "talianized" rather than "germanized" Shakespeare:

A W_ Schlegel's translation of Shakespeare has been overestimated. Schlegel was too soft and too much mmersed in

Fomance and Goethean verse to capture the majestic barbariousness of Shakespearean verse; his verses are more
[talian verses than English verses. 12

Pannwitz's obviously polemic contention refers in the first place to the historical fact that the Fomantics have "appropriated
Romance artistic forms to German literature "13 It can hardly be forgotten that Romanticism dertves from Romance, dealing
both with "Romance” and "novelistic” [romanesgue] forms. But also, and more profoundly. it refers to the "versatile" relation
the Foomantics held with languages in general. as if it were possible for them to inhabit them all. As Armel Guerne observed

quite poignantly, N ovalis has a curious relation to Latin and French (as well as to the expressions of Romance ongin existing in
German):

Nowvalis' language . . . is curiously gallicized or latinized even down to its vocabulary 14

It can be said that, to a certain extent. Romantic translation seeks to play with langnages and their literatures, to make them
"fall into" one another at all levels (especially the level of meter, which motivates Pannwitz's remark: sometimes in his translation
of Shakespeare. A W. Schlegel had recourse to "[talian rhyme"), just as the Encyvelopedia aimed at making the different

categories of the sciences fall into each other:
A science can only be truly represented by an other science 13

Encvclopedistic. There is a Doctrine of philosophical, critical, mathematical, poetical. chemical, historical, Sciernce 16

But to transport oneself arbitrarily now in this, now in that sphere, as if into another world, not merely with the
underﬂtandmg and the imagination, but with one's whole soul; to freely re]mqmih first one and then another part of
one's being and to confine oneself entirely to a third: to seek and find now in this, now in that individual the be all and
end-all of existence and intentionally forget evervone else: of this only a spirit is capable that contains within itself. in
some sense, a phorality of spirits and a whole system of persons.17

Encvclopedia and universal progressive poetry play the same game. And this game is not futile, it is not only the
psychological expression of
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a "translator talent": it is the reflection, or rather the symbol, of the game of Spirit with itself. For Nowvalis, language plays such a
game, as he states in his famous "Monologue™

One can't help but be astonished at the absurd, wholly erroneous assumption p&nple makethat their talk is about
thmgﬁ No one knows what is most distinctive about language , namely. that it is concerned solely with itself. This is
why it is such a marvelous and fertile mysterythat when someone Epeal-:ﬁ just in order to speak. precisely then does he
pronounce the most magnificent and original truths. . _ . If one could only make clear to them [people] that it is with
language as with mathematical formulasthey constitute a world by themselves, they play only among themselves .

and for that very reason they are so expressive and mirror the singular mtarplax of things. It is only through their
freedom that they are parts of nature. and only in their free movement does the world soul express itself and make
them into a delicate measure and outline of things. So it is too with language. 18

One can see clearly that the conquest of foreign meters, Nowvalis' gallicization of language, depends on a certain game with
language and with languages. But, in such a game, what of the unrranslarability, that is to say, of that which in the difference
of languages purports to be the rreducible, at a level which need not be that of inguistics, and which every translator
encounters as the very horizon of the "mpossibility” of his practic ean smpossibility which he, nevertheless, has to confront and
Irve with? We will have to mquire into the status (or non-status) accorded to it by the Romanticsa status closely connected to
the notions of criticability and uncriticability. We will see that translatability and untranslatability are, as it were, determined a
priori by the very nature of the worksa paradox which we may formulate as follows: that which has not already translated
itself, is not translatable, nor is it worth being translated.

It is striking to notice that the speculative theory of translation nowhere really encounters the problem of language and
languages as Goethe, Humboldt, and Halderlin did. Being integrated into the theory of literature and of the work as medimm
for the poetic absolite, translation loses its cultural and concrete linguistic dimension, except with A. W_ Schlegel. where the
almost technical reflections on the introduction of metrics into German are concerned. Even so, language, in this context, does
not appear as a dimension, but as the docile or stubborn instrument of a certain poetic play. A. W_. Schlegel writes:

[ am convinced that language is not capable of anything without the will, the zeal, and the sensibility (571} of those
who use it. . . . Our language is stubborn; we are all the more pliant; our language is harsh and mude; we do evervthing

to select soft and pleasant sounds; if
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necessary, we are even skilled in playing on words, something for which the German langnage is extremely ill-suited
because it always wants to work, never play. Where, then, are those highly celebrated qualities which would make our
language in itself the onlv one to be called upon to translate all others? A certain wealth of vocabulary, which is not
such as to not make its poverty felt often in translation; its capacity to compound, and occasionally to derive: a shightly
more free word order than some other modern languages; and. finally, a certain metrical flexibility. As far as the latter
is concerned. it is entirely natural, becaunse since the Provencal age our poetry has generally followed foreign models. I
have shown elsewhere that the success of the introduction of ancient metrics . . . must be attributed rather to the zeal
and the sensibility of certain poets than to the structure of the language itself. 12

It seems that the whole pomt would be to make the language play at a gamethe game of flexibilitvfor which it is never naturally
prepared. In the same text, A. W. Schlegel compares this operation to those of the Romans, who also "civilized" their language
by an tmmense effort of translation

With respect to the practical and theoretical attempts of the 4rhendgum, the reflections by Schleiermacher and Humboldt
represent the moment when translation enters into the horizon of hermeneutics and the science of language. It is characteristic
to note that both thinkers are confronted immediately with the problem of language and the problem of the relation between
man and languageas that which man can never dominate from the position of an absolute subject. Nowvalis, most often. had
thought language as the mstrument of a thinking subject:

Language also is a product of the impulse towards formation (Bildungstrieb). Just as the latter always forms the same
things in the most dverse circumstances, so does language, through culture and through an increasing development and
enlivening, become the profound expression of the idea of organisation, of the system of philosophy. The whole of
language is a postulate. It is of a positive, free origin 20

Postulate and positive refer here to the fact that language is posited. instituted by spirit as its mode of expression. In such a
conception, language can never be thought as the unmasterable dimension of human being, which confronts it with the
multiplicity, smmultanecusly empirical and "transcendental,” of languages: the opaque bemng-Babel of natural language. Humboldt
and Schleiermacher, for their part, approach this reality of language, though without recognizing it as such. But their
undertaking_ above all, is no longer speculative, as was that of the Arthendum. It inaugurates, starting with Weimar classicism
for Humboldt, with Jena Romanticism for Schleiermacher, a new phase in the
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reflection on translation, which will be taken up again in Germany by such minds as Rosenzweig and Schadewaldt, when the
time has comeafter a whole period of re-translations of great iterary and religious texts of the past. Rudolf Pannwitz takes

complete stock of this turning of the time when he declares:

Our versions, even the best ones, start out from a false principlethey want to germanize Sanskrit, Greek, English,
instead of Eanikﬂhﬂﬂg_ hE;]lF‘T‘HTITlg_ anglicizing German. . . . The fundamental error of the translator is to preserve the
contingent state of his own language rather than submit it to the violent motion of the foreign language. . . . One does
not imagine to what extent the thing is possible, to what degree a language may transform itself. from language to
language there is hardly a greater distance than from dialect to dialect, though certainly not when they are taken too
lightly, much rather when they are taken seriously enough. 21

It is at this pomt that Holderlin's translations, precisely becanse they do submit themsebves to the "violent motion of the foreign
language.” move to center stage, and with them the relation of languages, relations of coupling and differentiation. of
confrontation and hybridizationto be more precise: The relation of the mother tongue to other languages as it is enacted in
translation, and as if determines the relation of the mother tongue to itself. This development belongs to us, or should be
ours, and gradually establishes itself along with that which linguistics, modern criticism, and psychoanalysis. among others,
teach us about language and languages in general.

The Romantic theory of translation, poetical and ipe:ulat'm—; constitutes the basis of a certain modern consciousness of
literature and translation in quite a few respects. Here, the aim of our study is double: on the one hand to reveal the still
underestimated role of this theory in the economy of Romantic thrzrught but. also, on the other hand. to que:fmrz the postulates,
and thus to contribute to a critique of our modernity. The "speculative” theory of translation and the "intransitive” or
"monologic” theory of literature are related 22 Striking twentieth-century examples may be found in Blanchot, Stemner, or
Serres. This evolution, begun by the Athendiom, 1s now m its repetitive and epigonal phase: What is at stake today is a
liberation from it so as to prepare a new domain of literature, criticism, and translation.

The "speculative” theory of translation and the "intransitive” theorv of poetry are, in a profound sense, "things of the past.”

whatever may be the "modern” finery with which they adorn themselves. They block the way of the historical, cultural, and
linguistic dimension of translation and poetry. And it is this dimension which is beginning to reveal itself at the present day.
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As for us, our critical work on the theories of translation from the classical and romantic age i Germany has originated from a
twofold experience.

In the first place. it originates from a long and almost symbiotic familiarity with German Romanticism. 23 As many others,
among them Breton, Eegum Benjamin, Blanchot, Guerne, Jacottet. we have mught in it the fascinating origin of our literary
consciousness. What is more fascinating, that is to say, more v ested by the mmagination, than German Fomanticism? It is even
more fascinating because it is adorned by the double prestige of the theoretical and the fantastic, and becanse we believe to
find in it the union (itself imaginary) of the poetic and the philosophical. F.omanticism is one of our myths.

A literary and intellectual trajectory. all the more starved for self- affirmation and absoluteness in proportion as it progressive
cut itself off from any historical and linguistic ground. thnught it had found in it its own imagemore and more bloodless and
deprived of life. Not all is munnlngu& and self-reflection in modern poetry and literature 24 But it certainly constitutes a
dominant tendency. One may recognize oneself perfectly in it. It is also pniﬁible and this is our position, to refuse it in the
name of the expenenn:e of another literary dimensionthe one which we find in European poetry and theater prior to the
seventeenth century. in the novelistic tradition, and which has evidently never disappeared. German Romanticism has certainly
known this dimension, since it made it the privileged field of its translations and of its literary criticism. But it simultaneously
remained separate from it by an unbridgeable abyss (as will be seen with A. W_ Schlegel).

And it is this dimension which has opened itself to us when, having translated some German Fomantics, we have been led to
translate some modern Latin-American novels. Like the authors of sixteenth-century Europe, Roa Bastos, Guimaraes Rosa,
J.-M. Arguedasto name only the greatestwrite from an oral and popular tradition 25 Hence the problem they pose for
translation: how to render texts rooted in an oral culture into a language like our own, which has followed the reverse historical,
cultural, and literary trajectory? One may look at this as a purely technical. sectorial problem, and leave it at that. But in fact it
constitutes a challenge that puts the meaning and the power of translation at stake. The work to be done on modern French, in
order to make it capable of WE:ll:Gﬂ:Uﬂg that literary domain authenticallythat is to say, without ethnocentrismshows quite clearly
that we are concerned here, in and through translation, with a participation in this movement of decentering and change that
our literature (our culture) needs if it wants to find again an image and an experience of itself which it has partly (though,
certainly, not completely!) lost since classicismeven
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though French Romanticism had the ambition of finding them again. Translation, if it wants to be capable of participating in
such a movement, must reflect on itself and on its powers. Inevitably, such a reflecton is a self-affirmation. And this, we
must repeat, is historically and culturally located: It is at the service of a certain 17 in literature. The problems posed by
Latin-American translations are by no means sectorial; they may easily be found in other domains of translation. No "theory" of
translation should be necessary if there were not something to be :hanged in the practice of translation. The Germany of the
Romanticsof Goethe, Humboldt, Héderlin, and Schleiermacherhas, in its way, known an analogous problematic. That is the
reason why we have been led to attempt to writeeven if paﬂ:la]h a u:hapter in the history of European translation and a chapter
in German cultural historya chapter particularly heavy in meaning, since we recognize in it choices that have been our own,
even though our cultural field has changed. 26 This "historical” work itself serves a certain culfural battle in which the
spectficity of translation as well as the refusal of a certain modern literary tradition have to be affrmed. Translation would
deserve its secular ancillary status if eventually it did not itself become an act of creative decentering conscious of itself.

All that remains is to indicate those studies to which the present essay is most indebted. To our knowledge there is no study on
the translations and the theory of translation of the Romantics. At best one finds some monographs devoted to the translations
by L. Tieck and A. W. Schlegel. Some German doctoral dissertations study the relation between one Romantic and a foreign
literature, though they never directly tackle the question of the nature, the purpose, and the meaning of the translations this
Fomantic was able to make from that foreign language.27 The scant publications in Germany devoted to the Romantic theory
of language note its importance for translation but do not offer an analysis of it beyond the level of paraphrase. The same is

true for Goethe. Holderlin's translations, on the other hand, have been carefully studied (at least those from the Greek) by F
Beissner and W. Schadewaldt.

Walter Benjamin, in The Concept af Art Criticism in German Romanticismperhaps the most perspicacious work on the
Athendum ever writtenremains the only author who has fully measured the mnportance of the subject and who has situated it in
the larger context of a reflection on Romanticism:

Apart from the translation of Shakespeare, the durable poetic work of the FRomantics is the annexation of R omance

artistic forms for German literature. Thewr efforts were consciously directed to the appropriation, development, and
purification of these forms. But thewr relation to them was entirely different from that of the preceding generations.
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Unlike the Aufldrung, the Romantics did not concerve of form as an aesthetic rule for art, the following of which was
a necessary precondition for the pleasurable or edifyving effect of the work. For them, form was neither a rule, nor did
it depend on mules. This conception, without which A. W_ Schlegel's truly significant translations from the Italian, the
Spanish, and the Portuguese would be unthinkable, was developed philosophically by his brother. 28

Elsewhere, in "The Task of the Translator," Benjamin also mentions the Romantics:

They, more than any others, were gifted with an insight into the life of literary works which has its highest testimony in
translation. To be sure, they hardly recognized translation in this sense_ but devoted their attention to criticism, another,
if a lesser, factor in the continued life of kiterary works. But even though the Romantics virtually ignored translation in
their theoretical writing, their own great translations testify to their sense of the essential nature and the dignity of this
literary mode 29

Even if Benjamin underestimates the value of those rare texts which the Romantics devoted to translation, it still remains that he
has circumscribed exactly the space it occupies with them. Furthermore, his own view of translation may be considered as a
radicalization of WNowvalis's and F. Schlegel's intuitions.

We have also used the works on Romantic thought by P. Szondi, B. Allemann, M. Thalmann, and P. Lacoue-Labarthe and
J.-L. Nancy. As far as Novalis and F. Schlegel are concerned, we have relied in part on reflections from our previous study,
"Letires a Fouad El-Etr sur le Romantisme allemand "

Among the works devoted to the problematic of translation, we recognize a paﬂ:u:ular affinity with those by Mikhail Balkhtin.
George Stemer's A frer Babel, by its magnitude and the abundance of its information, is a findamental basic work, even if one
does not share his theoretical conclusions. Finally, the collection published by H. J. Stérig. Das Problem des Ubersetzens,
offers an excellent overall view of the theories of translation in Germany since Luther 30

Within the primarily theoretical framework of our study, we have had to renounce, a few exceptions notwithstanding. a

concrete analysis of translations by the Romantics and therr contemporaries. In order to be pertinent, such an analysis would
have required more space than we have available here.
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1
Luther: Translation as Foundation

The masterpiece of German prose is therefore, fairly enough, the masterpiece aof its greatest preacher: the Bible
has so far been the best German bool.

F. Nietzsche, Bevond Good and Evil
In his "Wotes and Essays for a Better Understanding of the West-Eastern Divan", Goethe writes:

Since the German continually moves ahead of the East by way of translations of all kinds. we find occasion to put
forward here some remarks that are well known, but that cannot be repeated too often.

There are three kinds of translation. The first acquaints us with the foreign on our own terms; a simple prosaic
translation is best in this respect. For since prose totally cancels all peculiarities of any kind of poetic art and since
prose itself pulls poetic enthusiasm down to a common water -level, it does the greatest service in the beginning. by
surprising us with foreign excellence in the midst of our own national homeliness, our everyday existence; it offers us a
higher mood and real edification while we do not realize what is happening to us. Luther's Bible translation will

produce this kind of effect at any time_ 1
This observation is echoed accurately by a passage from Dichtung und Wahrheir:
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For the circumstance that this excellent man [Luther] handed down a work, composed in the most different stvles, and
gave us its poetical, historical, commanding, didactic tone in our mother-tongue, as iff all were cast in one mould, has
done more to advance religion than if he had attempted to imitate, in detail. the peculiarities of the original In vain has
been the subse quent endeavour to make Job, the Psalms_ and other lyrical books, capable of affording enjoyment in
their poetical form. For the multitude, upon whom the effect is to be produced, a plain translation always remains the
best. Those critical translations, which vie with the original, really only seem to amuse the learned among themselves. 2

Goethe's judgment, largely shared by the entire German tradition. concerns first and foremost the historical significance of the
Lutheran translation. Renouncing the production of a "critical translation” closely tied to the "particularities of the original "
Luther managed to create a work accessible to the German people, capable of providing a solid base for the new religious
sensibility of the Reformation. This was obwviously the issue in the case of the Bible. To what extent does this evaluation

correspond to the reality of Luther's work?

From 1521 to 1534, Luther and a team of scholars work on the translation, having recourse simultaneously to the Latin and
Greek versions, as well as occasionally to the Hebrew original. There were at the time other German translations of the
Biblethe first one published in 1473, but they were swarming with Latinisms. Luther, for his part. aims at the Germanization,
Ferdeutschung, of the sacred texts from the outset. This aim is explicitly pronounced in a polemical text, "On Translating: An
Open Letter." in which he defends his translations and his principles against those who alleged that

in many places the text [of the Bible] has been modified or even falsified, whereby many simple Christians, even
among the learned who do not know the Greek and Hebrew languages, have been startled and shocked 3

Concerning a detailthe addition of an only in a text by St. Paul, which is found in neither the Latin version nor the Greek
textLuther states:

[ wanted to speak German. not Latin or Greek, since it was German [ had undertaken to speak in the translation. But
it 15 the nature of our German language that in speaking of two things, one of which is affirmed and the other denied.
we use the word solum (allein) [alone or only] along with the word wnichr [not] or kein [no]. . . . There are
inmumerable cases of this kind i daily nse 4

This discussion refers to a more general purpose: to offer the community of believers a text in good German. But what is, in

Luther's
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age, good German? Certamnly not a German that would obey rules and predetermined canons. It can only be the German of
the dialects, the Mundarten. Further on in the same text, Luther is very clear on this subject:

We do not have to inquire of the literal Latin, how we are to speak German, as these asses do. Rather we must inquire
about this of the mother in the home, the children on the street, the common man in the marketplace. We must be
ouided by thewr language, and do our translating accordingly. That way they will understand it and recognize that we
are speaking German with them_ 5

To translate, then, with an ear for popular, everyvday speech, so that the Bible may be heard and understood. Good German is
that of the per:rple But the people speak an infinity of Germans. What is at stake, then. is to translate into a German that in a
certain way rises above the multiplicity of Mundarten [dlEIlEl:tE] without denving or crushing them in the process. Hence
Luther's twofold attempt: to translate mto a German that @ priori can only be localhis GermanHochdeutsch, but to raise this
local German in the very process of translation to the level of a common German, a lingua franca. In order not to become in
turn a language cut off from the people, this German must conserve within it something of the Mundarten and the general
modes of E;}LprESlDﬂ of popular speech. One would have, then, the constant and deliberate use of a very oral language,
charged with mmages, locutions, phrases, tngether with a work of purification, of dedialectization of this language. Thus, for
instance, Luther translates Christ's words "ex abundantia cordis os loguitur” (Matth. 12:34) not as "out of the abundance of
the heart the mouth speaks.” because "no German could say that." but as "what fills the heart overflows the mouth." "The
mother in the home and the common man say this." Not Latin_ nor a pure dialect, but a generalized popular speech. A difficult
operation, as Luther admits:

For the literal L atin is a great hindrance to speaking good German.é

Difficult, but apparently successful: as soon as it appeared, the Lutheran Bible was a sensation, despite all the crticism. One
re-edition follows another. Very soon the people to whom it was destined learn passages from it by heart and ntegrate it into
their patrimony. From the start. it becomes the cornerstone of the Reformation in Germany. as Goethe very well observed. But
it is even more than that- By transforming the Hochdeutsch into a lingua franca, it makes it into the medium of written
German for centuries. In the Lutheran translation, a first and decisive self-affirmation of lizerary German is played out. A great
"reformer." Luther is henceforth considered a great writer, a creator of
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language, and it is in this capacity that he is celebrated by Herder and Klopstock.

Let us have a closer look at what is at stake in the Ferdeutsching, since this may shed some light on the problematics of
translation that will culminate at the end of the eighteenth century in the theonies of Goethe, the Romantics, and abowve all with
Hélderlin's translations from the Greek. What Luther violently pushes aside is Latin as the official medimm of the Eoman
Church and, more generally, of writing. We are presented here with a phenomenon peculiar to the sixteenth century (to the
Reformation and the Renaissance), which Bakhtin has excellently described in his work on Rabelais:

An intense interorientation, interaction, and mutual clartfication of languages took place dunng that period. The two
languages frankly and intensely peered into each other's faces, and each became more aware of itself, its potentialities
and limitations, in the light of the other. This line drawn between the languages was seen in relation to each object,
each concept, and each point of view. 7

In the present case, the delimitation Balkhtin mentions is, of course, concerned with the confrontation of German and Latin. But
at the same tme 1t 15 concerned with

the sphere of national folk idioms. A single national language did not exist as vet, it was slowly formed. The process of
transforming the whole of philosophy to the vernacular and of creating a new system of literary media led to an intense
interorientation of dialects within this vernacular. . . . However, the process was not limited to the interorientation of
dialects. The national language, having become the medmum of ideology and literature_ inevitably entered into contact
with other national langnages. 8

Here, quite logically . Bakhtin emphasizes

the immmense importance of translations in the above mutual clarification of languages. We know that translation plaved

a considerable role in the lingmstic and literary life of the smteenth century. . . . These works had to be translated into a

language that had not been finally developed and formed. Indeed it had to be shaped in the very process of translation.
.0

Which is precisely what happens with Luther's Bible. As a matter of fact, the space Bakhtin describes is European, even
though his book deals with French literature. But no French translation of that periodas the relattvely secondary role assigned
to translation in Du Bellay's Défense et illustration de la langue francaise clearly showscould assume the foundational role
of the Lutheran Bible, because there does not exist in France a work that could. by itself, play the role of a
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foundation of national and literary French. We do not have a Divine Comedy. If Luther's Bible plays this role, it is because i
claims to be a Ferdeutschung of the Scriptures, connected historically to a vast movement of reformulation of the faith, of a
renovation of the relation to sacred texts, of a radical reinterpretation of the Testaments_ as well as to a national religious
affirmation against the "mperialism" of REome. Conversely, this movement only acquires its strength from the actual existence of
a "germanized” Bible accessible to all. We have here a decisive historical and cultural conjunction that establishes a real rupture
in Germany: Henceforth, there is a before and an after Luther, not only religiously and politically, but lirerarily. 10 The
rediscovery of a pre-Lutheran literary past by Herder and the Romantics will not question this rupture, and Goethe is perfectly
well aware of it in the text cited above: In order to read the Nibelungen or Meister Eckhart, the Germans have to resort to
intratranslations, not needed by the Italians to read Dante, who is nevertheless a contemporary of Meister Eckhart.

The fact that the foundation and the formation of commeon literary German should have happened by means of a translation is
what allows us to understand why there will exist in Germany a fradition of translation that regards translation as the
creation, transmission, and expansion of the language, the foundation of a Sprachrawm, of a ingmistic space of its own. And it
is by no means a coincidence that the Romantics will link thewr the ories of literature, criticism_ and translation to a theory of the
Bible, to a "universal method of biblification."11

Franz Rosenzweig, who collaborated with Martin Buber on a new Ferdeutschung of the Bible, conforming to the needs of
the faith in the twentieth century, has brought out the meaning of Luther's translation for German culture, language. and
literature i a remarkable way. We quote at length from his essay "Die Schrift und Luther™

Languages may be accompanied by writing for centuries without the emergence of what is designated with the peculiar
expression of "written language.” . . . At one time in the life of a people the moment comes when writing, once its
servant, becomes the master of language. This moment arrives when a content embracing the entire life of the people is
poured into writing; that i1s, when for the first time there 1s a book "that evervone must have read." From this moment
on, language can no longer proceed unaffected. . . . And truly, from then on the tempo of the development of the
language is heavier than before. Today, we still largelv understand Luther's German if we modernize the spelling. .

On the other hand, it would be very difficult for us to read the literature contemporaneous with Luther to the extent
that it has not already been influenced by him. .

To be sure_ the domination of a book over a language does not
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mean that the latter's development has ended. WNevertheless, it is tremendously slowed down. . ..

The problematic of the classic, foundational book is intensified by the fact that it is a translation. Because for
translations there holds a law of unicity, connected here with that unicity of the classic moment of the history of the
language. The history of translation has a v ery typical course. In the beginning, unassuming interlinear translations.
which want to be no more than aides for readmg the original, coexist with free adaptahnn&rﬂfurmulannna wanting to
comvey in some way to the reader the meaning of the original or what they consider to be its meaning. . . . Then, one
day the miracle of the marriage of the two spirits of language happens. This does not happen without preparatinﬂ_ Only
when the receiving people, out of their own longing and by their own expression, go out to encounter . . . the foreign
work, that is when its reception no longer follows from curiosity, interest, cultural mpulse [Bildungsdrang]. or even
aesthetic pleasure, but in the broadness of a historical movement, only then has the time for such a hieros gamos. such
a sacred wedding, arrived. Thus for Schlegel's Shakespeare only at the time when Schiller creates for the Germans a
theater of thetr own; thus for Voss' Homer only when Goethe approaches the antique form. . . . Then the foreign book
becomes one's own. . . . This tremendous step in the unification of the Babel of the peoples does not owe its existence
to a single translator; it is a fruit nipened by the life of the people under the constellation of an entirely unique historical
moment. A moment that cannot be repeated. The moment of the history of the people does not return because it has
no need to return; within the limits which alone enter into consideration herethe limits of the horizon of a momentaneous
national presenceit is immortal As long as the connection of this present with the past is not catastrophically broken . .
. that which Voss made of Homer remains Homeric for the German people, and that which Luther made of the Bible
remains biblical. No new attempt at translation can attain this national signfficance. . . . To be sure, the new translation
of Homer may be much better than voss' translations, but it cannot constitute a world historic event; it can only seek to
obtain the laurels bestowed upon it by the spirit of its own people, not those bestowed by the world spirit. which can
be bestowed only once because the world tournament can be played only once, unlike the training games of peoples
and people which are played every vear and every day. 12

This important text raises many questions. Rosenzweig links the historical unicity of a translationin this case Luther'sto the
vaguely Hegelian notion of world spirir. in Luther's case, undoubtedly there is no need to resort to this speculative notion: The
historicity of his translation is obviously linked to precise religious, national, and linguistic factors. But Rosenzweig's text has the
merit of raising the problem of the
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historicity of translation in general. Indeed. if not evident, the historicity of a work 1s at least undisputed. Homer's work is
historic in the sense that Greek history (not only Greek literary history) is unthinkable without it. The same goes for a Dante.
Still, at stake here is the historicity of a certain national ]mgm&tu: or cultural space. But these works are equally historic at the
level of the Western space as a whole, and beyond: They constitute what is called "universal literature"which they certainly
could not have been without the mediation of translation. But two points have to be made here. First, it is because they were
already porentially universal that they have been universally translated Which is to say that they already carried within
themselves, at the level of thewr form and their content, thewr own translatability. The work of someone like Kafka, in the
twentieth century, has a universal value, and it has been translated almost everywhere. Butand this is the second pointthis does
not mean that all the translations of those works have an historic value. For instance, Kafka's influence in France did not
depend on a translation that drew attention in and of itself, that is_ as a work pmperlﬁ. speaking. The same may be said of the
translation of a Joyce or a Dostoevsky. In these circumstances, a translation should be called historic ff it has been epach
making as a translation, a translation which appears as such, and in that way, strangely, attains the rank of a work and is no
longer confined to be a humble mediation of an historic text. In other words: The translation of an essential text. a text heavy
with history, is not itself necessarily historic. Thus, it is necessary to distinguish the general historicity of translation, its role of
unassuming mediation which obviously contributes to the movement of history, from those relatively rare translations which, by
their own effect, turn out to be heavy with history Indeed, as Rosenzweig says, these are the unique translationswhich do not
prevent the existence of other translations (unique or not) of the same originals. In Germany, Luther's Bible, Voss' Homer,
Hélderlin's Sophocles and Pindar, A. W. Schlegel's Shakespeare, and Tieck's Don Quixote, clearly belong to this type of
translation. But one cannot simply state that these translations "came at their time" (it was not the case for Hélderlin), because
the translations that only mediate can also only "come at their time"by virtue of that selectivity belonging to cultures which
makes possible all omnitranslation. Moreover, in the case of the German translations we mentioned. it is interesting to note that
they are all re-translations: there were already numerous translations of these works, often of an excellent quality. To be sure,
the new translations emerge from an historically precise soil: The reformulation of the relation to the Bible and revealed faith
(Luther), the deepening of the relation to the Greeks (Voss, Holderlin), an opening to English and Iberian literatures (A. W.
Schlegel and Tieck). They could
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only exist on such a soil. The deepening of the already existing relation to foreign works demanded new translations. But this is
a somewhat determinist view, because we can also consider these translations as that wnforeseeable and incalculable
novelty which is the essence of a truly historic event. It seems that these translations could only emerge as retranslations: going
bey ond the framework of simple intercultural commumication carried out by mediating translations, they manifest the pure
historic power of translation as such, which is not to be confounded with the historical power of translation in general. At a
given moment, it is as if the historical relation with another culture or another work could only be established abruptly by
means of translation. It does not necessarily happen like this; for instance (and we shall come back to this), the profound
relation to Aﬂﬁqlﬁh' maintained by classicist France does presuppose a great many translationsthose made in the sixteenth and
seventeenth centuriesbut by no means one translation in particular; not even Amyot's Plutarch. The peculiarity of German
culture is perhaps to have experienced this unique power of translation several times. And it emerged for the first time with
Luther.

In this respect, an examination of the hmits of Luther's Ferdeutsc hung, SI}E;E,i:ElC.ﬂH‘- with regard to the Hebrew text, may have
seemed of secondary importance. Besides, these limits have only become evident in the twentieth century, together with the
reinterpretations. rereadings. and retranslations of the Gospels and the Old Testament. As Rosenzweig Etttphﬂﬁlzﬂﬁbut this is
already mndicated by the example of Luther's translation quoted aboveLuther, even though he certainly referred back to the
Hebrew text, in the final analysis worked from the Latin version:

Even as he studied the Hebrew text. he did not think m Hebrew_ but in Latin. 13

Which was inevitable, since it was Latin and not Hebrew that constituted the hnguistic, religious, and cultural background of
Luther's thought. N evertheless, by bringing about the delimitation of German and Latin, the Ferdeutschung did not proceed to
a simple germanization in the sense in which we would speak depreciatingly of the "gallicization" of a foreign text today. This is
all the more impossible inasmuch as,_ in the case of a religious translation like that of the Bible and of a return to the "sources”
like Protestantism, the Hebrew original could not be simply left aside. Here, the appeal to Hebrew functioned rather to
reinforce the efficiency of the "Reform” movement. Even though it was by no means the determining factor in the entire
Lutheran undertaking, Hebrew mnflected the Ferdeutschung and lent it a supplementary oniginality. Luther knew very well that
opening the Biblical word to the
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community of believers was at the same time grving them this word in the language of the "woman in the home." of the "children
in the street." and of the "common man in the market place." and fransmitting to them the Bible's own speaking, that is to
say, the Hebrew speech, which requires that the framework of the German be sometimes pushed aside:

On the other hand [ have not just . . . disregarded altogether the exact wording of the original. Eather with my helpers
[ have been very careful to see that where everything turns on a single passage, [ have kept to the original quite
literally, and have not hightly departed from it. For example. in John 6 [:27] Christ says, "Him has God the F ather
scaled [versiegelr]." It would have been better German to say, "Him has God the Father signified [gezeichent]." or.
"He it is whom God the Father means [meiner]." But [ preferred to do violence to the German language rather, than to
depart from the word. Ah, translating is not evervman's skill as the mad saints imagine. It requires a right, devout,
honest, sincere, God-fearing, Christian, trained, informed. and experienced heart. Therefore [ hold that no false
Christian or factitious spirit can be a decent translators. 14

Elsewhere, Luther writes of his translation of the Psalms:

On the other hand we have at times also translated quite literally even though we could have rendered the meaning
more clearly another way. . . . Therefore . . . we should keep such words, accustom ourselves to them, and so give
place to the Hebrew language where it does a better job than our German 15

In the same text, he broaches the problem of the "meaning” and of the "letter” in a more general way, stating he has translated
at times retaining the words quite literally_ at times rendering only the meaning 16
This is a direct allusion to Saint Jerome, translator of the Fulgate, for whom the translation of the Scriptures was only a

rendering of meaning. As he says in his "Letter to Pammachms," this is a rule already well-instituted by Cicero and the Latin
poets:

[ do not only admit but recognize clearly that in translating the Holy Scriptures from the Greek . . . [ have not
translated word for word. but meaning for meaning 17

St. Jerome and his translation remain the background for the Lutheran Bible, but the latter nevertheless intends to leave "some

room” to the Hebrew language. Thus, the Ferdeurschung seems to oscillate between several modes of translation. And we
must use the term mode here, becanse in Luther there is no concern with a set of empirical
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rulesas is the case in Estienne Dolet's La maniere de bien traduire d'une langue en aultrenor of a method in the sense of a
systematic definition of types of translation, as in Schleiermacher's "On the Different Methods of Translating " 18 WNot to choose
between literalness and freedom, between the " meaning’ and the "letter.”" between Latin and Hebrew, does not signify a
meﬂ:mdulnglcal wavering but a perception of the fundamental aponas of translation and an intuition of what can and must be
done at a given historical moment.

As such, Luther's translation opens a double horizon: an historical-cultural one, which we have mentioned above, and the more
limited one of future German translations and their meaning. Since Luther, no translation from a foreign work and a foreign
language can be made without some reference to his translation of the Bible. even if it is only to put his principles aside and to
attempt to go bevond them Voss, Goethe, and Hélderlin will take precise stock of this. If the Lutheran Bible establishes a
rupture in the history of the German language. culture, and literature. it also establishes one in the domain of translations.
Moreover, it suggests that the formulation and the development of a national culture of its own can and must proceed
bv way aof translation, that is, by an intensive and deliberate relation to the foreign 19

This affrmation mav appear, and in part is, of the utmost triviality . At least it is our custom to consider it such. But it is one
thing to think that, for one's own development of whatever order, it is gnnd "to rub one's brains with another” (Montaigne); it is
another to think that any relation to oneself and to what is one's "own" passes radically through this relation to the other and to
the foreign, so much so that it is by such an alienation. in the strictest sense of the word. that a relation to oneself is pDESﬂI}lE;
There lies, on the psychological level. the mental operation of many translators, an operation André Gide once formulated in a
conversation with W alter Benjamin:

It is precisely the fact that [ removed myself from my mother tongue that pmnded me with the necessary momentum
to master a fnre1gn language. What matters most for the learning of languagﬁ is not to learn, but to abandon one's own
language. Only in that way does one eventually fully understand it. . _ _ It is only in leaving a thmg that we name it.20

But things become more complicated when this law leaves the psvchological sphere and is applied on the historical-cultural
level. In addition, the disproportion of the passage through the foreign makes the threat of the loss of one's own identity hover
perpetually over the level of the indrvidual as well as that of a people and a history. What is at stake here is not so mmuch this
law as it is the point where it crosses its
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own limits without, for all that, transforming itself into a gemmne relation to the Other. And this is what sometimes seems to
happen in German culture: When the "flexibility." so highly praiied by Goethe and A W Schlegel (by the former for the
German language, by the latter for the German character), is transformed into the unified and protean power to fall into
alterity. At the outset of the nineteenth century, this power is attested to by the prodigions development of philology, literary
criticism, comparative studies, hermeneutics, and. of course, translation. In the literary sense, authors like Tieck, Jean Paul,

and Goethe show the same dangerous "flexibility" (in the vocabulary of the time versatility is readily used to demgnate this
mental and cultural agility, without a pejorative meaning). This movement, very pmc’mn:me culturally. starts from the paradox,
apparent or not, that a community has better access to itself in pr Gpﬂi‘tlf_'lﬂ as it opens itself to what it is not. In his Untimely
Meditations. Nietzsche will regard what he summarizes by the expression historical sense as a genuine disasterthe disaster of
the Eumpean nineteenth century. 21

Obviously, a spirit as "versatile” as F. Schlegel's was perfectly well aware of the nature of this relation. In his fragments, he
mentions two nations of translatorsthe Romans and the Arabsand what sets them apart in this respect. The REomans made a
language and a literature for themselves on the basis of a tremendous work of translation from the Greek, a work of symbiosis
and annexationthink of an author like Plautus. According to Schlegel, the Arabs proceeded in a different manner:

Their fondness for destroving or throwing away the originals when the translations are finished characterizes the spirit
of thewr philosophy. Precisely for that reason it may be that they were ultimately more cultivated but, with all thewr
culture, more purely barbaric than the Europeans of the Middle Ages. For barbarism is defined as what is at once ani-
classical and anti-progressive. 22

Indeed, to burn the originalsan act of an immeasurable, almost mythical complexitvhas a twofold effect: It suppresses any
relation to a literature considered to be an historical model (the "anti-classical") and it makes impossible any re-translation
(whereas each translation implies its re-translation, that is, a "progressmity”).

In that way, starting from the historical precedent of Luther's translation of the Bible, a whole set of questions is posed to
German culture, questions that concern its very essence: What are we o we are a nation of translators? What is translation, and
what is a good translation, for the people we are? Also, to what extent does this hypertrophic and disproportionate relation
not constitute for us a radical threat”? Should we
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not rather turn to that which, in our culture, has become foreign to us, though it actually constitutes our mnermost natureour
past? What is Deurschheir, ff it is the site of all these questions? Herder, Goethe, the REomantics, Schleiermacher, Humboldt
and Hélderlin, each in their own way, attempt to confront these questions that situate translation in a cultural problematic
Extandmg far bex ond all’ ﬂ:lethndulngv " In the nineteenth century, Nietzsche and philological pDSJtﬁ'lS:Eﬂ will takce them up

again, followed in the twentieth century by thinkers as diverse as Lul-:aci_ Benjamin, Rosenzweig, Reinhardt, Schadewaldt, and
Heidegger.
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Herder: Fidelity and Expansion

This chapter, devoted to Herder and the problematic of translation established in Germany in the second half of the eighteenth
century, could be placed under the aegis of two notions that recur frequenly in texts of that period: Erweiterung and Treue.
Eme';!mmng Means expansion, amp]xﬁn:atmn W e have already encountered this word in Novalis, when he states that only in
Germany have translations become "expansions.” Treue means fidelity. The word carries great weight in German culture at the
time and stands for a cardinal virtue in the affective sphere as well as in translation and national culture. In this respect, to state
that a translation must be faithful is not as trivial as it may seem at first sight. For, as Rosenzweig says, to translate is "to serve
two masters': 1 the foreign work and the foreign language; one's own public and one's own language. A double fidelity 1s
needed, then, incessantly threatened by the specter of a double treason. But fidelity, for that matter, is by no means an
historical constant. At the time when, in Germany, fidelity is being celebrated with almost marital overtones by Breitinger,
Voss. and Herder, France translates without the least concern for fidelity and continues its never-abandoned tradition of
"embellishing” and "poeticizing” translations. The German theory of translation consciously pﬂﬁltlﬂﬂi itself agam&t these
translations "after the French manner." At the close of this period. A. W. Schlegel expressed this view in very vigorous terms:
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Other nations have adopted a totally conventional phraseology in poetry, so that it is totally impossible to make a
poetic translation of anything whatsoever into their languageF rench is an example. . . _ It is as if they wanted every
foreigner among them to behave and to dress according to the customs of the land, and that explains why they never
really get to know the foreign. 2

This way of translating is in perfect conformity with the dominant position of French culture at the time_ a culture which did not
need to go through the law of the foreign to affirm its own identity . French, far from opening itself to the influx of foreign
lﬂ.ﬂgl.lﬂgEE rather tended to replace these as a means of communication in the Eurnpean intellectual and political sphere. In
these circumstances, there is no room for any consciousness of fidelity. The position of mghtemth century German only
acquires more weight in the process. It refers to a cultural problematic which. as it were. is the reverse of the French 3

This problematic could be formulated at first in the following way: the German language lacks "culture." and to acquire it. it
must go through a certain e:r:pc;rmz'am whi:h presupposes translations marked by fidelity. For in what respect could a
translation that mirrors the "French manner" expand the horizon of the langunage and the culture? Such is the general argument
for Breitinger. Leitbniz. Voss, and Herder. To be sure, in order to trmmph, this argument has to struggle against the French
influence as well as against a certain pragmatism born from the most mediocre tendencies of the Enlightenment. Schadewaldt
has characterized this situation very aptly:

Frankly, there are certain ways of translating that are entirely non-problematic: those that do not want to be, in the
strict sense of the word., faithful to the original or, in any case. do not consider fidelity to the essence of the Dﬂgmal an
obligatory requirement. When, in Germany before the begmnmg of the eighteenth century, translation was practiced as
a formal-rhetorical exercise in the manner of Cicero and Quintillian . . . it did not make a difference if prose was
translated into poetry or poetry into prose. . . . For original here means: "stylistic model." and fidelity is submitted to
the arbitrariness of an uncultivated or deformed sense of taste. Later on, when a fnrmgn work is approached with the
intention to lay hold of its material and objective content and to make it accessible to one's contemporaries, one is
considered as faithful if one feels obliged to the transmitting of content. Here,_ translations are "writingﬁ" (and I quote a
definition by the Awuffldrer Venzky, published in 1734 in Gottsched's Critical Contributions) "which render a matter
or a learned work into another . language so that those who do not know the original language . . . may read those
matters and that work with greater advantage and pleasure." And if such a translation has "clearly and completely ex-
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pressed the understanding of an original writing, it is as good as the oniginal " Becaunse here, the original is the sum of
facts that are useful and worth knowing. Therefore, it is perfectly compatible with the idea of fidelity to correct and
complement the original. to add notes, clarify obscurities. . . . Nevertheless, the actual translation in this case is an
essentially negative task: the translator is concerned with the overcoming of the intolerable situation ntroduced mto the
world by the B abvlonian confusion of tongues. 4

Still, these rationalist and empirical trends, which do not even have the superb ease of the classical French "non-translations.”"
are not peculiar to the dominant tendencies of German translation in the eighteenth century; they rather represent a
phenomenonalmost ahistorical in its constancvof negation of the meaning of translation

Leibniz, who had a keen interest in the problems of translation and of his own language, took a position concerning the
expansion of German language and culture in two texts that are not very oniginal but that already announce Herder:

The real touchstone of the wealth or poverty of a language appears when translating good books from other
languages. Then it becomes clear what is lacking and what 15 available.

[ do certainly not believe that there exists a language in the world that could render the words of other languages with
equal force and equivalent words. . . . But the richest and most convenient language is the one best suited to word for
word translations, translations which follow the original foot by foot.3

Here, the power of language lies in its capacity for literalness, and translation is the mirror in which language perceives its own
limits.

In his Critische Dichtung, the Swiss critic Breitinger also defends literalness:

One demands of a translator that he should translate the concepts and ideas discovered in an eminent model according
to the same order, the same type of connection and composition . . . so that the representation of thoughts malkes the
same impression on the reader's sensibility. A translation . . . deserves all the more praise in proportion as it is faithful
to the original. Which is why the translator must submit to the severe law that prohibits him to stray from the original,
neither from the point of view of thoughts, nor from that of form. These must remain unchanged, retain the same
degree of light and force 6

This prescription of fidelity, not further specified. is a good indication of the general tendency of the reflections of the time, in
spite of its very rationalist language,
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But it 1s with Herder and the Literaturbriefe 7 that the problematic of expansion and fidelity will be tied together. It 1s well
known that Herder developed an entire philosophy of culture, history, and language in which such notions as gemm people,
papular poetry, myth, and nation acquired their patent of nobility. He himself translated poetry, notably Spanish "romances.”
Because of his manifold poetic, philosophical, and linguistic interests, he was well placed to gauge the mportance of the
relation to the foreign that manifested itself in Germany with increasing force, specifically under the influence of English
literature and Graeco-Foman antiquity. At the same time, a return to the "sources.” that is, a return to popular poetry and the
prestigious medieval past, was maugurated. Herder, with his Follcslieder, plaved a leading role in this movement. His
reflection, centered essentially on language and history, represents the first version of German classicism. We shall briefly
comment here on a series of Herder's texts which clearly outline the new space of German culture 8 These are sometimes
quotations from the Lirerarurbriefe commented upon by the thinker.

The problems of translation, as far as they affect the relation of the mother tongue to foreign langnages. often have an
immediate intensity for Herder, which is expressed in almost amorous and sexual terms. Thus,

It is not to unlearn my language that [ learn other languages; it is not to exchange the habits of my education that I
travel among foreign peoples; it is not to lose the citizenship of my fatherland that [ become a naturalized foreigner; f [
were to act in this way, I would lose more than [ would gain. But [ walk through foreign gardens to pick flowers for
my language, as the betrothed of my manner of thinking: I observe foreign manners in order to sacrifice mine to the
genms of my fatherland, like fruits ripened under a foreign sun ¢

The relation of what is one's own and what is foreign is expressed i images_ but the specter of a possible treason hurks behind
the very choice of the comparisons and the apologetic and defensive tone of the text. Predominance of the foreign: loss of
what is one's own. Transformation of the foreign into the simple pretext of the enrichment of what is one's own: treason of the
very experience of strangeness.

In the face of the mbalances mherent in any relation to the fnrmgnn:ﬂbalan:ﬁ which have ther immediate projection in the
domain of translationthe temptation to refuse this relation altogether is great. Klopstock, more than Herder, has experienced
this temptation. not so much on the level of translation as on the level of mterlingual relations, like the borrowing of foreign
words. He was preoccupied by this problem as a poet and as a grammarian, to the extent that he considered German a purer

language than English (afflicted by an un-
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setthng mass of Latin words) and freer than French (prisoner of its classicism). As for Herder, the mother tongue was for him
"a sort of reservorr of the most original concept of the people.” 10 As such, it had to delimit itself in relation to other languages
and affirm its own territory. Hence the dream, for him and Herder, of a virgin language, protected against any fnrmgn
blemishes. in particular the blemish that translation runs the risk of bemg Again, Herder's language takes on a curious sexual
coloring:

Even though there are many reasons to recommend franslations for the formation (Bildung) of the language. langnage
nevertheless has greater adwv antages in protecting itself from all translation. Before translation. a language resembles a
voung virgin that has not vet had intercourse with a man, and therefore could not have concemved the fruit of the
mingling of their blood. It is still pure and in a state of innocence, the faithful image of the character of its people. Even
if it would be nothing but poverty, caprice, and sregularity, it is the original national language 11

A text disturbing in its utopian nafveté, in the kind of profoundness which it possesses nonetheless, dertving from the image of
the young virgin applied to the mother tongue as well as theobviously vertiginousmyth of a langnage closed onto itself, not
"knowing." in the biblical sense_ any other languages. Utopia is the right term here, since the destiny of the virgin is to become a
woman, just like, to draw from the stock of vegetal images with which German classicism and Eomanticism are so well
endowed, it is the destiny of the bud to become a flower and then fruit. The very choice of Herder's image, even if one takes
into account the Christian or perhaps Rousseaman valorization of virginity, shows that the relation to the foreign cannot and

should not be avoided.

For a culture and a language threatened too much by this relation, there remains the temptation of a pure closure onto itself,
just like in late Romanticism we encounter the temptation of the ineffable, the unspeakable, and. as we shall see, the
untranslatable: Nor only not to translate any movre, but to become untranslatable itself, this is perhaps most complete
expression of a closed language. A regressive temptation, 1f it is true that the relation to the foreign i1s also, and above all, a
relation of differentiation, of dialectic. or however else one wants to call that movement of the constitution of the self by the
experience [épreuve] of the non-self, which, as we shall see, is the very essence of culrure for German classicism and

idealism_

Trving, like Goethe, to maintain a balance between this temptation and the inverse temptation of a pure being-outside-oneself
(of which examples may be found in certain Romantics), and starting from the
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reflections of certain collaborators to the Literaturbriefe. Herder defines the nature, the role, and the options of the
translatorwhich are all closely linked to the expansion of language and culture. Thus, he quotes Thomas Abbt in his
Fragments:

The genuine translator has a higher purpose than to make foreign books comprehensible to the reader; a purpose
which elevates him to the rank of an author and which transforms the small vendor into a merchant who really enriches
the state. . . . These translators could become our classic writers. 12

Homer, Aeschvlus, and Sophocles created their masterpieces out of a language that did not vet possess any cultvated
prose. Their translator must implant their mastexpie:e& into a languagf—; which remains prose . . . even in hexameters, so
as to lose as little as possible. They clothed thoughts in words and images; the translator himself must be a creative
genius if he wants to satisfy both the original and his own language.13

Regarding another Lirerarurbrief, Herder goes further:

A second, higher degree: if translators could be found who not only study the author in order to translate the meaning
of the original into our language, but also to find its individual tone, who put themselres in the character of its writing
styvle and express correctly for us the genuine distinctive traits, the expression, and the tone of the foreign original, its
dominant character, its genius and the nature of its poetic genre. Frankly, this is very much, but not vet enough for my
ideal translator. . . _ If someone translated for us the father of poetry, Homer: an eternal work for German literature_ a
very useful work for genmses, a precious work for the muse of antiquity and our language. . . . All this can become a
Homeric translation if it raises itself above the level of the arrempt, if it becomes, as it were, the whole life of a
scholar and shows us Homer as he is, and as he could be for us. . . . So far for the introduction; and the translation?
It should in no way be embellished. . . . The French, who are too proud of thewr national taste, draw everything close
to it, instead of adapting themselves to the taste of another epoch. . . . We poor Germans, on the other hand, still
almost without public and without country, still without the tyrant of a national taste, we want to see this epoch as it is.
And in Homer's case the best translation cannot accomplish this without the notes and explanations of an eminent
critical spirit_ 14

The great translations of the German classical and romantic age, all of them, are announced in this text. The notion of fidelity
here receives a less rational definition than with Breitinger: the translator, who is also writer, creative genmus, scholar, and critic,
must capture the uniqueness of the original, itself defined as its "expression.” its "form." its "character.” its "genms." and its
"nature " To be sure, all these are terms that are
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more appropriate for an individual than for a worke: but the work is now defined as an individuala pomt of view that will be
radicalized by the Romantics in the light of Fichte's philosophy. It is this work-indridual that the genms-translator must render,
in a n:enn'rﬁagal moment which Herder, logically, opposes to the n:entrrpetal movement of the French, and that should not
EDﬂtEIJIl any embellishment: this, n E;ff&n:t would anmul the entire meaﬂmg of such a capturing. The work must be shown "such
as it is," and such as it may be "for us" (which is less clear). A movement in which criticism, history, and philology are implied.
The fidelity to the indraduality of the work is the direct productive agent of linguistic and cultural expansion.

From Luther to Herder there is a pI'DgI’ESSiDﬂ which the French influence and the rationalism of the Enlightenment have at most
only hindered: At the time of the constitution of a lirerarure and a thearer that would form, as it were, the two center pieces
of German culture (and this is. indeed. the central preoccupation of Herder and Lessing), translation is called upon for the
second time to play a central role. To be sure, it shares this roleand in this Herder announces the Romanticswith criticism.
Regarding the text we have just commented upon, we may speak, for that matter, of critical transiation. But from Herder's
perspective, translation, so to speak, plays a more immediate role because it deals directly with language; which is a point that
Jean Paul. in his 5chool for Aesthetics. has well percervedat a time, to be sure, when the translations Herder had wished for
were already historic:

In Schlegel's Shakespeare and in Voss' translations, language lets its artful fountains play, and both works give weight
to the wish of the author of the present worlc that translators in general might know how much they have done for the
sonority, the plenitude, the purity of the language, often more than the writer himself, because language, precisely, is
their subject matter. whereas the writer sometimes forgets language to the benefit of the subject matter. 13

More specifically, what remains to be asked is: To what extent does German culture, as it is defined in the second half of the
eighteenth centiry with Lessing and Herder, then Goethe and the Romantics, specifically imply translation as an essential
moment of its constitution? And further: Once it has been stated that the essence of translation is the fidelity to the spirit of
the works which opens a culture to the foreign and thus enables it to expand, what are the preferred domains of rransiation
that must be opened to the German Bildung? In other words, having answered the questions why translate? and how ro
translate’, one must answer the question: what should be translated! These three questions are at the very center of any
historical theory of translation.
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3
Bildung and the Demand of Translation

The concept of Ez’?duﬂg 15 one of the central concepts of German culture at the end of the eighteenth century. It can be found
everywhere: in Herder, in Goethe and Schiller, in the Romantics, in Hegel in Fichte, etc. Bildung generally means "culture.”
and it may be considered the German counterpart of Kultur, which is of Latin stock. But because of the lexical family to which
it belongs, 1 it means much more and it is applied to many more registers: thus it is possible to speak of the Bildung of an
artwork, the degree of its "formation." Likewise, Bildung has a very strong pedagogical and educational connotation: the
process of formation.

It is no exaggeration to state that the concept summarizes the conception which the German culture of the time formed of itself.
the way in which the culture interprets its mode of unfolding. We shall attempt to show that translation (as the mode of
relation to the foreign) is structurally inscribed in Bildung. And, in a subsequent chapter, we shall see that, though it is common
to all writers and thinkers of the age, Bildung recetves its canonical form with Goethe.

We do not pretend to proceed here to a semantic-historical analysis of the concept of Bildung, but to present some sort of
ideal profile of it, based on the different meanings it takes on, notably in Herder, Goethe, Hegel, and the Romantics,

‘What, then, is Bildung? It is a process, as well as its result. Through Bildung an indnidual, a people, a nation, but also a
language, a litera-
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ture, a work of art in general are formed and thus acquire a form, a Bild. Bildung is always a movement toward a form, one's
own _formwhich is to say that. in the beginning, every being is deprived of its form. In the speculative language of German
Idealism, the beginning may be the partu:ul;mhf which lacks the determination of the universal, the unity from which the moment
of scission and opposition 1s absent, the panic indifference lacking all articulation, the thesis without its antithesis or synthesis,
the unmediated immediate, the chaos which has not vet become wotld, the position deprived of the moment of reflection, the
unlimited which must be limited (or vice versa), the affirmation which must go through negation, etc. These abstract
formulations also have a concrete and metaphorical side: the child that must become adult, the virgin that must become
woman, the bud that must become flower and then fruit. The almost constant use of organic images to characterize Bildung
indicates that the concept deals with a necessary process. But at the same time, this process is an unfolding of freedom.

Because Bildung is a temporal, and therefore historical, process, it is articulated in periods. stages. moments, ages. Thus there
are "epochs” of humanity, of culture, of history, of thnught of language of art, and of mdmiduals. These EpDEhE are often dual,
but most frequently triadic. At bottom. all Ezfduﬂg 15 triadicwhich is to say that its structure is essentially homologous to what
Heidegger defined as

the principle of unconditioned subjectivity of the German absolute metaphysics of Hegel and Schelling, according to
whose teaching the being-with-itself of spirit requires a return to itself which, in turn, requires a being-outside-itself. 2

Of course, the interpretation of this principle varies from author to author. But it may be said that it provides the speculative
basis for the concept of Bildung, or that the latter provides it with its historical-cultural base.

In this sense, Bildung is a process of self~-formation concerned with a "same" unfolding itself to attain its full dimension. And
probably the highest concept German thinking of the age created to interpret this process is that of experience, which Hegel
extracted from the narrow meaning assigned to it by Kant. For experience is the only notion capable of embracing all others, it
is a broadening and an identification, a passage from the particular to the universal, the experience [éprewve] of scission, of the
finite, of the conditioned. It is vovage (Reise) and migration ( Wanderung). Its essence is to throw the "same" into a dimension
that will transform it. It is the movement of the "same" which, changing, finds itself to be "other." "Die and become." Goethe
said.
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But as vovage, it is also the expenience of the alterity of the world: m order to have access to that which, in the guise of a
becoming-other, is in truth a becoming-itself, the same must experience that which is not itself, or at least what appears as
such. For Idealism, the accomplished experience is the becoming -itself of the other and the becoming-other of the same:

He lifted the veil of the Goddess at Sais. But what did he see”? He sawmiracle of miracleshimself. 3

Thus Novalis in The Desciples at Sais. But experience would only be a false pretense if it was not also the experience of
apparent radical alterity. "Consciousness” must live the alterity as absolute and then, at another stage, discover its relativity.
Which is why experience is always the "crossing of appearances.” in proportion as it discovers that appearances are not only
other than they are. but that alterity is not as radical as it seems. As the experience [éprem e| of alterity, the formation of self
through the expenience [épreuve] of alterity, expmenn:e must finally emerge as reunion, identity, unity_ supreme though delayed
moment, since the truth of this expenience [eprem»e] is sitnated somewhere between its closure and its infinity.

As the way of the same to itself, as experience, Bildung takes on the form of a novel:
Every human being who is cultivated and who cultivates hims elf contains a novel within himself 4

Nothing is more romantic than what is commonly called the world and destiny. We live in a colossal novel 3

Life should not be a novel given to us, but a novel we have made ourseles 6

The novel is the experience of the apparent strangeness of the world and of the apparent strangeness of the same to itself.
Proceeding towards a point where both strangenesses will be canceled. the novel has a "transcendental” structure. Hence the
polarities, in Goethe and the Romantics, which define the novel: the everyday and the miraculous {one of the faces of
strangeness),. the near and the far, the known and the unknown, the finite and the infinite, etc.

This experience, which proceeds toward the point where all the initially hostile polarities will become one, is necessarily
Progressive.

Here . . . all is in constant progress and nothing can get lost. Which is why no stage can be omitted, the present one is
necessarily connected to the previous as well as the following one, and what may have seemed obsolete for centuries
will be reanimated with a new vouthful
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vigor when the time has come for spirit to remember itself and to return to itself. 7

And it belongs to the nature of this progression to be, in a certain way, passive: Novalis: "passive nature of the novelistic
hero";8 "One does not do, one does what can be done."? This passmvity, for that matter, is mplied by the Drganiciit imagery of
Ezfduﬂg And culturally it is not without consequences. The precedence of passvity in the movement of experience entails that
the relation of the same to the other cannot be a relation of appropriation. To be sure, Novalis, well before Hegel and
Nietzsche, developed a theory of appropriation, of Zueigrung 10 He even assimilates thinking and eating. But this mode of
oral appmpriatinn to the extent that it is a be:nﬂ:ﬁng same of the foreign as well as a becoming-foreign of the same, has

nothing in common with a theory of radical appropriation as it is developed by Nietzsche 11 Romantic agility and Goethean
curiosity are not Will to Power.

This brief and schematic charactenization of Bildung shows immediately that ir is closelv connected with the movement af
translationfor translation, indeed, starts from what is one's own, the same (the known, the quotidian, the familiar), in order to
go towards the foreign, the other (the unknown, the miraculous, the Unheimliche), and. starting from this experience, fo
return to its point of departure. In a movement governed by the law of appropriation, there could never be an experience
of the foreign, but simply an anmexation or reduction of the other to the same. Which is precisely how Nietzsche, evoking
Foman antiquity, imnterprets the act of translation and culture as such:

The degree of the historical sense of any age may be inferred from the manner in which this age makes rransiations
and tries to absorb former ages and books. . . . And Roman antiquity itself how forcibly and at the same time how
natvely, it took hold of everything good and ln&x of Greek antiquity. which was more ancient! How they translated
things into the Roman present! . . . As poets, they had no sympathy for the antiquarian inquisitiveness that precedes the
historical sense; as poets, they had no time for all those very personal things and names and whatever might be
considered the costume and mask of a city, a coast, or a century, and quickly substituted therr own Roman actuality
for it. . . . They did not know the delights of the historical sense; what was past and foreign was an embarrassment for
them, and being Romans,_ they saw it as an incentive for a Roman conquest. Indeed. translation was a form of
conquest. Not only did one omit what was historical; no, one also added allusions to the present and. above all, struck
out the name of the poet and replaced it with one's ownnot with any sense of theft. but with the very best conscience
of the imperium Romanum_ 12
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Words which, consciously or not, echo those of Samnt Jerome, when he says of one of his Latin predecessors that he has "led
the meanings captive, as it were, into his own language with the right of a conqueror.” 13 Here, the movement of the imperial
expansion of culture is strictly equivalent with the movement which brings the meanings to itself as captives. But this conquering
coming and going has nothing to do with the cyclical movement of expenience as it was expressed by F. Schlegel:

Which is why, since he is certain to always find himself again. man incessantly goes outside of himself, in order to find
the complement of his innermost being in that of another. The play of communication and of bringing together is the
occupation and the force of life 14

The essence of spirit is to determine itself and. in a perpetual alternation, to go outside of itself and return to itself 13

The true middle is only the one to which one always refurns from the most excentric paths of enthusiasm and energy,
not the middle one never leaves_16

This circular, cvelical, and alternating nature of Bildung implies in itself something like trans-lation, Uber-Setzung, a
positing of oneself bevond oneself 17

The mportance of translation for German culture at the end of the eighteenth century, then, is profoundly connected to the
conception it has of itself. that is to say of experiencea conception opposed in every respect to those of ancient Rome or
classicist France. One may surely see in the "eccentric” Bildung an internal weaknesswhich is how Nietzsche interprets it It
may be seen as the incapacity to be one's own center to oneself, and that is the whole problem of mediation which constitutes
a fundamental problem in Nowvalis, F. Schlegel, and Schleiermacher. The latter was perfectly aware of the "mediating nature” of
Bildung 18 Goethe's Wilhelm Meister is the story of the education of the voung hero, a formation which passes through a
series of mediations and mediators, one of whom is significantly called the "Foreigner." Because the foreign has a mediating
function, translation can become one of the agents of Bildunga function it shares with a series of other "trans-lations" which
constitute as many critical relations to the self and the foreign 19 Thus the age of Voss, Hélderlin, Schleiermacher, and A. W.
Schlegel witnesses the rise of folklore, of great national dictionaries, of literary and art criticism; even the memorable travels of
Alexander von Humboldt, Wilhelm's brother, take place in this dimension 20 In all of these trans-lations, the essence of
Bildung affirms itself.

But in order for this multiple opening to the foreign not to fall into a total symbiosis with it, its horizon must be delimited.
Bildung is also,
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and essentially, imitation (Begrenzung). Such is the wisdom of Wilhelm Meister; such is alsothough stained with ambiguitythe
comviction of the R omantics.

Friedrich Schlegel:
Without delimitation, no Bildung 1s possible. 21
And Nowalis:
The possibility of self-limitation is the possibility of all synthesisof all miracle. And the world started with a miracle.

There are no limits to our intellectual progress, but we must posit for ourselves transitional imits ad hunec actumto be

simultaneously mited and unlimited 22

In a text to which we shall return, F. Schlegel gave a very precise formulation of this relation of the limited and the unlmited in
the literary work and in Bildung m general:

A work is cultivated (gebilder) when it is everywhere sharply delimited, but within those limits imitless and
inexhanstible; when it is completely faithful to itself, entirely hnmnganenui and nonetheless exalted above itself. Like
the education of young Englishmen, the most important thing is le grand four. It should have traveled thmugh all three
or four continents of humanity, not in order to round off the edges of individuality, but to broaden its vision and give its
spirit more freedom and inner ‘irEI'Eﬂh]ltf_-_ and therebv greater independence and 5&E—5Ltﬁ'in:1&ﬂn:§_. 23

Limitation is what distinguishes the experience of Bildung from the purely erratic and chaotic adventure where one loses
oneself 24 The grand towr does not consist of going just anywhere_ but there where one can form and educate oneself, and
progress towards oneself.

But if Bildung is accomplished by an essentially cyclical and delimited translation, what should it translate towards?
More precisely, which transiations, which domains of translation can function as mediation here?

By wirtue of its exp eriential nature, Bildumg can never be the simple imitation of the foreign. Nevertheless, it maintains an
essential connection with what is called in German Lrbild (original, archetype) and Forbdild, the model of which it can be the
reproduction (Nachbild). This also refers to its expeniential nature: he who seeks himself in foreign parts is confronted with
fisures which function mitially as models. then as mediations. Such are the people Wilhelm Meister encounters during the
vears of his apprenticeship: first he attempts to identify with them, but they eventually teach him to find himself.

The Vorbild, a manifestation and exemplification of the U»bild, gathers within it that perfection and completion which make it
into a
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"classic." It is the form, if not the norm, to which Bildung mmust refer without being obliged to copy it. Thus A. W . Schlegel
speaks of that genuine imitation which is not "the aping of a man's outer manners, but the appropriation of the maxims of his
actions." 23

Regarding culture and literature, starting with Winckelmann the entire antiquity becomes Urbild and Forbild for the Germans:

The first among us . . . to recognize and, with divine enthusiasm, reveal the archetype of accomplished humanity in the
forms of art and antiquity was the holy Winckelmann 26

Henceforth, antiquity may be said to fuﬂctmn as Forbild and Urbild of Bildung itselfto the extent that the history of ancient
culture. literature, and language appears as 'an eternal history of taste and art." From there on. the relation to this model
becomes a burning issue: "the necessity of the return to the ancients.” as that which is both originary and classical. No other
culture, neither past nor present, possesses this precedence. Enmpared to anthmh modernity is still in the phase of looking
for itseff in the rending of unfinished reflection. For German classicism, the creation of a modern Bildung is first of all
determined by the relation to antiquity as a model. This means that it must strive to attain a degree of culture equivalent to that
of the ancients, notably by appropriating their poetic forms. The study of these formsphilologyvhenceforth acquires a leading
role:

To live classically and to realize antiquity practically within oneself is the summit and the goal of philology.27

As far as translations are concerned, they must be devoted to the ancients first and foremost, which is why Herder demands a
translation of Homer, the "father of poetry." voss responds to this wish by translating the Odvssee in 1781, and the lliad in
1793 His translations aim at translating the Greeks as faithfully as possible, but also at submitting the still "onformed” German
language to the "beneficial” yoke of Greek metrical forms. Though disputed. Voss's work rapidly acquires an exemplary
historic significance, similar to Luther's translation

Goethe:
Voss, who will never be praised enough. . . . But whoever can now see what has happened, what versatility has come
to the Germans, what rhetorical, rhythmical, metrical advantages are at the disposal of the talented and knowledgeable

voungster . . . may hope that literary history will plainly state who was the first to take this road i spite of so many
obstacles.28

F. Schlegel:

Even though the poetry of Voss has long since lost its mmportance, his
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merit as translator and language artist will . . . shine all the more brightly. 29

Humboldt-

Voss, who may be said to have introduced classical antiquity into the German language 30

Which is an extremely important process, leading to the graecization of the poetical German languagethe Griechischung der
deutschen Sprache mentioned by Hofmannsthalof which Hélderlin is the foremost example.

Nevertheless, once this precedence of the relation to the ancients is established, a question arises which will stir German
culture, more or less surreptitionsly, from Romanticism to Nietzsche: Which is nearest to us, the Greeks or the Romans? It
goes without saying that this question is never asked as suchon the one hand, because Winckelmann taught that antiquity
should be viewed as a "whole." thus amalgamating Greeks and F.omans; on the other hand, because from the point of view of
originality and Forbildlichkeit (the capacity of being a model) the Greeks are far superior_ 31 Greece is the native soil of
poetry and its genres, the birthplace of philosophy, rhetoric, history, grammar, etc. Accordingly, its cultural precedence is total.
But at the same time, Greece seems to conceal something that is profoundly foreign to modern culture, and which probably
refers to its relation to myveh. If Greek Bildung formally constitutes a model, its ground cannot but mantfest its strangeness as
S00n as one ventures to recognize it for what it is. F. Schlegel and Nietzsche, both philologers by training, have felt this
instinctively.

F. Schlegel:
We are closer to the Romans and can understand them better than the Greelks 32

To believe in the Greeks 1s only another fashion of the age. People are rather fond of listening to declamations about
the Greeks. But if someone were to come and say, here are some, then nobody is at home 33

Nietzsche:

One does not learn from the Greekstheir manner is too foreign, and too fluid. to have an imperative_ a "classical”
effect.34

Conversely, the Romans may seem to be closer becanse of the dervative, mixed, cross-bred character of their culture. To
Nietzsche as well as to the Romantics. it is clear that the mixing of genres. parody, satire, the recourse to masks, the indefinite

play with matter and form that characterizes Alexandnan literature and Latin poetry are at bottom infinitely more attractive than
the Greek purity, whether it is considered
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from the point of view of "classical perfection” (Goethe) or percerved m its archaic onginality (Holderlin). F. Schlegel does not
fail to mention this irresistible affinity of Eomanticism with Latin eclecticism:

The fondness of Alexandrian and Roman poets for difficult and unpoetical themes is really a result of their grand
thought that all should be puetlmzed_ not as a conscious artistic intention, but as a historical tendency of their work.
And behind the mixing of all the artistic genres by the poetical eclectics of late antiquity there lies the demand that there
should be One Poetry as well as One Philosophy. 35

Which is exactly the program of the Athendum. Hence, probably, the taste for syncretism and the profusion of "synactivities”
advocated by Nowvalis and F. Schlegel (sympoetry. symphilosophy. syncriticism), where the dialogic element is less important
than the plural practice of mixing.

But under these circumstances the beautiful unity of the concept of antiquity falls to pieces: an abyss opens between Greeks
and Romans as well as be’m een Greeks and Moderns. Or rather . two models are pmpnﬁed to Bildung simultaneously: Latin
syncretism, carrier of an "increasing perfection.” and Greek EDtﬂplE;tE;IlESS_ the pure image of a "natural cycle."36

But there is more: Roman eclecticism has its historical extension in the modern literature which begins with the troubadours, the
medieval cycleseverything we call old Romance literatureand comes to bloom with Dante, Petrarch, Ariosto, Tasso,
Boccaccio, Calderon, Cervantes, Lope de Vega, Shakespeare, etc. So much so that a certain filiation appears:
rnmamt*-anann:e culturesnovelistic [Fromanesque] formsromanticism 37 F. Schlegel and Novalis were perfectly aware of this:

Our ancient nationality was, it seems to me, authentically Roman. . . . Germany is Rome, as a country. The
universal politics and the instinctive tandanm. of the Romans are to be found as well in the German peuple 38

Romantic philosophy. Lingua romana 39

Rome/the novel [Roman/roman]: this is precisely the Romantic field of action, that of thewr critiques and thew translations, the
starting-point of thewr theories of the new literature.

Conversely, the classics (Goethe, Schiller) and Hélderlin principally translate the Greeks. the former because these are models
for them, the latter becanse the Greeks, in thewr cultural trajectory. represent the reverse of the "modern.” the "foreign." and
because, Holderlin says. this must be learned together with what is our "own."40
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Here, we see taking form, with a precision that derives directly from divergent cultural choices, the horizon of German
translation at the end of the eighteenth century, together with the always-central place reserved for it in the cultural
field conceived as Bildung. Starting from this it would be possible to draw a map of the German translations of the time, a
differential, selectrve, hierarchical and. as it were, disjunctive map. in which the "Greek" and the "Roman‘novel." 41 the "pure"
and the "mixed,"” the "cyclical" and the "progressive” are in some way mutually exclustve 42 Moreover, this position refers to
the battle of the Ancients and the Moderns, to the conflict of the classical and the Romantic, to the discussions on poetic
genres and the respective roles of theater, music, and literature in German culturediscussions that will stir this culture

throughout the nineteenth century and bevond. One needs only to think of Wagner, Nietzsche, and Thomas Mann.

Before going on to the Romantic theory of Bildung and of translation, we have to mnquire how, with Goethe, the whole of this
problematic found its most classical figure.
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4
Goethe: Translation and World Literature

Translators arve like busy matchmalers who praise a half-veiled beauty as being very lovely: they arouse an
rrepressible desive for the oviginal,
Goethe, Maxims and Reflections

In the age of German Idealism no one has lived with such intensity the multiplicity of translations implied by Bildung than
Goethe; none has contributed more to a harmonious, living and accomplished image of Bildung than he has. Whereas the lives
of the Romantics and Hélderlin seem devoured by speculative and poetic fever, Goethe's life leaves a considerable part to
what might be called natural existence, which in his case included mumerous love affairs. a family life, his unrelenting activity in
Weimar, as well as his U’ﬂ‘r’ﬂli his correspondence, and his conversations. Schiller characterized him as "the most
communicable of men." 1 His work bears the stamp of the same rich and vital diversity: He practiced all poetic and literary
genres, produced works he judged to be strictly scientific, wrote diaries and memoirs, animated periodicals and newspapers.
True, criticism and speculation are absent from this Eu:uple palet, even though he wrote numerous critical articles and texts of
a theoretical appearance. Translations, on the other hand. to which a
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volmme of his Complete Worls is devoted, were with him from beginning to end: Benvenuto Cellini, Diderot, Voltaire,
Eurtpides, Racine, Corneille, as well as nmmerous translations of Italian. English, Spanish, and Greek poems. To be sure, these
translations do not distinguish themselves by any particular importance. Goethe is not Voss, not Holderlin, not A. W. Schlegel.
But they are witness to an almost constant practice (to which he was disposed by a l-mm‘i.ledge of languagEE developed from
early childhood), a practice accompanied by a mass of exceptionally rich reflections, scattered through his articles, book
reviews,_ introductions, dialogues, diaries, and correspondence, and which found thewr most famous expression in Dichrung
und Wahrheit, Noten und Abhandlungen zur besseren Verstindnis des West-Ostlichen Divans, and "Zu briiderlichen
Andenken Wielands". Furthermore, Goethe inserted fragments of translations in two of his other works, Werther and Wilhelm
Meister, which is by no means a coincidence. Nor is this all: He is a translator-poet who also, and very soon, became a
translated poet. And in him_ being translated nourished an absoltely fascinating reflection. The fact that he devoted a
poem"Ein Gleichnis"to having been able to read himself in another language, and that, from 1799 on, he dreamed of publishing
a comparative edition of the Danish, English, and French translations of Hermann and Dorothea, shows that he lived the fact
of being translated as an experience and never, it would seem, as the narcissistic satisfaction of a writer. Goethe's statements
on translation, which are of a great drversity, are never gathered together in the form of a theory, but they possess their own
coherence deriving from his view of natural, human, social, and cultural realitya view itself based on an interpretation of Narure
as a process of interaction, participation, reflection. E}:change and metamorphosis. It is impossible to offer an exhaustive study
of this mtarpretahnn here. Rather, we have chosen to appmac,h (Goethe's reflection on translation starting from a concept that
arises fairly late i his work (1827), and which he has grven its patent of nobility: that of Weltliteratur, world literature. In
effect, this reflection is almost entirely integrated into a certain view of intercultural and international ex:hange& Translation is
the action sui generis that incarnates_ illustrates, and also makes possible these exchanges, without, to be sure, having a
monopoly on them. Thereis a tﬂl]ltl‘p]ll:lt“-’ of acts of translation that assure the plenitude of vital and natural interactions among
individuals, peoples. and nations, interactions in which they construct their own identity and their relations to the foreign.
Goethe's interest proceeds from this vital and originary phenomenon of exchange to its concrete manifestations . Generally

speaking, his thinking tends to remain on the level of these concrete manifestations, even if he always uncovers "the Eternal
One-ness_ which manifests tself in

< previous page page 54 next page >

If vou like this book, buy it!



< previous page page 35 next page >

Page

=

L
L

many ways." 2 Goethe rests his view on the double principle of interaction and, within and through mteraction, revelation of the
"general’ and the "substantial " In 1783, he already writes about N ature:

Each of her works has its own being, each of her phenomena its separate idea, and vet all create a single whole. 3
Also very early, he copied the following text by Kant for his own use:

Principle of simultaneity according to the law of reu:rpmn:al action or community. All substances, to the extent that they
can be perceived as simultaneous in space, are in continual interactions 4

Elsewhere he states:
Man is not a teaching, but a lving, acting, and working being. Only in effect and countereffect do we find pleasure 3
To this view of the co-acting present, the perception of unicity in diversity must be added:

In every particular, whether it be historical, mythological, fabulous, more or less arbitrarily imvented. one will always
see . . . this general quality becoming more and more apparent 6

The same principle governs his search for the "originary Man." the "originary Plant." or, more profoundly, that of the "originary
Phenomenon” (Urp hdnomen). Translation and Weltliterarur are thought in this twofold dimension.

What, then, 1s world literature? ot the totality of past and present literatures accessible to the encyclopedic gaze, nor the
more lmited totality of workslike those of Homer, Cervantes, Shakespearethat have attained universal status and have
become the patrimony of "cultivated” humanity. Goethe's notion of Weltliteratur is an historical concept concerning the
modern situation of the relation among diverse national or regional literatures_ In that sense, it would be better to speak of the
age of world literaturewhich is the age in which literatures are no longer satisfied with interacting (a phenomenon that has
always more or less existed), but explicitly concetve therr existence and their unfolding in the framework of an incessantly
intensified interaction. The appearance of world literature is contemporaneous with the appearance of a Weltmarir, a world
market for material goods. As Strich observes:

It is an intellectual barter, a traffic in ideas between peoples, a literary world market to which the nations bring thewr
spiritual treasures for exchange. To illustrate his idea Goethe himself was particularly fond of using such images taken
from the world of trade and commerce.7

The appearance of world literature does not signify the disappearance of national literatures: It is the latter's entrance into a
space-
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time where they act upon one another and seek to mutually clarify their images. Between 1820 and 1830, Goethe has
expressed himself clearly on this matter:

National literature is now rather an unmeaning term; the epoch of world literature is at hand. and each must strive to
hasten its approach. 8

In venturing to announce a European, indeed a world literature, we did not mean merely to say that the different
nations should inform themselves about one another and about each other's works. . . . Nol It is rather a matter of
Iving . . - men of letters getting to know each other and. through thetr own mclination and sense of community, to find
occasion to act socially (gesellschaftlich).e

Thus, world literature is the active coexistence of all contemporary literatures. This contemporaneity, or simultaneity, is
absolitely essential for the concept of Weltlireratur.

Strich:

World literature is the spiritual space in which contemporaries, whatever their nationality, encounter each other, come
together, and act communally 10

Goethe writes further:

If we go back in history, we find personalities everywhere with whom we would agree and others with whom we

could certainly be in conflict. But the most important element, after all, is the contemporaneous, because it is
reflected most clearly in us and we in it.11

The active and conscious coexistence of contemporary literatures smplies a modification of the relation to the self and the
other. Though it does not entail the effacement of differences, it requires thewr mtensified interaction. Such, for Goethe, is the
essence of modernity.

In the new space announced here,_ translations play a primordial role. In 1828, Goethe writes to Carlvle concerning the English
translation of his Torquato Tasso:

[ should like to have yvour opinion on how this Tasso can be considered English. You would greatly oblige me by
enlightening me on this matter; for it is just these connections between original and translation that express most clearly
the relationship of nation to nation and that one must above all understand if one wishes to encourage a . . . world
literature 12

Which is to make of translation, if not the model, at least the touchstone of world literature. Goethe's thought here oscillates
between two poles: fo promote a generalized intertranslation, or to consider German language and culture as the
privileged medium af world literature. In both cases, the task of the translator remains primordial:
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He who understands and studies German langnage finds himself on the market where all nations offer their
merchandise, he plays the mterpreter in proportion as he enriches himself. And thus every translator should be
considered a mediator striving to promote this universal spiritual exchange and taking it upon himself to malke this
generalized trade go forward. For whatever may be said of the madequacy of translation, it remains one of the most
essential and most worthy activities in the general traffic of the world. The Koran says: God has given to each people a
prophet in their own language. In this way each translator is a prophet to his people. 13

Elsewhere he writes:

For it is the destiny of the German to raise himself to the state of representative for all world citizens. 14

According to the latter line of thnught the German cultural space, because translation has always opened it more to foreign
cultural spaces, could become the ' E:!-:u:hange market" par excellence of Weltliteratur. It may be said without exaggerating that
the German language, for Goethe, sometimes became the language-of-translation. Which is precisely what is expressed in

one of his conversations with Eckermann. Goethe's words here have a certain flatness_ which suggests that he did not totally
believe in what he said:

It cannot be denied . . . that when someone understands German well, he may do without many other languages. [ am
not speaking here of Frenchthat is the language of conversation, and parl:iu:ularlv indispensable when trav e]ing because
everyone understands it, and it can be used in every country in lien of an mtarpretar But as far as Greek, Latin, Italian_
and Spanish are concerned, we can read the best works of these nations in German translations of such outstanding
quality that there is no further reason . . . to lose time over the painful learning of languages. 15

The motto introducing this chapter may usefullvand wonicallycorrect the quotation above. Nevertheless, Goethe is aware of the
primordial role of translation for German culture: In the same way France formed its language to be the "language of the

world" (of intellectual and diplomatic, even aristocratic, exchanges), the Germans have educated their language to become the
language in which other languages may make their works' own voice resound. And this is a process which, for Goethe, is
practically finished in 1830, a process which he saw accomplished in the course of his life. But this historical statementwhich
can be found in Schleiermacher, Humboldt. and Novalisdoes not necessarily entail the idea that there should be a unique

medium of Weltliteratur, a kind of "chosen people” of world literature and translation. Weltliteratur is rather the age of
generalized intertranslation, in
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which all languages learn, in thewr own way, to be languages-of-translation and to live the expenience of translationa process
Goethe saw emerge in the yvears 18201830 i France and England with, precisely, the translation of German literature
(beginning with himself, Schiller, and Herder), and to which he devoted the most acute attention.

This implies above all that translation be everywhere considered an essential, dignified task, and. in fact, E:Efﬂﬂgmg to the
literature of a nation. That Goethe considered it as such is attested by a fan’lx striking anecdote. In 1808, in the middle of

N apnlenn s domination, certain intellectuals wanted to compose a collection of the best German poetry for the use of the
"people.” The nationalist intention of the project was not denied. 16 The authors of the future collection consulted Goethe about

the choice of poems. The only advice he gave them was to include German translations of foreign poems as well, first of all

because German poetry was indebted to the foreign for the essence of its formsand this since its beginningand second.

because in his eyes these translations were creations belonging anthentically to the national literature.

Once the rights, the dignity. and the status of translation were assured, Goethe could give what would come closest to a theory
of translation, in the form of a reflection on the ages or the modes of translation, a reflection that, as we shall see_ runs
absohitely parallel to the thinking he devoted to the "epochs” of Bildung. If Bildung is the process i which the relation to the
self becomes firmer through the relation to the foreign and produces a balance of both relations by the gradual passage from
the infertile closure upon oneself to living interaction, translation, being an exemplification of this relation, is marked by stages,
stages which may be regarded as historical periods or as moments and modes destined to repeat themselves indefinitely in the
history of a culture:

There are three kinds of translation. The first kind acquaints us with the foreign on our own terms; a simple prosaic
translation is best in this respect. . . .

A second epoch follows in which [the translator] only tries to appropriate foreign content and to reproduce it in his
own sense, even though he tries to transport himself into foreign situations. I would call this kind of epoch the
parodistic one, in the fullest sense of that word. . . . The French use this method in their translations of all poetic
works. . . . Just as the French adapt foreign words to ther pronunciation, just so do they treat feelings, thoughts, even
objects; for every foreign fruit they demand a counterfeit grown on their own soil. .

Since it is impossible to inger either in the perfect or the imperfect and one change must of necessity follow, we
experienced the
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third epoch, which is to be called the highest and the final one, namely the one in which the aim is to make the
translation identical with the original, so that the one can be valued not instead (anstatt des andern) but in the place of
the other (an der Stelle des andern).

This kind had to overcome the greatest resistance nngmﬂ]lv for the translator who attaches himself closely to his
original more or less abandons the nﬂgnahh of his nation, and so a third comes into existence_ and the taste of the
multitude must first be shaped towards it.

But since these three epochs are repeated and inverted in every literature; since, indeed, these three methods can be
applied simultanecusly, a translation into prose of the Shah-nama and the works of Nizami's is still in order. . . .

But it is about time now for someone to offer us a translation of the third type. which would correspond to the different
dialects as well as to the thythmical, metrical, and prosaic ways of speech in the original, and which would allow us to
enjoy that poem anew in all its idiosyncrasy. . . .

It remains to explain in a few words why we called the third epoch the final one. A translation which attempts to
identify itself with the onginal in the end comes close to an interlinear version and greatly enhances our underatandmg
of the Gﬂgltlﬂl_ this in turn leads us, compels us as it were, to the source text, and so the circle is closed at last: in it the
coming together of the foreign and the native, the unknown approximation and the known keep moving toward each
other. 17

This famous text provides the most advanced expression of the classical German thought on translation. Neither
Schleiermacher nor Humboldt have been able to go bevond it. Some comment is called for. From the outset, Goethe presents
the three modes of translation as historical modes, each connected with a certain relation to the foreign. Even though the third
mode is called the "highest" and the "final." it does not therefore simply constitute a mode dialectically superior to the two
others, particularly the second. It is rather the "highest" because it constitutes an w/fimate possibility of translating (the
interlinear version conscious of itself) and because with it the inflection of the circle begins, by which everything returns to the
starting point. From mode one to mode three, the entire trans-lation of what is one's own to what is foreign has been
completed, and for Goethe it is evident that no other modes are possible. Furthermore, depending on the different domains of
translation, these modes may coexist: The translation of oriental texts, for instance, did not take place at the same time as the
translations of the Greeks or of Shakespeare. But what keeps Goethe from privileging the third mode, as we would tend to do
in the twentieth century, are two points not approached by the text of the Divan but mentioned else-
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where. The first 1s the relation of translation to the wntranslatable; in 1828 he writes to Chancellor von Miiller:

In translation one should not engage in a direct struggle with the foreign language. One must attain the untranslatable
and respect it; for it is precisely there that the value and the character of each language lie. 18

The same remark is found in Maximen und Reflexionen:

In translation, one must attain the untranslatable; only then does one become aware of the foreign nation and the
foreign language 19

The third mode of translation of the Divan would well seem to engage in an immediate struggle with the foreign language and
tend, precisely. to translate the untranslatable, in a struggle reminiscent of Rimbaud's "spiritual battle " The wuntranslarable, in
reality, is not anyvthing particular, but the rtotality of the foreign language in its strangeness and its difference. Goethe
intends to respect this difference (which is the meaning of his humanism), but also to relatvize it to the extent that, even though
it constitues the value and the orniginality of the foreign language, it is not necessarily what is essential to it. Along this line he
judged the contemp orary attemptsnotably by A. W. Schlegelof translations in verse, and not in prose, of foreign poetry,
attempts whose legitimacy may seem evident to us but at the time seemed rev DhlﬁDIlﬂI"‘- A W. Schlegel's entire translator's
gospel is based on this. Now, these attempts are based on an absolute valonzation of poetic form. a valonzation Goethe
rejects, first becanse he does not want to separate form and content, but above all because he assigns an almost
rranscendental value to contentgranting that content here is not that which could simply be grasped bevond the form in a
work, but something more mysterious. It might be said that content is to form what Nature is to its manifestations. Two of
Goethe's texts, in Dichrung und Wakhrheit, make his position on the subject explicit:

[ value both rhythm and rhyme, whereby poetry first becomes poetry, but the part that is really, deeply, and
fundamentally effective_ that which is truly formative and furthering, is what remains of the poet when he is translated
into prose. Then remains the pure, perfect substance [Gehalt] 20

To be sure, in the rest of this text Goethe presents the prose translation of poetry as a first stage, and cites the Lutheran Eﬂ:}le
translation as an example. But it is true that by putting forth the "pure and perfect content” as the "acting” and "formatrve”
principle. he has amply justified this type of translation. In another passage of Dichtung und Walhrheitin which Luther and the
Bible are also under considerationhe develops his view of the "content” of the work:
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What matters most in all that 1s handed down to us, particularly in writing, is the ground, the inner being, the meaning,
the direction of the work; for there lies what is original, divine . efficient, untouchable, indestructible, and neither time
nor outside influences could affect this primal inner being [ Lrwesen], not any more than a disease of the body can
affect a well-built soul. Thus, langnage, dialect, idiosynchracies, stvle, and finallv writing, should be regarded as the
body of any work of the spirit. . . .

Therefore, to research the inner, anthentic being of a work that particularly pleases us is evervone's business, and what
should be weighed above all is how it is related to our own inner being and to what extent its vital force excites and
fertiizes our own: on the other hand. the exterior which does not affect us or whose effect i1s doubtful. should be
relegated to criticism, which may well be capable of dismembenng the whole and teanng it asunder, but never
manages to rob us of the actual ground to which we cling, nor even to make us waver for only a moment with regard
to our once established confidence. 21

This ground of the work appears to be the opposite of the untranslatable, ff it is indeed that which, in the work, has a definitive
and immediate hold on us, which makes it speak for us, its profound Sprachlichkeir. From this the relatve nature of a
translation attached to the differences of the work mayv be deduced, as well as the derivative and secondary nature of criticism.
Conversely. when form becomes the absolutely privileged element. as it is with the Romantics, poetic and critical translation

acquire a prn:unrdml position.

Goethe's triadic scheme is put in a different light when it is confronted with other texts, those devoted to Bildung. There can
be no doubt that the majority of the reflections Goethe devoted to translation are situated i this framework. A text written
shortly before his death, in 1831, entitled Epochen geselliger Bildung (periods of social, or sociable, formation), distinguishes
four moments of Bildung. The first one corresponds more or less to the "virgin" state mentioned by Herder. The three others
correspond to the modes of the Divarn:

[. From a more or less crude mass, narrow circles of cultured people are formed; the relations are the most intimate.
only the friend is trusted, only the loved one is sung to, everything has a homely and familiar aspect. These circles are
closed to the outside, as they must be, since they have to secure the crude elements of their existence. They therefore

tend to keep to the mother tongue, which is why this stage may rightfully be called the idyilic.

II. These narrow circles multiply . . . the internal circulation becomes more lively, the influence of foreign languages is
no longer
< previous page page 61 next page >

If vou like this book, buy it!



< previous page page 62 next page >
Page 62
refused; the circles remain separated but draw closer to one another. . . . I would call this stage the social or the civic.

I1I. Finally the circles continue to multiply and to expand i such a way that they touch and prepare to merge. They
understand that their wishes and their intentions are the same, but they are still unable to dissolve the barriers that
dvide them. This stage might provisionally be called the more general.

IV. In order to become wniversal, that goodwill and good fortune of which we may pride ourselves at present are
needed. . . . A higher influence was necessary to accomplish what we live today: the unification of all cultured circles
which up to now merely touched. . . . Foreign literatures are all set on an equal footing with our own, and we do not
lag behind in the course of the world. 22

If the word circle is replaced by the word nation, we have exactly the process that leads to the constitution of Weltliteratur.
In the mtroduction of the journal Propviden. Goethe approaches the relation of what is one's own and what is foreign from vet
another angle, describing what might be called the law of opposition:

We do not form ourselves by merely setting in motion, lightly and comfortably, what lies within us. Every artist_ like
every man, is only a ﬂmgle being and will therefore lean towards one side. Which is w hy he mmst also absorb, as far as
possible, in theory and in practice, what is opposite to his nature. The frivolous should seek out the serious and the
earnest, the serious should have a light and comfortable being before his eves, the strong should cultivate gentleness,
the gentle strength, and each will develop his nature in proportion as he seems to depart from it 23

The relation to the foreign appears here as the encounter of that which is opposed to us, as the cultivation of what is
antagonistic to our own nature. Such, for instance, is for Goethe the mutual relation of French and German culture at the
beginning of the eighteenth century. The German Unbdndigheir [lacl-: of restraint) can only help French culture to liberate itself
from the straight-jacket of its classicism. But conversely, German "versatility" has everything to gain from the formal rigor of
the French: Thus each culture mmst search in the other what it lacks as well as what 1s most opposed to it. The relation, then, to
the foreign is characterized by the fact that one looks in it for a difference that is itself derermined. Besides, the scene of the
relation between what is one's own and what is foreign is dominated by that which, bevond their opposition, is the element of
their possible coexistence: the foreign is always only an alfer ego, and conversely, I am the foreign to a multiplicity of alter
egos. Which entails that the relation to the foreign is above all a relation of confemporaneity: there can be no commerce and
interaction with the dead.
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Still, the contemporaneity of alter egos needs to be grounded in a third ferm, an almost absolite term to which all can refer,
and which constitutes thewr ground: In the case of a culture, this ground must itself be a culture, but a culture that is the
immediate expression of Nature. This is the Greek culture. For Goethe, the Greeks represent the pinnacle of humanity and
Bildung. In the same way one must always come back to Nature, in the cycle of Bildung one must always come back to the
Greeks. The poet states this to Eckermann on 31 January 1827:

But, while we thus value what is foreign, we must not bind ourselves to some particular thing, and regard it as a model.
We must not give this value to the Chinese, or the Serbian, or Calderon, or the Nibelungen; but if we really want a
model, we must always return to the ancient Greeks, in whose works the beauty of human kind is always represented.
All the rest we must look at only historically, appropriating to ourselves what is good. so far as it goes. 24

The reference to Calderon or the Nibelungen 1s a barely disguised criticism to the romantic multiple overture towards foreign
literatures. For Goethe, the Greeks in effect occupy the place of Urbild and Forbild in the process of Bildung, a place never
disputed by him. Greelmness is that manifestation of the Eternally One, the originary Man, against which all cultures may be
measured, whether they are Germanness, Frenchness, Italianness, or even Latinness. All the rest is "historical.”" either in the
meaning of past (a depreciatory meaning for Goethe) or in the meaning of contemporary. Here again. we find the double level
of Goethe's thought: Eternity and Contemporaneity. A double level unified in his concept of Nature 23

In the selective space of the translatable, the translation of the Greeks. as it is carried out by Voss and, under the direct
influence of Goethe and Schiller, by Humboldt, an:qun*e& a natural precedence. Which is why Goethe looked upon the mass of
romantic translations with increasing ill humor, since, as Strich rightly emphasizes, they concerned neither the Greeks nor the
contemporaries:

To be sre, German Romanticism also translated from all iteratures:; but what did it translate”? Dante. Petrarch,
Cervantes, Shakespeare, Calderon, the old Indian writers. Their n:nntempnrm‘ie& in other nations remained almost
excluded from the circle of interest of German Romanticism. It knew time only as a sequence, at bottom only as a
past, not as simultaneity and co-simultaneity, as a temporal community of people living together in the present.26

Goethe saw in it a different conception of world literature, and mstifiedly so. The fact is all the more striking since, personally,
he fully recognized his debt to Shakespeare and Calderon. From his point of
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view, the Romantics ended up in a space both infatuated with the past andabove alldangerously syncretic. We are faced here
with the opposition mentioned above between the two views of E;!'Eduﬂg and the disjunctive structuring of the field of
translation. Once more, Goethe's reserve is all the more notable since the Divan reflections propose a view of the modes of
translation that is baralx different from those of A. W. Schlegel and Schleiermacher. But the Ubersetzungstalent and the
romantic will to translate evervthing are fundamentally foreign to Goethe.

That there 1s an essential difference between the translation of contemporaries and the translation of authors from the past is
something Goethe could teach us to appreciate better. From the past. only the works remain. From the present, we have the
authors and all that is implied by it in terms of a possible living interaction. But there is more. Contemporaneity means that the
translated language may also translate, that the translator may also be translated. that the translated language, author. and
work, may live the fact of being-translated. In other words: Iftraﬂﬁlatmg is considered an interaction between two languages,
contemporaneity produces a double effect: The translating language 1s modified (which is what is always observed i the first
place). but so is the translated language. Goethe must be credited for having considered the whole of the play of translating
and being translated in the space of contemporaneity, for having measured its psychological, literary, national, and cultural
manifestations. Now, rranslation is taken up in the vast cvele of being translated. This phenomenon is in turn reproduced
on all levels of cultural trans-lation (criticism, borrowings, "influences.” etc ). Thus, Goethe offers us a global view of the
mutual relations of what is one's own and what is foreign, in which equal consideration is given to the question of what one's
own is for the foreign, and thus of izs relation to the foreign which what is our own is for it. One might even state: Before the
age of Weltliteratur, the relation to the foreign is one of refusal, or of misunderstanding, or of disfiguring or "parodistic”
annexation (the case of the Romans and of French culture until the nineteenth century), or of faithful and respecting welcome
(the case of the Germans from the second part of the eighteenth century onwards). With the arrival of world literature, the
relation becomes pmpnrlmna]h more complex as the different cultures henceforth seek to contemplate themselves in the
mirror of others and to look in it for something they cannot perceive by themsebres. The captivation of oneself no longer
passes merely through the captivation of the foreign, but through the captivation by the foreign of oneself. It is
Goethe's version of Hegel's mutual recognition, and the poet does by no means exclude the struggle mentioned in the
Phenomenology of Spirit.
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Goethe sought to formulate this reciprocal relation of what is one's own and what i1s foreign by means of various concepts
which are primarily concerned with translation. but also with other intercultural or mnterliterary relations, like criticism: These are
the concepts of Theilnahme (participation), szeggfung (mirroring). Verjiingung (rejuvenation), and Au_ﬁi‘uchung
(regeneration). Participation indicates a certain type of relation which is both active intervention and engagement,_ the reverse of
influence, fluenz, a passive relation always severely judged by Goethe, connecting it to the disease of the same name,
Influenza. Thus he states that Carlyle shows

a peaceful, lucid, and intimate participation with the German literary and poetical debuts; he espouses the most
particular efforts of the nation, he gives value to the indnidual, each in his own place, and thus settles to a certain
extent the conflict mevitable within the literature of any people. For to Iive and to act is also to choose sides and to
attack. . . . And while this conflict often disturbs the horizon of an interior literature for many years, the foreigner lets
the dust, ﬂmuke_ and fog settle . . . and he sees those distant regions. with their light and their dark sides. light up

before him, with an equanimity EDEEI.‘pEI’ﬂblE; to that with which we are used to contemplate the moon on a clear night.
27

Thus foreign literatures become the mediators in the internal conflicts of national literatures and offer them an image of
themselves they could not otherwise have. Goethe plaved this role, for example, in the conflicts between classics and
romantics in [taly. This type of intervention in a national literature refers in turn to the notions of mirroring and regeneration, as

he notes in 1827:
Flagging national literatures are revived by the foreign 28

And more decisively:
In the end every literature grows bored if it not refreshed by foreign participation. What scholar does not delight in the
wonders wrought by mirroring and reflection” And what mirr oring means in the moral sphere has been experienced by

evervone, perhaps unconsciously; and, if one stops to consider, one will realize how much of his own formation
throughout life he owes to .29

Which corresponds to a principle expressed in the Morphology:
The most beautiful metempsychosis is that in which we see ourselves reappear in another 30

Among all the "mirrorings” that may occur between two cultures, translation is certainly one of the most important, and the one
which 51111::1{ Goethe the most, not only becanse he himself had E}Lpenenced
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it, but because it concerns a more creative mirroring than does criticism. When a Latin translation of Hermann and Dorothea
was brought to Goethe, he made the following comment:

[ had not seen this poem, cherished by all, for vears, and now I contemplated it as it were in a mirror which, as we
know from experience and more recently by entoptics, has the ability to exert a magical influence. Here, in a much
more formed language I saw my feelings and my poetry identical as well as changed; I was especially struck by the
fact that Latin is a language that tends towards the concept and that transforms what, in German_ hides itself in an
innocent way. . . . 31

He adds that in the Latin translation, his poem
seemed more noble, as if it were, with regard to its form, returned to its origin 32

In the same way, Nerval's translation of Faust seemed to him to have "regenerated” the German text. Eegarding the English
translation of Schiller's Wallenstein, he states:

Here we note something new, perhaps scarcely felt and never expressed before: that the translator 15 working not for
his own nation alone but also for the nation from whose language he takes the work. For it happens more often than
we think, that a nation draws vigor and strength from a work and absorbs it fully into its own inner life, that it can take
no further pleasure in it and obtain no further nourishment from it. This 1s particularly the case with the Germans. They
are prone to excessive enthusiasm and,. by too frequent repetitions of something they like, destroy some of its qualities.
It is therefore good for them to see one of their own literary works reborn in translation 33

These remarks would have no more than a purely psychological scope if they only referred to the wonder Goethe experienced
when he found his works or those of his friend Schiller again in a foreign language; these remarks would not concern the
metamorphosis effected by translation when a work unfolds i another language. But this is not the case. In order to produce
this 'rr:trprEEEinn of wonder, the translation must have effectively placed the work in a mirror of itself that "regenerates” and

"revives” it. It is i this sense that being translated is fundamental for a work (and for its author in the second place)because it
places the work in an other time_ a more originary time, a time in which it seems as new as it was at its debut. In this sense_ it
becomes again highly readable for those who already know it (authors or readers) in its mother tongue. This essence of
translation for the others certainly remains mysterious, but it already indicates that the significance of translation does not
consist in mediating foreign works only for the readers who do not know the language of the original. No: Translation
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is an experience that concerns those translated as well as those translating; as an end product. it is ideallv destined to be read
by all. The effect produced on the translated work through the translation is no doubt a fundamental phenomenon, and it is
Goethe's merit to have perceived it as something that refers to the mysteries of the lives of languages, works,_ as well as of
translation as such. These mysteries are signaled by these smmultanecusly spatial and temporal notions of mirror reflection,
regeneration, and return to the origin. Without this "participation” of the foreign, which translation is, the work "would be bored
with itself." would exhaust itself in the effects it produces as a work in its inguistic space. In this sense, it needs to be
translated. to reappear rejuvenated in the mirror of a foreign language in order to be able to offer its face of wonder to the
readers of its mother tongue, i.e., its face as a work pure and simple. This metamorphosis. even metempsychosis, refers to the
symbolic tenor of translation as such, of which Goethe was certainly aware,_ since he devoted a poeman unpretentious one, to
be sureto it, entitled Ein Gleichnis, a symbol:

Jungst pflisckt’ ich einen Weisenstraull
Trug thn gedankenvoll nach Haus,

Da hatten von der warmen Hand

Die Kronen sich alle zur Erde gewandt.
Ich setzte sic m ein frisches Glas

Und welch ein Wunder war mir das!
Die Képfchen hoben sich empor,

Die Blatterstengel im griinen Flor,
Und allmusammen so gesund

Als stiinden sie noch auf Muttergrund.
So war mir's als ich wundersam

Mein Lied in fremder Sprache vernahm. 34

The poet has picked flowers of the field and carried them home with him. Deprived of their maternal soil, they begin to wither.
He then puts them in fresh water, and there they bloom again: Thus it was when I heard, full of awe, my song in a foreign
language. The one Who picks the flowers is the translator. Eemoved from its soil. the poem runs the risk of fading. But the
translator puts it in the fresh cup of his own language, and it blossoms once again, as if it were still on its maternal soil. This is
an awe-inspiring marvel, since neither the poem nof the flowers are still on their native soil. Even though the blo 55r:+rr:u'ng of
flowers symbolizes what happens to the poem in translation, it is the poem in its entirety that is a symbol. Or again: Translation
is a symbol. A symbol of what? Of the marvel, certainly, that occurs every day in the mmltiple trans-lations that make up the
very fabric of the worldof the
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presence in our lives of the innumerable faces of metamorphosis and metempsychosis. 33

But even as he is describing translation as a metamorphosis, even as he is inscribing it in the great cycle of vital exchanges,
Goethe takes care not to assert that everything is translation. To be sure, the "mirroring” he so marvelously finds here also
exists elsewhere. And first of all in the domain of human relationshipsamorous, friendly, social, cultural.

Hence, it was tempting to go one step further and to formulate a theory of the generalized translation of everything into
evervthing, of which the interlingual translation would be onlv a particular case. Goethe does not take this step; on the
contrary, he maintains, though mplicittvand despite his unitary perception of realitythe different separated domains. The
Romantics, for their part, do not have these reservations. Transforming Goethe's mirroring into a reflection raised to the level
of an ontological principle, they edify a theory of generalized translation, of which the clearest illustration. as we shall see, is
Novalis's Encyclopedia.

The poetological radicality of the Romantics has perennially been opposed to the allegedly "Philistine” prudence of Goethe.
We would, on the contrary, like to reread the Romantics from a point of view much closer to Goethe's than to their own, and
to underscore all that is negative in their speculative fever. The humanism of a Goethe will not be surpassed by symbiotically
repeating the poetic absolutism of the Arhenduwm, but by radicalizing the intuitions of the man from Weimar, all of which
underscore the social and historical character of translation.
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5
Fomantic Revolition and Infinite Versability

In his Dialogue on Poetry, having sketched a brief outline of the "epochs of poetry” from the Greeks through Shakespeare,
Friedrich Schlegel outlines the literary situation in Germany at the end of the eighteenth century:

Meanwhile, even here there remained a tradition whose contention was to return to the ancients and to nature, and this
spark n:aught fire with the Germans after they had gone through all thewr models. Winckelmann tanght that antiquih was
to be viewed as a whole. . . . Goethe's universality gently reflected the poetry of almost all nations and ages.
Philosophy arrived in a few darmg steps to the point where it could comprehend itself and the spirit of man, in 1 whose
depths it was bound to discover the primordial source of the n:uagmatmﬂ and the ideal of beauty, and thus was
compelled to recognize poetry. whose essence and existence it had not even suspected. PthDEDI}h‘- and poetry, the
two most sublime powers i man, which even in Athens in the period of their highest fruttion were effectrve only in
isolation. now intermingle in perpetual interaction in order to stimulate and develop each other. Translation of poets
and mitation of thewr rhythms have become an art, and criticism a discipline whiu:h annihilated old errors and opened
new vistas in the knowledge of antiquity. . . .

Nothing further is required but that the Germans continue using these methods, that they follow the example set by
Goethe, explore
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the forms of art back to thewr sources i order to be able to revive or combine them. . . . 1

This brief text by F. Schlegel contains so to speak in nucleo the entire view the Romantics of the 4rhendum have of their age
and its disruptions: The return to antiquity, the appearance of a national poetic genmus of a protean stature, the self-unfolding of
philosophy, the minghing of thinking and poetry, the emergence of an art of translation and of a science of criticismthese are the
cultural novelties of the present. F. Schlegﬂl here alludes not only to perfectly defined historical events, but also to those
elements which are rather part of a romantic program: to unite philosophy and poetry. to make criticism into a science and
translation into an art. It is also, and abowve all, of the order of a demand, the demand of a group of which he is the theoretical
leadera demand which we have put forward here with a false simplicity, since terms like philosophy, poetry, art, science,
criticism, or fantasy have a very precise meaning in the romantic terminological cosmos, which is by no means reducible to
our conceptual framework or the one that immediately precedes the Jena Romantics.

An understanding of this text. then, demands a short but close examination of the whole of the reflections of the Athendum
members. Only thus are we able to understand why translation is mentioned together with the great cultural realizations of the
time, and what its place is among them.

The journey must begin with an examination of the critical revolution that emerges with Romanticism_ and of which F.
Schlegel and Nowvalis are the principal instigators. In what sense is it possible to speak of a critical revolution? Obwviously, the
expression refers to Kant and his "Copernican revolution,” of whom the early Romantics, following Fichte, are the heirs. It also
refers to the French Revolution. In both cases, a historical rupture occurs. The Kantian revolution introduces criticism into the
center of philosophy, in the form of an analvtic of the finite subject, which is henceforth barred from any transgression of the
sensible domain, and for which any naive philosophizing is henceforth impossible. The French Eevolution introduces a radical
disruption of traditional social forms, also in the name of reasonwhich means that with Kant and the French Revolution the
critical age has arrived:

This age, in which we have the honor to live; an age that. to express it in a single word, deserves the modest but

significant name of critical age, so much so that at present everything will be criticized, with the exception of the age
itself. and everything will become more and more critical 2
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This age submits everything to its "chemistry": 3 it is the age of anti-nafveté or, put in negative terms, the age of non-simplicity
and of tearing apart. Romantic thinking mherits this non-smmplicity, this refusal of all nafvete: It is a thinking drunk with critical
pathos. At stake for it, as for all pt}it -Kantian thinking, is the ﬂEEDtﬂp]lShﬂ:lE:ﬂt of that which was allegedly onlv outlined by
Kant, that is, to make his critique "more and more critical." but also to spring the bolt Kant had placed on ﬁpeculatmn and the
unfolding of the infinity of the subject. The Jena Romantics actvely take part in this radicalization of Kant's thought in the wake
of Fichte and Schelling_

But their place in the post-Kantian speculative field consists of unfolding the problematic of the z'ﬂf nite subject in the
medium af art and poetry, and of reformulating all existing theories of art, poetry, Bildung, and genms, in the language of the
reflection inangurated by Fichte's 7 zs:emchaﬁsfehre the doctrine of science. The fecundity of this project, which takes the
explicit form of a project articulated in mutiple Lehire, surpasses by far the contemporary enterprises of the magnification of
artthose of a Schelling or, later, of a Solgerbecause it appears in a space which is not, properly speaking, philosophical (in the
academic sense) nor simply the space of poetic creation. It is well known that the works of the first Romantics are few, often
unfinished. and if Nowvalis, for instance, had not written his Fragments, it is not certain that his poems and sketches for novels
alone would have been sufficient to canonize him. As for F. Schlegel, his literary works (like Lucinde) barely go bevond the
stage of expermmentation. How then characterize this space? Probably by saying that it is not the space of a work, but one of
imtense reflection on the absent, desived work, or the work to come. The only finished texts left by the Romantics are their
critigues, thewr collections aof fragments, thewr dialogues, thew [iterary letters, and . . . thewr rransiations. Translations,
critiques, but also letters and fragments (considered as a literary mini-genre inherited from Chamfort, or rather as a form of
finished writing, not as Bruchstiick, piece, unfinished sketch), have in common the reference to an absent other: translation to
the original, letters and dialogues to an external referent of which they treat, criticism to a literary text or the whole of
literature 4 Theyv are not works, but forms of writing which entertain a pmfuund_ but also very nostalgic. relation to the work.
To inhabit this relation to the already existing, absent, or immagined work, and ro think, within this relation, the work as such
as the absolute of existence, this is the specificity of the Arhendum Romanticism. But there is more: In the intimacy of this
relation they have the presentiment that these forms of writing, in a certain way, also belong to the space of the work, even as
thev remain equally outside of it. Which could be formulated as follows: The original work
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needs and does not need translation; the work needs and does not need criticism; the fragments represent the whole and are
not the whole; the letters and the dialogues are works and are not works. Hence the resurgence of the question: What is the
literary work if it is the seat of such paradoxes? The critical revolution of the Romantics consists in a relentless questioning
about this essence of the work, which was manifested to them in the fascinating intimacy of criticism and translation. of
philology in the broad sense, as Novalis defined it in one of his fragments:

Philology in general is the science of literature. Everything dealing with books 1s philological. Notes, title, epigraphs,
prefaces, criiques, exegeses, commentaries, quotations, are philological. Purely philological is that which treats only of
books, which relates to books and not at all to nature as original 3

This is also a dangerous game, since criticism and translation may appear as the absence of one's own creativity, fragmentary
writing as the inability to produce finished works or systems. And in a certain way they are also this absence, this inability,

rev erberatlng infinitely. When Novalis writes in the margins of F. Schlegel's Fragments: "not a fragment,” "not a genume
fragment."6 he is not so much measuring these by a predetermined standard as by the fact that the fragmentary writing
incessantly mverts itself, or threatens to do so, into fragmented and unfinished writing in the most banal sense of the term. The
bulk of Novalis's and F. Schlegel's notebooks, as they are revealed graphically by the latest German editions, bear witness to
incompleteness as well as intentional fragmentation. Which entails that the riches of romantic thjﬂl-::ing its ability to reflect itself
infinitely. to turn itself to all sides, thereby apprehending the totality. is also its absolute poverty, its profound inability (if such it
has) to ‘think at allin the sense of the patient endurance near a theme or an object. The works written by the Romantics of the
second generation (like Clemens Brentano's novels) offer an often talented caricature of this thinking without pause and
without rest_ It is Hegel's "bad infinite" which Hegel could easily criticize in Romanticism, even though his critique was not
entirely to the point, since wealth and poverty, power and mmpotence, are connected absoltely here.

The critical Revolution, then, is chiefly the establishment of a certain way of thinking about the work as a medmm of the infimity
of the subject. This thinking borrows its arms from philosophy, but is not itself philosophy. When we speak here of work, we
mean exchisvely the written or literary work. With the exception of music, as we shall see, the Romantics have little to say
about the other domains of art. no doubt
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because these do not entertain this paradoxical and mtimate relation with criticism, translation, and different forms of
fragmentary writing, which, for the Romantics, belongs to literature; no doubt also because the medmum of iterature is
language, the most universal of all media. 7 The scattered attempts by the brothers Schlegel and Nowalis to closely examine the
"wonderful affinities of all the arts"8 barely go bevond the level of generalities. In reality, their passion is exclustvely the
"philological,” the written. Thus F. Schlegel writes in his "Letter on Philosophy:”

But it so happens that [ am an author and nothing but an author. Writing, for me_ holds I do not know what secret
magic: perhaps because of the twilight of eternity that hovers around it. Yes, [ admit to vou that [ marvel about the
secret power hidden in these dead traits; I wonder how the simplest expressions . . . can be so significant that it is as if
thev look out of clear eves_ or that they are as telling as the artless accents from the profoundest soul. . . . The silent
traits [of writing ] seem to me to be a more ;appmpﬂate hull for these deepest, most immediate utterances of the spirit
than the resounding of lips. I would almost say, in the somewhat mystical language of our H. [Nowvalis]: to live is to
write; the sole destiny of man is to engrave the thoughts of the divinity into the tables of nature with the stylus of the
creatively forming spirit ¢

And Nowvalis:

[ should like to see before me, as a work of my spirit, a whole collection of books, on all of the arts and all of the
sciences. 10

[ feel like devoting my entire life to one novelwhich alone would constitue an entire library, perhaps even the
apprenticeship of a nation 11

This passion for the book and the written is equally nourished by the fact that these spontaneously tend to form a system, as is
shown by the frequent expression of "world of books." which Nowalis did not fail to point out 12 And this latent systematicity
of the written which,_ according to F. Schlegel. makes it possible to consider all works of literature as a single work in the
process of becoming, is precisely what must be thought and developed. There is also something else: Literature is the place of
a self-differentiation of which the Greeks bequeathed to us the canonical form: that of genres. The other arts do not provide
the example of such a self-differentiation that affirms its own necessity. Moreover, the diision of genres is such that it tends to
reemerge every time one attempts to deny it or consider it obsolete. But historically, as we have seen above, there is another
possibility, the mixing of genres: For the Romantics, this is what happened with the Latin and Alexandrian poets
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or with the moderns Shakespeare and Cervantes, and which now looks for a new figure at the dawn of the nineteenth century.
Hence the following questions:

Should poetry simply be diided up? Or should it remain one and indmisible? Or alternate gbetween dmision and
union? 13

The romantic program consists in transforming what is historically only a tendency into a self-conscious intention; criticism and
translation, as we shall see, are inscribed in this program.

In the first place. the issue is to produce a criticism and a theory of literature that can definittvely transform_ by effecting an
historical rupture, the literary practice into a reflected practice assured of it absoluteness. In effect. everything happens as if the
Copernican revolution in philosophy should be matched by a Copernican revolution in poetry. And one can understand why,
still starting from K ant: The undertalﬂng of the three Critigues does not only signify a limit to knowledge, but also a self-
reflection of spirit by which spirit has access to itself. to the element of its autonomy:

Critigue. Always in the state of critique. The state of critique is the element of freedom 14

This is why F. Schlegel, in an obvious allusion to Kant and Fichte, could say that, at the end of the eighteenth century,
philosophy has succeeded in understanding itself. But that is not all: The Kantian critique, asn:endmg all the way to the
transcendental n:uagmannn discovered there "the original source of fantasy and the ideal of beauty." thus obliging philosophy
"to unequivocally recognize pnen'v ' Which means that it made possible, in its very movement, the dev elopment of a

"geniology." of a "fantastics."15 and consequently of a Copernican revolution of poetry, by means of which poetry would gain
access to its essence just as reason gained access to its essence through the transcendental method. The second revolution. to
be sure, can only be the work of poetry itself, just as the revolution of phjlninphv is a turning carried out within philosophy
itself. This entails two things. First. criticism should not be exterior to poetry; it should be a self-criticism of poetry. Second,
this self-criticism cannot do without philosophy because, for the R omantics, the movement of self-reflection is nothing but
philosophizing as such: which is why the relation of poetry and philosophy is at once fusion and mixing. Hence F. Schlegel's
two famous fragments:

The whole history of modern poetry is a running commentary on the following brief text of philosophy: all art should
become science and all science art; poetry and philosophy should be made one.16
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The more poetry becomes science, the more it also becomes art. If poetry is to become art, if the artist is to have a
thorough under standing and knowledge of his means and ends . . . the poet will have to philosophize about his art. If
he is to be not merely a discoverer and an artisan, but also an expert in his field . . . then he will have to become a
philologist as well. 17
In these two texts, as in the Dialogue on Poetry, one witnesses a chassé-croisé of the notions of "art." "science.” "poetry.”
and "philosophy." in which the Copernican revolution of poetry is at stake: the elevation of poetry to scientificity, to self-
knowledge, and to artificiality, to self-formation. by way of philos ophizing as reflection. Nowvalis expresses nothing else in his
"Poeticisms:"

The way philosophies as they existed until now relate to logology, so too do poetries as they existed relate to the
poetry to come. Up to now, poetries have mostly operated dynamically, the future transcendental poetry could be
called organic. When it will be invented, it will be seen that all genuine poets, without kmowing it, have created
organically but that this lack of consciousness of what they did has had an essential influence on their works so that
largely they have been truly poetical onlv in detail but on the whole ordinarily unpoetical. Logology will necessarily
introduce this revolution. 18

Appearing here is that hypervalonization of consciousness, or rather of self-knowledge, which is typical of the Jena Fomantics.
One of Novalis's "Logological Fragments" attempts to express the relation of poetry and philosophy:

Poetry is the hero of philosophy. Philosophy elevates poetry to the level of a principle. It teaches us the value of
poetry. Philosophy is the theory of poetry 19

But it is that philosophy has become phﬂnﬂnphmng and this is only "a self-discussion of a superior kinda genuine self-
revelation".20 This becoming-conscious of poetry is only the first momentthe Kantian momentof the "logological” revolution. It
must be followed by a second moment, which could be called its post-Kantian moment: the unfolding of the infinizy of poetry.
In fact. the reflexive operation and the infinitizing operation are one and the same for the Romantics. This is one of the
consequences of the vertiginous expansion they imposed on the concept of reflection, transformed by them into a fundamental
ontological category:

All things should be regarded as one sees the Ias one's own activity_ 21

All that can be thought thinks itself 22
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Walter Benjamin has shown in an excellent way how this category structures the entire Romantic thinking, to the point where
F. Schlegel was able write:

The romantic spirit seems to me to be fantasizing pleasantly about itself. 23

But this reflection is by no means a psychological movement, a way of being centered narcissistically on the selfat least not in
the vulgar sense. Such a preoccupation with one's own personal "self " seems even totally foreign to the early R omantics.
Reflection, here, is concemved rather as a pure specular process, as a self-reflecting, and not, as F. Schlegel depreciatingly put
it, "a brooding contemplation of one's own nose."24

The formal structure of reflection (the movement by which I pass from "thought" to "thought of thought." then to "thought of
thought of thought." etc.) provides a model of infinitization, to the extent that this passage is conceived as an elevarion: Itis a
structure of corridors, stories, statrcases, gradations, and the elevation may be considered simultaneously as an ascension. a
potentiation (Pﬂrenzzemng) and an amphﬁn:atmn (Erweiterung). Thus its concrete and positive plenitude is manifested.

It is concrete because it covers the totality of reality, which appears as constituted by a multiplicity of reflective monads
stimulating each other reciprocally to further reflection, as the effect of chains or senies of potentiations running i all directions:

Force is the material of matter. Soul is the force of forces. Spirit is the soul of souls. God is the spirit of spirits 23

It is positive because the reflective structure of reality ensures the truth of the philosophizing: all philosophizing that takes on the
apparent form of philosophizing on an object is, in fact. the philosophizing of the object on itself

Does one see each body only in so far as it sees itselfand as one sees oneself? In all predicates in which we see the
fossil, it sees us m turn 26

One of the corollaries of this theory is that we do not see objects, but doubles of oursehves:

Thoughts are filled only with thoughts. . . . The eve sees nothing but evesthe thinking organ nothing but thinking

organs 27

The universe projected in this way is, in the strictest sense of the term, a specular universe, in which all exteriority, all
difference, and all opposition can only be apparent and transitory

The fact that reflection is raised to the dignitv of an ontological principle frees it from all facile subjecttvism, even guaranteeing
its most
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complete objectmvity. The nbje:th ation of this category is visible when Novalis, for instance, interprets death or sickness as
pntentlahng reflections. It is also visible in the case of two literary notions, Wiz and iromy, whose structure, for the Romantics,
is reflexive. When S chlegel states that "the real itz is conceivable only in written form," 28 one feels his concern about
interpreting this notion as a form af the worlk, not as a psychological trait of its author. One might sav, paradoxically, that
subjectivity as reflection is a totally objective and systematic structuresystematic because its essence is to unfold itself following
the degrees of its potentiations. As Novalis writes:

The thought of self . . . is nothing but [the operation of] systematizing as such 29
And F. Schlegel:
Aren't all systems indrviduals just as all individuals are systems, at least in embryo and tendency?30

The term organic, which we have pointed out above in Novalis' "Poeticisms.” also has the meaning of svstematic: It refers to
organization, rather than to organism, as with Goethe and Herder. And this is why reflection becomes capable of sustaining the
theory of genms and the theory of the work.

To the extent that reflection has become an ontological category, romantic thinking becomes the running-through of reflexive
chains. Bildung is the movement through which man takes pDSSEESiDﬂ of his "transcendental [." without any Kantian limitations,
and practices "the expansion of his existence to mfinity "31 This munning-through 1s defined as a potentiation. Every pntennahun
15 an "elevation to the state of " and, just as well a "lowering to the state of " This double determination is
inevitable if reflection is to be actually infinite. That is the essence of what Nowvalis calls romantization:

The world must be romanticized. In this way the originary meaning may be found again. Romanticizing is nothing but a
quantltam e potentiation_ In this process, the lower self is identified with a better self Just as we are such a qualitative
series of powers. This process is still wholly unknown. To the extent that [ give a high meaning to the common, a
mysterious aspect to the habitual, an infinite appearance to the finite, the dignity of the unknown to the known, I am
romanticizing it. The operation for the higher, the unknown, the mystical, the mfinite, is the reverse. . . 32

This double movement is also what Nowvalis calls elsewhere the "method of reversal "33 Romantization, in order to be
complete, must affect all strata and all series. It must be encyelopedic. This encycloped-
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ism_ of which, as we shall see, the romantic project of an encyelopedia is one illustration, consists by no means of embracing
everything i a system or a "ring of sciences." as Du Bellay said in the sixteenth century; 34 but of going through evervthing
in an indefinite movemenrwhich Novalis also called (using a term to which we have already alluded) versability. The
fragment m which this neologism appears, as a vanant of versatility which seems to unite version, inversion, conversion,
interversion, pouring [versement]. etc., deals with self-limitation:

Fichte's synthesisgemnuinely chemical mix. Floating Indmviduality and generality of people anddiseases. On the
necessary self- limitationinfinite versability of the cultured (gebilderen) understanding. One can draw oneself from

everything, turn and overturn everything. as one pleases.33

Infinite versability is the power to carry out the entire course of reflexive chains, the power of that mobility which Nowvalis
compared to the "voluptuous" movement of a liquid in The Dzsr::;;t:rfe; at Sais. Itis also the ability to be everywhere and to be
many. By this right, even though the expression appears only once in all of the Fragments, it may be considered as the
category which, along with reflection, best represents the romantic perception of the subject, notably the productive and poetic
subject, the genius. As such, it formulates an entire new view of Bildung and, as we shall see, of the work itself. More than
the category of reflection, it brings us close to the speculative theory of translation, if it is true that the theory of infinite
versability is also a theory of the infinite version.

sturm und Drang had developed the notion of artistic genius as a tempestuous, unconscious, and natural force, engendering
works as one engenders children in the ecstacy of desire. In this context Goethe, but also Shakespeare or Calderon, could be
looked on as natural forces to which all theoretical reflection remained foreign. Bevond Jena Romanticism, this theory will be
taken up again by nineteenth century European Fomanticism. But nothing is more foreign to the Afhiendum than the idea of a
genius-artist producing in the ecstacy of a vital unconscious mmpulse, an ecstacy to which the artisan knowledge necessary for
the composition of the final face of the work would be miraculously added. Nowvalis says very succinctly:

The artist belongs to the work, not the work to the artist 36
For the time being it must be obwvious that the "geniology”" constitutes the model for the theory of the subject. And to the genus

belongs. as supreme expression of subjectivity. the power to be able to do anvthing and the will to will anything: the
"infinite versatility." What psychoanalysis calls omnipotence will only rarely, in the history of
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thought, have been consecrated with such fervor as a real and positive value. Even though the reinterpretation of one thought
on the basis of another is always hazardous, it may be said that romantic reflection is a supremely narcissistic reflection, if
narcissism consists primarily in the inability to differentiate anything from oneself in a findamental way. This refusal or this
inability to differentiate oneself is not without consequences for the view of Bildung and of the trans-lations it implies.

The theory of geni‘uﬁ as ommnipotent and unrealistic as it may appear to us, opens nevertheless a cultural history whose first
effects are felt in the nineteenth century but which have still not finished affecting us. A great part of Nietzsche's reflection, 111
The Gay Science. for instance. is devoted to measuring the disastrous consequences of what he calls the "historical sense.”
that is. the cameleontic ability to creep into anything, to penetrate all spaces and all times without really inhabiting them, to ape
all styles, all genres, all languages, all valuesan ability which, in its monstrous development, defines the modern Western world
as well as its cultural imperialism and its appropriating voracity. Nietzsche remains exemplary for us, in as much as he gathers
within himself, in an obviously impossible coexistence, all cultural trends of our history. Rimbaud's trajectory presents
something analogous. Actually, Romanticism rapidly withdraws in the face of the consequences of its conception of the
subject, of art, and of Bildung, in the face of this mingling everything with everything which will effecttvely (but in a negative
form it had certainlvy not expected) be realized in nineteenth-century Europe. That is the meaning of the turning towards
tradition and Catholicism carried out by Nowvalis and F. Schlegel as of the beginning of the new century.

The infinite versability is presented in many romantic texts as a demand of plurality:

On life and thought on a grand scale. Community pluralism is our innermost essenceand perhaps every man has a part
of his own in what [ think and do, just as I have a part in the thoughts of others. 37

Doctrine of persons. An authentically synthetic person is a person who is many persons at oncea genius. Each person
is the seed of an infinite genius 38

This interior ploralism, the essence of genms, is the analogue, as it were, of exterior pliralism; mdeed. it serves to efface any

difference between interior society and exterior (actual) society: just as the indnidual is a society, so too society is an
individual. But the genmus is more than the mere plurality of persons: It is a system of persons, an organic/organized totality:
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So far we have only had a particular geniusbut spirit should become total genms. 39
The total genms is the poetic genms, if poetry is that which "forms the beautifid society or the inner totaliny” 40

This view of an organic and systematic phrralism results in the numerous theories of "sociability” outlined by the Romantics,
whether it be that of love, friendship, the familv, or of "syncriticism." "symphilosophy." and " sympoetry "neologisms formed
from the Greek sum and modeled apparently on the term syrcretism. This term, as Novalis does in fragment 147 of his
Encyclopedia, should be connected with eclecticism. The phiral subjectmity is a syncretic and eclectic personality, and on the
basis of this it can engage, together with its alter egos, in the adventures of syncriticism and sympoetry. It only pursues with
others what it does with itself. The idea of syncretism contains the idea of mixing and uniting the disparate, the drverse, the
separate; the idea of eclecticism contains that of touching a little bit upon everything. To rouch a little bit upon everyrhingthis
may seem trivial; but in reality the emphasis should be placed on evervthing. And not only can the name of eclecticism be
perfectly applied to the personalities of Schlegel and Nowvalis, it also corresponds perfectly to their theory of subjectivity,
Bildung, and the work: The Witz for instance, is completely eclectic and syncretic, and this eclecticism and this syncretism are
themselves mterpreted from the perspective of sociability:

Many witty (witzigen) ideas are like two friendly thoughts, meeting suddenly after a long separation 41

Hence the long series of romantic texts n:elebrahng the arbitrary, the willldirlicha German word in which one must read
caprice as well as free choice, and which constitues the ideal of cultured subjectivity:

A truly free and cultured person ought to be able to attune himself at will to being philosophical or philological, critical
or poetical, historical or rhetorical, ancient or modern; quite arbitrarily, mst as one tunes an mstrument, at any time and
to any degree 42

F. Schlegel's frazment 121, published in the Athendum and quoted in our mntroduction, synthetically resumes this theme of the
arbitrary, of the plurality and the syncretic systematicity of the cultured indridual. Nowvalis develops the same idea:

The accomplished man mmst lve, as it were, in many places and many people at once. . . . Then the true, grandiose
present of the spirit is formed 43

‘What is particularly striking in this theory is the emphasis on the:
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Appetitus sensitivus et rationalis. The appetitus rationalis is a synthetic volition. Limitation i the synthetic volition
limitation delimitation. (I want everything ar the same time). Elective freedom is poetic hence, morality is
fundamentally poetry. Ideal of wanting-everything, of magic will 44

This ideal of m:nmp otence, omniscience, and ubiquity serves the construction of a theory of infinite subjectnvity, which frees
itself by a series, itself infinite, of elevations (ironic. moral, poetic. intellectual. even corporeal) of its initial finitude. But this
subjectivity would not be absolute if it was not also a finite subjectivity, that is to sav. a subjectivity capable of self-limitation
and rootedness in the imited. At this stage, romantic thinking carries out a double movement: one going in the direction of
infinitization, the other in the direction of finitnde. The accomplished Bildung is the synthesis of the two movements. Such is the
theory of "transitory hmits" by which Novalis seems to effect a return to Kant:

The more the horizon (the sphere) of consciousness becomes immeasurable and manifold. the more indridual
greatness disappears, and the more the spiritual, rational greatness of man increases visiblvthe more it reveals itself.
The greater and higher the totality, the more remarkable the particular. The capaciry for lmitation grows with the lack

of lumits 43
And F. Schlegel:

The value and the dignity of self-lmitation, which is after all . . . the first and the last, the most necessary and the
highest duty. Most necessary because wherever one does not restrict oneself, one is restricted by the world. . . . The
highest because one can only restrict oneself at those points and places where one possesses infinite strength. 16

In Nowvalis' "Dialogue 1." the whole of this problematic is found in a more populanized form:

A: For me each good book is the vehicle of a lifelong occupationthe object of an inexhaustible pleasure. Why do vou
restrict vourself to only a few good men of wit and intelligence? Isn't it for the same reason? Aren't we after all so
limited that we are capable of wholly enjoying only a few things? And isn't it better in the end to thoroughly possess a
single beautiful object than to glance past hundreds to sip everywhere, and thus to dull one's senses prematurely with
many often antagonistic partial pleasures without having thereby gained anything for good?

B: You speak like a religious brother. Unfortunately, vou behold a pantheist in mefor whom the immeasurable world is
just large enough. [ restrict myself to a few men of wit and intelligence
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because I mustwhere would I find more? So also with books. The making of books is still by far not vast enough for
me. If [ had the good fortune to be a father, [ could not have enough children: not merely ten or twelveat least a
hundred.

A: And women, too, you greedy one?
B: No, only a single one, i all seriousness.
A: What a bizarre inconsistency.

B: Not more bizarre nor more inconsequent than to have only one spirit in me, and not a hundred. But ust as my

spirit must transform itself into hundreds and millions of spirits, so my wife into all the women there are. Every man is
endlessly variable. Just as with the children. so with the books. I would like to have a whole collection of books before
me, comprising all the arts and sciences, as the work of my spirit. And so with everything. Wilhelm Meister's
Apprenticeship is all we have now. We should possess as many vears of apprenticeship,. written in the same spirit, as
possibleall the vears of apprenticeship of all the people who have ever lived. 47

The most striking illustration of the principle of infinite versability at the level of projects for romantic works is constituted by
Nowalis's concept of an encyeclopedia and F. Schlegel's project for a progressive universal poetry. We cannot deal with the
study of these two concepts in depth here_ but at least we want to demonstrate how the "versabilitv" manifested in it is
equivalent to the principle of translatability of everyvthing into everything. In some way it is the speculative version of the
L_bersgrzungsmfem mentioned by A. W_ Sc,hlegel with regard to his brother. The "progressive universal poetry” wants to
"mix" and to "fuse" the totality of poetic genres, forms, and expressions. The Erxmcfﬂpedm for its part, wants to "poeticize” all
the sciences. The two pr]El:ti are mutually complementary: Universal progressive poetry is encvclopedic, the Encyvelopedia
is universal and progressive.

The destiny of progressive universal poetry

is not merely to reunite all the separate genres of poetry and put poetry in touch with philosophy and rhetoric. It tries,
as it should, now to mix, now to fuse, poetry and prose, genius and criticism, the poetry of art and the poetry of
nature; and make poetry lvely and sociable, and life and society poetical. . . . It embraces everything that 1s poetic,
from the greatest systems of art, containing within themselves still further 5}'5teru5= to the sigh, the kiss that the poetizing
child breathes forth in artless song 48

It is obvious here that versability is the operational principle of such a figure of poetry: Forms and genres spill over into one
another,
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are converted into one another, collapse into the incessant and chaotic movement of metamorphosis which is actually the
process of the absolutization of poetry and. for F. Schlegel. the truth of Romanticism. That this versability should be
encyclopedic, for example, oriented on the Whole, is equally obvious. In F. Schlegel, for that matter, the same ambition
defines the Wizz. wony, and ﬁ'ﬂgtﬂf.‘;ﬂtﬂ:t"- writing, whose apparent unsystematicity i5 compensated by its encyclopedism.
Universal progressive poetry is at once "poetry of poetry." "transcendental pnetrv to the extent that it "can alsomore than any
other formhover at the rmdpmnt between the pre&ented and the presenter.” and, "on the wings of poetic reflection, raise that
reflection again and again to a higher power." 49 The mixing of forms, genres, and contents is presented here as the conscious
radicalization of all the literary mixings that have existed historically, and whose model, as we know, is the syncretism of late
Latin literature. This mixing presupposes the non-heterogeneity of forms and genres (as well as the nterchange ability of
contents), their translatability mto one another or, to formulate it even more precisely, the possibility to play infinitely with their
difference and their identity.

The concept of the Encvelopedia will engage our attention longer, because it illustrates this principle perhaps more natvely and
more clearly. It is well known that Novalis concerved of an Eﬂmcfapedm different from the idea of D' Alembert and Diderot.
whose aim would be to give a "romantic-poetic view of the sciences." according to the principle that "the accomplished form
of the sciences must be poetic:"350

Enmcfapedzmc Universal poetics and complete system of poetry. A science is ﬂl:l:DﬂIp]lihEli 1. when it is applied
to everything 2. when evervthing is applied to it 3. when, considered as absolute totality, as universe it subordinates
itself. as absolute mdnidual, to all the other sciences and arts. as relative indriduals 51

This project of totalizing poetization of the sciences is undoubtedly born from Novalis's dream of providing a certain number of
"versions' of Fichte's philosophy, somewhat as if this could be played to different tunes, or declined for the different cases. The
possibility to modulate the Wissenschafislehre, as the empty frame of any possible science, engenders the idea of the
totalization of these modulationsthe Encyvelopedia:

An extremely instructive series of specific presentations of the Fichtean and Kantian system could be concerved, e.g.,
a poetic presentation. a chemical one, a mathematical one_ a musical one, etc.32

The poetization of the sciences starts from the principle that all scientific categories are related and thus transferable:
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All ideas are related. The family hikeness is called analogy. 33
The categories are one and ndmvisible_ 54

Which means that if each science is constituted by a set x of categories, these may be replaced, represented, by a set v of
other categories, and so forth:

Psychology and Encyclopedistic. Something becomes clear only ﬂ:n’t:rugh repre&entatmn One understands a matter
most easily when seeing it represented. Thus the I is understood only in so far as it is represented by the non-I. The
non-I is symbol of the I. and serves only for the self-understanding of the I . . . As far as mathematics is concerned.
this remark can be applied by saying that mathematics, in order to be inta]]ig{blE: must be represented. A science can
only be truly represented by another science.33

Thus one obtains a poetics of mathematics, a grammar of mathematics, a physics of mathematics, a philosophy_ a history of
mathematics, a mathematics of philosophy, a mathematics of nature, a mathematics of poetry, a mathematics of history, a
mathematics of mathematics 56 The same schema may be applied to all the sciences, following the schema of reversibility
Nowvalis sometimes calls the U'mbiehrungsmethode,57 the method of reversal: poetry of mathematics and mathematics of
poetry, etc_a schema redoubled by another, reflexive one: poetry of poetry, mathematics of mathematics. The self-reflection
of a science is the other side of its reflection in another science, of its symbolization by another science:

Every symbol can in turn be symbolized by what it symbolize scountersymbol. But there is also a symbol of
symbolsintersymbols. . . . Everything can be symbol of the othersymbolic function. 58

One could speak here of generalized translatability as well as of convertibility in the monetary sense:39 mathematics is changed
into poetry like franc into dollar. But. to remain with this tElEtEI:phDI‘ this convertibility is hierarchical: Just as there are stronger
and weaker currencies. so too does the movement of conversion of categories obey a law of potentiation. It goes from low to
high, from empirical to abstract, from philosophical to poetic, etc., to culminate in an operation to which we shall return_ called
by Novalis the "elevation to the state of mystery."

Even though the scientific validity of such an undertaking may be more than doubtful, and though it tends to dislocate the
categorial fields of the sciences, to create an untamed alchemy of sorts, or to apply to the objective sciences a mode of
thinking that would be more appropriate to the poetic domain 60 we want to signal above all how the
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Encyclopedia clearly shows the structural place occupied by generalized translation in romantic thinking. even though
the concept of translation appears only very rarely in it. 61 One could speak of an operative concept which is not thematized as
such, but which organizes the unfolding of this thinking. In this sense_ Brentano captured its truth very well when he writes in
Godwi: "The romantic is itself a translation "62

We use the term generalized transiation on purpose: all that concerns the "version" of one thing in terms of another. This
notion 15 based on everyday language: "I have translated my thoughts as follows . . ."; "I have grven my version of the facts"; "I
don't manage to translate what [ feel”; etc. Here, translation concerns as well the manifestation of something, as the
interpretation of something, the pn&&;ﬂ:}ﬂm to ﬁ:rmufam or reformulate, something in an other way. Roman Jakobson
would call this intratranslation. To put it in even more general terms, translation concerns everything balnngng to the domain of
metamorphosis, transformation, imitation, recreation, copy. echo. etc. These are actual phenomena, and it would be tempting
to search ther commeon ontological root. Romantic thinking obviously succumbed to this temptation, trying to provide a
speculative basis for the untversal expenience of the transformability and the affinity of things. The problem of the theory of
generalized translatability is always this: It tends to efface all differences. In other respects, it is true that generalized
translatability corresponds to something real. And that any theory of difference encounters the reverse problem: What about
the DﬂtDngll:ﬂl site of the transformable, the convertible?

Restricted translation (between languages) could provide, as it were, the paradigm of this problem: Different languages are
translatable, but they are also different, hence to a certain extent untranslatable. But other questions arise. For example: how
does the translation between languages relate to what Jakobson calls the intralingual translation? That is to say, reformulation,
rewording? How does translation relate to the huge domain of interpretationsa somewhat equivocal term itself? In short, at
issue is the question of the limits of the field of translation and of the translatable.

Perhaps the point would be to articulate a multiplicity of theories of trans-lations (the theory of translation among them),
refusing a theory of the universal trans-lation. There is a great temptation to oppose to it a theory of difference, whether it be
psychological, inguistic, or epistemological. Such a theory is highly desirable, and it 1s in effect being developed today from
different fields of experience. But obviously, it mmst question itself about the existence, if not of generalized translation, at least
of its appearance, and even more about the fascination
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the theories of generalized translation have exerted regularly throughout history.

In thewr way, the Jena Romantics have lived this problematic intensely. Much more than that: It constituted the space of thewr
thinking and their poetry. i the first place, they developed, with the Encyelopedia, the Witz, and the wiversal progressive
poetry. a theory of generalized translatability which is the speculative and fantasizing transposition of the concrete experience
of the transformable. In the second place, they pmpu&ed a theory of poetry which makes poetry into translation and,
conversely. makes translation into a double of poetry. It is in this light that they interpreted the relation of poetry to its medium.
language: All poetry would be the "translation” of natural language into language of arta position announcing that of Mallarmé.
Valérv, Proust, or Rilke. [n the third place, they certainly surmised that restricted translation perhaps constituted the
parachgﬂ:l of generalized translation. but obscured this intuition by philosophically privileging generalized translation. From then
on, translation was no more than one of the (interchangeable) names of the mnfinite versabilitvundoubtedly a too mited name.
In the fourth place, they nterpreted translation as the inferior double of criticism and understanding. because the latter
seemed to them to bring out the essence of literary works more purah In the fifth place, they passionately ived the
expetience of restricted translation with A. W. Schlegel. and conceived the idea of a program of total translationthus espousing
a fascination perhaps inherent to translating as such: If everything is translatable, if everything is translation. one can and must
translate all the works of all the languages; the essence of translation is omnitranslation.

All these points are interconnected, even though it is important to distinguish between them. The generalized translation of the
Encyveclopedia is not the transcendental translation of poetry, but is its condition of ontological possibility. The theory of
criticism is not the theory of translation; but criticism is a process of translation, and translation is a process of criticism, to the
extent that both refer to the same "spiritual mimic_." rooted in the principle of the convertibility of everything into everything. The
Encyclopedia is only a fabric of intratranslations, but A. W. Schlegel's program of restricted translation has ency clnpedin:
ambitionsthrough which it becomes apparent to what extent the principle of infinite versability is incessantly at work in the
articulation of the different projects of the romantic Revolution. What remains now is to go through the different moments of
this immense circular reflection.
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6
Language of Art and Language of Nature

The poet is a peculiar species of translator who transiates ordinary discourse, modified by an emotion, into the

“language of gods. "
Paul Valery

In his La Geneése du Romantisme allemand, Roger Avrault observes that an explicit theory of language is hardly to be found
in Novalis and F. S u:hlege;l To be sure, the brothers Schlegel. philologists by training. could not have not thought about
language; but, in fact. it is only after the Athendim period that they contributed, with Grimm, Bopp. Humboldt, and some
others. to the formation of comparative grammar and the science of language. As for Nowvalis, it is true that he devotes only
little space to questions of language in his Fragments. What does this mean? In the first place, it means that one would look in
vain for a philosophy like Hamann's or Herder's in the early Eomantics. Rather, such a philosophy emerges with the Schlegels
well after they abandoned their critical. speculative, and poetological reflection. 1 It is as if there exists a certain incompatibility
between these reflections and an t:rb]e::m e study of language.

Still, to agree with Avyrault that neither Nowvalis nor F. Schlegel developed a theory of language is inaccurate, if only becanse
their theory of the work is a theory of poetry. which "relates directly to language."? On
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the other hand. the Romantics did assert that language is the most universal of all the human media. though this does not mean
they studied it i its own right. If the work is above all a work of language, language only counts as language of the work.
‘Which means that the romantic theory of language is entirely dependent on the theory of the work and of poetrv. It is never
autonomous, never crystalized in an independent Sprachlelire [Doctrine of Language]. As such, it is articulated along two
axes which, each in its own way, make language disappear as a reality sui generis: (1) Everything is language,
"communication,” and hence human language is a system of signs not fundamentallv different from other existing systems of
signs, except that it is inferior to them; (2) The "true" language, such as it appears m the work, must be concerved on the basis
of mathematical and musical "languages.” for example, on the basis of pure forms which, by virtue of their total lack of
content, are "allegorical," for example, "mimes" of the structure of the world and the spirit. These forms, freed from the
"tyranny" of content, are also free from the volke of mitation.

Actual language appears i this double perspective as a Natursprache, a language of nature, which must be transformed into a
language of art, a Kunstsprache:

The common language i1s the language of naturethe language of books is the language of art. 3
Natural, mimic, immaged language Artificial, arbitrary, voluntary language 4

The language of nature is inherently purely referential. centered on a content. And the primacy of content, for the Romantics, is
precisely the opposite of art.

Nowalis:

The cruder the art, the more striking the compulsion of the content 3

It is crude and without spirit to communicate only because of the content content, matter, should never tyrannize us.6
And F. Schlegel:

As long as the artist in the process of discovery . . _ he is in a state which . . _ is at the very least intolerable 7

This crude language must be transformed into the medmm for poetry by a chain of potentiations. Here_ writing as such plays an
essential role:

Elevation of the common language to the language of books. The
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common language grows incessantlyfrom it the language of books is formed. 3
The poetry of nature is the proper object of the poetry of art ¢
The spirit is the potentiating principlehence, the world of writing is potentiated nature, or technical world 10

Poetry mmplies language only as its support, its inevitable and 'rr:upe:fect beginning. The task of the poet is rather to produce, on
the basis of the language of nature, a pure a priori languagea task in which mathematics, music, and even philosophy. have
preceded him_ In a whole senies of texts, Novalis and F. Schlegel have attempted to think the totality of the artsnotably
paintingas a priori creations. The foundation of this opposition of the two langnages is obviously that of Nature and of Spirit.
which Nowvalis, using a daring neologism, calls Fakrur:

Facture is opposed to nature. The spirit is the artist. Facture and nature mingledseparatedunited. . . . Nature
engenders, spirit makes. It is much more convenient to be made than to make oneself 11

This nature/facture division is the fundamental affirmation of the logological revolution, and neither F. Schlegel's nor Nowvalis's
declarations ammed at a speculative relativizing of this opposition change anything about this: That which is opposed to the
Kimmstlichkceir of the artist, to everything in him that is reflection. calculation, consciousness, sobriety, lucidity, agility, and
detachment, is the unconscious, obscure Natiirlichkeir, inebriated with itself, which is characteristic of the Sturm und Drang
genis or, more profoundly, of the popular simplicity that "flourishes” in non-reflected production, in namve

"naturations” (another of Novalis's neologisms), which are to genuine poetic art what the song of birds or the murmuring of the
wind in the trees is to the fugue or the sonata: mimetism, "imtolerable” passion for what is expressed or represented.

The romantic criticism of content 1s first of all a criticism of the artist's relation to content; but 1t 15 difficult for this criticism not
to be transformed into a criticism of the very notion of content, because the procedures used to open this relation (reflection,
irony, etc.) tend to dissolve content or to make it into a mere support of these procedures. To affirm_ as F. Schlegel does, that
Goethe's wony in Wilhelm Meister transforms the characters of this novel into "marionettes.” or "allegorical figures,"12 is to
deny any realist dmension of this work, or to consider that dimension inessential But content is referential, it drags the work
out of its own element, that of self-reference. As for imitation, its referent is the outside world, the given, the phenomenal The
task of poetry, then, is first and foremost the destruction of the natural referen-
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tial structure of language (just as the romantic consciousness is a reflextve consciousness, never intentional consciousness or
n'anﬁcendence} Newvertheless, the non-referential, the non-content, the non-mmitative do not mean that poetry becomes an
"empty form." a pure formalizationnot any more than do nmsic, pjlnmphx or mathematics. Becaunse self-reference, as such, is
"symbolic”" or "allegorical” (contrary to the attempts of the age, the Arhendum tends to use both terms without distinction).
Friedrich Schlegel can state a few pages apart that "all beauty is allegory” and that "language . . . rethought in its origin, is
identical with allegory." 13 A principle which corresponds to the non-referential structure of reality: The self-reflection of
langnage reflects, in a kind of non-referential reference, the self-reflection of the real:

All the sacred games of art are only distant imitations of the inifinite play of the world. this work of art which eternally
eives itself its own law.14

In addition, allegory. as a principle of art. also refers to the fact that poetic language, which is never entirely iberated from its
naturalness, can never express directly the "Almighty" [le Trés-Haut): by denaturalizing language through a whole series of
procedures, allegorical writing seeks to circumvent this infirmity of natural language which Novalis and his friend never tire of
proclaiming

Nowalis:
A mumber of things are too delicate to be thought; many more still to be spoken about 15

For the poet language is never too poor, but always too general 16
And F. Schlegel:

Language as well behaves badly towards morality. It is never so crude and beggarly as when it comes to designate
moral concepts.17

The critical Revolution, then, establishes a new relation with language which can be said to govern modern Western poetry to
a great extenta relation in which natural language is defective with regard to the essence and the project of poetry. From our
perspective, this notion of natural language should perhaps be specified. To say that language is natural is not to deny its
human, historical origin. It is to say that, for man_ language constitutes an absolute given, which constitutes him as man, and
which has its own density. This does not mean that we stand in a passive relation to language. that we are immersed in it and
dominated by its structures: We create i language, with language, we create some language, without ever creating language
as such. Even more than by writing, this is shown by oral cultures, where linguistic creation is
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incessant. The oral relation to langnage can be called "natural": It is satisfied with cultivating the potentialities of language
without ever seeking to revolutionize it. The written relation. on the other hand, contains the seed of such a revolution. Nowvalis
had this intuition when he wrote m his noteboolcs:

Books are a modern genre of historical creaturesbut a highly significant one. Perhaps they have taken the place of
traditions. 18

Literature stands in a foundational relation to history. And it is pre::is.elv because, from this point on, the relation of men to
history and to themselves is mediated by the written that the latter's originary soil, "oral" natural language no longer seems to
be the vehicle of historicity. It is insufficient for the philosophical, cultural, scientific, and even poetical aims humanity has set for
itself. The oral, originary naturalness of language in effect implies its non- mmerﬂahh' its non-rationality. its reference to and
complicity with the hic ef nunc. its infinite dispersion in languagai dialects, jargons, sociolects, idiolects. etc. Left to itself and
its pure and natural. historical, and social essence, language is inc essantly particularized, differentiated. tagged to the infinite
dispersion of spaces and times. To be sure, one could see in this an aspect of its essential wealth. But in the perspective of
modernity, it is viewed rather as that which congenitally opposes its own unfolding. In its "natural state_ " language is not only
infinitely differentiated. but also not fixed: It is alwayvs changing. modifying, renewing itself. Wniting, as is well known,
introduces a brutal fixation into this moving flux, or rather, modifies the conditions of the transformation of language, as
Rosenzweig forcefully stated in the text we quoted above: Henceforth, the conditions of transformation come in part from the
outside. German R omanticism_ whatever aversion for French classicism it may have, is inscribed in the same dimension, and
draws from it the same radical consequences for poetry, by posing an abyssal (ontological, no-longer aesthetical-social)
difference between the language of nature, the "common” language, and the language of poetry. And its own poetical-critical
langunage is made in the mage of this difference: It is artificial through and through. 19 This artificiality is manifested in the first
place by a certain unreadabilitv. The obscurity of a Heraclites, a Guﬂgnra_ sometimes of a Shakespeare, or the "trobar
l:l'LlE" (the obscure EpE;EEh of the troubadours) depends on an other register. It is either a decipherable code or a content
purposely presented in an obscure way, or a more or less deliberate slippage between the language and what it aims to say.
Unreadability, on the other hand, seems to be profoundly related to the non-referential When Nowvalis states that the "mystery”
is the "state of dignity," we are actually at the beginning of a process that will culminate in Mallarmé or

< previous page page 91 next page >

If vou like this book, buy it!



< previous page page 92 next page >

Page 92

Rilkke. And this mfinite distancing from natural language is accompanied by a quest for a total. encyclopedic work which would
be all works and which would reflect itself, a work that, in some way, could unfold i any existing language, becanse it is
(apparently) "bevond" language. Brentano intuited this in a passage of his novel Godwi, to which we shall come back later,

when he says about Dante and Shakespeare:

These two poets dominate their langnage as well as their. . . . They are like giants in their language. and their language
cannot subject them, for language in general i1s barely sufficient for thewr spirit. 20

For the moment, let us look at the two axes that structure F. Schlegel's and Novalis's reflections on language more closely.

Evervthing is language. This statement is found almost everywhere in the romantic texts. Everyvthing s "sign." "symptom."
"trope.” "representation.” "hieroglyph,” "symbol." etc., calling now for an interpretation, now for a blind immersion.
Nevertheless, this pure signifying of things and of the world does not communicate anything in particular; it is rather crude
meaning;

Grammar. Not only man speaksthe universe also speakseverything speaksinfinite languages. / Doctrine of
signatures 21

Grammar. Language is Delphi 22
Imagenot allegory, not symbol of something foreign: symbol of itself 23

Such is the paradox of a communication without something that is communicated, of a universal and empty language,
proposing the imminence of a future revelation or the vestiges of a past revelation to the human ear:

All that we experience is a commumication. Thus the world is indeed a communicationa revelation of the spirit. The
time 1s no longer when God's spint was intelligible. The meaning of the world has been lost. We have been left with the
letter. . . .24

One might speak here of a untversal poeticity of things, if poetry mayv sometimes seem to be the meaning of this language of the
perpetually silent world that is perpetually in the process of speaking. This universe where evervthing is language, and where
language is always language of . . . (language of flowers, of music, of colors, etc ), refers to the theory of signatures as well as
to the theory of Baudelatre's correspondences, of which Tieck and the brothers Schlegel, for that matter, have given some sort
of first version. But it may be said just as
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well that if everything is langnage, there is no language in the specific sense_ and that human langnage is perpetually deficient in
relation to this language of the whole. The system of inguistic signs, pmperlv speaking. seems poverty-stricken in relation to
this incessant communication of the world. Henceforth, the task of poetry is to bring human language and universal language
closer together. But this does by no means come down to a naturalizing of poetry and its forms: On the contrary, to the extent

that the language of things is pure mystery and pure empty significance, its task will be to create a Kumf:pmﬂhe with the same
characteristics. Nowvalis expressed this in a famous fragment:

Nowvels, without consistence, though with associations, like dreams. Poemsmerely harmonious and full of beautiful
words, but also without any meaning or consistenceat the most isolated stanzas intelligible. . . . At most true poetry can
have an overall allegorical meaning, and an indirect effect, like music, etc. 23

There is a corollary to the fact that everything is langnage or "allegory": "Linguistic signs." writes Novalis, "are not specifically
differentiated (umterschiedern) from the other phenomena."26 Sign here means both a mark making possible the designation of
things_ and a hieroglyph analogous to those provided to us by the world and by nature. For the Romantics, human language is
the seat of a contradiction: On the one hand. as creation of the spirit, it is too abstract, too general, too distant from that which
it designates. In this sense, Nowvalis can say that it is, for philosophy as well as for art, an "inauthentic mednmm of
representation."27 But on the other hand, as hieroglyph, language has an active and almost magical power

The designation by sounds and traits is an abstraction worthy of admiration. Three letters designate God to me; a few
traits designate a million of things. . . . The doctrine of language is the dynamic of the realm of the spirit 28

When Nowvalis writes, summarily, that "the spirit can only manifest itself in a foreign and aerial form."29 what could be meant
but language. though a poetically purified and potentiated language? Thus we read in his ’ Lugnlugcal Fragments™

The poet dissolves all bonds. His words are not general signsthey are soundsmagic words that make beautiful groups
move around them. Just like the clothes of saints retain miraculous powers, so too have many words been sanctified
by some glorious thought, and become by themseles almost a poem. For the poet, language is never too poor,
always too general. He often needs recurning words, worn out by use. _ . 30
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There is a demand here that could be formulated as follows: to make an mstrument of poetic expression from the most
ordinary, trivial, everyday language. Rather than penetrate the signifying density of natural language, poetry must make this
language more and more "aerial " And this operation is carried out in the context of a theory of mathematical and
musical "languages" that ave considered to be a priovi and allegorical languages.

It should be specified that, for Nowvalis, music has access to its truth only through the most purified forms:

Dance and song music are not really true music. Only subspecies of it. Sonatas symphonies fugues variations: those are
authentic music. 31

Obwviously, this brutal mupture between popular and abstract music, effected by the apostle of the Mdrchen [fairy tale], sheds
light on the opposition between poetry of nature and poetry of art. Above all, it makes it possible for music to become the
model of poetry, without surrendering poetry to a pure and formless sentimentality.

Music can only become the background for poetry and its transformation into non-referential language because its essence is
mathematical If Nowvalis separates popular music so decisively from abstract music, it is because the latter is "mathematicized.”

Mathematics, along with philosophy, plays a very important role in romantic thinking, according to the following principle
expressed by WNowvalis: "Everything real created from nothing, like numbers and abstract expre&munﬁ has a marvelous affinity
with things from another world . . . with a poetic. mathematical. and abstract world. as it were."32 The romantic theory of
mathematics is situated at the intersection of a purely formalist theory and a speculative doctrine of the mysticism of mmmbers
and figures (as it can also be found in Franz von Eaader) But in fact, these two theories are really one. The mystical character
of mathematics lies. in effect, in its formal and a priori being. The statement from the Monologue, that mathematical relations
and operations are a fiction as well as a reproduction of the relations of things, could just as well be made by the modern
positive sciences. T hat this ontological and gnoseological validity is accompanied by more occult significations is a secondary
point for the Romantics.

For Nowvalis, mathematics constitutes a model, even an object of fascination, 33 in as much as it is a product of the totally a
priori, abstract, and self-centered spirit. and to the extent that the productive work of the spirit is visible in it. It 1s the model of
an intransitive transcendental "art." whose games of signs nevertheless refer, as through an infinite distance, to the "games of the
world." This non-mimetic and non-
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empirical mimesis has to guide the Copernican revolution of language and mmsic. in order to deliver these from the "shightest
suspicion of mmitation. " 34

Geometry is the transcendental art of signs 33

The system of numbers i1s the model for a genuine system of knguistic signsour letters should become numbers, our
language arithmetic 36

Genuine mathematics is the true element of the magician. In music, it appears formally as revelationas creatmve
idealism 37

Music. Mathematics. Does nmsic not have something of combinatory analysis, and vice versa? . . . Language is a
mmusical instrument of ideas. The poet, the rhetorician, and the philosopher play and compose grammatu:a]lv A fugue
is entirely logical or scientific. . . 38

Musical relations seem to me to be _ . . the fundamental relations of nature 39

Texts written in praise of music are legion in Wowvalis (as well as in F. Schlegel). But this cult of music has nothing to do with
the myvth of music that had already started to flourish, in the same period, with Wackenroder; it has nothing to do (or only
indirectly so) with the cult of "magic tones” that will be so fashionable with the other romantic generations. The issue here is
abstract music: a compositional system of tones constituting, according to Kant's formula, a "purposiveness without purpose”
or, according to the no less poignant formula of Novalis, a monologue. A system of perfect allegoricity, since the sounds are
at once full of meaning and empty of any assignable and definite meaning. If the mathematical sign is empty, if the linguistic sign
is full (too full: it says this, or that), the musical sign, for its part. is both full and empty. Hence the poetic importance of music,
in its triple aspect of mathematical architecture, compositional structure, and mfinite signification of tonal chains:

Nowalis:
Our languageit was very musical in the beginning. . . . It should once again become song 40
Composition of discourse. Musical treatment of writing 41
One must write as one composes. 42

F. Schlegel:

Many people find it strange and nidiculous when musicians speak of the thoughts in thewr music; and it often happens
that one perceirves
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theyv have more thoughts in thetr music than they do about it. But whoever has a sense for the wonderful affinities of all
the arts and sciences will at least not consider the matter from the dull viewpoint of so-called naturalness according to
which music would be only the language of the senses_ and he will consider a certain tendency of pure instrumental
music toward philosophy as not impossible in itself. Doesn't pure instrumental music have to create its own text? And
is not the theme in it developed, reaffirmed, varied, and contrasted in the same way as the object of meditation in a
philosophical succession of ideas? 43

Such is the task of symbolic-abstract poetry: to malke the words sing phjluﬁnp}nca]lv in a musical and mathematical
EDtEtpDE;ltlDIl where the song of the words is that which abolishes their limited meaning and gﬁ es them an infinite meaning
Such is Novalis's "poetry of the nffinite " F_ Schlegel's "progressive universal poetry," when it is taken not on the level of their
textual forms. but on the level of their verbal fabric. Novalis's fragment on narratives deprived of "consistence.” quoted above,
comes closest to defining the essence of this musicalized poetic language in an abstract sense. The Jena Romantics will
undoubtedly have been the first to formulate these demands that will resurface more than a century later in Mallarme, the
Symbolists, and Valéry (in Praﬂce;} However, the fn]lnwmg should be added: In the relation, henceforth anxious, that poetry
will have with its model (its rrval), mnnnlngn:al music, it has an essential adwv antage: It may become language of language
poetry of poetry, w hereas one can only speak in a derrvative sense of a music of music [Dr a mathematics of mathematics); as
soon as it is rid of all reference outside of itself. of all imitative or thematic transcendence, poetry becomes the supreme art, a
sich selbst bildendes Wesen, a bemg that forms itself "44 That is, one might say, its 5upramu51n:al supra-mathematical
essence, its ability to be not nnlx a priori, but transcendental in the Fichtean sense, and it is this that guarantees its profound
identity with philosophy 43

Yet. it is strange to find that the Romantics have i no way reflected on the faculty of language to become langnage of
language, and that Nowvalis's Monologue, the most accomplished of the Romantic Sprachlehre, is satisfied in this respect with
the homology between language and mathematics. For the reflexive faculty of language is a property of natural language as
such, indissolubly linked to its referential faculty. In the same way that self-consciousness is first and foremost intentional
consciousness, language is self-reference only to the extent that it is reference, the space, even, of all the possible references
where the consciousness-subject is constituted. Becanse they place themselves exclusively on the level of reflexmve
consciousness, the Romantics do
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not succeed i defining the level of language proper. Hence, langnage can only appear as the imperfect medmm of a poetry
destined to be the site of supreme reflection. The only theory of language the Arhendum is able to provide is a theory of a
potentiated, romanticized, "pure” language; "pure.” not in the sense that it would restore the hidden essence of the "words of
the tribe" (Mallarmé), but in the sense that it has been methodically and deliberately emptied of all its natural contents and
connections. To be sure, and this is an ambiguity that can be found again and again in the history of modern Western poetry,
the poetic language created in this way pretends to be nothing more than the affirmation of the magical or sensory "powers" of
natural language. But that is probably an illusion, and Novalis senses it when he says about poetry:

With every finishing touch the work springs forward from the master into distant spacesthus, with the very last touch,
the master sees his so-called work separate from himself by an abyss of thought, whose expanse he himself can barely

grasp. 46
Mallarme and Eilke formulated this law of poetic distancing with similar precision. The former writes:

Words rise up unaided and in ecstasy; many a facet reveals its mfinite rarity and is precious to our mind. For our mind
is the center of this hesitancy and oscillation; it sees the words not in thewr usual order, but in pmjectiuﬂ (like the walls
of a cave). so long as that mobility which is their principle lives on, that part of EpEE;Eh which is not spoken. Then
quickly. before they die away. they all exchange their brilliances from afar: or they may touch, and steal a furtive
glance 47

The latter:

Eeinm Wort im Gedicht (ich meime hier jedes "und" oder "der”, "die", "das") ist identisch mit dem gleichlautenden
Gebrauchs- und Konversationswort; die reinere Gesetzmalbigkeit. das grolie Verhatnis, die Konstellation, die es im
Vers oder m kdinstlerischer Prosa emnimmt. veriindert es bis m den Kern semer Natur, macht es nutzlos, unbrauchbar

fiir den bloBn Umgang, unberithrbar und bleibend. . . 48

The theory of poetic langnage, astronomic removed from the natural language, culminates in Rilke in a theory of hermeticism, in
the sense that the poem closes upon itself: in Novalis and F. Schl&gal it results similarly in a theory of the "state of

mystery" (Geheimniszustand). At the basis of this, first of all, is the idea. popular at the end of the eighteenth century, of a
superior language, a Sanskrit for initiates. But the theurj. of the state of mystery goes finther: It describes the supreme poetic
operation by which language becomes both familiar and foreign, near and distant. clear and obscure, intelligible and unin-
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telligible, communicable and incommunicable. Let us quote some of Novalis's fragments which allude to this operation from
various sides:

He who knows how to malce a sciencemmst also know how to make a non-sciencehe who knows how to make
something intelligible, must also be able to make it unintelligible. 49

The art of making an object foreign, and vet known and attractive, this is the romantic poetics.30

To raise to the level of mystery. The wifgiown is the stimulus for the faculty of knowledge. The known does not
stimulate. . . . Mystification_51

Mystery is the state of dignity 52

The spirit strives to absorb the stmulis. The foreign attracts it. Metamorphosis of what s foreign into what is one's
owr; thus appmpriatinn is the incessant activity of the spirit. Some day there will no lnﬂger be any stimulus or anything
fnrmgnthe spirit should be for itself stimulus and foreign. . . . Today the spirit is spirit by instincta natural spiritit should
become a rational spirit, spirit by reflection [Bem.‘rzrzerzhezr} and by art. (Nature should become art, and art a second
nature). 33

Such is also the romantic theory of the Distant (an echo of which might perhaps be found in Walter Benjamin, when he says in
his essay on Baudelatre that beauty "is the unique appearance of something distant™)

The unknown, the ﬂ:l‘_‘_-’itEI‘iGlli are the result and the beginning of evervthing. . . . Distant philosophy sounds like
musicbecause every call into the distance becomes vowel. . . . Thus everything at a distance becomes poetrypoem.
Actio in distans. Distant mountains, distant people, distant ev E;Iltﬁ etc.. everything becomes romantic, quod idem
esthence our originarily poetic nature. Poetry of night and twilight 54

The place of the work is the distant, the unknown-known, the familiar foreign. [tl Heinrich of Dﬁerdmgerz Nowvalis writes:
"One hears foreign words and vet understands what they are intended to mean."55 Thus we find again, but now on the purely
poetic and speculative level. the relation of what is one's own and what is foreign as it constitutes German Bildung. In this
respect, Novalis' unfinished novel may be considered as the conscious reversal ( U'mikehrung) of the relation of what is one's
own and what is foreign, of the near and the distant as it structures Goethe's Bildungsroman, Wilhelm Meister. Such is the
culmination of the romantic theory of the work: Raised to the state of
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mystery is the langnage where familiar words have become foreign, where everything is phinged into an unintelligible distant
and vet full of meaning.

But doesn't this literary operation, which is the essence of romantization, 36 resemble the very movement of franslation? Or
rather: Doesn't translation continue, or radicalize, this movement at work in the Romantic work? Doesn't it tear the foreign
work away from the finitude of its native language_ of its empirical soil? Doesn't it distance it "astronomically." by inscribing it in
another langnage, from its empirical soil? In any translation, as evervone will agree, the work is uprooted, as it were. Now, this
movement of uprooting inherent in all translation, whatever its nature, is considered to be a loss. even a treason, by pnpular
opinion. The translated text would fall short of the original because it is allegedly unable to restore the network of connivances
and references that constitutes the life of the latter. Of course. But i the Romantic parﬂpe:m e, this network is what
consecrates the finitude of the work, whose vocation is its own absoluteness. If irormy is one of the means the R omantics
imagined could elevate the work bevond its finitude, then translation must be considered as the lyperironic procedure that
completes the worlk af the irony immanent in the work 57

In fact. this set of movements by which, i translation_ the foreign becomes familiar, the familiar foreign, etc_, is identical to that
by which the (Romantic) work tries to deny natural language and to rid itself of any empirical connection. In this sense, the
translation of a literary work is, as it were, the translation of a translation. And the double movement which characterizes
the romantic text, which makes the near distant and the distant near. is in effect the aim of translation In the translated text the
foreign is certainly made near but, also, the near (the translator's mother tongue) is, as it were, distanced and made foreign 58

Now, this "metamorphosis.” this "reversal." is what Nowalis calls the elevation to the state of mystery. Translation_ then,
appears as the summit, or one of the empirical summits, of the absotization of the work. Everything the work loses in
concrete terms, it gains in transcendental reality, for example, on the level of that which constitutes it as "work"

Nowvalis's daring assertion that "in the final analysis, all poetry is translation"an assertion that could have been uttered just as
well by a Jo& Bous quetnow becomes intelligible: If true poetry is the elevation of natural language to the state of mystery, and i
translation constitutes, as it were, a doubling of this movement. then one may well state that Dichfung is originarily
Ubersetzen. Or: To the transcendental translation carried out by poetry (romantization) corresponds empirical translation, for
example, the passage of a work from one language to another. The first "translation” works on language as language, the
second on the
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spectfic language in which language in general has been worked upon by the first. Henceforth, it can be understood why the
act of translating could exert such a fascination on the Fomantics, though it is by no means a fascination with the relation
among existing specific languages, but with that which, in any h’ﬂﬂSlﬂhDﬂ concerns the putting to death of natural language
and the flight of the work towards a stellar language w hich would be its pure, absohite language. Walter Benjamin's theory of

translation, which would be inconcervable without his prolonged engagement with the Romantics, only expresses their intuitions
more purely.

It is clear why a theory of Kumrsp}'ache (just like the theory of the infinite versability of unrversal progressive poetry and the
Encyclopedia) is a secret invitation to a theory of translation: In this light. any work is translation. whether it be an indefinite
conflation mto one another of all textual and :ategnﬂal forms, or the infinitization of the "words of the tribe." What is
customarily considered as the negativity of translation is henceforth, for the Athendum, rather its poetic positivity. To be sure,
such a speculative p osition goes far beyvond Goethe and Herder, who remain firmly attached to an "empirical” literary and
cultural perspective, and do not believe that poetry i1s to tear itself loose from its reverential soil. 59

This 15 the position which presides over the birth of what the modern epoch calls literature, as Michel Foucault forcefully
showed in The Order of Things:

But the word is of recent date, as is also, i our culture, the isolation of a particular langnage whose peculiar mode of
being is "literary." This is because at the beginning of the nineteenth century, at a time when language was bm"wng itself
within its own density as an Db]e:t and allowing itself to be traversed, ﬂ:n’t:rugh and through, by l-ztmwledge it was also
re::nnﬂntuhng itself elsewhere, in an independent form. difficult of access, folded back upon the enigma of its own
origin and existing wholly in reference to the pure act of writing. Literature is the contestation of philology (of which it is
nevertheless the twin figure): it leads language back from grammar to the naked power of speech, and there it
encounters the untamed, mpenious being of words. From the Romantic revolt against a discourse frozen in its ritual
pomp. to the Mallarméan discovery of the word in its impotent power, it becomes clear what the function of literature
was, in the nineteenth century. in relation to the modern mode of being of language Against the background of this
essential interaction, the rest is merely effect: literature has become progressively more differentiated from the
discourse of ideas, and encloses itself within a radical intransitivity; it becomes detached from all the values that were
able to keep it in general circulation during the classical age (taste, pleasure, naturalness, truth),
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and creates within its own space evervthing that will ensure a lndic denial of them . . . ; it breaks with the whole
definition of genres . . . and becomes merely a manifestation of a language which has no other law than that of
affirmingin opposition to all other forms of discourseits own precipitous existence; and so there is nothing for it to do
but to curve back in a perpetual return upon itself, as if its discourse could have no other content than the expression
of its own form; it addresses itself to itself as a writing subjectivity, or seeks to reapprehend the essence of all literature
in the movement that brought it into being. 60

Reading this text, it is clear that the Romantic theory of the work and its language constitutes, through a whole series of literary,
cultural. and historical mediations. the v ery soil of "modern" literature. or at least of the dominant trend in what we call the field
of literature. This trend is of an mtransitive order or, to use a notion newly developed by Bakhtin, monological. We may ask
ourselves, before analyzing the Romantic texts that represent what may be called the monologic theory of transiation as the
bevond of the worlk_ if, from now on, such a conception, such a "trend." is not what should be called into question. Shouldn't
we look for that which, in modern Western literature but also before and besides it (in literatures peripheral to it), does not
correspond to this monologic vocation? To rediscover this more fertile, more deeply rooted dimension which is stifled by
Romantic and modern monologism, a dimension which concerns both the "lyrical" domain (which the Arhendum. as Lacoue-
Labarthe and J -L. Nancy have shown, does not manage to integrate) and the "novel." such as it asserts itself in the lineage
unearthed by Bakhtin? To be sure, Romanticism claims such a ineage: Cervantes, Ariosto, Boccaccio, the eighteenth-century
English novel, but it only retains its formal agility, not its extraordinary textual density. In The Dialogic Imagination, Bakhtin
brutally distinguished the "monologism” of poetry and the "dialogism" of the novel. As such, this opposition is not acceptable: If
any novel is essentially dialogic. not all poetry is essentially monologic. But it is true that monologism is a temptation of
poetrythat of the "stellar language." the "language of the gods"and that the modern epoch seems to have felt this temptation
more than others; starting with German Romanticism, it even theorized it. Bevond all the reformulations that must necessarily
be bmught to Bakhtin's thesis, it contains nevertheless the indication of a dimensionthe dialugin: dimensionthat may modify our
experience of literature and, correlatively, of translation. Is translation only the pntentlatmg extension of the poetic monologue,
or does it constitute_ on the contrary, the advent o f a dialogic dimension sui generis fo the work? Such would be the
question posed. in this study, by the confrontation of the theory of
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translation of the R omantics on the one hand. and the opposite theonies of Goethe and Hélderlin on the other. A question
accompanied by another: What of translation's own place in the monologic theory? As we shall see, this theory does not
manage at all to distinguish translation from what it is notcrticism or poetry. In one case, translation is the business of the
poets, it is Nachdichtung. In another, it is the business of philolo gers, critics, hermeneuticists. If A. W. Schlegel can still be at
once a poet, translator, critic, and philologer, in the nineteenth century the division is quickly established. On the one hand
there are scholarly translations, on the other literary translations, made by writers (Nerval, Bandelaire, Mallarme, George).
‘What is at stake in this division is that translation as such, as act, has no clearly delimited place of its own (as work of language
and with language). that it is now the aside af poetry, now the aside aof philology. And we shall see that the drvision in which

translation as a specific act disappears is carried out by Romanticism, even as it elevated this act to speculative heights
probably never before attained.
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;
The Speculative Theory of Translation

While readjng the texts by F. Schlegel and Nowvalis, particularly their fragments, one is struck by one thing: Though, as we have
seen, there is a certain theory of translation immanent to their theory of literature, the passages devoted to the act of translating
are few. e&pema]lx when compared to those dealing with literary criticism. To be sure. neither Novalis nor F. S chlegel are
translators. But is it not strange to note that their fragments devoted to the theory of the book and of writing lack all reference
to translation. whereas the critical activity is incessantly mentioned? Let us consider, for instance, the following note by

Nowvalis:

Encvclopedistic. My book must contain the critical metaphysics of reviewing, of writing, of experimenting and
observing, of reading, of speaking, etc. 1

This observation extends to Nowalis's unpublished notes in their entirety. One only finds the following remark, jotted down
hastily along with some others:

Every man has his own language. Language is the expression of the spirit. Indmvidual languages. Genms of language
Ability to translate into and from other langnages. Wealth and euphony of each language. The authentic expression
makes the clear idea_ . . . Transparent, guiding expression.2
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In another fragment, Nowvalis speaks of the mutual "translation” of quality and quantitywhich refers directly to the generalized
comvertibility of categories in his Encvelopedia. But it does not contain any close examinations. 3

The same could be said of the majority of F. Schlegel's texts on translation. They are short annotations, sometimes trivial,
sometimes more profound. dealing above all with the problems encountered in translating ancient authors, brought to the fore
by Voss 4 Here as well, these texts could not be compared, neither qualitatively nor quantltam ely, to those devoted to the
notion of criticism. In effect. it seems as if the latter notion covered that of translation. in every sense of the term, notably that
of one fisure covering another exactly. For Novalis and F. Schlegel are very far from undere&hmahng the act of translahng in
its literary, cultural, and historical dimension. We have seen above that the pre&eﬂtatmn of the romantic cultural field does not
fail to inchide it. The continuation of the Dialogue on Poetry even mentions "[Voss's] merit as translator and as langnage
artist. which broke new ground with an unspeakable vigor and endurance."s Further, F. Schlegel speaks about "German
artists." and "the genms for translation that is properly thewrs "6 Obwviously, one divines the imposing presence of A. W.
Schlegel behind these observations. But it is in Novalis that we will find two texts that express most daningly the romantic view
of translation. and the confusion, characteristic for him, between the act of translating and the act of "criticizing " The first is a
fragment from Bliirhenstaub, published in the Arhendum in 1798 . The second is a letter of 30 November 1797, addressed to
A W_ Schlegel.

Some vears later, Clemens Brentano devotes a short chapter of his novel Godwi to romantic art and to translation, which ends
with the striking assertion: "The romantic itself is a translation " An assertion that has been pointed out often in literary criticism,
but never really elucidated.

At present we shall proceed to a commentary of these three texts, primarily the one by Novalis, which represents, as it were,
the summary of the 4thendgum's view on translation. Brentano, for his part, does not belong to this group, but his text is like a
distant resonance of this view, already confused and deformed. though of the utmost significance. Once these texts have been
clarified, it will be our re&pnnﬂibﬂitv to show why, in Romantic thinking, the concept of criticism had to cover, displace, and to
a certain extent obscure the concept of translation, and w v, consequently, no autonomous place for the act of translating can
be found in this thinking. It will be our responsibility as well to show that this covering refers to an actual prnblam that emerges
as soon as the cultural and linguistic dimension of the work is given less attention than its absolitized poetic "nature.”
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Let us start, chronologically, with the oldest text, the letter to A. W . Schlegel of November 1797. At this time, the latter had
just started to work on his monumental translation of Shakespeare.

The reviewer of vour Shakespeare means well. But his review is truly not poetic. And to think what could have been
said about your Shakespeare, particularly in relation to the whole. It is among translations what "Whilhelm Meister” is
among novels. Is there yet anything similar to it? Though we Germans have been translating for a long time, and
however national this inclination toward translation may beto the extent that there has been almost no German writer of
note who did not also translate, truly being as rr:uagmatn e here as for an original workyet nowhere does one seem to
be as uninformed as about translation. With us it can become a science and an art. Your Shakespeare is an excellent
canon for the scientific observer. Apart from the Romans, we are the only nation to have felt the impulse (I'+eb) of
translation so irresistibly and to owe to it so mfinitely in culture (Bildung). Hence the many similarities between our
culture (Kultur) and the late Roman literary culture. This impulse is an indication of the very elevated and original
character of the German people. Germanity is a cosmopolitanism mixed with the most vignrnuﬂ indridualism. Only for
us have translations become expansions. It requires poetic morality and the sacrifice of one's pEI'SDﬂﬂl proclivities to
undertake a true translation. One translates out of a love for the beautiful and for the literature of one's home country.
Translation is as much poetry (dichten) as the creation of one's own worksand more difficult, more rare. In the final
analysis, all poetry is translation. I am convinced that the German Shakespeare today is better than the English. . . . 7

We should comment on almost every sentence in this essential text. We shall only leave out the already clarified passages
where Novalis signals the historical aspect of translation in Germany, a passage which, as we know, expresses no more than a
commeon conviction of all German writers.

First of all, we have to note that Novalis writes this letter to A. W . Schlegel concerning a review of the latter's translation. This
apparently favorable review 1s allegedly not "poetry.” In the back ground of this remark is the romantic demand that any
criique should also be poetry, as F. Schlegel expressed it in the 4 thendim. Though in an indirect way, criticism is present in
this text as the requirement that a review of a poetic translation should be the exposition of the essence and the truth of this
translation. What essence? What truth? That remains to be seen. To Novalis, A. W. Schlegel's Shﬂkﬂipf_‘;ﬂi'ﬂ appears as a
model, a work r:u:n:up‘.mg among translations the rank of Wilhelm Meister among novels. The Meister is significant for the
Romantics in that it appears to them to be the first modern reflexive work, the first work to present itself as
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work, tending towards a symbolical-allegorical dimension by means of the wronization of its content. Both F. Schlegel and
Novalis devoted enthusiastic "reviews" to it, at least at the time of this letter. To say that A. W. Schlegel's translation is to
translations what the Meiszer is to novels is to say that, i i, translation becomes visible as translation, presents itself as such,
which raises it to the level of an "art" and a "science" in the sense explained in our previous chapters. It is also to say that A.
W. Schlegel's Shakespeare, in a certain way, relates to its form and its content in a manner at least homologous to the manner
in which the Meisrer relates to them; reflexivity, ronization, symb olization, infinite elevation to the level of Kunstsprache. Let
us confront this passage with a sentence from the end of the letter: "I am comvinced that the German Shakespeare today is
better than the English." Where does such an evaluation come from? From a comparison with the original? Not in the least,
even if one supposeswhich is more than doubtfulthat Nowvalis read Shakespeare in English. a reading for which he lacked
sutficient ]J'nguifd:in: and cultural knowledge. Is it a judgment of the "nationalist” type? Certainly not, since the Germanness
mentioned in the letter, as for Herder, Goethe, and Schleiermacher, is above all conceived by the capacity of translating.
‘What, then, makes it possible to say that the German Shakespeare is better than the English? A. W Schlegal was particularly
pmud of ha‘nng translated this Shal-:e&peare faithfully. for example, of having rendered the passages in prose as prose and the
passages in poetry as poetry. 8 Thus, in his own view, his translation was equivalent to the original. though an e quivalent which,
like any translation, was only an approximation. Novalis's pdgment, then, seems peculiar. But it is not without motivation. The
German Shakespeare is "better” precisely because it is a translation. To be sure, previous translations of Shakespeare are
not as good as the English Shakespeare. But that is because they are prose translations, free and often made dull, which do
not confront the poeticity of the Shakespearean text the way A. W_ Schlegel had undertaken to do. In some sense, they are
not translations that are conscious of themselves. just as the novels befure the H eister had not fully attained the novelistic
essence. As soon as the German translation of Shakespeare attempts to "mime" the original authentically, it can only go
beyond it. Let us try to explain this paradox. On the "mimic" operation at wnrl{ in both translation and criticism, Novalis writes
in a fragment:

The mime voluntarily vivifies in himself the principle of a determined mdriduality.

There is symptomatic and genetic smitation. Only the latter is alive. It presupposes the most intimate union of the
imagination and the understanding.
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The capacity to truly awaken a foreign indmaduality in oneselfnot merely to decerve by a superficial imitationis stil
entirely unknownand rests on a most wonderful penerration and spiritual mimic. The artist becomes everything he
sees and wants to be. @

This mimic capacity penetrates the foreign indniduality and reproduces it Hence it is "genetic." In another fragment. Nowvalis
asserts:

Naturally, we only understand the foreign by making-ourselves-foreigntransforming oneself 10

As we have seen, F. Schlegel, for his part. defined translation as a "philological mime" and explained the dialectics of
translation in terms of creation and understanding:

In order to translate perfectly the ancient into the modern, the translator would have to have such mastery of the latter
as to be able to make everything modern; but at the same time he would have to understand antiquity so well that he
would be able not just to imitate it but, if necessary. re-create it.11

But why would this genetic and philological mime, far from merely providing a modest approximation of the original, provide a
better version of it? Because it constitutes the original, through its very movement, into a potentiation. Its scope is not merely
the origmal in its crude being (111 this case, Shal-:EEpeare s plays in their sixteenth-century English). The original itself, in what the
Romantics call its "tendency.” possesses an a priori scope: the Idea of the Work which the work wants to be, fends towards
(independently from the author's intentions or not), but empmca]lv never is. In this respect, the nﬂgnal is only the n:npvthe
translation, if vou wantof this @ priori figure which presides over its being and gives it its necessity.12 Now., translation aims
precisely at this Idea. this origin of the original. Through this aim. it necessarily produces a "better" text than the first, if only
because the movement constituted by the passage from one language to anotherthe Ubersetzunghas necessarily distanced.
removed the work by force from the initial empirical layer that separated it from its own Idea: In other words, the translated
work is closer to the internal scope, and further from its finite gravity. The translation, the second version of the work,_ brings it
closer to its truth. And such is the essence of the "mimic" movement, the essence we approached when comparing the internal
movement of the romantic work to the movement of translation. Criticism, as we shall see, has the same status, and F.

Schlegel did not hesitate to call his review of Wilhelm Meister an Ubermeister, an "Over-Meister" (ju&t like Nietzsche SAVS
Ubermensch, "Over-man™).13 Every U ersetzung is a movement in which the Uber is a potentiating going-bevond: Thus one
may say that A. W. Schlegel's Shakespeare is an
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Ubershakespeare. The origmal is inferior to its translation in the same way "Nature" is inferior to "Facture." The further one is
distanced from the natural, the closer one gets to the absolute poetic core. Think of F. Schlegel's fragment on the "copies of
imitations," the "examination of reviews." etc. Thus, we would have chains of works in which the latter potentiate the former:

maels nrior L I y " 1
. ol fl . .."-:.r-_ 1 AEter rewew Of the Aersfer

Wilhelrm Meister ! l
0 I i [ T TR

irnsiai | review of the ransla-
Shakespear — i
S LAKCSTESETT TeC Ol ""-::.-.'n.l_'\IIl:,',,ll'l:_'

The examination of Nowvalis's second text will confirm such an interpretation. But we are already in a position to better
understand Novalis's assertions: that in the final analysis all poetry would be translation. This is a point we already touched
upon. If poetry is essentially a going-bevond, a potentiation of "natural language." the constitution of a "stellar” language. it 1s in
itself already translation, 14 since translation is nothing else than this movement. As restricted translationpassage from one
language into anotherit is certainly only one of the empirical forms of this movement. But this empirical form can undoubtedly
be conceivedand Novalis, at least here, has this intuitionas the canonical form of the generalized translation that operates in
the puetu: and. moreover, also scientific work (the Encyveclopedia). And the mnmanent translation that poetry is can only be
conceived as a self-translation: The work translates itself, serzr sich iiber, goes bevond itself toward the ether of its own
infinity. Translation, by making the original pass not only from language x mto language v, but from its mother tongue (i.e._, its
empirical belonging) into a foreign language i general (which thus constitutes the "distant” language, the allegorical figure of the
pure language). 15 submits it to the Grand Tour mentioned by F. Schlegel. The Arthendum fragment no. 297 must be reread
from this perspective:

A work of art is cultivated when it is . . . completely faithful to itself, entirely homogeneous, and nonetheless exalted
above itself. Like the education of a young Englishman, the most immportant thing about it is the Grand Towur. It should
have traveled through all the three or four continents of humanity, not in order to round off the edges of indrviduality,
but to broaden its own vision and give its spirit more freedom and inner versatility; and thereby greater independence
and self-sufficiency 16

‘Which amounts to saying that translation is literally Ezfdung but a poetic and Epeculam e Bildung, no longer merely literary
and humanistic as it was for Goethe. Or: Translation is an Erweiterung. but now in an idealist sense.
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In this letter, Nowvalis seems closer than ever to the archetypal character of translation for the poetic and literary labor. He can
no more lose sight of it than the essential role of translation for the German culture escapes him. He is aware of it as much as
Goethe was, if not more so. And vet, this hyperbolic reversal which makes poetry into translation, even into something more
"rare" and "difficult." does not result for him in a global theory of the act of translating. becaunse the specificity of "restricted"
translation is incessantly covered over by, or identified with, potentiating translation, which is more essential in his perspective
and which, under several names_ characterizes the movement of the affrmation of the worlc on the basis of the destruction of
natural language. These two forms of translation mtersect ar only one point: the fact that, in a work, the movement of
destruction of the Nartursprache obviously passes through the destruction of a particular language. One might just as well say
that the act of translating consists in lighting the fire of poetic destruction from one language to another. Such are the certainly
hazardous conjectures to which Nowvalis's thinking leads.

As can be seen, this ﬂ]jnl-::ing results in two extreme pI'DpDSiﬁDﬂE logical in thewr framework, but well capable of shocking the
common sense: All poetry is translation; all translation is superior to its original. The first statement amounts to the declaration
that every work is amimated by a self-reflexive movement. But after all. when a Rilke declares that the words in the poem are
sidereally removed from the words of the common language. he intends to EXPress anmet‘mng that is valid for all poetry. It
would remain to be seen if all poetry may claim such a purposethat is to say: if all poetry is essentially monologic.

The second statement is connected to the first: If all translation is translation of translation, this movement of potentiation can
only "crown" and "finish" the original. The essential is not that which, in the work, is onigin, but the fact that, through its "Grand
Tour." it becomes more and more "universal" and "progressive.” 17 One may also say: Translation represents a superior
echelon of the life of the original. A hyperbolical assertion? No doubt. But the following may be noted: It sometimes happens
that translations grve an impression of superiority over their original which is not merely of a literary order. We may think of
Paul Celan's translation of the following verses by Jules Supervielle:18

Jéus, tu saits chaque feuille [Jesus, vou know each leaf
Qui verdira le forét, That will make the forest green,
Les racines qui recueillent The roots that collect
Et devorent leur secret, And devour their secret,
la terreur de 'éphéemee the terror of the ephemeral
a l'approche de la nuit, at the approach of the night,
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et le soupir de la Terre

dans le silence infini.

Tu peux suvre les poissons
tourmentant les profondeurs,
quand ils tournent et retournent
et si s'arrét coeur. . . .

Jesus, du kennst sie alle:

das Blatt, das Wald griin bringt,
die Wurzel, die ihr Tiefstes
aufsammelt und vertrinlct

die Angst des Taggeschopfes,
wenn es sich nachthin neight,
das Seufzen dieser Erde

im Raum,_ der sie umschweigt.
D kannst den Fisch begletten,
dich wiihlen abgrundwaarts
und mit ihm schwimmen_ unten._
und langer als sein Herz. . . .
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and the sigh of the Earth

in the infinite silence.

You can follow the fish

That are tormenting the depths,
when they turn and turn again
And if their heart stops. . ..

Jesus, yvou know them all:

the leaf that brings forest green,
the root that gathers

and drowns its deepest,

the fear of the dnrnal ammal
when it inclines nightward.

the sighing of this earth

in the space silent around it.
You can accompany the fish,
burrow yourself toward the abyss
and swim with it underneath_
and longer than its heart. . . ]
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George Stemer, to whom we owe this confrontation, shows clearly how the untverse Supervielle sought to capture in his
somewhat dull and discursive verses is, as it were, seized and deepened in Celan's verses. One might simply say that this is a
poetic recreation that can no longer be called a "translation." even if Celan believed he could call it that. Or again, that it is the
opposition of two poetics. But one cannot deny oneself the immpression that Celan captured precisely the poetic purpose of
Supervielle, and that this capturing has produced a poetically sup erior poem. Not that Supervielle would be a lesser poet than
Celan (this is not the place for such a debate). but the translation by the German poet has succeeded in "potentiating” the
French poem, to place it at the level of its own purpose, even to purge it of the flaws that affect Supervielle's poetry in general
and that concern his relation to language and poetic expression as such. If this is the case, the poem translated by Celan would
be an UberSupervielle. Mallarmé's translations of Poe's poems has sometimes occasioned analngau& commentaries. The
rarity of these examples in the field of translation would signify, as Novalis says, that translating is something rare and difficult.
It could also mean that this type of translation is only possible in a certain poetic space, defined historically by Romanticism, to
which Supervielle and Celan belong as well as Poe and Mallarmé. We are very far from clearly understanding all that. But
does not the fact that no translation of Shakespeare's Sonnets has been satisfactory (even though great poets and great
translators have attempted it) indicate a contrario that these poems, in thewr poetic writing. depend on an aim that makes

Impossi-
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ble, if not all translation, at least any "potentiating” translation” And doesn't such a potentiating translation presuppose a relation
of the work to its language and to itself that is itself of the order of translation, thus calling for, making possible, and justifying
the movement of its translation?

Let us start now on the second text of Nowvalis, from "Bhithenstanb":

A translation is either grammatical, transforming, or mythical. Mythical translations are translations in the highest style.
They present the clear, perfected state of the indvidual work of art. They do not give us the actual work of art, but the
idea of it. There exists as vet no perfect model of such work, I believe. We encounter evident traces of it in the spirit
of many critiques and descriptions of works of art. It calls for a head in which the poetic spirit and the philo sophical
spirit have penetrated each other in their fullness. Greek mythology is in part such a translation of a national religion.
The modern Madonna is also such a myth.

Grammatical translations are translations in the ordinary sense_ They require a great erudition, but only discursive

abilities.

The transforming translations, if they are to be authentic, require the highest poetic spirit. They easily lapse into
travesty, like Birger's iambic Homer, Pope's Homer, and the French translations in their entirety. The true translator of
this kind must in effect be the artist himself, able to render the idea of the whole in this or in that manner as he pleases.
He must be the poet of the poet, able to let him speak smmltaneously according to the poet's idea and to his own. The
genms of humanity stands in a similar relation to each mndmvidual man.

Not only books, evervthing can be translated in these three ways. 19

This text from "Bliithenstaub" obviously alludes to A. W_ Schlegel's work as a translator; but it also supposes, in a barely
disguised wav, F. Schlegel's work, notably his essay on ¥ zﬂfzefm Meister. The allusion to the Madonna, isolated m this
context, refers to a visit by the Jena group to the museums of Dresden, where they were able to admire, among other things,
Raphaél's Madonnas 20

Note first of all that Nowvalis's fragment, like Goethe's, is organized in a triadic manner: there are three types of translation. The
first tvpe (the second one in the text), "grammatical translation.” seems to correspond to Goethe's prose translation, whose
only aim is to render the content and the general physionomy of the original. The two other types, on the other hand. do not
have an equivalent in Goethe's triad. Nowvalis calls the first one "mythical." the second one "transforming” (verdndernd).
Disregarding the order of the text, we will first examine the latter. There is a kind of ambiguity in the notion of Ferdnderung.
According to the examples givenBirger, Pope, the Frenchthese are translations that merely modify the original and its forms.
either by translating a ver-
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sified work into prose, or one tvpe of verse into another, etc. And this is precisely the kind of translation that is_ if not
condemned, at least deemed second rate by Herder, Goethe, Schleiermacher, and A. W. Schlegel. But for Nowvalis, the
"transformation” carned out by these translation constitutes a threat o v to this type, not to the essence, of translation. In truth_
the "transforming” translator is the "poet of the poet"a reflextve expres.mnn by now familiar to us, Sagna]mg the movement of
potentiation mentioned above. In the same way, the genius of humanity is the man of man, the individual to the nth power. The
"transforming” translator, who must possess "the highest poetic spirit.” is the one who practices that "spiritual mimic" which
allows for the reproduction of the "foreign mdmiduality," as is made clear by the sentence: "He mmst be . . _ able to let [the
pﬂ&t] speak simultaneously according to his own idea and the poet's idea.”" The "transforming” translation is, as it were, the
union and the complementation of two poetic aims, producing the pntentlatmn of the work. One may also say: If it is to
represent "the highest poetic spint” and not an arbﬂrarj_. operation, the "transforming” element of this translation can only be the
poetic aim of the translator in as much as he has become "the artist himself." Thus Celan's or Mallarmé's translation could be
presented as a "transforming” translation (though faithful to the original poet's "idea" at the same time), effectively requiring "the
highest poetic spirit "

But for Novalis this is not the type of translation that possesses the "highest style"for example, the highest rank of essence. That

rank is reserved for the translation called "mythical " There are few texts of Nowvalis that could elicidate the meaning he gives

to this term. To be sure, we know that in the same period mythology constituted one of F. Schlegel's favorite themes, and that,
some vears later, the Dialogue on Poerry mentions the possibility of the creation of a new mﬂ.rthulngﬁ. that would relieve the
old one, for E}:ample Greek mythology. Durmg his researches, Nowvalis states that Greek mythology is the "translation” of a
"national religion." What does this mean? In one of the "Poeticisms” fragments, he writes:

The novel, as it were, is free historythe mythology of history, as it were. Shouldn't a natural mythology be possible?
(Mythology here in my sense, as the free poetic invention which symbolizes reality in manifold ways, etc.). 21

In the group of fragments called "Sophie, or: of Women." he states: "Fatum is mystified history."22

Mythmysterymystiquemystificationsymbol: According to the laws of the Encyveclopedia, these terms are convertible, and refer
to the same Romantic operation, the "elevation to the state of mystery."
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Mythical translation is that translation which raises the original to the state of symbol, in other words, to the state of "image-of-
itself." of absolute image (without referent). Let us take the two examples of Greek mythology and the Madonna, as distant as
they may be from translation in the ordinary sense.

Greek mythology would be that "free history,” that "free poetic invention” that transforms an historical given into a pure system
of symbols: the religion of the ancient Greeks. It would produce a "text" in which the essential of this religion, for example. its
ideal web, would appear. And the Madonna? Novalis speaks of the "modern Madonna_" for example, the one he admired at
the Dresden museum with his friends. This Madonna in effigy certainly refers to the historical Madonna of historical re]igiun
but she is its pm’rfied figure, its n:ﬂage This image, astronomically removed from the actual Virgin of Catholic dogma, 1s symbol
of itself. shining in its own light. It is not the allegory, the sign of another thing. but it rather refers to an ideal. In Kantian terms,
it 1s the "sensible schema" of an idea, not the representation of a real being_ In this way it is celebrated in the fifteenth of
Novalis's "Spiritual Songs":

[ see you in a thousand images,
Marv, sweetly expressed.

But none of them could paint vou
As my soul ghmpses you. 23

That this Madonna is literally "elevated to the state of mystery” is also shown by "Christendom or Europe™:

The veil is for the Virgin what the spirit is for the body; it 1s the indispensable organ whose folds form the letter of its
sweet annunciation; the infinite play of its folds is like a cipher -music 24

F. Schlegel also mentions the Madonna in his Athendum fragments:

Christ has now been repeatedly deduced by a priori methods: but shouldn't the Madonna have as much right to be an
original, eternal, and necessary ideal, if not of pure, then at least of male and female reason?23

The word ideal recurs in both authors. In the text from "Blithenstaub” Novalis defines it as the "pure and accomplished”
character. This character only appears through the mythical operation, for example, by that which we have learned to call
"romantization." This operation is higher than that of the "transforming” translation, because it unites the poetic and the
philosophical spirit. In mythical translation, the Idea manifests itself in the image, becomes Image of itself. Raphaél's Madonna

is not the mmitation of the real Madonna, but the presentation of the pure Idea of the Madonna Thus, here we find again,
though in a
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different language, what Nowvalis expressed in his letterwith this difference that now there no longer exists a perfect model of
this type of translation, not even A W. Schlegel's Shakespeare. Not only is the latter's work not mentioned, Nowvalis even
oives another example of mythical translation: the literary and artistic critics who aim to extract the "tendency” of the works and
to grasp their necessity rather than to describe them empirically (or judge them).

The fragment from "Blithenstaub." then, goes further than the letter to A. W. Schlegel, even as it develops the same thematic.
The "transcendental” translation pushes the empirical translation more and more into the background. As such, it becomes a
universal operation: "Ev mﬂﬁng can be translated in these three ways." The view I‘fm alis gives of the middle ages in
"Christendom or Europe." and of the king and queen of Prussia in "Faith and Love" are also. bevond a doubt, mythical
translations of historical realities. They do not represent these realities as they are, but their "pure and perfected character."

But to the extent that translation is subjected to such a bmade;njng it tends to lose all specificity and to be confounded with
other notions, such as the "elevation to the state of mystery,” the "symbol." the "mystification.” etc. In the whole of Romantic
thinking_ it even tends to be dlﬂplﬂl:&d and repressed by these concepts. 26 In fact, when we are looking for that which
constitutes a theorv of translation in thewr theory of criticism, of poetrv, and of the E nevelopedia, we are certainly not inventing
a fiction, but we, too, present the "pure and perfe:ted character” of what this thinking eventually preferred to call by different
names_ and to appmau:h from those angles in which its specificity disappears.

Nevertheless, this ipeculath e theory determines in its way the translating pran:tin:e of A. W. Schlegel and L. Tieck, even if their
principles are of necessity more concrete. It does not determine them directly in their methods of translation, but it governs
their deep vision of poetry and the very constitution of their fleld of translations. Indeed. the works selected by both
translators correspond to those designated by mﬂ:lantu: criticism as the models, or the sketches, of the "poetry of poetry,” the
transcendental poetry." the "universal progressive” poetry, and the "poetry of the infinite " If one adds to this that these
translations are all accompanied by corresponding critiques, it may be concluded that they fulfill the same function as the latter:
to accumulate "materials” for the literature to come, and for the theory which is inseparable from it. As F. Schlegel writes:

Such a theory of the novel would have to be a novel itself, which would reproduce each eternal tone of fantasy i a

fantastic way. . . . Then creatures of the past would live in new figures, Dante's holy shadow would rise from its

underworld, Laura would walk heavenly
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before us, and Shakespeare would converse pleasantly with Cervantes;there Sancho would again jest with Don

Quixote. 27

Let us now see how the connection between poetry and translation appears with another Eomantic, who certainly recemved the
impulses from the Athenfum, but no longer shared its speculative enthusiasm: Clemens Brentano.

Godwi, published in 1801, draws upon the novels of the time (by Goethe, Jean Paul. Tieck, etc.) in a parodic and subjective

way. In the text we are about to quote, three characters are engaged in a conversation on the essence of Romanticism: Godwi
himself: Maria, the poet-narrator (who speaks in the first person); and finally Haber, the "rationalist” translator of Ariosto and
Tasso.28

It is Maria who opens this long conversation:

"Everything that stands as a mediator between our eyes and an object to be seen, bringing us closer to the distant
object, but also communicating something of itself to it, is romantic.”

"Then what is there between Ossian and his presentations.” said Haber.

"If we knew more," [ replied, "than that a harp is between them, and this harp between his great heart and his
melancholy, we would know the history of the singer and of his tune "

Godwi added: "So the romantic is a perspective, or rather the color of the glass and the determination of the object by
the shape of the glass.”

"According to vou, then, the romantic is formless." said Haber; "I rather thought it would have more form than the
ancient, in such a way that its form by itself, even without content, would have a vigorous impact.”

"l do not know." [ continued. "what vou understand by form. Frankly, the unformed has often more form than the
formed can endure; and in order to bring out this surplus, we would only have to add a few curves to the Venus to

make her romantic. But [ call form the night limitation of something thought "

"So I could say," Godwi added, "that form itself cannot have a form, but is only the determined ceasing of a thought
expanding qu.lﬂ]l‘. toward all sides starting from one point. This something thought might be in stone, sound, color.
word, or thought."

"An exaﬂ:rple suddenly comes to my mind." I replied; "vou will excuse the fact that it is the so very ordinary allegory of
the vanity of the world. Imagine a soap bubble, whose inner space would be its thought; its extension, then. would be
the form. Yet the soap bubble has a moment in its extension when its appearance and its aspect are in patfe::t
harmony; then its form is related to the matter, to the interior diameter in all directions, and to the light in such a way
that it offers a beautiful sight. All the colors around shine in it, and the soap
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bubble itself is at the ulttmate pont of its perfection. Then it tears itself loose from the straw and floats through the air.
That is what [ understand by the word form, a mitation that only contains an idea. and says nothing of itself. All the
rest i1s uniform_ ether too much or too httle "

Here Haber replied: "So Tasso's Liberated Jerusalem is an uniform”

"Dear Haber, [ said. "vou will annoy me if vou do not tell me whether vou do not want to understand me or do not
want to annoy me.

"Do not be annoved." he replied. "for I do neither the one nor want the other; but I am not content with yvour uniform
of the romantic, and I confront vou precisely with Tasso, because I know him, and becaunse unfortunately I feel only
too strongly how clear and determined his form is. I feel it all the more because I am playving with the idea of translating
him one day."

"That vou feel it too strongly. is proof for me." I said; "pure form is not felt too much; and mind you do not make the
reader of vour translation feel it too much, for in my opinion every pure and beautiful work of art that merely presents
its object is easier to translate than a romantic one that not only designates its object. but adds a coloring to this
designation, for to the translator of the romantic, the form of the presentation becomes itself a work of art. which he
must translate. Take for instance Tasso, precisely; what does the new rhythmical translator have to struggle with?
Either he mmst possess Tasso's own religiousness, seriousness, and ardor, in which case we heartily implore him rather
to invent himself; or if he does not possess all this, or if he is a Protestant, body and soul, then he must first translate
himself into the Catholic. and thus, again, he must translate himself historically into Tasso's mentality and language; he
must translate an awful lot before he comes to the actual translation, for romantic poets possess more than mere
presentation, they also have themselves, and strongly so."

"But that is not the case with the pure poets." said Haber, "since they are still somewhat further removed from us.”

"Wo." I replied; "even though they are somewhat further removed from us, and precisely because this great distance
abolishes every medmm between us and them that could reflect them mpurely to us. The condition of vour translator is
mere scientificity in language and Gb]&l:t he should merely translate the langnage: in this way his translation must relate
to the Dﬂgmal like the plaster casting to the marble. We are all equally removed from them, and we shall read the same
in them, since they only present, but thewr presentation has no color becanse they are form. . . "

"The rhymes alone." I continued, "can only be rendered in our language as doggerel verse, and vet, vou see, precisely
these thymes are already such a form of form. How would you produce all that? The
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[talian rhyme is the tone on the basis of which the whole is playved. Will your rhyme have the same tone? I do not
believe you are the kind of translator who can translate from all keys and registers for another instrument, without the
song . . . becoming blind, like a magnificent eagle with a paper bag over its head sitting stupidly in a corner "

Godwi langhed and said: "A question for a recipe bookhow to translate an [talian eagle into German?AnswerRecipe a
paper bag, pull it over its head, and then the wild creature has been translated into a tamed one, it will no longer bite
vou; vet it is the same eagle, translated right faithfully "

"Right faithfully " I said, "for it sits among the German hens, right patiently and faithfully like a domestic animal "

"Every language." I contimued. "is like a particular instrument; only those that are most similar can be translated mnto one
another. But one music is music itself, and not a composition from the player's mood (Gemiir) and his type of
instrument_ It is created there where the instrument, the musician, and the music touch one another in equal excellence.
Many translations, especially those from the Italian, will alwavs be sounds from the concertina or the wind instruments
translated for clanging and blanng mstruments. . "

"Then vou must consider Dante completely untranslatable." said Haber.

"Precisely this one less than others." [ continued, "just like Shakespeare. These two poets dominate their language as
well as their age. They have more passion than words and more words than tones. They bear themselves like giants in
their languages, and their language cannot constrict them, since language as such is barely sufficient for their spirit, and
they can well be transposed again to another smart soil. They can thrive, but a Samson must have done it. They will
always be like transplanted oak trees, whose minor roots must be cut away to put them in a new furrow. But most of
the other poets (Sanger) have very peculiar manners, which reside in the nature of their instrument; they are plays of
sounds, like Shakespeare's play of words. Plays of sounds cannot be translated, though plays of words can.”

"How did we get started on translations?" said Godwi.
"Because of Fiamette's romantic song." I said. "The romantic itself is a translation.”
At this point the dark room lit up, a mild green luster shone from the water basin I described.
"Look. how romantic, just the way vou defined it. The green glass is the medmm of the sun." 29
‘We have here an echo, already deformed and confused. of the romantic theory of the work: contrary to "classical” works,

defined by pure form, for example, by the pure presentation of a content, "romantic”" works are characterized by that
"coloring” which inserts itself be-
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tween our perception and the thing represented. That "coloring.” in the case of a work of language, is obviously the "sonority”
of the words (thymes, alliterations, all that is commonly called the "color” of wnrds} The romantic work music alizes the
medmm of representation, and thus confuses its Db]ectal content: At its limit_ it is only the radiance, the pure resonance of the
color of the medimm . To romanticize is to color the form, as the green does in the water basin mentioned in the text. One
recognizes here the theories of the Athendum, but outside of the symbolic-abstract element specific to it, with the result that
the romantic works brutally fall into the untranslatablethough with this paradox that the confusion of the form by its sonorous
color is itself interpreted as a "translation " It is uncertain if Brentano himself recognized the scope of his sentence: "The
romantic itself is a translation.” a sentence which so exactly echos Novalis's. Or rather, this sentence is the distant echo of the
deeper truth of romantic artan echo isolated in the text. There is here a certain difficulty in connecting this statement to those
dealing with poetic translation, whose emphasis is rather on the untranslatability of the Romantic work. To be sure, "for the
translator of the romantic work, the form of the presentation itself becomes a work of art that he has to translate.” But if this
form is constituted by its sound and its color, how does one translate it7 Because, for Brentano, this sonorous and colored
element is precisely that which could not pass into an other language. That this is a real problem is attested to by the allusion to
the Italian poets. as well as Brentano's own poetry. His two famous verses:

O Stern und Blume, Geist und Kleid, Lieb, Leid und Zeit und Ewigkeit! 30

obviously do not allow a translation, at least a literal one, without losing thewr aura. Now, these lines are a splendid exampleone
of the rarestof German Romantic poetry. Nevertheless, and this is the ambiguity of Brentano and late Romanticism, these lines
are posed, as it were, on a divide: Is it a series of pure sounds whose sonorities, stmulating one another, produce an
effectively untranslatable musical effector is it an "association” in which sound and sense mutually infinitize each other, as
Nowalis would have it7 Both, undoubtedly, but Novalis's "association” goes well beyvond the mere musicality of a poem: This
musicality is a priori worked upon in such a way that 1t no longer rests simply on the fortime of natural language. It is not
fortuitous, whereas Brentano's poem. in all its "magic." is like a aplenchd find, a magnificent throw of the dice plaved with
signifiers and signifieds which is far from abolishing coincidence. It is rather a risky and momentaneous game with comncidence.
And there the two Romanticisms
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are separated, there the translatable work is separated from the untranslatable workuntranslatable becaunse it is not a work. In
his way, Brentano notices the difference when he opposes translatable pDEU"_‘,-’ (Dante and Shakespeare), whose translatability
opens itself in the space that separates thewr "spirit" from their "language.” and Italian poetry, which belnngﬁ to natural language
in such a way that it no longer authorizes any translation that would not be a treason. The distinction 1s undoubtedly important,
even though one may doubt its validity for Shakespeare and Dante, and even though one may doubt as well that it would be
easier to translate plays of words than "plays of sounds."

This passage from Goawi is highly S:igntﬁcant for Brentano, so to speak, confuses the cards oflena Romanticism in it. On the
one hand he reformulates its essential intuitions: Poetry is translation; the translator mmst translate himself (Novalis's "spiritual

mimic"); the work is defined by its musicality and its non-objectivity. Brentano's images are significant here, images in which
the figure of the void (the transparent water basin which is the medium of the sun. the soap bubble) recurs incessantly. These
almost wronic images are derived from F. Schlegel's and Nowvalis's best intuitions on the empty and intransitive work that can
capture the distant. But the theme of musicality_ though also inherited from the Athendum, does even more than EDﬂﬁlSE the
cards, it inverts them: a passage from abstract, mathematical, and composed musicality whose model is the "fu gue,” etc., to
the ]IlllElEﬂl‘lt‘- of the allegedly popular song, the Liedm short. that sensory and sensual musicality of which the early
Romanticism. at least in principle, prohibited itself any use. And ltﬂrﬂﬂdlﬂtf_';l‘_‘_- there appears the theme of untranslatable poetry,
pure avalanche of beautiful sonorities, undoubtedly a very ancient theme, but it now takes all its force from placing poetry in
the shadow of music, in that empty space between gemune poetry of art and genuine popular poetry where the essential of
what we call Eomanticism develops and proliferates in lyrical or novelistic almost-works, sometimes for the better, often for
the worst. The same leveling of the problematic could be observed with regard to the "fantastic” and the "dream."

That the theory aof the translatability of the work is suddenly inverted into the theory of its untranslatability 1s perhaps
an inevitable dialectical turning-back bv which late Romanticism seeks to affirm in its way the absolute autonomy of poetry; as
in early Romanticism, this autonomy is sought beyond natural language. in the "ineffable” domain of music. And it is no
coincidence that late Romantic poems have sometimes been "translated" into music in the nineteenth century, thus gaining a
renown their own "musicality” could not have assured them of To be sure, the theory of the Athendum contans the seed of
this reversal, just as it carries in itself i #ucleo all the avatars of the history of modern poetry.
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But at least we had to point out this strange destiny by which those who affirmed the a priori translatability of literature gave
birth to a poetics of untransiatability, a far less innocent poetics than it appears to be at first sight. since in the final analysis it
can only be a regressive poetics of the incommunicable. In the absence of any positive theory of natural language, this
poetics necessarily imposes itself. The hostility the Romantics had toward a Voss, despite all ther admiration for him,_ is
understandable when one reads what he declared to Humboldt:

That which cannot be expressed in human language cannot be true. 31

Nevertheless, one of Brentano's intuitions remains, and it would be desirable to take it up again, though transformed: the
distinction between works connected to the natural language (which wrongly appear to be untranslatable) and those that
attempt to establish a certain distance from it (and that would be more easily translatable). We shall come back to this in the
end. The untranslatable, for its part. can only be willed- In the (relative) untranslatability of late romantic poetry there is a will
to be closed upon itself, to incommunicability, for example, a will to escape from the domain of language, a will that goes
through the idolizing of music and also thmugh an essentially mauthentic relation to the mother tongue, sometimes bordering on
folklorism. This will constitutes one of the imbalances peculiar to German Romanticism, which made it into something "sick” for

Goethe.
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8

Translation as a Critical Movement

We now approach the issue mentioned throughout the previous chapter: the covering over of the concept of translation by that
of criticism i F. Schlegel and Nowvalis. It is obvious that at least two reasons preside over this theoretical obfuscation: (1) If the
center of the Athendum's poetological preoccupations was the Copernican revolution of poetry, and if this revohition
necessarily passed through a critique (in the Kantian sense), literary criticism obviously tends to move into first place with
them; and (2) The starting-point of Romantic reflection, at least with the Schlegel brothers, is the philological and critical
activity, raised little by little to the level of a philosophical practice. 1 Novalis himself, whose formation was different, defined
the "philological” as everything relating to the textual and the written. Hence two meanings of the word criticismin one case,
transcendental criticism, reflection of poetry on itself, logology; in the second, criticism of texts, i.e., literary criticism. We could
speak of generalized criticism and restriced criticism, just like we did with translation. But here the two critical movements tend
toward theobviously idealpoint where they become identical. that is to say, where it seems impossible to distinguish
literature and criticism. In effect, the literature to come carries its own criticism within it; as F. Schlegel tells us, it tries "now
to mix, now to fuse together poetry and prose, genms and criticism "2 But literary criticism,_ as a genre and as a discipline,
carries out a reverse movement of poetization:
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Poetry can only be criticized by poetry. A judgment about art which is not itself a work of art . . . has no cmil nights in
the realm of art. 3

Nowvalis_ after his fashion. corroborates his friend's statement:

He who is not capable of making poems will also judge them only negatively. There belongs to genuine criticism the
capacity to produce oneself the products to be criticized. Only taste judges negatively.4

This 15 what the romantic texts repeat ad nauseam,_ and which the art of the ﬁ'ﬁgtﬂf.‘;ﬂt 15, in part, supposed to realize: to unite
reflection and poetic form. This is an entanglement that has become familiar to us in the twentieth century, but one that remains
complex. For, if the immanent criticism of the work appears on one side as the condition for the pnﬁﬁibmh of its external
criticism, one might as well say, as F. Schlegel does not hesitate to do, that the latter, operning the very field of literature
itself with its "fragments of the future, " constitutes the condition for the possibility of the work to come.

But it is only pniﬁible if the concept of criticism undergoes a fundamental change of meaning. To criticize a work is no longer
to express a series of judgments on it on the basis of aesthetic rules or sensibility, aimed at informing or enlightening the public.
It is, as Novalis said in his fragment on mythical translation, to liberate the pure Idea of the work, its ' ‘pure and perfected
character." to accomplish this act of "spiritual mimic" which is the foundation of any understanding of the literary work. And it
is true enough that with F. Schlegel criticism becomes "divinatory " for example, an act of comprehension. F. Schlegel
expresses all this most clearly in his essays on Lessing:

_. . not so much to judge as to understand and explain. That in a work of art one must not only feel the beautiful
passages, but grasp the impression of the whole. . . . And [ think . _ _ that one understands the work completely only in
the system of all the artist's works. . . . So, too, the particular in art . . . must lead to the immeasurable Whole. . . | If
vou want to attain the Whole . . . you may confidently assume that vou will not find a natural limit anvwhere _ _ . before
hawng reached the center. This center is the organism of all the arts and all the sciences. the law and the hlEtDI"‘- of this
organism. This doctrine of formation, this physics of fantasy and art. could well be a science of its own, which I would
call encyveclopedia; but this science does not vet exist. . . . Either the source of objective laws for any positive criticism
is there, or it is nowhere. If this is the case . . . true criticism cannot take notice of works which contribute nothing to
the development of art and science; indeed, a true critique of that which does not stand in a relation to that organism of
culture and genius, is not even possible.
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If vou want to try and understand anthors or works, i.e.. construct them genetically in relation to that great organism
of all art and all science. . . .

The essence of higher art and form les in the relation to the whole. . . . Therefore all works are One Work, all arts
One Art, all poems One Poem. . . . Every poem, every work, must signify the whole, signify it actually and effectively.
3

To understand a work, then, is to place it in the Whole of art and literature, to show its symbolic essence, which is to signify
(Bedeutern) the Whole and the very Idea of art. It is to liberate the "infinite meaning” of the work. The criticism that carries out
this operation can only be "positive." for example, attach itself only to those works that, in themselves, contribute to the
realization of the Idea of art. Negattve criticism, for its part, 15 of the order of the polemical. In another text on Lessing, F.

Schlegel takes up the same theme:

It was not difficult to show the necessity of criticism for all iterature. But the concept of criticism that was constantly
given to it as foundation, was the historical concept of criticism. Only criticism as it existed until now was spoken of.
But could there not be an entirely different one? . . . This is not only possible, it 1s also probable, for the following
reason. For the Greeks, literature had already existed for a long time, it was almost at its end. when criticism began.
This is not so for the Moderns, at least for us Germans. Here criticism and literature are born at the same time, ves, the
former was almost born earlier; we had a knowledge . . . of foreign works, even of the most insignificant ones, before
having any knowledge of ours. And still today, I do not know if we should pride ourselves more nghtfully for having a
criticism rather than a literature. Anyway, with the modification of this relation comes the possibility and the idea of a
criticism of an entirely different kind. A criticism that would not be so much the commentary of an already existing,
finished, and withered literature, as the organon of a literature still to be achieved., to be formed, even to be begun. An
organon of literature, therefore a criticism that would not only E}Lplﬂiﬂ and conserve, but that would be productrve
itself. at least indirectly. . . . Hence the necessity and the idea of a science of its own that seeks to determine the unity

and the difference of all the higher sciences and arts 6

A crucial text, in which F. Schlegel defines what could be called the Copernican revolution af criticism: to become the
condition for the possibility of the literature to come. This revolution runs parallel to the one by which poetry constitutes itself
as "poetry of poetry," for example, as critical poetry. These two movements are not only parallel; they tend

< previous paqge page 123 next page >

If vou like this book, buy it!



< previous page page 124 next page >

Page 124

to collapse mto one another. Thus, as we have seen, F. Schlegel states that the theory of the novel (1.2, the formal mode of
realization of romantic poetry) must be a novel itself.

The critical operation is that comprehension by which, says W. Benjamin, "the limitation of the individual work of art is
methodically related to the infinity of art." 7 It opens the work unto its own infinity. it is the same movement by which the work
becomes "faithful to itself, entirely homogeneous. and nonetheless exalted above itself "8 It is in this sense that F . Schlegel can
add:

No literature can endure through time without a criticism ¢

Positioned before and after the work, criticism is the agent of its putentiaﬁnn_ Thus F. Schlegel's essay on Wilhelm Meister
considers itself Ubermeister or "mythical version” of this work. "Mythical," because it relates it methodically to the Idea of
which it is only the imperfect realization; because it strives to liberate this "infinite Slgﬂtﬁl:ﬂhnﬂ" which marks its symbolical
meaning. Of the realist dimension of Goethe's novel, which would connect it. for instance, to the eighteenth-century English
novelistic tradition, Schlegel's criticism has no idea; and when Nowvalis percerves that the meaning of Wilhelm Meister may
well be sought in that direction (that of its conzens), he hastens to condemn the work in its entirety. Likewise, F. Schlegel's
essay on Lessing does not examine the real Lessing, but engages the "tendencial” Lessing, for example, what L essing conceals
in terms of "fragments of the future "

Now, this movement which surpasses the work in its immediate given by connecting it to the Whole of art, is what we have
already been able to describe as the movement of mythical translation (Nowalis). Then how does it happen that it appears
almost always only as a critical operation? Let us first note this: The category of "comprehension” is valid for both criticism and
translation:

In order to translate perfectly the ancient into the modern, the translator would have to have such mastery of the latter
as to be able to make everything modern; but at the same time he would have to understand antiquity so well that he
would be able not just to imitate it but, if necessary, re-create it. 10

When F_ Schlegel states, in a fragment we have already quoted. that translations are "philological mimes." he inchides them in

the sphere of "the philological” in general. for the same reason as "notes" and "commentaries." for example, as "critical genres.”
Conversely, the Arhendum fragment 287 equates criticism and translation:

< previous page page 124 next page >

If vou like this book, buy it!



< previous page page 123 next page >

Page 1253

Only then do I show that I have understood an author, when I can act in his spirit; when I can translate him and
transform him without diminishing his indmviduality. 11

We find once again Novalis's "spiritual mimic," valid for the translator and the critic, both of whom must study a foreign text
and "reconstruct” it. To be sure, in the case of the translator, the text is both other and foreigr; but this distinction carries
hardly any weight for the philologer-critic confronted with ancient texts. If the aim of any reconstructive mimic of the work is to
bring out its "pure and perfected character," then there should be no doubt that criticism, essentially identical to translation, is
superior to it, for it is nothing but this movement of liberation raised to pure self-consciousness: work of art surpassing
the work af art, guintessence. On the other hand, translation is and remains an interlingual activity: If it tears the work from
its original empiricity, it is only to phmge it again into that of an other language. To be sure, to the extent that the work torn
from its mother tongue is incarnated in another language, a fulguration, as it were, happens which allows a preview of what it
would be i its pure element. far from all earthly languages, in the ethereal and diaphanous language of the Spiritan idealist
perspective for which actual language is not the night medmm of the Spinit, and i which Romanticism joins Hegel. But, just as
for Hegel philosophy is superior to poetry, for the Athendum criticism is superior to translation. This can be formulated in vet
another way: transcendental criticism and empirical criticism,_ restricted criticism and generalized criticism, immanent criticism
and external criticism tend to be united in the finished critical text which is the bringing out of the Idea of the work as well as
the auto-theory of criticism and "miniature work of art."12 Which leads to the paradoxical consequence, as W. Benjamin put it,
that "in romantic art, criticism is not only pDESﬂI}IE and necessary, but their theory inevitably contains the paradox of a higher
valorization of criticism than of the work "13 The subordinate rank of translation may be deduced from the fact that. in every
concrete translation, the transcendental moment, the "translation” through which the work is raised abowve itself, its author, its
empiricity, its own language and even above natural language, is not carried out as purely as in criticism. Made possible by
the work structure of the work, it 15 not in turn transcendentally necessary to it. If the critical w Drl-::puﬂung things, with
Benjamin, to the limit of the idealist dialecticis simultaneously possible, necessary, and nﬂtnlngin:a]lv superior to the original
literary work, according to the law that every product to the second (or nth) power is superior to one of the first power
interlingual translation turns out to be superior to its onginalbut it lacks the deep necessity of criticism. In the pntentlahng
realm of Romantic philology, it is only a
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sub-genre, even though Novalis once called the poetical-critical operation supreme "translation.” no doubt carried along by a
no less momentane ous "syncriticism” with A. W. Schlegel, who was then immersed in the grandiose, but empirical, task of
translating Shakespeare.

Even though it recerves the same definition as criticism, translation does not come out on the winning side. Though displaced,
relegated ontologically to the second rank (to the point where its [/irerary possibilities in the field of fragmentary writing are
ignored, whereas those of criticism are not), covered over in the sense indicated abm-‘va: it has nevertheless the same field of
operation as criticism: "the works that contribute to the development of science and art.” for example, as we know.,
Shalce&peare Dante, Calderon, Cervantes, etc. But even there, as Benjamin saw very well. the Romantic program of
translations is heteronomous, designed a priori by the critical program. The inevitable denouement: In the absence of any
theory of this interlingual and intercultural exchange of translation that was taken up by Herder. Goethe, and Humboldt. the act
of translating is mevitably crushed by the act of poetic creation and that of critical "reconstruction "

Nevertheless, it must be emphasized that, within this idealist perspective, the Romantics were able to show the profound
relation that connects the work as work to translation (and criticism). This relation consists in the fact that the work, by the
tension which simultaneously unites it to and separates it from language (or at another level: to the relation of belonging and
distance that connects it to language), makes translation possible, demands it like a need of its own, and,. moreover, makes it
into an historical operation full of meaninglinguistically and culturally as well as psychologically. This relation bE;lDIlgE to the
work as work, whatever may be the multiplicity of relations in which the works may stand otherwise to their languages and
language in general. The work is that linguistic production which calls for translation as a destiny of its own. Let us
provisionally name this call rranslarability. It is important to distinguish this notion of translatability from common translatability
or the one linguistics seeks to define. The latter is a reality. Langu ages are translatable, even though the space of translatability
is loaded with the untranslatable. Linguistic untranslatability lies in the fact that all languagEE are different from each other,
linguistic translatability in the fact that they are all language. From which it follows that. in this domain. translatability and
untranslatability remain relative notions.

But literary translatability is different, though literary translation. obviously, also knows lingmstic translatability (and

untranslatability). It consists in the fact that a work, emerging as a work, is always positioned in a certain distance from its
language: What constitutes it as linguistic,
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cultural, and literary novelfy is precisely the space that allows its translation into another language and, at the same time,
malkes this translation necessary and essential; it is indeed Schlegel's "Grand Tour." In one sense, translation is exterior to the
work; it may exist without it. In another sense, translation accomplishes the work, pushes it beyond itself, but this "alienation” is
alreadﬁ. prefigured in the relation to its Dﬂgﬂlﬂl language. The native strangeness of the work is joined by its strangeness
(effectively increased) in the foreign language. And translation is a genuine metamorphosis for the work. an actual
Ferdnderungall the more so in proportion as the latter is more faithful. more "literal " In truth, unfaithful translation simply
annuls this dialectic. The theory of what is one's own and what is foreign, of the elevation to the state of mvstery (to the state of
strangeness, of mnterpenetration of the known and the unknown), as it is put forward by Nowvalis, refers to this movement of
metamorphosis, and it is not wrong to say that the highest translations are "mythical" and "transforming " This movement by
which the work becomes "mythical” is made possible by the work itself; or, in other words, the work is that production by
which translation becomes an activity full of meaning. Which can be seen in reverse by examining what happens (or does
not happen) with other translationsthose that do not deal with works, whether they be literary. critical, religious, philosophical,
etc., but with texts situated either in other sectors of human E}Lc,hange or at degraded le‘i. els [fw1ﬂmut pretention to a writing of
their own) of those domains. In that case, translation may be or not be technically "easy"; it only encounters texts without
resistance from the linguistic point of view [:I:ertamlv correct texts, but without density). or "badly written" texts, for example,
texts where the ordinary relation to the language is below the relation commonly accepted; texts, in the latter case, which can
only be translated by a rewriting aiming to assure the transmission of meaning barely achieved by the original In both cases,
the translation is not called for by the text; it simply emerges from the necessity of exchange and communication. It is not
really significant as an act of its own. Meaning passes, flows, for better or for worse, from one language to an other_ but all
that is of the order of adaptation, not of transmutation. Translation of this type of text, whether it be literal or in a more-or-less
disguised form of rewriting. does not encounter any fundamental resistance in them. Now, the reverse happens with a work:
The mcommensurable resistance it opposes to its translationa translation it simultaneously makes possible and calls forgives it
all its meaning, no less incommensurable. And m the same movement, it buries itself in and tears itself from its language,
developing the very dimension of its translatability and untranslatability. Or: The more transiatable it is, the more it is
untransiatable. Such is one
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of the paradoxes of the work, a parallel for which could be recognized i criticism and hermeneutics. 14

The Romantics have been able to describe this baffling reality in their own way, because they were animated by the incessant
questions: What is a work? What is the meaning of this "philological" pm]ferannn surrounding the work., as completely
finished, of texts of the second degreenotes, fragments, critiques, commentaries, quotations, translationsall these circles of texts
surrounding the work, before or after it, sometimes seeming to feed on it like parasites, sometimes seeming to be its
extensions, surpassing the work into vertiginously infinite spaces? What are the texts that, aiming to shed light on the work,
sometimes enlighten it sometimes obscure it. and sometimes do both at the same time”? What is this pluri-literature that reading
breeds around the works, and that sometimes revives them? Would there not be a work, or a genre of works, that, in its
infinity and its plurality, would take up in itself, already contain within itself, in an encyclopedic way, this hyper-literature of
literature? Such is the chain of questions developed to the point of obsession by Jena Romanticism. To take these up again,
divorcing them from the speculative sphere that 1s characteristic of the Romantics, such is the desire kindledagainst the
imaginary fascmation it exertsby thewr theory of literature. In this sense, to contest the theory i1s also to draw its mtuitions outside
of the domain of Idealism, to inscribe them in those of language and culturedomains which Goethe, Herder, Humboldt, and
Schleiermacher have been able to approach, though without always managing to express thewr multiple questions with the same
philosophical clout as the Romantics. The most notable among these questions i1s the one we have barely touched upon here:
What, in the work, makes its translation possible, necessary, and full of meaning, while at the same time making it superfluous,
absurd, and impossible, even as it is made into one of the major uropias of the literary and linguistic activity”? What is the
meaning, outside of the idealist dialectic, of this movement of "potentiation” which begin& with the work and is continued by
criticism on the one side and translation on the r:rther’* If this pntentiatinn is indeed a "reflection.” in what relation does this
Romantic "reflection” stand to Goethe's "mirroring"a mirroring in which the work gains vouth, freshness, and life? Can this
distance, which calls attention to the work as work and opens the space of translation, be characterized as the Romantics
characterized itby calling it a translation itself?
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9
A W. Schlegel: The Will to Translate Everything

A W_ Schlegel is probably one of the greatest German translators who has ever lved. He had a thorough knowledge the
principal modern European languagesGreek, Latin, medieval French, old German, the langues d'ocas well as Sanskrit, to the
Western study of which he contributed decistvely. The list of his translations is mpressive: Shakespeare, Dante, Petrarch,
Boceaccio, Calderon, Ariosto, as well as a mmmber of lesser known Italian, Spanish, and Portuguese poetsto which must be
added the Bhagavad Gita.

But A. W. Schlegel is not only a great polytranslator; he is an eminent philologer, educated in the school of Hevne and Biirger,
a specialist (among other things) of Sanskrit and medieval literatures, from whom more "scientific” people like Bopp, Diez, or
von der Hagen have learned much.

And he is also a great critic who has written numerous articles on Shakespeare, Dante, Spanish Golden Age theater,
Camoéns, Goethe, Schiller, the troubadours, India, poetry, and metrics. He gave lectures in Berlin (1801) and Vienna (1808)
that played an essential role not only in Germany and Austria, but also, in part due to Mme. de Stadl, throughout Europe: For
the first time the intuitions of German Romanticism became accessible and effective bevond the narrow circles that gave birth
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to them. 1 The influence of these lectures was considerable. The entire poetic and critical gospel of the nineteenth century is
derved from it.

In addition, A. W_ Schlegel. together with his brother Friedrich, is the founder of the journal the Athendum, whose influence

on the destinies of European literature and criticism is only now begnning to be measured 2 He also produced a poetic oewmvre,
though he did not seem to attach much importance to it, knowing that his true creativity lay elsewhere.

To all this must be added that A. W . Schlegel's personality goes beyond the constellation of the Jena circle, and that his sphere
of action put him in contact with the entire intellectual and literary life of the age in Germany. shown by his intense, though often
stormy. relations with Schiller, Goethe, Humboldt, and Schelling. Admired. flattered. but also hated because of his pointedness
and his polemical gifts 3 he greatly surpasses his brother's celebrity at the time, though he does not have the latter's critical
radicality, as well as that of Nowvalis, of whom he has neither the ﬂpeculam e gt["c nor the poetic talenthence his quite unjustified
reputation of mundane supetficiality. Because, on the one hand, if he is not sure that he has understood (but did they
understand themselves?) Nowvalis's and Friedrich Schlegel's project of a fragmentary writing, it is because he possesses what
thev lack: the ability to finish, an ability manifested primarily in his translations. Becaunse, on the other hand. he entertains a

profound relation to phﬂﬂiﬂph‘- and poetry, though articulated in another way, more social, than his brother and Nowvalis. F.
Schlegel felt this clearly when, in 1798, he wrote to Caroline Schlegel:

It seems to me that modern history is only beginning, and that the world is again divided in spiritual and temporal
people. You, Wilhelm, Henriette, and August, are children of the century. We, Hardenberg [Novalis], Dorothea, and
myself, are the spiritnal 4

As Marnanne Thalmann indicates, A. W_ Schlegel's oewvre shows a progressive shpping: Translation is gradually put aside by
criticism_ and criticism is gradually supplanted by philology and comparatist studies. To be sure, A. W. Schlegel does not
abandon any of these three activities, but the center of gravity of his interests is displaced. in a movement that goes grosso
modo from the pure literary passion to the pure scholarly passion. The equivalent of this movement is found in his brother as
well, showing that both belong to that modern "twin fisure" formed by literature and philology, according to Michel Foucault.

But it 1s also clear that Schlegel the critic and philologer is rooted in Schlegel the translator. It is in the field of translation that he
labors, creates, develops his entire stature; there he forms his poetic intuitions,

< previous paqge page 130 next page >

If vou like this book, buy it!



< previous page page 131 next page >

Page 131

and there, finally, he occupies a place of his own with regard not only to the other Romantics, but also to other intellectual
personalities of the time. He is fundamentally a translator, which neither Goethe, nor Hélderlin, nor Humboldt, nor Voss, nor
Schleiermacher, nor Tieck are. Behind the critic_ the lecturer, the scholar, it is the man harnessed to the hard task of translating
who speaks.

To be sure, this order may be reversed in turn, and it may be said as well that, behind Schlegel the translator, there is the critic
and the phjlnlnger to gmde his empirical choices. In the final analvsis, A. W. Schlegel represents the unity of the three f IgUres
which, once again, sets him apart from all his contemporary translators. And this explains why he was able to propose, in a still
occasional and episodic manner, a theory of translation that is above all a theory of poetic language.

Here, everything begins with the translation of Shakespeare, 5uggegted by his teacher Biirger, first together with him_ then on
his own. The project of a poetic translation of Shakespearefor. in 1796, there obviously existed mmmerous translations of the
English playwright, most of them in prose, and best known among them the one by Wieland. 5 In an article published in the
journal Die Horen in the same vear, entitled "Something on Wiliam Shakespeare at the occasion of Wilhelm Meister," A. W.
Schlegel, for his part. proposes night from the start to make a translation of Shakespeare that would be both faithful and
poetic. The poem, he says, must be rendered

as it 15, the same way lovers do not want to be deprived of thetr sweethearts' freckles 6

‘Which means two things: on the one hand, a ﬁcmpuluuﬁ respect for the English text, even in its "faults” and "obscurities,” and
the refusal to modify, embellish, and emend it, in parl:l:ular there where it shocks the contemporary sensibility;7 on the other
hand. an effort to respect the metrics where the original is in verse. 8

Demands which today may seem normal and elementary, but which did not appear so at the time, and which collided head on
with the redoubtable problems that the translation of Shal-:e&peare had always posed.

T'o render Shakespeare in the manifold registers of his languagerhetorical, poetic, philosophical, political, popular, etc.is an
immense task in itself. Moreover, his is a work designed for the theater, therefore having a particular orality. The poetic
translation of Shake speare must be both readable and andible, and it must be usable on a stage. The fact that Schlegel's
translation is still used in German theaters today shows it has been able to solve this problem in a certain way. And A W
Schlegel, for that matter. was perfecily aware of this.9

< previous page page 131 next page >

If vou like this book, buy it!



< previous page page 132 next page >

Page 132

i

Ll

But this translation is itself based on a critical rereading of Shakespeare. Shakespeare is not a crude and formless genms
(whose forms could be neglected or improved while translating, the only important thing being his "vision"), but an

abyss of marked mtention, self-consciousness, and reflection. 10

In short, a poet who weighs his words and his works. This rereading refers to a barely older text by A. W. Schlegel, "On
Poetry, Metrics, and Language” (1795), in which he puts forward an entire theory of poetry. Poetry is first and foremost a
system of linguistic. metrical, and rhythmical forms manipulated by the poet with a superior know-how_ In the final analvsis, the
poem

consists only of verses; the verses of words; the words of syllables, the syllables of indnidual sounds. These latter must
be examined in their harmony or dysharmony; the syllables must be counted, measured, weighed; the words must be
chosen; the verses, finally, must be gracefully ordered and joined together. But that is not all. It has been remarked that
the ear is pleas anth tickled when the same sound endings of words recur at determined intervals. The poet must also
search for that, often exploring the domain of language from one end to the other . . . for the sake of a single ending. .

. You shall make verses in the sweat of vour brow! You shall engender poems in pajn! 11

This conception is found again and again in A. W. Schlegel, and it is at the heart of his practice. Thus, he states in one of his
lectures:

metre (Silbernmaa3) should not be just an external ornament _ . . but it ranks among the essential and original
prerequisites of poetry. Furthermore, since all metrical forms have a definite meaning, and their necessary character in

a particular language may very well be demonstrated . . . one of the first principles of the art of translation is that, as far
as the nature of a language allows, a poem should be recreated in the same meter.12

And in his Lectures on Art and Literature:
From its birth, langnage is the primal matter of poetry; metrics (in the broadest sense) is the form of its reality 13

One might think that this is a somewhat brief and formal theory of poetry that has only very little to do with the principal
intuitions of Romanticism. But that would be a mistake: The apology of form in poetry leads precisely to a theory of the
universality of poetic forms. which is the exact complement of the theory of language and translation of F. Schlegel and

Nowalis. 14
For A. W. Schlegel the rhythmic and metrical work of the poet ("You shall make verses in the sweat of yvour brow!") is

necessarily of the same
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order of the "facture” mentioned by Nowvalis: It "potentiates” natural languagefor which A. W . Schlegel has no more sympathy
than his peersand imposes on it the voke of laws that result first and foremost from the poet's action. Which is exactly what he
stated in his afterword to Tieck, quoted in our Introduction, and reiterated in his lectures on classical literature:

We can . . . translate from all the most important languages into ours. Yet [ do not want this to be considered an
advantageous feature which st happens to be present in the composition of our language. . _ _ all it takes is resolve
and hard work. 15

As the Lectures on Art and Literature say, language itself is born from an analogous labor:

Language is always born from the bosom of poetry. Language is not a product of nature, but a reproduction of the
human ipﬂ'lt which cnﬂﬁlgﬂi to it . . . the entire mechanism of its repre&entatmni Thus, in poetry, something already
formed is formed again; and its Elb]l‘lt“-’ to take form is as unlimited as the spirit's ability to return to itself by reflections
always carried to the higher power_16

There we have a familiar word: reflection. But if language is already originarily poiesis, poetrvin the sense of Dichticunst, the
art of poetryvis only its reflective doubling. Thus, A. W. Schlegel does not hesitate to take up again, transforming and in a
certain way trivializing, his brother's concept of "poetry of poetry™:

It has been found strange and incomprehensible to speak of poetry of poetry; and vet, for the one who has a notion of
the internal organism of ipiritual existence, it is very 5in:rple for the same activity that produced something poetic to be
turned on its result. Yes. it can be said without exaggeration that all poetry is actually poetry of poetry; because it
already presupposes language whose invention depends on poetic aptitude, and which is itself a poem by the whole of
humanity. a poem in perpetual becoming, in perpetual metamorphosis, never finished.17

All this text does is to apply to language the terminology of the 4 thendum fragment 116, devoted to "universal progressive
pﬂen-}rll

But the consequence of such a position is that any language, just like any man for Nowvalis, is "transformable without measure.”
and that the forms produced by poetic labor are transferable to another language to a certain extent. To the labor of the
production of poetic forms corresponds that of their reproduction (translation). And becanse langnage 1s a work, "facture”
and not "nature.” translation is one of the aspects of the process by which language becomes more and more work and form:
Bildung. Thus, the theory of the arttficiality of language
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and its forms grounds the possibility and the necessity of poetic translation. If it is possible to translate these forms only up to a
certain point, it is obvious (and A. W. Schlegel. as a "practitioner.” knows it better than anyone else) empirically that
translation incessantly runs into mits: The difficulties encountered are of the order of the translator's limitations. of his language
and his culture, of the complexity of the solutions to be found in order to render this or that text, this or that metric. 18 In the
worst case, they refer to the existence of that natural basis of languagemm:lenn: Dnnmatnpnmcwluch poetry as such seeks to
surpass. Which is to say (precisely in Novalis's sense): The more poetic a text is, the more it is theoretically translatable and
worthy of being translated.

This theory, then, of which we offer only an outline here and which, for A. W. Schlegel, is connected without a problem to a
personal awareness of the pmblem& of translation_19 cnmplammti the theory of Kunstsprache. To be sure, it does not go so
far as to affirm that the translation is ontologically superior to the original. but it starts from the same bases, and provides the
theory of natural language with what it lacks: a theory of the metrical forms of poetry.

The principle of the transferability of forms, which are considered the essence of poetry, does by no means entail, as Pannwitz
believes, that the translator "italianizes" the German language by, for instance, using "Ttalian thymes." It only tran aplantﬁ into its
language a form which, even though it is effectively of Italian origin, tends to transcend this onigin by its very naturetends to be
a kind of peetic universal. The translator, rather. is confronted with a multiplicity of foreign metrical forms which he aims to
introduce into his mother tongue so as to expand it poetically. The formational dialectic of Bildung here takes on the meaning
of a radical cosmopolitanism: The German language, too poor and too crude, must call upon foreign metrics to become more
and more a Kunstsprache. It follows that any translation is and can only be a polviransiation. There is no privileged domain
for it 20 nor any taboo from a linguistic or literary point of view. We shall see below how Romantic pnlvtranilatinn is defined.
Let us simply state for the moment that it is distinct from Goethe's diversity in that it does by no means aim at a concrete
cultural communication thmugh the horizon of languages and works: it only deals with a world of absolutized and indefinitely
interchangeable poetic universals, a world similar to the one of Novalis's Encvelopedia.

That all poetrv, by virtue of its formal essence, is translatable. is a formidable discovery, an epoch-making event in the history
of translation. and A. W. Schlegel is well aware of it. Nov alis proudly stated in his "Blithenstaub"-
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the art of writing has not vet been invented, but it is about to be. 21
He likewise can affirm in the afterword to his translation of Orlando furioso, addressed to Tieck:

Only a many-sided reu:eptmhf for foreign national poetry, which must, if possible, ripen and grow to the pmnt of
universality. makes progress in the faithful reproduction of poems pDESiblE [ believe we are on the way to invent the
true art of poetic translation; this fame had been reserved for the Germans. 22

He can even quote, alluding to the translation of Don Quixote that Tieck had just finished, Cervantes's famous lines on
translation, stating they have now been surpassed:

It seems to me that in translating from one language into another, provided it is not one of the queen languages, Greek
and Latin, one does precisely like the one watching the tapestry of Flanders against the grain: the fisures are still visible
in it, but they are filled with threads that obscure them, so that they cannot be seen with the luster of the place 23

This is exactly what F. Schlegel expre&&ed in his Dialogue on Poerry when he said that "to translate the poets and to render
their thythm is an art." This "art" is the union of the speculative theuﬂ of poetrv/translation and the literary theorv of the
universal poetry/metric form. This union makes possible the "logological” revolution of translation, and A. W_ Schlegel's letter
to Tieckfrom translator to translatoris its modest manifesto.

But if all poetrv is translatable, one can now translate evervthing, get started on a program of total transiation. In the
same afterword, A. W_. Schlegel proudly states to Tieck:

My intention is to be able to translate everything poetically in its form and its particularity, whatever name it may have:
Ancient and Modermn, classical works of art and national products of nature. [ cannot guarantee that I will not enter
into yvour Spam&h domain, ves, I would have occasion to learn Sanskrit and other oriental languages in a living way in
order to captivate, if possible, the breath and the tone of their chants. One might call this decision heroic. if it were
vohmtary; but unfortunately, I cannot look upon my neighbor's poetry without coveting it with all my heart, and so [ am
caught in a continual poetic adultery 24

It is impossible not to percerve i this text the same omnipotent enthusiasm that animated Novalis in his "Dialogue” and in the

fragment on "wanting everything"25 (or, rather, that animates the entire Jena Romanticism). The Encvelopedia wants to poetize
all the sciences; Romantic poetry wants to embrace all the genres in its "arabesques”;
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Schlegel's translation, for its part, wants to translate everything, the Ancient and the Modern, the classical and the natural, the
Western and the oriental The bookish Don Juanism of Nowvalis's "Dialogue” is matched by the "adultery” of the romantic
translator who does not know, cannot know, any limits to his equally encyclopedic desire of translation. Rather than
pahfmmfarmn we should Epﬂﬂl{ here of ommnitranslation. To translate ev ervthing, that is the essential task of the true
translator: It is the pure drive of infinitized translation. the pure desire to translate everything and no matter what.

But there is a difference with F_ Schlegel and Nowvalis: Their "fragments of the future” remain mere projects, whereas A. W.
Su:hlegel'ﬁ project is realized, 26 and exactly along the pmgrammaﬁn: axis announced in the afterword to Tieck 27 A unique

success in the history of Romanticism, even if, as we have seen, it remains connected entirely to the speculative and critical
projects of the Athendiwm by its very desire for completeness. "To translate everything” is to translate those works, past or
foreign. that carry the seed of the literature to come: the works that belong to the "Roman" space of which we spoke in

Chapter 3, and those that belong to the "oriental" space 28 A. W_ Schlegel does not translate contemporaries, and few
Greelks. At the evening of his life, he states outright:

[ am ndifferent to contemporary literature_ [ am only enthused by the antedihnvial literature 29

This calls for two remarks._ In the first place, to the extent that translated works seem to represent both the prefiguration and
the quintessence of romantic art, the monologic prinu:iple i5 at work down to the choice of the texts to translate: Romantic
translation only translates Romantic texts, only the "same." The experience of the fnrmgn as fﬂI‘E;igﬂ is fnrmgn to them. Again
the limits of Bildung as relation to alterity are obvious: The "own" only seeks itself on its excentric journeys. its "Grand Tours."
It is only ever n:enn’r["ugﬂl in order to be more centripetala limit inscribed also in the theory of "wanting evervthing" I am
everythingeverything is methere is no radical other.

In the second place, it must be said that, from the Romantic point of view, the accusation of a selectrvity infatnated with the
past, formulated by Goethe, Nietzsche, and Strich, does not really apply to the pI’D]El:t of the Athendguwm. First of all (and it is
impossible to develop this point here). Romanticism does not know any past that is not also future; for Romanticism, both the
past and the future dertve thewr equal dlgmh from the fact that they constitute the dimensions of the "distant” as the plan:e of all
plenitudes. In the face of this "distant " the present is the nearness that must be transformed; it is deprived of all positivity. The
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romantic mfatnation with the past is also a futurism, and even the source of all modern futurisms. 30

Further, the selectivity of the Athendum is not arbih’arf_.’ and not imiting: Orly those works are criticized and translated that
contribute "to the development of science and art,” but in fact, the rest is only "negative.” only "false tendency."31 The "wanting

everything' is not contradicted by the principle of selectivity: Only the works that "signify" the Whole are criticized and
translated. The "false tendency” is not part of the whole.

It would be interesting to compare this desire to translate everything with the polytranslational passion that consumed modern
translators like, for instance, Armand Robin. He is a multiingual translator and, moreover, highly "transforming " In his case,

the polytranslational impulse is linked to a polyglot drive and to a wounded relation with the French language (his mother
tongue being a Breton dialect, Fissel):

Language, be all languages for me!
Fifty langnages, world of one voice!

The heart of man. I want to learn 1t in Russian. Arabic, Chinese.
For the vovage [ make from vou to me

[ want the visa

Of thirty languages, thirty sciences.

[ am not satisfied. I do not yet know the cries of men in Japanese!

[ give for a Chinese word the meadows of my vouth,
The wash-house where I felt so tall 32

In another poem, Robin links this quest of languages to that of the true language:

With grand gestures,

[ have for four years thrown my soul into all the languages.

[ have sought. free and mad. all the places of truth.

Above all | have sought the dialects where man was not tamed.
[ have been on a quest for truth in all the languages.

The martyrdom of my people was barred from me

In French.

[ have taken Croatian_ Irish, Hunganian, Arabic, Chinese
In order to feel like a liberated man.

[ love foreign languages all the more
Pure for me._ at such a distance:
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In mv French langnage (my second language) there had been all kinds of treason
In it, one could say ves to mnfamy! 33

And in the poem "The Faith that matters":34

[ am not Breton, French, Latvian, Chinese, English
[ am all that at once.
[ am the universal and general man of the entire world.33

But this awareness, alternatively wounded and trmmphant, is reversed logically into alienation, into an infinite self-exile: the
opposite of this omnipotent cosmopolitanism that believes it can be everywhere and be "the Word and not words":

O battle man to man against forty lives!
Replaced in my flesh by harsh foreigners.

Myself dislodged by me, replaced
By other more powerful dwellers3s

Cases like Robin's are not infrequent in the twentieth century. To be sure, the romantic "wanting evervthing” constitutes a
project that goes well beyvond translation. But it may be asked ff this omnipotent aim (which, after all, is found again in
literature) is not inscribed in the dialectic of a certain type of translation. or if it does not represent one of the profound

temptations (one of the dangers) of all translation in general. What translator, confronted with the Babel of languages, has not
thought he could "translate everything?"

It would be logical to ask now to what extent A. W_ Schlegel's translations i actuality reflect the theoretical project that
underlies them. Or: How did A. W. Schlegel effectively translate Shakespeare, Dante, or Calderon? To answer these
questions would re quire a confrontation of all his translations with the originals. Until now, such a comparison has been barely
attempted 37 All we have is a collection of favorable but vague judgments on Schlegel's translations and their historical
importance in Germany.

In the theoretical framework of this study, it would be out of the question to proceed to such a confrontation. Besides, the
difficulties connected to it are obvious. We shall simply try to indicate in which general framework such a confrontation should
be carried out. The manner in which we can judge a translation of Shakespeare or Cervantes today is in part connected to the
manner in which we perceive these authors culturally. Let us say this: For us, Shakespeare (like Cervantes or Boccaccio)
belongs to that constellation of European literature which, from the fifteenth to the sixteenth century, is constructed on the basis
of "popular” cultures and literaturesno less than on the
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basis of the cullures and languages called "scholarly." It is impossible to appreciate these works if they are not connected to
these oral roots. The same goes for a Rabelais, and also for a Luther. Thus, to translate these authors is for us to attempt to
render the multiple registers of their oral language. Consequently, it is to confront the possibilities of our contemporary
European language sgone through the sieve of history and writingwith langunages whose wealth, flexibility, and freedom are
incomparably greater. We find again, from a different perspective, the idea of "natural genius" of the mghteenth centurywith the
difference that we situate this "natural genms" in the very orality of the language. The Romantic point of view is entirely
different: Agaimnst the notion of "natural genms," the issue is to show in a Shakespeare the vigor of a poetic know -how that is
able to realize infinitely self-conscious works. A "noble" Shakespeare, who would be a sort of Leonardo da Vinci of the
theater. Here, it may be affirmed that what is important is the "Romantic” Shakespeare who mixes the noble and the base, the
crude and the delicate, etc., or the Cervantes who strews his chapters with sonnets and pastoral tales, scholarly mixing satire
and poetry. Given that translation had retained only the crudeness of these authors (their not very appetizing popular base), the
issuefor criticism and translationwas to show that they were great poets who, when they had recourse to popular phrases, did
it in play, more out of a taste for universality than a profound affinity with Drahh

This means that, from the Romantic point of view, one may certainly state theoretically that Shakespeare, Cervantes, and
Boccaccio are the wumion of the high and the low, the base and the noble. But at bottom the Romantics can no more
accommodate the dimension of the low and the base than the preceding tradition: The numerous mmitations of these authors in
which European Romanticism mndulged rather show that they constantly eclipse the "base” or subject it to a hyper-ronic
treatment that annihilates it. Actually, nothing i1s more foreign to B omanticism than the naturalness of language, even though
(and here it differs from classicism) it claims an "obscure” language charged with allegoricity (hence, sometimes, the recourse
to old words, which create the impression of the "distant”). How could it then accommodate what in these authors is of the
order of the obscene, the spicy, the scatological, the insult? In the critical analvses the Romantics give of them, that aspect is
simply not mentioned. And in the translations? Tieck and his daughter Dorothea, finishing the translation of Shakespeare,
allowed themselves to bowdlerize the crudest passages. 38 A. W . Schlegel, on the other hand, seems to have acted differently:
He subtly poetized and rationalized Shakespeare (in the name of the demands of versification, for mstance), but without
allowing himself flagrant infidelities. Hence, as Pannwitz
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says, he was unable to render the "majestic barbariousness" of Shakespeare's verses. Thus, the lmit of his translation 1s to be
found in the Romantic view of poetry and poetic translation as well as in the general inability of the age to accommeodate that
which, in foreign works, surpasses the field of its sensibility, that is, in this case, that which would oblige Bildung to be
ﬁumeﬂung else than an educational and formative "Grand Tour."

A_W_ Schlegel's opposition to Voss, for that matter, derives from this: The latter would have "graecicized” German too
abruptly. If one overthrows the limits of one's own langnage, A. W . Schlegel states in a review of Voss's translation of the
Iliad, one runs the risk of "no longer speaking a valid language, recognized as such. but a kind of slang (Rothwelsch) one
invents oneself. No necessity may be adduced to justify such a thing " 39 Voss w ould have ﬁtepped over that imit between the
"foreign” and "Sh'ﬂngE;ﬂESS Elgﬂﬂlﬂd by Humboldt 40 That translation, precisely, should inhabit the mmprecise and undefinable
borders of the "foreign” and "strangeness" is what exceeds the perspective of classical and Fomantic Bildung. Likewise, F.
Schlegel could harshly criticize Luther's translation of the Bible 41 That is because Luther does not vet think about separating
the written and the oral, the scholarly and the popular, whereas this separation had been entirely completed by the time of the
Fomantics and Goethe. The latter states in his Memoirs:

[ heard it said that one must speak the way one writes and write the way one speaks. whereas it seemed to me that
written language and spoken language were, once and for all, two entirely different things, of which each was justified
to claim its own rights 42

Despite Klopstock, the theory of language and translation in Germany at the end of the eighteenth century lost sight of what
was primordial for Luther: to speak and to translate in the language of "the mother in the home, the children on the street. and
the common man in the market-place.”" As we shall see, it was Hélderlin who was able to take up this truth of Luther's
language, not, to be sure, in this literal form_ but in the form of a poetic language enriched simultaneously by foreign languages
and dialects. And thus he mangurated a new epoch in poetry and translation in Germany
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10
F. Schleiermacher and W. Von Humboldt: Translation in the Hermeneutical-Linguistic Space

Can F. Schleiermacher and W. von Humboldt be presented together? The latter, a great representative of German classicism
but in touch with all the tendencies of his time, devoted his whole life to an activity that borders on philosophy, literature,
philology. but that can only be defined as a constant concern with language. 1 This is not a philosophy of language in the
manner of Herder or Hamann nor. obviously, linguistics in the modern sense. In his texts, abstract reflection and the empirical
study of language are mingled. As they are, they still exertbecanse of that mixture which sometimes makes them obscurea
powerful attraction today, and it is understandable that they have engaged such different minds as Chomsky or Heidegger.

Perhaps it might be suggested that they represent the first modern approach to what has since been called the symbolic
dimension.2

And Schleiermacher? In his vouth an active member of the Athenduwm, he devoted his entire mature life to the elaboration, in

conjunction with a work as theologian and as translator (Plato). of a thenﬂ of hermeneutics. In fact, he must be considered the
founder of the modern hermeneutics that claims to be a theory of the understanding.3
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From Schleiermacher to Dilthey, Husserl, the "early" Heidegger, Gadamer, and Ricoeur, there is a whole hermeneutical

lineage. which must be distinguished from the theories of nterpretation formulated by, in a certain sense, Nietzsche and Freud.
4

The hermeneutics of understanding breaks with the limits of traditional hermeneutics (essentially that which seeks to establish
rules for the interpretation of sacred texts) and intends to constitute itself as a theory of intersubjective unders tandinglet us
say, of processes of "reading” that appear on the level of the communication of subject-consciousnesses. The understanding of
a fext (the exclustve object of ancient hermeneutics) is above all that of an expressive product af a subject. It is also the

understanding of the phenomenon of objective language that is defined not so much by its author as by its situation in the
history of the language and the culture.

Theoretically, underﬂtandmg operates on all levels that may concern the mter-expressivity of subjects. But one easily guesses
that its findamental space is language. First of all, this is its medmm of explanatmn Further, understanding is generally
oriented toward oral or written inguistic expressions.3 Strictly speaking, there is also an understanding of gestures, actions,
etc.. but the scene where they unfold and where ther meaning is brought out is necessarnly language. As Gadamer says,
drawing on Schleiermacher's intuitions:

We are indebted to German Fomanticism for its antictpation of the systematic meaning that the linguistic character of
conversation has with regard to any act of understanding. it taught us that, in the final analysis. understanding and

interpreting are one and the same. . . . Language is rather the universal environment in which understanding
itself appears. 6

Thus, starting from its own demands, hermeneutics encounters the dimension of language as its own dimension, and as the
dimension to which man stands in a relation of both subjection and freedom:

whenever the word (Rede) is not completely bound by obvious objects or external facts it merely has to express,
wherever the speaker is thinking more or less independentlv, and therefore wants to express himself, he stands in a
double relationship to language and what he says will be understood correctly only in so far as that relatinnslﬁp is. On
the one hand every man is in the power (in der Gewalf) of the language he speaks, and all his thinking is a product
thereof. . . . Yet on the other hand every freely thinking, mentally self-employed man in turn shapes his own language. .
i this s sense, therefore, it is the lving power of the indridual which produces new forms by means of the plastic
material of language. . . . Therefore each higher and free speech needs to be understood in this twofold way.7
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The issue here is no longer language as expression or "postulate” (Nowvalis) of thinking, but language as the ulttmate medmum of
any relation of man to himself, to others, and to the world: in short, that dimension of language and speech brought out by
modern lingmstics. Hermeneutics is ]IldlipE:IlEﬂblE because there is Dpamhf if not unintelligibiity, in interhuman expressions. It is
the bringing out of the meaning of those expressions to the extent that it is not immediately explicit.

Language as environment, and no longer as instrument, that is the novelty. For anv environment is by nature, as Lacan says,
"something that infinitely surpasses any intention we may put in it."

Humboldt's reflections also revolve around this nature of langnage:

Thus, language is the means, if not absolute, at least sensible, by which man gives form simultaneously to himself and to
the world. or rather becomes conscious of himself by projecting a world outside of himself. 8

Language, then, must take on the double nature of world and man 1f it is to convert the mutual relations of both into
fruitful interaction; or, more accurately, it must abolish the specific nature of each, of the immediate reality of the object
as well as the subject, in order to produce its own being anew on that basis, retaining of this double content only the

ideal form @

The reflections of both thinkers on the act of translation (and here we shall deal chiefly with Schleiermacher's, which are more
developed) must be placed rigorously in this new framework: language as environment or as "own being " For if one were to
keep to the technical or ethical principles of translation they express, one would be hard put to distinguish them from Goethe's
or even A W Schlegel's: the same demand of "fidelity." of the exact rendering of the values of the foreign text; the same
humanist discourse with its reaffirmation of the movement of Bildung and of the opposition to translations "after the French
manner ; the same emphasis on the law of Bildung claiming one can only have access to oneself through the experience of the
other. And it is even Schleiermacher who probably managed to formulate this law in the most precise way, mentioning "the

foreign and its mediating nature " 10

Still, the perspective is different because both are henceforth sensitive to the natural relation of man to language, to the mother
tongue, to the reality of the difference of languages and, finally. to the opacity that is peculiar to the linguistic medmm, an
opacity which is only one of the faces of the Ferschlungenheir mentioned by Freud and Lacan.
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The result for translation is a new space, that of natural language, and that of the infinitvno less intersectedof relations anyvone
can have to the mother tongue and to other languages. 11 Translation is no longer mstructed to surpass these (the Arhendum),
to deride them in a sovereign manner (A W Schlegel). or to relativize them culturally in the space of Weltlirerarur (Goethe).
Translation must operate in the context of this dimension, which is neither private nor social. but symbolical, and in which the
issue is the human in the constitution of its being.

On June 24 1823, Schleiermacher delivered a lecture at the Berlin Roval Academy of Sciences, entitled "On the Different
Methods of Translating " This lecture, later published in his Complere Works, was connected to the research in the domain of
hermeneutics in which he was engaged at the time. it may even be said that it constitutes a chapter in this research.

Before we analyze this text, the following must be emphasized: There is no doubt that this is the only study of that period in
Germany to constitute a systematic and methodical approach of translation.

Methodical, because, for Schleiermacher, the issue is not only to analyze, but also to deduce, on the basis of definitions, the
possible methods of translation.

Svstematic: Schleiermacher seeks to delimit the sphere of the act of translation in the total field of understanding, a delimitation
carried out by the progressive exclusion of that which is nor this act, and by its articulated position in this field. Once this
delimitation has been effected. it becomes possible to proceed to an examination (itself systematic) of existing translations, and
to create a methodology of translation applied to the different genres of Rede 12 This is the path of his Hermeneutics.

Here, we are in the presence of a discourse on translation that claims to be rational and phﬂnmphin:al and that aims to
constitute a theory of translation based on a certain theory of subjectivity. This is also why there is constantly the question of
persons: the translator, the interpreter, the author, the reader. etc. In this respect, we shall see that the way in which
Schleiermacher defines the two types of translation that are possible for him, is characteristic: In the final analysis, they
correspond to two cultural, social, and psychological types of translators. Here, translation has become an mtersubjective act,
the "cresting moment of life "13

Schleiermacher begins with a reflection on generalized translation: There 1s "translation” everywhere where we have to interpret

a discourse, whether it be a foreigner speaking to us in a language which is not our own, a peasant calling out to us in a dialect,
an unknown person speaking words we can barely understand, or whether we examine
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words we uttered previously, but that now seem obscure to us. . . _ in all these cases we are led to an act of "translation”"and
the most difficult one is not necessarily the one concerning a foreign language. in short, any communication is an act of
translation/understanding to a certain degree:

Thought and expression are essentially and mternally identicaland the whole art of all understanding of speech, and
therefore also of all translation is based on this conviction. 14

But Schleiermacher is careful to mmmediately distinguish this generalized transiation from restricted rranslation, that is, of
translation between languages. Nevertheless, not every act of transmission between languages is necessarily translation. A
second distinction must be made: between frranslaror and mm}prem}‘ And this has to be done on the following gmunds
Interpreting would be more concerned with "business matters." translation more with the domains of "science” and "art" (1.e._,
of philosophy and literature). This distinction is corroborated by another one: Interpreting is essentially oral, translation
essentially written. These distinctions depend on mere common sense, and Schleiermacher will attempt to base them on
another, more essential distinction: the distinction of the objective and the subjective:

The less an author himself appears in the original. the more he acts exclusively as the grasping-organ of the object . . .
the more the translation is a simple kind of interpreting 15

Everywhere the author appears as the mere servant of an objective content, there is interpretingoral or written. Everywhere he
tries to express himself, in the field of "science” or "art." there is translation. Further on, Schleiermacher attempts to deepen his
distinction. The field of interpreting is that of the discourses in which language tends to become pure designation without
density. Not only is interpreting simplified here to the extreme, it has no value in itself. being only the indifferent vehicle of a
content. But in literature and philosophy. the author and his text are I:aught in the twofold relation to language mentioned
above: There 15 simultaneously modification of language and expression of the subject. Philosophical wisdom, Schleiermacher
says, must "be dissobved in this system of language "16 Literary discourse is also a "living representation [of the language],"17
even as it remains the unique expression of an indmvidual (his speech). These two levels are at once separate and united, and
the hermeneutician as well as the translator deal with it. Literature and philosophy, then, are of the domain of the "subjectrve,”
but this subjective element also means an "intimac)y” with one's own language that does not exist in the case of texts connected
to interpreting. Cleaving to the subjective of the subject and to the mtimacy
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of the mother tongue, the literary or philosophical text is removed from all objectrvity. This view is partially an extension of the
Athendum's view, but it is also connected to this new perception of language which is being born at the time and according to
which language is not so much representation as expression: Henceforth, language is supposed to be "rooted not in the things

percefved, but in the active subject.” 18
Thus, the sphere of genuine translation has been "deduced":

For, as language is an historical thing_ there can be no right sense for it without a sense of its history. Langnages are not
invented, and thus, any arbitrary work in them and on them is foolishness; but they are gradually discovered, and
scholarship and art are the powers through which this discovery is promoted and brought to fulfillment 12

It is the responsibility of the translator to transmit those works of science and art that make up the historical life of a language.
But how can the translator render in his own laﬂguage something that simultaneously falls within the scope of the intimacy of the
foreign language and that of the subject expressing himself in that language” How to render the interiorizy of the other
language and the foreign author? "Does not translation, considered in this way. seem a foolish Eﬂtﬂipﬂﬁeq"?'[r

Faced with this "foolishness." Schleiermacher mentions two practices that are supposed to resobve the difficulties of translation,
even as they avoid them: paraphrase and re-creation (Nachbildung). In both cases, the problem is circumvented, or denied:

But what of the genuine translator, who wants to bring those two completely separated persons, his author and his
reader, truly together, and who would like to bring the latter to an understanding and enjoyment of the former as
correct and complete as possible without obliging him to leave the sphere of his mother tongue, what roads are open
to him721

The answer to this question, which defines the general process of any translation in the most subjective way possible, is
practically included in its very formulation. Suppose I would want a friend to meet someone he does not know: At the level of
these two persons, either my friend will go see that someone, or the latter will visit my friend. Schleiermacher reasons in this
way for translation:

Either the translator leaves the author in peace, as much as possible, and moves the reader towards him; or he leaves
the reader in peace, as much as possible, and moves the anthor towards him 22

In the first case, the translator obliges the reader to leave himself, to make an effort of decentering in order to perceive the
foreign author in his being as a foreigner; in the second case, he obliges the author to
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shake off his strangeness in order to become familiar to the reader. What is interesting here is not so much the nature of the
distinction (ethnocentric or non-ethnocentric translation) as the manner in which it is expressed: a process of an intersubjective
encounter.

In this perspective, not only are there, could there be, no other methods, but all the other ways of posing the "problems” of
translation are subordinated to it:

Whatever is said about translation following the letter and translation following the meaning, faithful translation and free
translation _ . . must be reducible to the two [methods]. . . . the faithful translation which follows the meaning or the
translation which is too literal or too free will not be the same according to one method., as it is according to the other
one. 23

This way of reordering things only has meaning because translation here has become a chapter of underﬁtandmg But that is not
all: Schleiermacher devotes the remainder of his lecture to an analysis of the two methods and to a consecration of the first.
examining its conditions and its meaning_ then showing the fundamental absurdity of the secondfor this one could be formulated
as follows:

One should translate an author in such a way as he himself would have written in German 24

In short, Schleiermacher's systematic tends to demonstrate that there is an authentic and an inauthentic travslation,
just as there is an authentic understanding and communication and an iauthentic understanding and communication.

The translation that attempts to provide its reader with a text such as the foreign author would have written had he been
"German." is inauthentic, because it negates the profound relation that conmects the author to his own language. It is,
Schleiermacher states, as ff paternity were considered of no importance:

Indeed, what can be the objection if a translator were to tell a reader: here, I bring vou the book just as the man would
have written it if he had written in German; and ff the reader were to reply . . _ [it 15] as if vou brought me the man's
portrait just as he would have looked iff his mother had concerved him with another father? For if the writer's particular
spirit is the mother of works belonging to science and art . . . | his native language (vaterldndische Sprache) is the

father 23
This theory is at once the negation of other mother tongues and the negation on one's own mother tongueit is the negation of

the very idea of @ mother tongue. The one who negates the others negates himself. And Schleiermacher shows (though
without dev eloping it) that
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this type of translation is connected., at least in Germany. to a cultural situation in which the national language has not vet
asserted itself, in which it can neither accommodate other languages in their difference. nor pose as a "cultured” language; a
situation in which the members of the linguistic community may be tempted to speak other, more "educated” languages: "As
long as the mother tongue has not been formed (gebilder) for them, [it] remains the partial mother tongue" 26 which is
"complemented” by foreign languages like Latin or French. Thus, the German cultural bilingualism will hinder, and for a long
time, the literary flight of the mother tongue as well as that of translations. For bilingualism does not mean an opening to the
foreign. but rather the fact of being dominated by it. As soon as the mother tongue asserts itself as language of culture, the
community defined by it may think about rranslating foreign languages instead of spealong them. Conversely, the mother
tongue cannot assert itself as language of culture as long as it has not become a language of translation, as long as those who
speak it are not freely mterested i what is foreign. Inauthentic translation, then, corresponds to an inauthentic relation to
the mother tongue and to other languages. Thus, at least, things would be formulated for the German culture, because, for

Schleiermacher, French translation depends either on Nachbildung or on the ethnocentric operation. French is like those
langnages that are

the captives of too strict a bond of classical expression, outside of which all is reprehensible. Such bonded languages
should expect a broadening of their sphere by having themselres spoken by foreigners who need more than thewr
mother tongue, . . . they may incorporate foreign works by means of mmitation or even by translations of the other
[ethnocentric] kind 27

It can be seen how the theme of translation "after the French manner” is positioned here in a broader panorama, that of the
type of relation a culture may entertain with the mother tongue. Which could be summarized in the following three diagrams:

1. Classical French language, — expansion/domination

['II'I."-' Ner Of CANONS

of "partial” foreign
languapes
x__\.
\"-\.
.||'.‘||'I‘*~J.|IilIllh--:._i.l[":._li_l-:_"_H
ethnocentric translations
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2. Pre<lassical German language » partial language
“complemented”
by more “formed”
languages; intellec
wal bilingualism;
subjection

translations “leading the author 1o the reader

3. Classical/Romantic German s “free,” "open”
language language

and production of one’s own works

non-ethnocentric translations

On this basis the nature and the historical possibility of authentic translation may be deduced. This, says Schleiermacher,

rests on two conditions: that understanding foreign works should be a thing known and desired. and that the natrve
language should be allowed a certain flexibility. 28

These are the prevailing conditions at the dawn of the nineteenth century in Germany. Another condition must be added: that of
the self-affirmation of the national language, even if this affirmation depends dialectically on the new relation with the foreign.

Apparently, inauthentic translation does not carry any risk for the national language and culture, except that of m155111g any
relation with the foreign. But it only reflects or infinitely repeats the bad relation with the fDI'E;lgﬂ that already exists. Authentic
translation, on the other hand, obviously carries risks. The confrontation of these risks presupposes a culture that is already
confident of itself and of its capacity of assimilation. Speaking of authentic translation, Schleiermacher says:

to do this artfully and with measure, without disadvantage to one's language or oneself is probably the greatest
difficulty our translator has to overcome. 29

Because "representing what is foreign in one's mother tongue,"30 that is what runs the risk of threatening what S chleiermacher
calls in a striking way das heimische Wohlbefinden der Spmchg the familial (thus heimisch, may be translated here) well-
being of the language. That which Herder called its "virginity":

This type of complaintthat such a translation mmst of necessity be harmful to the purity of the language and its peaceful
developmenthas often been heard 31
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That this "peaceful development” of the language is a myth, is shown here by Schleiermacher's entire way of thinkingbecanse
there is no isolated development of this sort, but relations of domination between languages that must be replaced by relations
of freedom. The German that seeks to preserve its virginity is a language already culturally mvested and dominated bv the
French. It is precisely where translations are made that there are fewer relations of domination. But the risk of suddenly going
from one extreme to the other, and thus destabilizing the relation to the mother tongue, is a real one:

For as true as it is . . . that a man is in a certain sense educated and a citizen of the world only through his knowledge
of various languages, we must concede that just as we do not consider that type of world citizenship real which
supplants love for one's country at critical moments; just so any general love which desires to equate any language .

with the national language . . . is not a true and really civilizing love. . . . Just as a man must decide to belong to one
country, just so he must adhere to one language, or he will float without any bearings above an unpleasant middle
ground. 32

This unpleasant middle ground is the risk the translator and his readers mn by wanting to open themselves to the foreign, but
then again, this is the price for all genuine Bildung. And that for Schleiermacher, is a certainty deriving from his
consciousness as a hermeneutician as well as from his consciousness as a German intellectual.

Let us take a slightly different example to elucidate this. It is possible to mterpret the Old Testament so as to bring out its own
truth, without being prejudiced a priori about the nature of this truth, or wanting to read. from the outset, the truth of the New
Testament between the lines. Likewise, one may choose an open and dialogic relation to someone else, or prefer a relation of
domination. Inauthentic translation, as Heidegger would say, is a possible existenziell. It is also, as Schleiermacher
demonstrates very well, something culturally determined. But whatever these historical or cultural dominations may be, there is
always a moment that is of the order of a cheice. even if the choice is not necessarily a conscious one. Bildung. with its own
limits. dangers, and positivity, is a choice: that of German classical humanism. "To present the foreign in the mother tongue." t
accept that the latter be broadened, fertilized, transformed by the "foreign.” to accept the mediating nature” of the foreign, thi5
is a choice that precedes any narrowly methodological consideration. Now, a choice is always a choice of method, of

met hodos, of a path, it is always the tracing of a field to be crossed, staked out, culttvated. And it 15 Schletermacher's merit to
have presented this choice as that of quthenticizy, confronting it to another possible choice, that of inaurhenticity. Because
these two
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concepts unite the ethical and the ontological dimension, ustice and correctness.

On this ground, Schleiermacher is able to say that authentic translation must be a massive process:

This method of translation must therefore be applied extensivelv, a transplantation of whole literatures into a language,
and it makes sense and 1s of value only to a nation that has the definite inclination to appropriate what is foreign.
[solated works of this type are of value only as precursors. 33

Let us say that it must be a process that is at the same time svstematic and plural: translation of several langnages, several
literatures, multiple translation of the same work, to be sure, along the indicated path, able to complement each other
reciprocally, to give rise to confrontations, discussions, etc. Transiation on a large scale is in fact the constitution of a
field of translation in the linguistic and literary space. And translation only has meaning in such a field.

Speaking about translation "on a large scale." Schleiermacher is obviously thinking of what has just happened in Germany with
Voss, A. W. Schlegel. and himself, and of the historical choice German culture has made, at least since Herder:

An inner necessity, in which a peculiar calling of our people expresses itself clearly enough, has driven us to translating
on a large scale; we cannot go back, we must go on. . . . We sense that our language . . . can only thrive in all its
freshness and fu]lv develop its own power only thmugh the most many-sided contacts with what is foreign. .

Because of its respect for the foreign and its mechahng nature . our nation may be destined to carry all the treasures of
foreign science and art, together with its own, in its language, to write them into a historical whole, so to speak. which
would be preserved in the center and heart of Europe. . . . This appears indeed to be the real historical amm of
translation in general, as we are used to it now. To this end, however, only the method we have discussed first should
be followed. . . . We should not fear great harm to our language from these endeavors. For it must be established at
the onset that there is, in a language in which translation is practiced to such an extent, a proper language domain
(Sprachgebiet) for translations, and much should be allowed of translations that should not be tolerated elsewhere. . .
. We should not fail to acknowledge that much of what is beautiful and powerful in our language has in part developed
through translations, or has in part been drawn from obscurity by them 34

There must be a particular Sprachgebiet for translations. a field of their own within the cultural field, for translation to be able
to fulfill its mediating function. The creation of this Sprachgebier is not defined as a
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titanic and poetizing project, as with A. W. Schlegel, but as the realization of that Frweiterung of the mother tongue
demanded by Herder, Leibniz. and Lessing.

That Schleiermacher's reflection summarizes the experience in the matter of translation of his entire epoch (with the exception
of Hlderlin's), that it provides the most accomplished formulation of the law of Bildung, that it invites us to a reflection on
translation based on ethical values, none of this can be doubted. From this point of view_, Humboldt's texts, which we shall

now examine briefly, do not add much; but they have the merit of tracing very clearly the [imits of the humanist theory of
translation, limits only Hélderlin has been able to exceed.

In 1816, Humboldt publishes his translation of Aeschylus's Agamemmnon, which he had been working on for many vears,
ﬁEEDtEI.‘pEI]lEd by an introduction in which he simmultaneously puts forward his view of Greek tragedy. language. and translation.
This introduction distinguishes itself from contemporary texts by A. W. Schlegel by the fact that it connects the theory of
translation to a theory of languagea theory which goes well bevond A. W. Schlegel's theory of language/ poetry, and which
attempts to express what is perhaps nexpressible: the mtimacy of thinking and language:

A word is not a mere sign for a concept, since a concept cannot come into being, let alone be recorded, without the
help of a word; the indeterminate activity of the power of thinking gathers into a word, just as light clouds originate in a
clear skv. It has now become an indmvidual being with a certain character and a certain shape. . . . If vou were to think
the origin of a word in human terms (which is plainly immpossible, merely because the act of pronouncing a word also
presupposes the certainty of being understood, and because language itself can only be thought as a product of
simmltaneous interaction. in which one of the terms is not able to help the other, but in which each must carrv out its
own work and that of all the others), that origin would be analogous to the origin of an ideal shape in the fantasy of an
artist. This, too, cannot be drawn from what is real, it originates from a pure energy of the spmmt and, in the purest
sense of the word, from nothing; from that moment on, however, it enters life and 1s now real and lasting. 33

Let us observe that Humboldt does not seek to define this "labor” of the spirit (and henceforth it is a "labor." not a "poetic

game," despite the comparison with the artist) i a linear way, but to grasp it m all its mythical complexity. A little further, he
writes:

All forms of language are symbols, not the things themselves, nor signs agreed on, but sounds which find themsebves . .
_in real and, so to speak_ mystical connections with the things and the concepts they
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represent, connections which contain the objects of reality as it were dissolved in ideas. These symbols can be
changed, defined. separated and united in a manner for which no limit can be magined. 36

Rarely has the astonishing density of the linguistic dimension been described so well, a dimension in which the producer (the
spirit) is, as it were, surpassed a thousand times by his product and its infinite entanglements.

This dimension, for whose determination terms like "representation” and "expression” are insufficient. is a dimension itself
dispersed in as many "local" products of the spirit: languages. And such is the plurality of the aims within language in general
(represent? symbolize? signify? reveal? name? designate? express? link? ﬂaparate’* determine”), and hence of languages, that
no single language, by its very idiosynchrasy. is entirely "translatable,” that is, entirely "corresponding” to another:

How . . . could a word whose meaning is not immediately given through the senses be totally identical with a word in
another language’37

In Hellas und Latium, Humboldt goes even further:

Even in the case of purely sensible objects, the terms used by different languages are far from being genuine synonyms,

and by pronouncing hippos, equus, or horse, one does not say exactly the same thing. The same holds a fortior for
non-sensible objects_ 33

Here, the difference in lﬂ.ﬂgl.lﬂgEE acquires an abysmal depth. For what is the issue if hippos. equus, and horse do not say the
same thing? Perhaps they aim at the same thing but do not say the same thing? What does saying mean, then?

Translation, preceded in this by literature, is what promotes the Bildung of langnage:

Translation. and precisely the translation of poets. is . . . one of the most necessary works in a literature, in part
because it opens forms of art and humanity that w ould otherwise have remained w holly unknown to those who do not
know foreign languages . . . in part, and above all. because it leads to the broadening of the signifying and expressive
capacity of one's own languagej?

This task is first of all that of literature: Every language, says Humboldt, even the most humble of dialects, is able to express
the highest and the deepest, the strongest and the most tender 40

But

these tones shomber as in an instrument that is not plaved, until the nation knows how to elicit them 41
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Which is to say that literature subtly shakes the entire edifice of inguistic symbols in order to refine them_ that is, to make them
capable of ever more "signifiability” and "expressmvity":

A higher, deeper, or more tender sense may be imputed on these symbols _ . . and so language. without a change that
is propetly speaking perceptible, is heightened to a bolder sense, extended into a [medium) that represents in manifold
ways. 42

Here, translation only extends the fine-tuning of the symbolical instrument. Historically, as Humboldt knows, this refining of
language by translation has playved a major role in Germanyv 43 And in a few decisive lines, characteristic for classical Germany,
and as powerful as those of Goethe or Schleiermacher, if not more, he defines what there is of the "fidelity” of translation,
trying to propose a concept of it that avoids the "French" way as well as a crude "literalness”:

If translation is to appropriate to the language and the spirit of a nation what it does not possess, or what it possesses
in a different way, the first requirement is simple fidelity. This fidelity must be aimed at the true character of the original
and not at its mcidentals, just as every gnud translation originates in simple and unpretentious love of the original. . . . A
necessary corollary to this conception is that a translation should have a certain colouring of strangeness over i, but the
line bevond which this undeniably becomes a mistake can easily be drawn. As long as one feels the foreign, but not the
strangeness, the translation has reached its highest goal; but w here strangeness appears as such, probably obscures the
foreign, the translator betrays that he is not up to his original_ in this case the unpremudiced reader's feelings do not
easily miss the dviding line 44

Let us reread the decisive sentence of this passage: "As long as one feels the foreign. but not the strangeness, the translation
has reached its highest goal; but where strangeness appears as such, probably obscures the foreign, the translator betrays that
he is not up to his oniginal " On the one hand, what Humboldt expresses is truth itself There is an inauthentic literalness_ an
insignificant strangeness that has no relation whatsoever with the genuine strangeness of the text. Likewise, there is an
inauthentic relation to strangeness, which lowers it to the exotic, the mncomprehensible, etc. And this is premaah what A W.
Schlegel reproached in Voss: to have created a much too "strange” pidgin of Greek and German. But the problem is to know
whether the dviding line between the foreign (das Fremde) and strangeness (die Fremdheir) can be drawn "easily." If ves,
how? And by whom? Humboldt replies: by the "unpreudiced” reader. But who is the unprejudiced reader? And what is an
uniformed reader? Further: If the task of the translator is to broaden the signifving and expressive capacity of a language, a
literature, a
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culture, a nation, and hence of a reader, it cannot be defined by what the latter's sensibility 1s able to accommodate a prior; it
is precisely the whole purpose of translation [ﬂlenreﬁca]lx} to broaden this sensibility. The Fremdheir is not only the
irrelevance of what is uselessly shocking; or, to mention a problem well known by any translator, a translation that "smacks of
translation” is not necessarily bad (1111&1’&;35 conversely, it might be said that a translation that does not smack at all of
translation is necessarily bad). Fremdheit is also the strangeness of the foreign in all its force: the different, the dissimilar, that
which can be given the likeness of the same only by killing it. It may be the terror of difference. but also its marvel; the foreign
has always appeared in this way: demon or goddess. The dmiding line between the foreign, das Fremde, and strangeness, die
Fremdheit (which may be Rilke's and Freud's Unheimilichiceir, the "disturbing strangeness”), 43 is as difficult to draw as the
one between mauthentic strangeness and authentic strangeness. Or rather, it is a line that is incessantly diﬂplﬂl:&d_ even as it
goes on existing. And it is very precisely on this line that German classicism (but Romanticism as well) is separated from
Hélderlin. In still other words, it may be said that Hélderlin was able to push back that line bevond what was thinkable,
conceivable for a Humboldt or a Goethe (who nevertheless, being more liberal than an A. W. Schlegel, accepted Voss's
graecizations). Which may suggest that translation is situated precisely in that obscure and dangerous region where the
disproportionate strangeness of the fnraigﬂ work and its language mmns the nisk of striking down with all its force on the
translator's text and his language, thus rummg his undertaking and leaﬂng the reader only with an inauthentic Fremdheit. But
if a translator refuses this danger, there is the risk of falling immediately into another one: the danger of killing the dimension of
the foreign. The task of the translator consists in confronting this double danger and. in a certain way. drawing the dividing line
himself, without any consideration for the reader. Humboldt, demanding of translation that it make us feel the foreign, but not
strangeness, has defined the limits of all classical translation. He has also drawn the limits of what must be the essential in
the classical conception of culture and the relation to languages: to promote the balance of the movement of Bildune, but
without exposing this movement to the disproportion of the "violent motion" of the foreign. Which may mean_ in the final
analysis: to refuse the strangeness of the foreign as profoundly as the ethnocentrism of French classicism 46
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11
Hélderlin: The National and the Foreign

Hélderlin's translations, as well as their relation to the whole of his poetic work and his thinking_. have been closely studied. 1
Given the exceeding rarity of this kind of study, we must see in them the sure sign of thewr profound singularity We have neither
the intention nor the pretension to proceed to a confrontation of Hélderlin's translations with their originals. We shall simply
attempt to show what constitutes the singularity, the historicity, as well as the surprising modernity of these translationswhich is
possible only by examining, even summarily, their own space, a space which is that of poetry, of thought. and even of
Hélderlin's existence. We also want to show that the Swabian poet's translations, even as they belong entirely to their age and
even have precursors (particularly Voss), announce a problematic of translation which is already our own. In their time, most
notably by Schiller, these translations have been considered "the work of a madman." even though permna]iﬁe& like Brentano
and Bettina von Arnim were able to greet them with enthusiasm. But only in the twentieth century, starting with N. von
HE]]mgrath have they been recognized as epoch-making in the history of not only German, but Western translation. Thus they
have risen to the rare level of historic translations. For instance, the impact of the translation of Antigone may be measured by
the fact that it served as the libretto for Carl Orff s opera Antigona, and that it was performed nmumerous times in an
adaptation by Brecht, most notably by one of the
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most important companies of the second half of the twentieth century, the Living Theater.

As W. Benjamin pointed out, Hélderlin's translations_ at the very least those of Sophocles, are the last works the poet

produced before falling into schizophrenia If we believe W. Benjamin, there would be a connection between the radicality of
these translations and Hélderlin's break-down:

Hélderlin's translations are prototypes of thewr kind. . . . For this very reason Hélderlin's translations in particular are
subject to the enormous danger inherent in all translations: the gates of language thus expanded and modified may slam
shut and enclose the translator with silence; . . . in them meaning plinges from abyss to abyss until it threatens to
become lost in the bottomless depths of la.tlguage. 2

Perhaps psychoanalysis will enable us to measure the relation between schizofrenia, the relation to languages, and translation in
a better way_3

Hélderlin's translations are part and parcel of his poetic trajectory, of his conception of language, poetry, and that which he
himself calls the "experience [épreuve] of the foreign"to such an extent that the customary categories of poetry and translation
can only be applied with difficulty i his case. Hélderlin is a very great poet; he is also a very great translator, a very great
"thinker" and also (if we may say so) a very great schizophrenic 4 Though he took a decisive part in the construction of
German [dealism with his friends Schelling and Hegel, he follows his own path, which will move him further and further away
from this field and lead him to a reformmlation of Bildung that, in fact, will literally burst its framework.

Hélderlin the translator barely elaborated on the principles of his translations. We find some brief observations in the "Remarks
on Oedipus” and the "Remarks on Anticone." and in some letters of the same period. But, as we shall see, they carry w Eight
The difficult speculative texts devoted to poetry do not deal directly with the questions of translation either. Before examining
the complex problematic of the "own" and the "foreign" that dominates the "Remarks" and the letters to Bohlendorff, Wilmans.
and Seckendotf, we would want to mention a twofold particularity of Hélderlin's poetic language that will allow a better
access to the space of his translations.

It has often been said that there is nothing more transparent, clearereven in its obscuritynothing more "chaste" and "pure" than

Hélderlin's poetry. WNothing less sensual, less carnal. And vet, this poetry is by no means abstract, ethereal. or even symbolic in
the sense of the Romantics. Likewise, his general thematic could not be clearer, more

< previous page page 158 next page >

If vou like this book, buy it!



< previous page page 159 next page >

Page 159

precise, and more dehmited i its several polanties: the Limited and the Unlimited, the High and the Low, the Greek and the
He&peﬂc the Homeland and the Foreign, Heaven and Earth, etc_, all polarities that are generally seized in an almost

"geographical” manner, even if this is a poetic, mythical, and even historical geography. The great German and European
streams, the Alps. native Swabia, German cities, Greece and its high places, the Onent and the South: A map l:Duld be drawn
of Hlderlin's places. Now, the language of the poet seems to agree profoundly with this geographical thematic in that, even in
its stripped form, ir tends to incorporate "Greek" and "native " linguistic elements simultaneously; m this case, a German
that has managed to mtegrate Hélderlin's maternal dialect, Swabian, but also a lingnistic treasury going back, starting from
Klopstock, Voss, and Herder, to Luther and old German. In a modest but highly iluminating book, Eolf Zuberbihler has
patiently explored what he calls "Hélderlin's renovation of the language out of its etymological origins "

This renovation, which is totally conscious for Holderlin, consists in drawing on the inguistic base of the German language,
using the words while giving them back their, if not "originary." at least their ancient meaning in the poem. Thus, for instance,
when Hélderlin uses the word Fiirst, prince, he gives it back the meaning of Forderster (the one before the first) or Ersrer
(the first). 5 The adverb gern (gladlv)an essential one for himpoints back to its root, gehren, begehren (to desire).6 Ort
(place) is often used in his poems in the ancient meaning, still found i Luther, of Ende (end).7 Hold (favorable, gracious,
propitious) i1s connected to the German dialectal seldern. which means to mcline, and Halde (slope) 8 Meinen [tD mean, to
believe, to think] goes back to the old German minnen [tr:+ love].¢ Zuberbiihler gives many examples of such an eh'mulngi:ﬂl"
EI:ppI’DﬂEh by Hélderlin. To be sure. this type of approach is not unusual at the end of the eighteenth century, notably in
Klopstock and Herder. But for Holderlin, this recourse, not so much to the etvmology as to the more spmﬁn ng significations
German words were able to have in what could be called their dialectal epoch (middle ages, Luther), becomes an original and
complex law of poetic creation. That this is a conscious recourse is brought out by a line from the poet's youth:

Sprechen will ich, wie dein Luther spricht 10

Hélderlin borrows numerous words from Luther's Bible (Blik, Arbeit, Beruf, Zulounft, Geist), and some of his verses are
directly inspired by it. Thus,

Doch uns ist gegeben,
Auf keiner Statte zu rubni1
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rhythmically reproduces Luther's translation of Phil. I 29,

Denn euch ist gegeben um Christus willen zu tun. . . . 12

Here the recourse to the old Lutheran speech, a frequent one at time, 13 is sitnated in a poetic movement that goes well beyond
Klopstock's and Herder's quest for nationalist origins. This movement aims at recovering the Sprachlichieir, the speaking
force of the common language which derives from its multi-dialectal roots. To locate Hélderlin's manifold borrowings from
Luther, Klopstock, Pietism, etc., is to indicate the same momentum that drives him to the integration into his poetic language of
elements of his maternal dialect, Swabian 14 On this level, Hélderlin's proximity to the founding father of the German language.
the translator Luther, is obvious. But we have a name for this movement: iz is the retwrn fo natural language, the
Natursprache and its powers. With this difference that the natural language is also the native language. In fact, the Swabian
poet teaches us that the natural language is always also the native language. But that 1s not all. It would be stupid to
consider Hélderlin a "localist” poet, like Hebel. He does not write in a dialect, but in the Hoch- und Schrift-Sprache 13
Moreowver, his poetry integratesno less decisivelya host of lexical. metrical, and rhythmical elements of a foreign language:
Greek. Here again, Zuberbéhler's study provides numerous examples: The expression, or rather the neologism, wnstddtisch
renders the Greek cumoiis, the expression des Tages Engel renders the Greek avyyeidoc, etc. It may be said, then, that
Hélderlin's poetic language is constituted in the double movement of a return to the meanings of the natural and natrve
language, and of an appropriation of the Spmchhchkezr of a foreign language, Greek, which is itself essentially dialectal. By its
radicality, this movement has no equivalent in the poetry of the time which, with Romanticism_ seeks to edify a Kunstsprache
or, with Goethe, a poetry that is solidly confined to the domain of the classical Schriftsprache.

Now, the unique character of Hélderlin's poetry may be defined by two expressions Hmdf—;gger used n:nnu:emmg the poem
"Remembrance” (Andenken): "The experience [épreuve] of the foreign and the practicing of what is one's own."16 This is a

double law Hélderln formulated in a letter to BShlendorff. dated 4 December 1804
‘We learn nothing with more difficultv than to freely use the national. And. I believe that it is precisely the clearity of the

presentation that is so natural to us as is for the Greeks the fire from heaven. For exactly that reason they will have to
be surpassed in beautiful passion . . . rather than in that Homeric presence of mind and talent for presentation.
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It sounds paradoxical. Yet I argue once again . . . - [that] in the progress of education the truly national will become the
ever less attractive. Hence the Greeks are less master of the sacred pathos, because to them it was inborn, whereas
they excel in their talent for presentation, beginning with Homer, because this exceptional man was sufficiently sensitive
to conquer the Western Junonian sobriety for his Apollonian empire and thus to veritably appropriate what is foreign.

‘With us it is the reverse. Hence it is also so dangerous to deduce the rules of art for oneself exclustvely from Greek
excellence. I have labored long over this and know by now that, with the exception of what must be the highest for the
Greeks and for usnamely, the living relationship and destinywe mmust not share anything identical with them.

Yet what is familiar must be learned as well as what is foreign. This is why the Greeks are so Hldlipﬁ';ﬂiﬂbl& forus. Itis
only that we will not follow them in our own, national [spirit]. as I said. the free use of what is one's own is the most

difficult. 17

This famous letter refers to one of the turning-points of Holderlin's poetry: At the outset, the poet certainly has an immmense
fascination for the Greek world, frequently taking on an aspect of nostalgia. But gradually, Hélderlin goes from the image of a
Greece that would be the place of natural perfection. which was after all very commeon since Winckelmann, to a Greece in
which "what is one's own," the oniginal element, would be what he seeks to bring out with expressions like the fire from
heaven, the sacred pathos, or the aorgic. That 15, a Greece closer to Nietzsche's view or, more generally, to the modern
view: the violent world of myth. Through all these characteristics, Greece appears as that which, in its nrigin and its trajectory,
is foreign to us, even rhe ﬁ:rezgﬁ as such. And this is exactly as we have indicated, F. Schlegel's intuition_ If the Greek
tra]e':tnﬂ goes from the "sacred pﬂﬂlDE to the "Junonian sobriety." the tra]ectuﬂ of the modern Western world consists rather
in conquering the "pathos.” which is furmgn to it, given that what is its "own" is precisely this very "Junonian sobriety." If the
Greeks had not conquered this "sobriety." they would have been engulfed. as it were, by the "fire from heaven" (Empedocles’
temptation); but without this same fire from heaven, the West runs the risk of falling into a mortal prosaic element, into what
Hélderlin calls the "lack of destiny,” the Schiksaallose. 18 Thus, the two trajectories are literally opposed, which means that
Greece cannot be a model:

And thus the Greek modes of representation and poetic forms are also more subordinated to the patriotic ones. 19

On 12 March 1804 . Hélderlin writes to Seckendodt:
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The fable, the poetic face of history, and the architectonic of the heaven, keep me busy primarily at the moment, in
particular the national, to the extent that it differs from the Greek. 20

But this does not at all mean that the poet would be abandoning the Greeks in order to devote himself henceforth to the "high
and pure exaltation of the songs of the fatherland "21 If this were the case, there would be a Greek phase in Holderlin,
followed by a national phase. But this is not the case. There is much rather a simultaneous double movementthe same one we
indicated on the level of Holderlin's languagewhich connects the "experience [éprewuve] of the foreign” (of the fire from heaven,

the sacred pathos. the aorgic, the South, Greece, the Ornient) and the "practicing of what is one's own" (homeland, the native,
the national).

In his commentary on "Remembrance," Heidegger writes:

The love of not being at home for the sake of coming home to what is one's own, is the essential law of the destiny by
which the poet is destined to the foundation of the history of the "fatherland "22

This formulation does not accurately define Hélderlin's law, and Heidegger is no doubt aware of it when he writes in a note
appended to his commentary:

To what extent the law of historicity composed in these lines may be derived from the principle of unconditioned
subjectmvity of the German absolite metaphysics of Schelling and Hegel, according to whose teaching the being-with-
itself of the spirit presupposes first the return to itself. which in turn presupposes the being-outside-itself, to what extent
this reference to metaphysics, even ff it uncovers "historically correct” relations, does not obscure rather than illumine
the poetic law, all this we can only propose to thinking here 23

In effect, the movement of leaﬂng and returning to itself of Spirit, as it is defined by Schelling and Hegel, but also by F.
Schlegel, as we have seen, is also the speculative reﬁ:rm ulation of the law of classical Bildung: What is one's own gains
access to itself only by experience, namely the experience of the foreign. This experience may be the Reise, the romantic
journey of Heinrich von Ofterdingen, at the end of which what i1s one's own and what is foreign discover thewr poetic identity,
or the Apprentices hip Years of Wilhelm Meister, during which Wilhelm slowly discovers the virtues of self-limitation, far from
the attacks of the "demonic."

Hélderlin's thinking does not depend on either of these two laws; its Eﬂﬂ:l'plE;}:it‘- bursts the simplicity of the schema of Bildung:

It is neither the apprenticeship of the infinite, nor of the finite_ In fact, it brings forth something more profound and more risky.
On the one
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hand. the movement toward what is one's own and the movement toward the foreign do not succeed each other in a linear
fashion. in the sense that the second would be like the mere condition of the first. Rather, the poem "The Journey" (Die
Wanderung) sings the experience [épreuve] of the foreign and the attachment to what is one's own simultaneously:

Most happy Swabia, my mother
‘Whom like the more shining, vour sister
Lombarda over there

A hundred roulets thread.

: for close to the hearth of
The house vou dwell, . . .

.. . Therefore

Innate in vou is lovalty. For whatever dwells

Close to the origin is loathe to leave the place.

And so vour children, the towns by the distantly glimmering lake,
By Neckar's meadows, and by the Rhine,

All them affirm that

No dwelling-place could be better.

But I am bound for the Caucasus!
Nevertheless, somewhat further, having celebrated "Homer's country," Halderlin states:

Yet not to stay I am minded
Ungracions and intractable is
The taciturn whom [ fled from, my mother. 24

In the first version of "The Only One" (Der Einzige), he still remembers that love of the foreign which continually tends to
supplant the love of what is one's own:

‘What is it that

To the ancient, the happy shores
Binds me. so that I love them

Still more than my own homeland?23

Conversely, other poems celebrated the homeland as what belongs most to the poet:

... Mine
To speak of my country. Let no one
Begmdge me that 26

But. enigmatically, the homeland seems the most difficult, at least i its "free” use:
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At one time I questioned the Muse, and she
Eeplied to me,

In the end vou will find it.

No mortal can grasp it. . . .

But. like the laurel. forbidden fruit

Your country is_ above all. 27

"Mnemosyne," more than any of Hélderlin's poems, has expressed the danger that lies in the love of the foreign, a danger that
can only be averted by the love of the "homeland:"

A sign are we, without meaning
Without pain we are and have nearly
Lost our language in foreign lands

But what we love? We see sunshine
On the floor and motes of dust
And the shadow of our native woods. 28

The end of the poem returns to the foreign country, though it is presented as a country of the dead:

By the figtree

My Achilles died

And Ajax lies

By the grottoes of the sea

Bv streams, with Skamandros as neighbor.

‘What is opened here, smultaneously, is a dimension in which each of the poles, what is one's own and what is foreign, taken in
its immediation, is equally dangerous: The foreign, the fire from heaven, could annihilate the one who comes too close, but
what is one's own, the homeland, also hides the danger of an engulfiment. In both cases, there is the threat of falling into the
purely Indifferentiated, of a mortal fusion with Immediacy. This is precisely the danger mentioned by the third version of "The
Only One:"

... Namelv always the world rejoices
Away from this earth, leaving it
Bare: where the human cannot retam it 29

This entire problematic is summarized, as it were, in one of the latter versions of "Bread and Wine":

. . . The spirit namely is at home

Not in the beginning, not at the source. The homeland sears him,
The spirit loves the colony, and brave forgetting.

Our flowers and the shadows of our forests rejoice
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The smothered one. The ammator would almost be burned. 30

With an unsurpassable rigor the double law of the "spirit" finds expression here: On the one hand, "the homeland devours him";
on the other, "the shadows of our forests” save him. The movement by which the "spirit" escapes the mortal (devouring)
immediacy of the homeland is also the movement that threatens to consume it by the searing light of the foreign. Henceforth, as
the experience [épreuve] of the foreign protects from the bad homeland. so does the apprenticeship of the homeland protect
from the fire from heavenfrom the foreign. The two movements are m&aparabl& The task of poetry consists in mastering the
imbalances inherent to the experience of what is one's own and the experience of the foreign. This task is stated in "Patmos”
with the utmost clarity:

We have served Mother Earth

And lately have served the sunlight,

Unwittingly, but what the Father

Who reigns over all loves most

[s that the solid letter

Be given scrupulous care, and the existing

Be well interpreted. This German song observes_31

Likewise, in "The Vatican":

To preserve God pure and with discrimination
[5 the task entrusted to us.

Lest, because much depends

On this, through a penitence, through a mistake
In the sign

God's day of judgment set in 32

To institute a balann:e a measure in this dimension, to carry out a task of d{ﬁ"ﬂ?gnrmrmnm rather, poetry, song, establishes
"what remains" ("R emembrance’ "). that is, that differentiated dimension in which the experience of the foreign and the
experience of what is one's own arrive at being dominated. Poetry is able to play this foundational role because it is language,
letter and sign, because it maintains itself, as Holderlin says,

under the more real Zeus, who . _ . not only stavs between this earth and the ferocious world of the dead, but who
also forces the the eternally anti-human course of nature, on its way to the other world, more decidedly down onto
earth 33

Poetry, as the putting into work of the dialogue (Gesprdch) constituted by the language in the song (Gesang). is the place of
this fight by which the reign of the Differentiated is mstituted. As the place of this

< previous paqge page 163 next page >

If vou like this book, buy it!



< previous page page 166 next page >

Page 166

struggle. of the establishment of Difference, language is "the most perilous of goods." 34 because it can zf.se{;f" be the prey of the
indistinction it is charged to avert. Holderlin was well aware of this, as he was able to say in "The Vatican":

Turkish, and the owl, well versed in writings,
Speaks like hoarse women in a city destroved. But
They catch the meaning. Yet often like a fire
Confusion of tongues breaks out 33

This general problematic of Hélderlin's poetry, put forward very summarily here, has its rigorous counterpart in the
movement of his language. The latter must go thrr:rugh the experience [épreuve] of the foreign language (Greek) as well as
the apprenticeship of the native language (German and its dialectal roots). It might be said that the language should
simultaneously be "swabianized" and "graecicized" in order to become more properly its own, in order to become song of the
Natrve Earth, the mnstitution of a "INation"

In the space of the mother tongue, the dialect is that which, at least potentially, best expresses the essence of what is one's
own and of the "native.” The mother tongue or national language is the "daughter” of its dialects; but, because it dominates
them by dint of being the common language, it is also their "mother." The relation of language to irs dialects is a mutual and
differentiated relation; the dialects are dialects of that languagethey have no meaning, no being as dialect outside of that space.

But conversely, common language needs dialects, lest it be mfinitely immpoverished and fall into "fatelessness " Dialects, and
more generally the dialectal creativity, constitute so many sources of the language because, on the one hand. every langnage
has a dialectal origin and. on the other, because the dialects, connected to but different from it. feed the great "stream” of the
national language like as many rivers. In their Spmrchhchfrezr_ thewr own "speaking.” dialects are the closest possible to the
terrestrial being of man, his "native” being. But, on the other hand, they can only develop this "speaking” in the common
language. For Hélderlin, then, the retirn to Swabian and the German dialectal past is, even paﬂ:iﬂ]lv and. as it were,

modestly, 36 (as it was, later. for G. M. anlﬂnﬁ} to carry out the "free” apprennn:eslnp of what is one's ownthat which propetly
belongs to the very language he makes sing in his poems.

But to "graecicize” German is to subject it to the experience [éprewuve] of the foreign, of the most foreign langnage there is,
because it carries within itself what is most foreign to "us," the "fire from heaven." though it has been able to become the
language of "Junonian sobrety" and of rational "logos."
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If Holderlin had merely "dialectized" or "graecicized" his poetic language, its balancing double dimension and its differentiating
power would disappear: a localist (or pseudo-localist) poetry would be the result. or a pidgin of Greek and German. After all,
such cases are not uncommon in literature. But poetry, as the dimension of the Differentiated. the Articulated. the Measured.
can only have the common language as its element: that is. the langnage that has been delmited simultaneously in relation to the
dialects it "caps” without stifling them. and in relation to other languages. In a certain way. the double delimitation of which
Bakhtin speaks, and which we mentioned above in connection with Luther, is repeated here. Through the "dialogue" with the
Greek and the "return” to the dialectal element of the German, poetry gives the common language access to its own
dimensionthe equilibrmmm between the foreign language and the dialect that forms its origin. 37

In this context, Holderlin's translations from the Greek poets obey a total necessity at all levels. They signal the furthest point
af the graecization of German at work in his poetry.

But it may also be said, conversely, that the most "native" German is used to render the speaking force of the Greek.
Thus, already on the simple level of words, we witness again the same double movement. The line:

Was ist's. du scheinst ein rotes Wort zu farben

translates verse 20 of Antigone with such literality as to confine it to the absurd:
T1 8 ’cGTL; ONAOLS U9 TL JUAYULVOUG ETOC,

Indeed, y o/ Xoov ol onginally means to have the color purple, to have a dark complexion. Hence the shding of its meaning
toward: being somber, tormented, etc. There where Mazon, for instance, translates (in agreement with the dictionary, which,
for that matter, refers to verse 20 of Antigone for the derrved meaning of this verb):

What's the matter; something is bothering vou, clearly 38
Hélderlin prefers to reinstate the first meaning of the Greek word:

‘What is it7 You seem to paint a purple word. 39
Here, then, to translate literally is to translate the first meaning.

But on the other hand. mmmerous Greek words are rendered by terms going back to the Mifrelhochdeutsch, or to Luther's

German 110—0®V &QET& is translated by mir _ . der FiifSe Tugend (with the "virtue" of the feet) mstead of mit der
Kraft der Fiie (with the force of the feet)
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which would be more obvious. Here, Tugend is taken in its etymological sense, going back to the verb faugen, to be valid. to
have value. IIovoc, normally translated as Miihsal (d.tﬁi:ulh} is rendered as Arbeir, work, labor, in the old sense.
Asomowvo Herrin, mistress, is rendered by Frau, woman, in the meaning this word has in Mirrelhochdeutsch. 40
Zuberbithler provides an impressive list of such examples. and shows that this is a deliberate choice on the part of the poet.
Thus the German of the middle ages and of Luther's Bible is used to translate Pindar and Sophocles. not because of an
arbitrary taste for the "ancient.”" but because Hélderlin wants to find again the speaking force of the German words.

A double movement, then, in which German must literally speak literal Greek, must be forced, as it were, violated,
transformed. and parh;apﬁ fertilized by the foreign language. This literalness can also be found on the syntactic and the lexical
level, and this is what gives Halderlin's translations their sov ermgﬂ and violent archaism. Nevertheless, we must msist that this
literalness would be difficultly understood if one did not see that in order to translate what he interprets as the literalness of the
original textto have a purple color, instead of being tormentedH&lderlin went back to the etymological sources of German, to
that which is literalness and origin in this langunage. From then on, translation becomes the encountershock and fusionof two
archaisms, and it is this, and not a vague literalness, that gives this operation all its meaning. and that obviously connects it to
the rest of Holderlin's undextak:mg Except that in this case one of the poles of this undertakingthe brutal transfer of Greek into
Germanseems to have priority over the other: as ff Holderlin, at the very moment when he developed his problematic of
differentiation, of the "native return.” went forward in a dangerous way into that zone where the delimitation of languages
borders on the confusion of languages.

Newvertheless, this movement is complicated and approaches its mastery by this: On several occasions. the original fext, mn its
language and its content, is violated, and violated in a very precise waynamely in terms of a fundamental tendency that the text
itself, according to Hélderlin, would have repressed:

[ hope to give of Greek art. which is foreign to us becaunse of its adaptation to the Greek nature and flaws which it has

always been able to accommodate, a more lively presentation than usual by bringing out more the oriental element it

has denied. and by correcting its artistic flaw where it is encountered 41

Translation is instructed to reveal the originary element of the original text. Jean Beaufret writes in this respect:
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To orientalize the translation of Sophocles, then, is to make Greek tragedy more ardent than it can appear to the
modern reader who, contrary to the Greeks, excells culturally in excentric enthusiasm. 42

Still, things are not all that simple, because Hélderlin writes to his publisher a few months later:
[ believe [ have written entirely against the excentric enthusiasm, and thus to have achieved Greek simplicity 43
And Beaufret adds quite correctly to his commentary:

To orientalize translation, then, is to remove Greek tragedy from its surroundings only by conserving its une qualed
sobriety as well.

Thus, Hélderlin's "corrections” have a double meaning, and in this complex perspective all the "distances of translation”
have to be studied. becaunse ff it is /ike a fraitor, it is no less in a holy way that the modern poet comports himself in
relation to the Greek original 44

A double movement, then, of "orientalization” of the translation, but also of captivation of the "simplicity.” that is, the "sobriety”
by which the original work is what it is. As Beaufret says:

A balance of two excesses, of the Unfarmliches and the Allzuférmliches, of the aorgic disproportion and the
excessive respect of forms 43

In this perspective, to translate ¥y 0AX0IVOUTETOC as ein rotes Wort zu féarben. is in effect, even ff it is only in a detail, to
bring out what Antigone's words contain in terms of, to use the striking expression from Hélderlin's "Remarks.”
tidtendfactische, of "deadly factical "46 And to this purpose, exactly like in German. it 1s to return to a certain oniginary
literalness of the text. Literal translation goes toward this literalness and even, in a sort of hyperbolical movement, restores it
where the original text tends to veil it or to "deny" it. In fact, the original is not an nert given, but the site of a struggle, at all of
its levels. Holderlin described this struggle as that of "pathos" and "sobriety.” or of the Unformliches and the Allzuférmliiches.
Translation re-produces this struggle, even reactivates it, but as it were in reverse: If Sophocles goes from the fire from
heaven to the Junonian sobriety (Greek trajectory), the modern translator goes from that sobriety to the fire from heaven
(Western trajectory). But this movement remains itself measured, in that it also tries to "achieve the Greek simplicity " If
Sophocles denies the fire from heaven, the onental which is his own, he only does so up to a certain point; for his part, the
translator denies sobriety only up to a certain point.

Could it be said that H&lderlin, starting from a certain "interpretation” of the Greeks, has arbitranly modified Sophocles, as
seems to be
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the case in the passage in Antigone devoted to Dana#, where he renders the line:

She held and kept the seed of the golden rain which was Zeus 47

She counted to the father of time
The strokes of the hours, the golden ones

and thus produced a simultaneously fascinating and deviating mix of objective literalness and subjective recreation? To be sure,
any translation of a work starts from a reading of it. and Halderlin's translations are determined by his view of poetry and the
Greeks. But perhaps the concept of mterpretation is insufficient. Every mterpre:tahnn is the remﬂﬁtrun:huﬂ of meaning carried
out by a subject. What is this reconstruction based on? On the subject’s field of vision, on his ' per&pe::tﬁ, e." Perspectivism is a
reality. But when we read a work, not evervthing is interpretation. Beneath or bey ond this, there is the pure apprehension of
the work Goethe alluded to in Dichtung und Wahrheit when he extensively mentioned its "ground.” It can be said of this
"eround"” that it aradiates_ and that in turn it ilhmmines the subject's perspective. In this sense, Hélderlin's view of the Greeks is
not an interpretation. And this is so true because, since Hélderlin, all those who approached the Greek world approached the
same reality (whatever their formulations may have been).48

But that is not all. Where does this experience that precedes all interpretation and protects it against all subjective arbitrariness
come from? The answer here must be: from that reading which fransiation itself is. If that is not the case, one should maintain
that Hélderlin scaffolded a theory of Greek art, of tragedy, etc., which he then applied to his translations. But in fact, his view
of the Greeks and of tragedy emerges from his experience as a poet on the one hand. and from his experience as translator
on the other. Only the translator (and not the mere reader, even if he is a critic) can percerve what in a text is of the order of
the "denied." because only translation makes appear the struggle that took place in the original and that led to the balance ir is.
Valery mtuited this very well:

The labor of translation, carried out with a concern for a certain approxmmation of the form, i a way makes us seek to
put our steps in what remains of the steps of the author's; and not to shape a text on the basis of another; but to go
back to the virtual period of the latter's formation 49

Hélderlin's corrections, modifications, etc., proceed from this pro-found relation, possible only in translation, to the work
and the virtual
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period of its formation; which is why they are neither arbitrary nor belong to the domain of interpretation: At most, it can be
said that there may be other translations that, starting from the same profound relation, may arrive at different results. In this
sense, Holderlin tnu ched an essential possibility, even a necessity, of the act of translation, and he formulated them with oreat
Hgor. Because it " goes back to the virtual period of its formation, " a translation stands in a relation to a work which is not only
sui generis, but deeper, more "responsible” than other relations: it has the power to reveal that which, in the work, is origin
(conversely, it has the power to obscure this possibility itself), which indicates that it has with the work a certain relation of
violence. Where there is revelation of something hidden there is violence. And the violence of translation refers also to the no
less violent mmmediacy presiding over the mutual delimitation of languages and their cross-breeding. That there is cross-
breeding here_ and not peaceful acclimation, that the images of sex and struggle prevail over those of gardening and culture
(Herder, Goethe), is precisely what Hélderlin shows in a passage devoted to the essence of the tragic:

The presentation of the tragic rests primanily on the tremendoushow the god and man mate and how natural force and
man's innermost boundlessly unite in wrathconcemving of itself, [rests] on the boundless union purifying itself through
boundless separation. . . . Evervthing is speech against speech, one cancelling the other. 50

Here, translation appears as one of the places where the measured and the disproportionate, fusion and differentiation confront
one anotheras a place of danger (the "confusion of languages"), but also of fruitfulness. That poetry is also such a place means
that translation is a poetic act: not, as with the Romantics, that poetry is an act of translation, even if it is "transcendental.” but
that translation belongs to the differentiating space of the poetic a space which is that of the confusion of langnages as well as
that of thewr delimitation. H6lderlin's translations are historic. because they are the first in Germany since Luther to mhabit the
place where cultures and languages are delimited. That these translations, a priori, seem to be placed under a sign opposed to
Luther Ferdeutschung on the one hand, Griechischung on the othershould not lead us astray if, on the one hand, a secret
Ferdeutschung is carried out in Hélderlin and i, on the other hand. the kind of Ferdeusschung in Luther stands in a relation
of correspondence to the very language of the Bible which passes through orality and which is closer than the relation of the
Latin translation. What we, with Rosenzweig, have called historic translation can only be "historic” because that tipe
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af cross-breeding/differentiating relation with the foreign language and the foreign work happens in it.

Because of this type of historicity, Holderlin's translations appear to us simultaneously as rooted in a tradition, anchored in
an origin (Luther) and co nstituting the space af modern Western translation. in fact, they bear witness to a choice that is
inherent in the act of translation in all times. Either this act vields to the cultural infunctions that have been aimed at the
appropriation and the reduction of the foreign since the beginning of Western translation (from Saint Jerome to Nietzsche) or,
by virtue of its privileged position of a befween, it contests these njunctions, thus becoming a culturally creative act; this
contestation, raised to the level of a consciousness, as this can be seen with someone like Pannwitz, is the essence of modern
translation. To be sure, this modernity has nothing to do with that of the Arhendum, that of mnnnlagc poetry/translation. 51 Its
nature may be measured even better if we, briefly examine certain twentieth-century translations that. very obviously, are
situated in Hélderlin's lineage.

Let us take the example of Klossowski's Enéide. 52 From the very first lines. the reader, first of all dumbfounded by the
syntactic disruptions imposed on the French language by Klossowski trying to render Virgil's Latin literally, goes through a
strange experience: To be sure, this is certainly a latinized French, as B. Pannwitz wished, but the strange thing is that this
latinization produces, in the strongest sense of this word, a series of manifestations. In the first place, virgil's epic appears in
the way it could emerge at the moment of its "formation"which might help us to measure the scope of Goethe's remarks on the
"requvenation” of a work through its translation. Whereas less literal translations bar us from any access to the truth and the
immediacy of the epic's speaking:

Virgil's epic poem is in effect a theater in which the words mime the gestures. . . . The words adopt a certain attitude,
not the body; the words are woven, not the clothes; the words sparkle, not the armour. . . . This is why we wanted.
abowve all else, to restrict ourselves to the texture of the original 53

But there is more: in a sort of mutual mirroring (Goethe's sz’egefuﬂg once again!). the two languages appear, in the struggle in
which they are engaged. as it were at their own borders: the Latin in the French (first face of the translation) and the French
invested by the Latin (second fan:e} showing us, paradoxically as it were, a pure Latin and a pure French. What is notable for
the reader who accepts entrusting himself to the movement of Klossowski's translation is the metamorphosis of the French,
which makes it appear, not as a sub-cross-
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breeding of French and Latin, but rather as a new language, or rather, reprvenated and renovated, raised to a level of hitherto
hidden powers. Thus, there is indeed a coupling of languages. but even as they mix, the languages also manifest their pure
difference. French on one side, Latin on the other, and vet the two are united in that space of cross-breeding which translation
is, and perhaps exchisively

For it is clear that when this mixing happens elsewhere, the risk is great that it would be caught in interlingual power relations.
54 These are relations that tend to annul the difference of langnages, and often to stifle the spectficity of the domimated
language, which is deemed "mnferior." whereas the meaning of translation is rather a profound egalitarianism_ This was clearly

felt by Goethe, but realized by Holderlin, who accepted to the full extent the risks it carned: the loss of the language (of the
own language. of language as such) in the "foreign land "

Nevertheless, the nature of "literal” (using this word for lack of another, more subtle term) translation is such that it can in no
case be transformed into a model or a methodological recipe. Just like it exceeds all "interpretation.” it exceeds all
methodology. Let us say that this translation first manifests itself at certain determined historical and cultural moments, as
Rosenzweig nightly said. It emerges from a profound need of the language, the culture, and the literature, and it is this need,
perceptible historically, that guards against the arbitrariness of an attempt at indridual experimentation (of which many
examples are known in the history of translation. as Steiner showed in Afrer Babel). Héldetlin's translations. ahead of their
epoch, were nevertheless historically motivated. And in our day. this is the case for translations like Klossowski's. All evidence
pD].tltS to the fact that they correspond to a crisis of our culture. in the first place the shaking-up of its ethnocentrism. It is the
crisis of an ideological. cultural, literary, and poetic position which has attained its final consequences. This does not mean that
all translation should become "literal." becanse this type of translation only makes sense for a certain type of works, whose
relation to their languages is such that it requires this differential c oupling of literal translation. The case could not be clearer in
the case of the Enéide. and Klossowski explamned it perfectly well. The same goes for the [re}n’aﬂslannﬂ of the Bible, the
Greeks, the works from the East and the Far East. and a certain number of Western works. But, for instance. a literal. or
anghicizing, translation of Henry James would not make sense. To be sure, James should not be "gallicized." but his work
demands a different type of approach. 53

We are still far from overseeing this entire problematic, and the danger of constituting typologies somewhat hastily, by wanting
to escape the infinite empiricism of the majority of the translators (transla-
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tion would be a matter of "intuition." different from work to work . not allowing for any theonization, etc.), is great. What

remains is that Holderlin was the first, by the radicality of his undertaking, to expose us to the necessity of a global and
thorough reflection on the act of translation in the baffling multiplicity of its registers. 36
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Conchusion

[. The Archeology of Translation

Every conclusion is a rereading attempting to retrace the path opened, staked out, and articulated by the introduction, but
whose course has partially turned out to be different than was mitially envisioned. The present study attempted to analyze the
German Romantics' theory of translation by, on the one hand. situating it within their theories and programs as a whole and. on
the other hand. confronting it with other, contemporary reflections: those of Herder. Goethe, Schleiermacher, and Humboldt,
which are theories of Bildung, and that of Holderlin, which extends bevond the framework of the former, and bevond its entire
epoch. We also attempted to show how the tradition of translation in Germany, which starts with Luther, defined itself in
opposition to a culturethat of French classicismin whose unfolding translation did not play a decisive role.

Next, it appeared that all the theories of translation developed in the Romantic and classical period in Germany constitute the
foundation for the principal currents of modern Western translation, be it poeric translationas it 15 manifested in a Nerval, a
Baudelaire, a Mallarme, an 5. Genrg& or a HE;IljﬂIEIjII whose origins are obviously to be found in German Romanticismor the
great re-translations carried out in Germany in the twentieth century, which can claim Humboldt or Schleiermacher as their
precursors. Holderlin's translations, for their part. inangurated a new epoch in the history of Western translation that is still in its

initial stages.
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In that sense, our study may appear to be an archaenlogy of European translation, centered on its key phase at the dawn
of the nineteenth century. An archaeology which belongs to that reflection of translation on itselfat once hlStDI‘lEEIl theoretical,
and culturalwhich is henceforth inseparable from the pran:tu:e of translation. That translation should become a "science” and an
"art." as the Jena E omantics demanded of criticism, that is in effect its modern destiny. But for translation, this means first of
all: to appear, to manifest itself For two centuries, literature has had its manifestos. Translation, on the other hand. has always
inhabited the non-manifest: "Effacement be the splendor of my being." as the poet-translator Philippe Jacottet once said. 1
Indeed, since time mmmemorial translation has been a practice obscured and repressed by those who carried it out as well as
by those who benefited from it. In this respect. classical and Eomantic Germany is an exception that is well worth meditating
upon. But whatever the immediate intensity of its relation to translation has been, it is no less undeniable that it has only been
able to offer fragments of a genuine theory of translation. That Goethe, Hélderlin, the Romantics, and Humboldt, from
different angles, provide us with inmvaluable "materials” for such a theory has been keenly felt in the twentieth century by such
thinkers as W. Benjamin, W. Schadewaldt, and F. Rosenzweig. But those "materials." dealing primarily with the poetic and
cultural dimension of translation, must be rethought m the hght of our twentieth-century experience, and replaced into a domain
of our own.

Indeed, the twentieth century has seen the manifestation of the problematic of translation (together with that of language and
languages) from different perspectives.

Above all, we must mention the question of the re-franslation of works fundamental to our Western culture: primarily the
Bible, but also Greek poetry and philosophy, Latin poetry, and the great texts that presided over the birth of modern literature
(Dante Schakespeare, Rabelais, Cervantes, etc.). To be sure, any translation is bound to age, and it is the destiny of all
translations of the "classics" of universal literature to be retranslated sooner or later. But retranslation in the twentieth century
has a more specific historical and cultural meaning: to »eopen the access to works whose unsettling and questioning power
ended up being threatened at once by thewr "glorv" (too much clanty obscures, too great radiance exhausts) and by translations
belonging to a phase of Western conscience that is no longer ours. Thus, as we have seen, our view of the Greeks, the Old
Testament, or even Shakespeare, is fundamentally different from the classicist, humanist. or Romantic views. This will to
reopen the access to great texts of our historical tradition extends to the field of translation. hermeneutics, and philoso-
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phy at the same time. This is obvious in the case of the Bible: Think of Buber, Rosenzweig, or Meschonnic. But it suffices to
think of the great rereadings of Greek philosophy attempted by Heidegger. to see that here as well the task of thinking has
become a task of translation. In the same way the hermeneutic of the sacred texts is unthinkable without a retranslation of
them, the rereading of the Greeks cannot be concerved by Heide gger and his disciples without a translation from the Greeks
toward ourselves and from ourselves toward the Greeks., a translation that claims to be (in Heidegger's vocabulary) "listening
to the Greek words." And it is evident that this operation of translation, henceforth immanent to philosophy, has had enormous
cultural reverberations (in Germany, but also elsewhere). What should be emphasized here 1s how, in the twentieth century,
translation becomes a concern of thinking itself in its attempt to reread the Western rveligious and philosophical
rradition. It is in this light that the act of translation is finally being recognized in its historical essence. In "The Principle of
Reason." speaking about the great translations of the history of philosophy, Heidegger writes:

By this we mean those translations that, in a period when ther time has come, transpose (iibertragen) a work of
tl:mﬂ-:lng or poetry_ . . . In such cases, the translation is not only interpretation (;{mfeguﬂg} but also tradition
(LUberlieferung). As tradﬂ:mn it belongs to the innermost movement of history. 2

But this concern with translation, in our century, does not only deal with philosophy and religious thinking. It can also be found
in the field of the "humanities” or, more precisely. i psychoanalysis, ethnology, and linguistics.

The relations of psychoanalysis to translation are highly complex, and we do not pretend to measure their entire magnitude. It
is well known that Freud arrtved in France through translations that tended to distort the essential aspect of his conceptual and
terminological mventiveness. It was necessary for Lacan, with the same patience of a Heidegger reading the Greek texts, to
interrogate Freud's writing in an attempt of rereadjng'tranilaﬁnn in order to open for us Freud's Grunadwdérter (basic words)
on the one hand (Trieb, Anlehnung, Verneinung, Verwerfung, etc.), and the infinite cnmplexlhf of the weave of his language
and his images on the other. We see here how (re)translation also becomes one of the major concerns of a reflection, and a
path that reopens the authentic access of a thinking. But psvchoanalysis undoubtedly stands in an even more profound relation
to translation, to the extent that it questions man's relation to language, languages, and the so called "mother” tongue in a way

fundamentally different from that of the
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traditiona questioning accompanied by a reflection on the work and on writing, destined to gradually upset our view of them
and. undoubtedly. to contribute to a turning-point in hiterature. The few, and still sparse, remarks on translation found i Lacan,
0. Mannoni, Abraham,_ and Torok could perhaps, when they are further developed. also change a certain awareness of the
act of translation and the processes at work i itcertainly on the level of the translator himself (in his drive for translation, the
translator is that individual who represents an entire community in its relation to another community and its works), but also on
the level of what we have called the franslarability of the work. Renan said:

A work not translated is only half published. 3

‘What isat bottomthis lack translation intends to supplant” What hidden face of the work, what reverse side of the text should
appear thmugh it? It"we want to go bevond the Romantic notion of "potentiation.” to deepen Goethe's perception of the
rejuvenating "mirroring." perhaps we need a theory of the work and of translation that calls upon psychoanalytic thinking.

In its own way, ethnology also encounters the problem of languages, cultures, and translation. If it were only because it, too, as
a discourse on the foreign (and on what is supposed to be the maost foreign: the "savage"), constitutes a kind of translation,
exposed to the same alternatives as Schleiermacher's translator: to lead the reader to the foreign, or to lead the foreign to the
reader. Obwviously, a modern translator concerned about struggling against ethnocentrism can learn much from the reflections
of a Clastres or a Jaulin, for instance. It is no less obvious that the ethnological writing should at times (and essentiallv) become
a translation: think of Clastres's Le Grand Parler4 or of the Peruvian writer-ethnologist J.-M. Arguedas's translations of
Quecha poetry.

For its part, inguistics (and it is appropriate to add to this the research of Anglo-Saxon analvtic philosophy. itself oriented to
linguistic questions) also encounters translation as an immanent reality. Think of Jakobson's famous text, "Linguistic Aspects of
Translation:"

Equivalence i difference is the cardinal problem of language and the prvotal concern of linguistics. Like any recetver of
verbal messages, the linguist acts as their iﬂtemreter No lingnistic specimen may be interprr—;ted by the science of
languague without a translation of its signs into other signs of the same system or into signs of another system. Any
comparison of two languages implies an examination of their mutual translatability; the widespread practice of
interlingual communication, particularly translating activities, must be kept under constant scrutiny by inguistic science.3
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It is remarkable that in this text, Jakobson should smmultaneously define the object of linguistics (language and its process of
"equivalence in difference") and the practice of this science in terms of translation. To be sure, this is another case of
generalized translation:

For us, both as ]JIlg'I.JlStE and as ordinary wnrd -users, the meaning of any inguistic sign is its translation into some
further, alternative sign, especially bv a sign "in which it is more fully developed.” as Peirce insistently stated. . . . We
distinguish three ways of interpreting a verbal sign: it mayv be translated into other signs of the same langnage, into
another language, or into another, non-verbal system of symbols. 6

This generalized translation, within which Jakobson, in an effort to dominate the unmasterable concept of translation, situates
"reformulation.” "translation properly speaking, " and "transmutation.” is itself connected to what we have called, with regard to
the Romantics, the reflexrve structure of language:

An ability to speak a given language implies an ability to talk abour this language 7

Again_ as for Novalis (but in a rewording that has no longer anything speculative). we see reflexiviry and rransiarability
connected.

Without a doubt, linguistics is not only a dlECIp]JIlE that claims to be "scientific” and whose lmnwledge would be as foreign to
our experience as that of mathematical physics. It is a certain perception of langnage and man's relation to language, even ff it is
not, like translation, an experience. In that sense, it must be asserted that translation can never constitute a mere branch of
linguistics, philology, criticism (as the Romantics believed), or hermeneutics: Whether it be of philosophy, religion, literature,
poetry, etc_, translation constitutes a dimension sui generis. A dimension which produces a certain fmowledge . But this
experience (and the knowledge it provides) may in return be illumined and partially transformed by other experiences, other
practices, a different knowledge. And it is obvious that inguistics_ in the twentieth century, can enrich the translating
consciousness; and vice versa, for that matter. Jakobson's linguistics interrogates poets; it might also interrogate translators.
And this is, in effect, the reciprocal game proposed by Haroldo de Campos in Brasil 8

Ezra Pound's translations, and his reflection on poetry, criticism_ and translation, are of a fundamental mportance here, and it
would be nteresting to confront the theory of eriticism by translation with the Romantic theories of translation by criticism.
Pound's reflections. like those of Meschonnic, Podisie, and Change. attempt to define what may be, in the twentieth century,
a theory and a practice of poetic translation.
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we did not intend here to present a panorama (necessarily sketchy and partial) of the contemporary efforts in the theorv of
translation, but above all to emphasize this: The field of translation, which has become practically decentralized and structured
on the international level, ¢ is slowly, very slowly, beginning to become less obscure and to assert itself as a field of its own, as
the several domains in which the ' pmblama of translation are posed are gradually beginning to que&hun themselves (often for
the first time) on translation and its different registers. For translation is not a mere mediation: It is a process in which our entire
relation to the Other is played out. Now this consciousness, already present in Eomantic and classical Germany, is reemerging
with a force that is all the greater in proportion as all the certainties of our ntellectnal tradition and even our "modernity” are
shaken up. That much needs to be retranslated; that we mmst go through the experience [épreuve] of translation, incessantly;
that in this experience [épreuve] we must struggle relentlessly against our fundamental reductionism, but also remain open to
that which, in all translation, remains mysterious and unmasterable, propetly speaking n-visible (we do not know the nature of
the face of the foreign work that will appear in our language, regardless of our efforts to make the voice of that work speak in
our language at all cost); that we must expect much from this undertaking of "eccentric” translation, perhaps an enriching of our
language, perhaps even an mflection of our literary creatnity; that we have to question the act of translation in all its registers,
and to open it to other contemporary interrogations, 10 reflect on its nature, but also on its history as well as on its obscuringthis
seems to us to characterize the present age of translation.

When we read what the German classical and Romantic age managed to write on the act of translating and its meaning
(cultural, ingmstic, speculative, etc.), we find not only a number of theories that, in some form or other, still determine our
present, for better or for worse. We also find a consciousness, and above all an inhabiting of language that is essentially /ess
threatened than ours.

Let us take, for instance, the case of the expansion of our language that we expect from non-ethnocentric translation. Clearly,
the Germany of Goethe and Schleiermacher expected the same gains from its translation enterprises. even though their
perspective seems too limited to us foday. But in the meantime_ something happened that has been denounced by numerous
authors of our century, and that has to do with the destruction of the Sprachlichiceit (the speaking power of the great modern
languages) to the benefit of a system-language of communication becoming more and more emptied of its own density and
significance. One may think here of the mpoverishment of oral creativity, the
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death of dialects, the receding of literature in an increasingly closed space i which it is no longer capable to "figure" the world.
The degradation of language (natural language) is certainly a commonplace. Our common place. At the end of Affer Babel,
Steiner mentions the dangers threatening planetary Enghﬂh In fact, these dangers concern all languages, and all the dimensions
of our existence. Henceforth, they place the task of translating in a new, or at least mfinitely more crude light: The issue is to
defend language and the relations among languages against the increasing homogenization of communication systemsbecause
they endanger the entire realm of belonging and difference. Annihilation of dialects and local speech; trivialization of national
langnages; leveling of the differences among them for the benefit of a model of non-language for which English served as guinea
pig (and as victim), a model by virtue of which automatic translation would become thinkable; cancerous prolferation of
specialized languages at the bosom of the commeon language 11 -this is a process that thoroughly attacks language and the
natural relation of human beings to langnage. To reopen the paths of the tradition; to open a relation, finally accurate (not
dominating or narcissistic), to other cultures, and notably those of what has now become the "Third World"; to mobilize the
resources of our language to bring it up to the level of those several opemngsall of this, obviously, is to struggle against that
destructive phenomenon, even if there are other ways to avert it. And that is, perhaps. what is essential to the modern
translating consciousness: a maximal demand of "knowledge” at the service of a certain realimentation of the speaking force of
language, to inhabit and defend Babel with a certain lucidity at the time when the Tower-of-Manifold-Languages (ie., that of
Differences) is threatened by the expansion of an uprooting jargon which is not even Esperanto, that naive humanist dream that
now reveals its nightmarish face.

The history of Western translation has not vet been written. The modern translating consciousness is unthinkable without a

knowledge of its history: its origins, its epochs, its wanderings. May the present work constitute at least the beginning of the
writing of one of the most captivating chapters of that history

I1. Translation as a New Object of Knowledge
Translation as a new object of knowledge: This means two things. First of all, as experience and as operation, it is the carrier

of a knowledge sui generis on languages, literatures, cultures, movements of exchange and contact, etc. The issue is to
manifest and articulate his knowledge sui
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generis, to confront it with other modes of knowledge and experience concerning these domains. In this sense, translation
must be considered rather as subject of knowledge, as origin and source of knowledge.

In the second place, this knowledge, in order to become a "know ladgﬂ in the strict sense, should take on a definite, quasi-
institutional and established form, suited to further its development in a field of research and teachability. This has sometimes
been called traductology (other, less fortunate names have also been suggested). 12 But that does not mean. at least not in the
first place, that translation should become the object of a specific "discipline” concerning a separate "region” or "domain,"
precisely because it is not anvthjng separate itself. In fact, traduct r:rlngt as a form or field of l-mnwledge; could prir:uarjlv be
compared to Michel Foucault's "archasology." Jacques Derrida's "grammatology.” or the "poetology” developed in Germany
by Beda Allemann. Rather than being "regional” dliCIp]JIlE;E these types of reflection bear upon dimensions already intersected
by other, established disciplines. but intersected in such a way that the immanent wealth of their content can no longer fully

appear.

Translation constitutes such a dimension. Carrying its own knowledge, it can only become the subject of this knowledge ff it
opens itself to a traductology in the sense outlined here.

The issue, then, will be to foundor to radicalize already existing and often decisive attempts at foundationa space of reflection,
and thus of research. As we indicated at the beginning of this studv, this space will cover the field of translation within other
fields of interlinguistic, interliterary, and intercultural communication, as well as the history of translation and the theory of
literary translation"literature” encompassing literature in the strict sense as well as philosophy, the humanities, and religious
texts. The knowledge which will take this space as its theme will be autonomous: In itself, it will neither dep&nd on apphed
linguistics, nor comparative literature, nor poetics, nor the study of foreign languages and literatures, etc.. even though all these
established disciplines, in thewr own way, claim the field of translation. Yet, to the extent that this field, by its very nature,
intersects a multiplicity of domains, and chiefly those of the disciplines mentioned above, there will necessarily be some
interaction between these and traductology. No reflection on translation can do without the contributions of linguistics and
literary theory. Traductology is interdisciplinary par excellence, precisely because it is situated berween several disciplines,
often far apart.

Its starting point rests on a few fundamental hypotheses. The first one is this: Even as it is a particular case of interlingual,
ntercultural
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and nterliterary commumnication, translation is also the model for any process of this kind. Goethe has tanght us this. This does
not mean that all the problems that may be posed by this communication appear decoded and, as it were, in a condensed form
in the operation of translation, and that it would then be possible to understand and analyze the other modes of
intercommumication from the perspective of translation. It mav be said that translation nn:n:upmﬁ an analogous place to that of
language within other sign systems. As Benveniste said, in one sense language is only a sign system among others; but in
another, it is the system of systems, the one that makes possible the interpretation of all others. This fact will be confirmed by
the relation of mutual envelopment between the generalized theory of translation and the restricted theory. From Nowalis to
George Steiner and Michel Serres, we have witnessed the edification of theories in which any type of "change" (of "trans-
lation"} is interpreted as a translation, not only in the aesthetic domain, but also in that of the sciences and, finally, in human
experience in general. A trace of this peculiar extension of the concept of translation is also found in Eoman Jakobson's classic
text on translation. This genera]izf—;d theory of translation or, as Michel Serres says, of "duction.” 13 has recently been criticized
by Henri Meschonnic. The extension of this concept would result in depriving it of all content, whereas, on the contrary, much
would be gained in the development of a restricted theory of translation. Still, it remains a fact that the concept of translation
continues to overflow any limited definition it can be given. This semanticand epistemologicaloverflowing seems inevitable and.
for that matter, it corresponds to the common perception that translation is always much more than translation. It will be better,
then, to articulate a restricted and a generalized theory of translation, without dissolving (as is the case for the German
Romantics) the former in the latter. Which amounts to saving that the restricted theory should function as the archetype of any
theory of "changes'' or of "translations." The position of this archetype is characterized by a paradox: its unigueness. The
relation that links a translation to its original is unique in its kind. N o other relationfrom one text to another, from one language
to another, from one culture to anotheris comparable to it. And it is precisely this uniqueness that makes for the significant
density of translation; to mterpret the other exchanges in terms of translation 1s to want (rightly or wrongly) to give them the
same significant density.

Traductology's second hypothesis is that translation, be it literature or philosophy or even humanities, plays a role that is not

merely one of transmission: On the contrary, this role is tendentially constifutive of all literature, all philosophy, and all human
science. Giordano Bruno expressed this with all the yricism belonging to his epoch:
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From translation comes all science.

The hyperbolical character of this sentence should not mask the truth of its content. We will briefly explicate here in what
respect translation plays this constituttve role and in what respectand this is a decistve corollaryit remained obscured and
denied as a constitutive moment, so as to appear only as a simple operation of mediation (of meaning). If translation had not
been obscured as the constitutive (and hence historical) factor Df htaratm’e and knowledge, something like "traductology”
would long since have been in existence, with the same right as "criticism."

But, as we have seen, when translation is being interfered with, we approach a repressed domain, filled with resistances.

In the area of literature, modern poetics, and even comparative literature 14 have shown that the relation of works (first writing)
and translations (second writing) is characterized by a reciprocal enge;nderjng Far from br—;ing only the mere "derivation” of an
original supposed to be absolute, as the Law still defines it, the translation is a priori present in any original: Any work, as far
as one can go back, is already to several degrees a fabric of translations or a creation that has EDtElEﬂ'Jltlg to do with the
translating operation, inasmuch as it posits itself as "translatable." which means simultaneously "worthy of being translated."
"capable of translation." and "having to be translated” in order to reach its plenitude as work. The possibility and the injunction
of translation do not define a text after the fact: They constitute the work as work and, in fact, must lead to a new definition of
its structure. This may easily be vertfied by analyzing Latin hiterature or medieval works_ 13

This is not without consequences for disciplines like poetics, comparative literature, or the study of foreign languages and
literatures. The analysis of transtextualities, undertaken methodically by poetics, implies, in addition to research concerning
hypertextuality, intertextuality, parate:!-:tuﬂ]ltv and metatextuality, a reflection on that specific transtextuality constituted by
translation, following the lead J. L. Borges intuitively indicated:

No problem is as concordant with literature and with the modest mystery of literature as is the problem posed by a
translation. 16

Novalis and A. W. Schlegel. but also Baudelaire, Proust, and Valéry, mtuited this "concordant” relation between "literature”
and translation. Thev even went so far as to assert that the writer's operation and the translator's are identical 17 Nevertheless,
it is necessary to mark the limits of this identification that is so typically Romantic: These limits are defined by the irreducibility
of the relation between original and trans-
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lation. No translation has meaning other than as translation of an origimal. For its part, literature does not know any relation of
this kand. even if it has a nostalgia for it. 18

Stmilarly, I:Dﬂ:l‘pﬂi’ﬂti"irﬂ literature presupposes "traductology” as a partially integratable complement. The comparative study of
different literatures is obviously based on their interaction. Now. interaction has translations as the condition for its possibility.
No "influence” without translation. even if (we encounter again the reciprocal envelopment) the converse can be stated as well.

In the philosophical domain, translation also plays an essential role. Historically, from the Greeks to the Romans, from the
Middle Ages to the Renaissance and bevond, philosophy developed through a series of translations that have been much more
than a mere "transfer of content.” As Heidegger has shown concerning the translation of Aristotelian concepts or of "the
principle of reason,” the principal Grundwdrter (fundamental words) that articulate philosophical discourse have been
translated every time by a process in which interpretation and neology, borrowing and reformulation, coexisted or alternated.
And every translation of a Grundwort has entailed a new perception of past or present philosophies: think of Hegel's
Aufhebung that became reléve n Jacques Derrida. The history of philosophical translation "errors’ constitutes one of the
most captivating chapters of this processbecanse these "errors” are never msignificant 19 In the twentieth century, translation
has entered the philosophical horizon as an explicit and crucial guestion with thinkers as different as Wittgenstein, Karl
Popper, Quine, Heidegger, Gadamer and, most recently, Michel Serres and, above all Jacques Derrida.

In the modern human sciences the same "circle” is found, the same essential interweaving between translation and the
constitution of a discipline. As we have seen, psychoanalysis first encountered translation as one of the problems of its own
renovation. But this led it to question itself more and more about the essence of translation andthis is important for usto
rediscover the place the concept of translation held as an operational concept within Freud's own thinking. This is shown by
a letter from Freud to Fliel shortly before the appearance of Die Traumdeurung:

[ explain the particularity of psychoneuroses to myself by the fact that rranslation. for certain matenials, has not been
carried out, which has certain consequences. . . . The failing of translation is called repression n clinical terms. The
motive of the latter is always a disconmecting of displeasure that would happen by translation, as iff displeasure
would provoke a disturbance of thinking that would not allow the labor of translation 20
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Orientalism also presupposes the problematic of translation. On the one hand, research itself is accompanied by translation,
whether it is of works, of quotations, or of Grundwérter. On the other hand. the very essence of its project, as Massignon
indicated, supposes a certain "decentering” that is itself an essential moment of the operation of translation: to translate oneself
toward. .

In order to understand the other, one should not annex it, but become its host. . . . To understand something other is
not to anmex the thing, but to transfer oneself by a decentening to the very center of the other. 21

Edward Said. in Orienralisma very controversial work, for that matterhas shown that, historically, Orientalism found itself
badly armed to confront the problematic of its necessary decentering, inasmuch as a certain 1der:+1r:+g:al surcharge, in the
nineteenth century, led it to "ethnocentric" translations. This "failing of translation." to take up Freud's term, signals an organic

"absence" of this dlSEIp]JIlE; with which it is gradually parl:mg But it also signals the point where a n’adu:tnlugx could
collaborate with it. In fact, one of the axes of traductology is to elaborate a theory of non-ethnocentric translation with a
generalized field of application. This theory is both descriptive and normative.

It is descriptive in that it analyvzes the systems of deformation that weigh upon any operation of translation and is able to
propose a countersystem on the basis of that analvsis 22 It is normative in that the alternatives it defines concerning the
dn’echnn of translation are mandatory These alternativ es go far bevond the traditional divisions of translation theory into

"supporters of the letter” and " supporters of the spirit." Thus. starting from this framework, every domain can elaborate its own
methodology of translation. For instance, traductology is not supposed to seitle the problems of the translation of Chinese
poetry for, if it descended to that level, its task would obviously be empirically infinite. But there 1s a level where the problems
are the same for the sinologist, the specialist of Serbian literature, or of Greek tragedy. This level concerns the problematic of
translation itself and the systems of constraints that French (and any great "national" language) poses for translation. This level
is that of pure translating competence. And it is the one lacking in most specialists of a gven domain, which taints their
attempts at translation with epistemological nafvete. This is the case because, even as they recognize that the problematic of
translation is essential for them (it concerns, in part, the becoming of their discipline), they end up degrading this problematic to
the level of a simple technical procedure. At this stage, we are once again confronted with the obscured, denied status of
translation. and the violent resistances it arouses.
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These resistances constitute an essential chapter of traductology. Originally_ they seem to be of a religious and cultural order.
At a first level, they are ordered around untranslatability as a value. What is essential in a text is not translatable or,
supposing it is, should not be translated. In the case of the Bible, the Jewish translation represents this extreme position. Just as
the "Law" should not be "translated" from the oral to the written, the sacred text should not be translated into other langnages,
lest it lose its "sacred” character. This double refusal indicates in reverse the essential connection between the written and
translation, in order to be able to question both of them better. The rejection of translation traverses the whole history of the
West, with the dogma. never made explicit and contirmally refuted practically. of the untranslatability of poetry, without
mentmmng the famous ' preyudimal objection” against translation in general. 23 A very recent example will show the deaf
persistence of this rejection. In an article devoted to the necessity of the diffusion of the French language and literature.
Bernard Catry mentions the possibility of stimulating, on the official level, "the translation into foreign language& of French
works." This, the author believes, ﬂ:ught lead fnrmgn readers to subsequently read those same works in the original language,
and thus to learn French. And he adds in passing:

T'o be sure_, Sartre in English is no longer Sartre 24

The "to be sure” that opens this short sentence indicates that Catry considers translation a makeshift and a total treason_ It
contains a devalorization that is never made explicit. Obviously, it is an entire culture (in this case, French culture) defending
itself against the "exile" of its "sacred monsters"

One easily understands from this that translation is considered suspect and. in the end. culturally negative. At the other end of
the spectrum, it is rather its significant density that 1 is denied. by the opposite axiom of universal franslatability. Essential to
translation would be the transmission of "meaning." that is, the universal content of any text. As soon as this is pni‘mlated__
translation acquires the shallowness of a humble mediation of meaning. In his destherics, Hegel stated that poetry could be
translated from one language into another (and even into prose) without any loss, becanse spiritual content prevails in it. But
when one states, more modestly, that "not words, but ideas are translated."25 one only repeats, at a non-speculative level,
what Hegel said. Every time translation rebels against the narrowing of this operation and pretends to be a transmission of
forms,_ of signifiers. resistances proliferate. These resistances are well known by every translator: The 1ssue would be to
provide a translation that "does not smack of transla-
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tion." to propose a text "the way the author would have written it if he were French," or, more trovially, to produce a translation
in "clear and elegant French." The result is that translation appears either as the modest transmission of meaning . or as the
suspect activity of injecting the language with "strangeness." 26 In both cases, translation is denied and obscured.

One of the fundamental tasks of traductology is to fight this obscuning, which is manifest additionally in the prejudicial objection
against the reflection of translation. This reflection collides with a series of oppositions: the conflict between theorist and
non-theorist translators, of translators and theorists of translation. In the first case, a majonty of translators proclamm that
translation is a purely intuitive activity, which can never really be conceptualized. In the second case, there is an nppnsitiﬂn
between theorists without practice and " practitioners” without theory. The result is a tenacious putting-into-que stion of the
possibility of a traductology that would cover both the theoretical and the practical field and that would be developed on the
basis of the experience of translationmore specifically, on the basis of its very nature as experience. Abstract theorists and
empirical practitioners concur in the assertion that the experience of translation is not, should not and could not be theorizable.
Now, this presuppo sition is a negation of the meaning of the act of translation: By definition_ this act 1s a second and reflexive
activity. Reflexivity is essential to it. and with it systematicity. In fact, the coherence of a translation is measured by the degree
of its systematicity. And systematicity is unthinkable without r&ﬂe:!-:mh This reflexivity goes from the interpretive reading of
texts to the reasoned elaboration of an entire svstem of "choices" of translation. Of course, it is accompanied by a necessary
intuitiveness. But this reciprocal play of reflexivity and intuitiveness, as we have seen, makes translation much more similar to a

"science” than to an "art." In the same way that, in the case of a science, an entire system of deformation must be overcome
before it can constitute a rigorous categorial horizon, translation likewise, must confront a field of linguistic, literary, and cultural
deformation in order to be able to realize its pure aim. That this end is rarely attained only confirms the necessity ofa
traductology that would accomplish a "Copernican revolution” of translation.

To finish, let us clarify the position of traductology in relation to the linguistic approach to translation. We start from the
presupposition that the two approaches are both distinct and complementary. In his Problémes théorigues de la traduction.
Georges Mounin poses the problem of the untranslatables: Morphologically, syntactically, lexically, etc_, languages tend to
make all translation impossible, except at a level of approxmmation where the "losses” are higher than the "gains " Thus,
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Mounin says, the translation of the approximately fifty words for bread in the region of Aix-en-Provence would pose "msoluble
problems” if "a French novel of some merit would have the world of baking in this region as its setting " 27 Examples of this
kind may be multiplied nfinitely and. of course, on other levels than that of the "semantic fields" of the author. This observation
is indisputable, even if Mounin attempts to minimize its scope in the last part of his book. Linguistically speaking. we are facing
a band of untransilatability. But if one puts oneself on the level of the fransiation of a rext, the problem changes completely.
To be sure, every text is written in a language; and in fact, the mmltiplicity of terms mentioned. whether it appears in an oral or
a written sequence, remains in itself "untranslatable” in the sense that the other language will not have the corresponding terms.
But at the level of a work, the problem is not to know whether or not there are equivalents for these terms. Because the level
of translatability is different. Faced with a multiplicity of terms without equivalence in his own language, the translator will be
confronted with different choices: gallicization (in Captain Grant's Children Jules Verne translates pampas as "the pampasian
plains"), borrowing (pampa in contemporary Fren:h} or semi-gallicization (porterio, inhabitant of Buenos Aires, becomes
portegne). The alleged untranslatability 1s dissolved in total translatability by simply having recourse to modes of relation that
exist naturally and historically between languages, but adapted in this case to the demands of the translation of a rexr:
borrowing and neologism for the lexical domain. It is the structure itself of the text that will dictate what must be "translated” or
"not translated” (in the usual sense), the non-translation of a term counting as an eminent mode of translation. Other
modalities complement this recourse to types of mterlingual exchanges. For instance, a term or a structure x will be canceled at
a point X in the text, possibly to be replaced by a term or a structure v at point I~ this is the procedure of compensation.
recommended already by Du Bellay. Or the positing of a term or a structure x situated at point X in the text at another point I
of that text where the target language can accommodate it better: This is the procedure of displacement. Or again,
homologous replacement: An element x, literally untranslatable, is replaced by an element y that is hnmnlngnui to it in the
text. These are not. as one tends to believe, makeshift procedures, but modalities that define the meaning itself of all literary
translation. inasmuch as it encounters what is linguistically (and sometimes culturally) untranslatable and dissolves it
in actual literary translatability without, of course, slipping into paraphrase or an opaque literalness. These modalities
are based to a large extent on what Efim Etkind called the "potential language."28 For any language. a rigorous
correspondence with another langunage may

< previous page page 189 next page >

If vou like this book, buy it!



< previous page page 190 next page >

Page 190

be postulated, but on a virtual level. To develop these potentialities (which vary from language to language) 1s the task of
translation which thereby proceeds toward the discovery of the "lanship " of languages. This task could not be simply
artistic; it supposes an extensive knowledge of the entire diachronic and synchronic space of the target language. Thus, the
translation of Spanish diminutives requires a thorough study of French diminutives (their history, the mode of thewr formation
and mtegration, etc.). without which one would believe oneself faced with "untranslatables." The abstract theorist of translation
and the intuitive practitioner encounter the same lmitation, which comes from the fact that they have no awareness of the
"heterological” wealth of the target langnage.

The modalities mentioned above are usually no longer classified in the category of translationfor instance by Jakobson or Max
Bensebut in that of "creative transposition.” the definition of which for that matter, remains indeterminate. But in fact this
11’5115;}05111&11 is the very essence of translation, and the former can only be opposed to the latter on the basis of a petty and
imaginary (the perfect correspondence, the adequarm} even speculative concept of translation. On the contrary, translation
must be defined on the basis of its actual operation, which does not at all mean that all modalities are equivalent, and that there
would not exist modalities that amount to non-translations or bad translations. As we have seen, these phenomena of non-
translations and bad translations must be taken into account by traductology for, as George Steiner said, without exaggerating
too much:

[t must be admitted that since Babel ninety percent of translations have been wrong and that it will remain that way. 29

These remarks are ammed at making clear that the linguistic and the traductological approach are different and. at the same
time, complementary, since translation can only realize its pure aim on the basis of linguistic knowledge, if at least it wants to go
bevond an empiricity that destines 90 percent of its products to being "wrong." In other words, the "Copernican revolution” of
the sciences of language must make possible the "Copernican revolution” of translation, without at all being the onlv foundation,
and without translation ever becoming a branch of "applied linguistics." Traductology will only be constituted in collaboration
with inguistics and poetics; it has much to learn from socio- and ethnolinguistics, as well as from psychoanalysis and
philosophy.

From that point on, science of rransiation would have a double meaning: a science taking the knowledge of translation as its
object, and the "scientificization” of the practice of translation. In this respect. it must be noted that France has remained far
behind other countries n
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this domain, like Germany, the Anglo-Saxon countries, the Soviet Union, and the Eastern countries. This theoretical delay has
as its corollary a delay on the practical level, both quantitative and quahtamr—; The opening of a domain of traductological

reflection, then, will fill the void whose grave consequences are appearing litile by little, and which contibute to a chronical
crisis in France of both translation and culture.

< previous page page 191 next page >

If vou like this book, buy it!



< previous page page 193 next page >

Page 193

Notes

The Manifestation of Translation
1. Cf. Pierre Levns, "Pourquoi retraduire Shakespeare." foreword to Shakespeare's Oeuvres (Paris: Club du Livre, 196264).
2. The Poet's Tongues: Multilingualism in Literature, New Y ork: Cambridge University Press, 1970,

3. This position may be compared to that of non-French writers writing in French. This concerns primarily the literatures of
francophone countries, but also works written in French by writers who do not belong to francophone areas at all, like
Beckett. We shall categorize these products under the heading of "foreign French." They have been written in French by
"foreigners,” and bear the marks of that strangeness in their language and in their thematics. Though it sometime s resembles the
French of the people of France, their language is separated from it by a more or less sensible abyss, like the one separating
our French from the French passages in War and Peace and The Magic Mountain. This foreign French has a close relation
with the French of translation. In the one case, there are foreigners writing in French and thus imprinting our language with the
seal of their strangeness; in the other, there are fnreign works rewritten in French, mhabiting our language and thereby also
marking our language with their strangeness. Beckett is the most striking E;:!-Lample of the proximity of these two kinds of
French, since he has written some of his works in French and himself translated others from English. In a good deal of these
cases, these works belong to a bilingual or multilingual space, in which French occupies a peculiar place: that of a minority
langnage, either dominated or dominant, and confronted in anv case with other languages in often antagonistic relations. This
situation is very different from the one in France, since our country, despite the existence of regional languages, tends toward a
monolingual existence. It engenders works marked by a double sign: As foreign works using French, a "peripheral” French,
they
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tend to be of the vernacular type, adapting popular expressivity. As works written in French, they tendin order to manifest
a belonging and an opposition to dominant neighbor languagesto use a "purer” French than the French of France. Both
tendencies may be found in the same work, as in the case of an Edouard Glissant or a Simone Schwartz-Bart. In all of
these cases, the foreign French text seems "other" than the French text written in France. These two antagonistic
tendencies make it similar to the writing of the translator who, confronted with an "other” foreign text, is tempted at the
same time to defend his own language (overgallicization) as well as to open it to the foreign element. The structural
parallelism is striking, and it is no surprise that the amm of the translatorto enrich his languageis also the aim of a good deal
of writers. The Mauritian poet Edouard Maunick states: "I would like to inseminate the French language” ("Ecrire, mais
dans quelle langue?" [Write, but in which language?] Le Monde, 11 March 1983).

Introduction

1. In Winfried Sdun, Probleme und Theorien des Ubersetzens (Munich: Hueber, 1967). p. 50.
2. Quoted in Fritz Strich, Goethe und die Weltliteratur (Bern: Francke, 1957), pp. 18, 47.

3. August Wilhelm Schlegel, Afterword to Tieck, in Athendwm 11, 2, p. 28081,

4. Novalis, Briefe und Dokumente, vol. 4 of Werke Briefe Dokumente, ed. Ewald Wasmuth (Heidelberg: Schneider, 1954),
p. 367 [Letter to A. W_ Schlegel. 30 November 1797].

5. Friednich Schleiermacher, "On the Different Methods of Translating " in André Lefevere, Transiating Literature: The
German Tradition from Luther Rosenzweig (Assen/Amsterdam: Van Gorcum, 1977), p. 88.

6. Wilhelm von Humboldt, "Emnleitung zu 'Agamemnon'." in Lefevere, p. 42.
7. In Sdun, p. 29.

8. Novalis, p. 368.

9. Letter of 11 February 1792, quoted in Scdun, p. 117.

10. Johann Georg Hamann, Samtliche Werlke 11, ed. Josef Nadler (Wien: Herder, 19350, p. 199_ (An excellent French
translation of this text, by J.-F. Courtine, can be found in Podisie, no. 3 (1980 351).
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11. For the analysis of this expression, see Chapter 5. p. 78,

12. Rudolph Pannwitz, Idie Krisis der europdischen Kultur (Namberg: Carl, 1947), p. 192

13. Walter Benjamin, Der Begriff der Kunstlritik in der deutschen Romantik, n Gesammelte Schriften I, 1 (Frankfurt am
Main: Subrkamp, 1974), p. 76

14. Armel Guerne, "Hic et nunc." in Le Romantisme allemand, ed. Albert Béguin (Paris: Cahiers du Sud, 1949), p. 357.
Guerne develops this pomnt of view elsewhere: "How often does Nowvalis, in his Fragments, dream of a language more euphonic
than his own! . . . This is . . . what enables us to grasp why there is such a tendency in Nowvalis to gallicize his German, right
down to his v Dcabulaﬂ and to move about in it spiritually in Latin. . . . It cannot be denied that Novalis's wnrl-; mternally had
its raison d'étre in French . . . a kind of initial need. the satisfaction of which gives him, or "gives him back." something, despite
everything that gets lost in the process of . . . the re-thinking . . . and the translation” (La Delirante, no. 45 [1972], p. 1856).
Which explains, though without justifying its oreat arbﬂ:raime&& Guerne's own "gallicizing”" translation of Novalis.

15. Nowvalis, Fragmente I, vol. 2 of Werke Briefe Dokumente, ed. Ewald Wasmuth (Heidelberg: Schneider, 1957 no.
1694, p. 449.

16. Ibid., no. 38, p. 18,

17. Friedrich Schlegel's Lucinde and the Fragments, tr. Peter Frchow (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1971),
p. 177 (Athendum Fragment no. 121). Cf the text 1:}1. F. Schlegel quoted by Beda Allemann in fronie und chhrurxg
(Pfullingen: Neske, 1969): "The good critic and characterizer should observe in a faithful. conscientious, and versatile way. like
the phx sicist, measure exactly like the mathematician, classify carefully lilkke the botanist, dissect like the anatomist, feel like the
musician, imitate like the actor, embrace practically like a lover, surv ey like a phﬂn&nphar study cyclically like a Ecu}ptur be
strict like a judge, religious like an antiquarian. comprehend the moment like the politician. etc." (p. 58) In short, to turn himself
into everything, to be versed in everything, to turn everything into everythingthis is the romantic "talent of the translator.”

18. Nowvalis, "Monologue," tr. Alexander Gelley, in German Romantic Criticism, ed. A. Lesle Wilson (New York:
Contimmm, 1982), p. 8283,

19. August Wilhelm Schlegel. Afterword to Tieck, Athendguwm 11, 2, pp. 28285,
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20. Novalis, Fragmente II, vol. 3 of Werke Briefe Dolumente, ed. Ewald Wasmuth (Heidelberg: Schneider, 1957), no.
1922 p. 53.

21. Pannwitz, p. 193,

22_ For a discussion of the "monologic” and the "intransitive." see Tzvetan Todorov, Theories of the Symbol and Mikhail
Bakhtin, The Dialo gic Imagination.

23_ Antoine Berman, "Lettres a Fouad El-Etr sur le Romantisme allemand." in La Delirante, no. 3 (1968), pp. 85117.
24 Nor is it in Romanticism. We are only concerned here with the incessantly mystified Jena Romanticism.

25 See Antoine Berman, "L' Ameénique latine dans sa littérature" Cultures 6 (1979) and "La traduction des oeuvres latino-
americaines,” Lendemains & (1982).

26. See our Conclusion.

27. Which clearly shows the extent to which the theme of translation remains culturally and ideologically obscured. Cf.
Andreas Huyssen, Die friithromantischen Konzeption von Ubersetzung und Aneignung, Studien zur frithromantischen
Utopie einer deutschen Weltliteratur (Zinich Freiburg-1.-Br .- Atlantis, 1969).

28 Walter Benjamin, Der Begriff. p.76.

29 "The Task of the Translator." tr. Harry Zohn, in lluminations (New York: Harcourt, Brace and World, 1968), p. 76.
30. After these lines had been written, a remarkable exhibition was organized by the Deutsche Schillergesellschaft in Marbach
(Federal Republic of Germany) in 1982, entitled WeltliteraturDie Lust am Ubersetzen im Jahrhundert Goethes ("World
Literaturethe Pleasure of Translation in Goethe's Century"). The catalogue of this exhibition (?DD pages) contains,_ in addition

to an abundant iconography. almost all of the available documents on the practice of translation in the period we are examining
here. Henceforth this basic work will be indispensable for any work on translation in classical and Romantic Germany.

Luther: Translation as Foundation

1. Johann Wolfgang von Goethe, "Noten und Abhandlungen zur besseren Verstindnis des West-ostlichen Divan." in Lefevere,
Translating Literature, p. 35.
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2. Johann Wolfzang von Goethe, The Autobiography of Johann Wolfgang Goethe [Dichtung und Wahrheit], tr. John
Oxenford. (Chicago: Chicago University Press, 1974) vol.2, pp. 11213,

3. Martin Luther, "On Translating: An Open Letter,” tr. Charles M. Jacobs, revised by E. Theodore Bachmann, in Luther's
Works, vol. 35, Word and Sacrament I, ed. E. Theodore Bachmann (Philadelphia- Muhlenberg Press, 1960), p. 181.

4. Thid., pp. 18889
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6. Ibid . p. 18990,
7. Mikhail Bakhtin, Rabelais and his World, tr. H. Iswolsky (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 1968). p. 465. [The French

translation, from which Berman quotes, renders "This line drawn between the languages" as "la délimitation des langages" (the
delimitation of languages) hence Berman's use of delimitation in the next line TE]

& Ibid., p. 468 and pp. 46970.

9 Ibid, p. 470.

10. "The creation of written German took place in connection with the translation of the Bible by Luther " (Hermann Broch)
11. Nowvalis to F. Schlegel, 7 November 1798: "There is in vour letter one of the most striking examples of our interior
synorganization and synevolution. You mention vour Bible-project, and in my studies of science in general . . . I, too, have
arrived at the Biblethe Bible as the ideal of all books. Once developed. the theory of the Bible will provide the theory of
writing or of the formation of words i generalwhich is at the same time the doctrine of the symbolic and indirect construction
of the creattve spirit. . . . All my acttvity . . . mmst be nothing else than a criique of the Bible-projectan essay on a unmversal

method of biblfication." (Nowvalis, Briefe und Dolumente, p. 404)

12. Franz Rosenzweig, "Die Schrift und Luther." in Hans Joachim Stérig. Das Problem des Ubersetzens
(Darmstadt-Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft, 1969, pp. 199203.
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14. Luther, "On Translating," p. 194.

15. Martin Luther, "Defense of the Translation of the Psalms." tr. E. Theodore Bachmann, in Luther Works, vol. 35, p. 216
(Also in Sténg, pp. 19697 ) Regarding his own translation of the Psalms, Moses Men-
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delsohn writes in 1783: "I have taken such little delight in innovation that, with regard to language, I have even remained
closer to Dr. Luther than to later translators. Wherever the former has franslated correctly, it seems to me he has also
germanized felicitously; I have not even feared the Hebrew phrases he once introduced into the language, even though
they might not be authentic German" (quoted in Weltliteratur, p. 127).

16. Ihid . p. 222 (also in Stérig, p. 196).
17. Saint Jerome, "Letter to Pammachms." in Sténig, p. 3.

18. See Chapter 10.

19. We shall see in our chapter on Hélderlin how the latter is very deeply connected to Luther, in his work as a poet as well as
in his work as a translator. Herder, Klopstock, and A. W_ Schlegel also refer to Luther's Bible, but only Hélderlin managed. in
a certain way, to take up the work on the German language that Luther accomplished as a fransiator. The relation to the
German language of someone like Nietzscheas a polemical think eris likewise hardly concervable without a long association
with Luther. The relation of this thinker to foreign languagesprimarily French and Italianalso shows that, like Hélderlin, he
seeks the truth of his own language in a certain "experience” [épreuve] of foreign languages. But the other pole, the rootedness
in what Hélderlin calls the "natrve” and Luther the language of "the woman in the home" or of "the common man in the
matketplace.” is missing in Nietzsche.

20. Walter Benjamin, "Conversation with André Gide." in Myvthe er Violence, p. 281 ["Gesprach mit André Gide",
Gesammelte Schriften IV, 1, p. 506].

21. A position still worth consideration: The contemporary flight of the "history of mentalities.” 1 e_, of the material, social, and
cultural base of our society and more specifically of its oral past, at the very moment when those foundations. tngether with
orality, seem to be radically breaking down, leads to the question: What is going on here? Is it nostalgia? A search for origins®
The solemn burial of values considered fascinating, but obsolete” What position do the historians of the oral past take with
regard to our present and the possible defense of popular cultures? The same question would be asked concerning ethnology.
We have here an extremely important process which is by no means foreign to the peculiar interests of an historical and
cultural theory of translation. German and French Romanticism have also faced. in their own way. this set of questions.
Nietzsche saw a vital danger in the "chameleontic faculty” constituted by the "historical sense™ He at-

i-J.
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tempted to reverse the situation by making it into a movement of appropriation. This union of appropriation and
domination, of identification and reduction, etc., has been characteristic of the Ewropean cultural reality up to this day.
Now it is being called into question from several points of view.

22 Athendum Fragment no. 229, tr. Farchow, p.194

Herder: Fidelity and Expansion
1. Rosenzweig, p. 194,

2. August Wilhelm Schlegel, Geschichte der Kassischen Literatur (Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 1964). p. 17. Quoted in
Lefevere, Translating Literature, p. 52

3. Collardeau has gn en a remarkable summary of the French problematic at the end of the rﬂghteenth century: "if there is any
merit in translating. it is perhaps only to perfect the original. if possible, to embellish it, to appropriate it, to give it a national air
and. in some way. to naturalize this foreign plant." (Quoted in Van der Meerschen, "Traduction ﬁ'ﬂ.tll;ﬂlﬂﬂ_ probléemes de fidelite
et de qualite,” in "Traduzione-tradizione," special issue of Lectures 45 [1980], p. 18).

4. Wolfzang Schadewaldt. "Das Problem des Ubersetzens." in Stérig. pp. 22526.

5. In Sdun, p. 21.

6. Ibid , p. 22

7. The Literaturbriefe, whose full title is Briefe, die neueste Literatur betveffend [Letters concerning the newest literature],

no doubt constitute the first of the German literary periodicals. Lessing was its chief animator, together with Thomas Abbt and
Moses Mendelsohn.

&. A space which, for him, refers to Luther: "It is Luther who awakened and liberated that sleeping giant. the German

language” (Fragmente, quoted in Rolf Zuberbiihler, Hélderlins Erneuerung der Sprache aus ihrven etvmolo gischen
Urspriingen [Berlin: Erich Schodt, 1969], p. 23).

9 In Sdun, p. 26
10. In J. Murat, Klopstock (Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 1939, p. 282,
11. In Sdun, p. 26.

12. Thid_. pp. 2526.
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17. [Here, and throughout, "trans-lation” is used to render the French fransiation, which has the more general meaning of
transposition (Latin franslatio), as distinct from translation (French fraduction) i the strict sense of mterlingual
transposition TR ]
18. Friedrich Schleiermacher, "On the Methods of Translating." in Lefevere, p. 8E. See also Chapter 6.
19. "Never have the ancients been read . . . as much as now, the understanding admirers of Shakespeare are no longer rare,
the Italian poets have their friends, the Spanish poets are read as zealously as is possible in Germany, the translation of
Calderon promises the best of influences. it may be expected that the songs of the Provencals, the romances of the North, and
the blossoms of the Indian imagination will not remain foreign to us much longer. . . . Under these propitious conditions it is
perhaps time to remind ourselves again of the older German poetry." (L. Tieck, quoted in Weltliteratur, p. 486).

20. Cf. Alexander von Humboldt, L Ameérigue espagnole en 1800 vue payr un savant allemand (Pars: Calmann-Levy,
1965).

21. Friedrich Schlegel, Dialogue on Poerry, tr. Behler and Struc, p. 77.

22 Novalis, Fragmente I no. 1712, p. 458,

23. Athendum fragment no. 297, tr. Firchow, p. 204.

24 As the romantic voyvage could sometimes be, called by Tieck "the vovage mto the blue."
25. August Wilhelm Schlegel, Die Kunstlehre (Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 1963), p. 230

26 F. Schlegel, Ideas, no. 102, tr. Farchow, p. 250.

27_F. Schlegel, Arhendum fragment no. 147, tr. Firchow, p. 180,

28. Goethe, "Noten und Abhandhingen.” in Lefevere, p. 36.

29 F. Schlegel. Dialogue on Poetry, tr. Behler and Struc, pp. 7879,

30. Humboldt, "Emleitung zu 'Agamemnon'," in Lefevere, p. 42.

31. "We do not want to possess Greek culture, it must possess us." (Herder, "Letters for the Advancement of humanity "

quoted in Weltliteratur, p. 318). Cf Hammer in the Preface to his 1812 translation of Hafitz: "[the translator] wanted not so
much to translate the Persian poet to the German reader than to translate the German reader to the Persian poet.”" (quoted in

Weltliteratur, p. 398)
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32_F. Schlegel. "Critical” fragment no. 46, tr. Firchow_p. 149,
33. Athendum fragment no. 277, tr. Firchow_p. 201.

34 Nietzsche, Twilight of the Idols. in The Portable Nietzsche, ed. and tr. Walter Kaufmann (New York: Viking Penguin,
1982), p. 557.

35. Athendum fragment no. 239, tr. Firchow,_ p. 19596.

36. F. Schlegel, "Uber die Philosophie." p. 62.

37. [The French word for novel (romarn) and the adjective derived from it (romanesgue) makes its place in this filiation from
ancient Rome to German Fomanticism more obvious than it appears in English. Berman also plays upon this etymological
connection between Roman culture and the novel in the next paragraph (Roman/roman), an effect with is unfortunately lost in
the translation TE._]

38. Nowvalis, "Bluthenstaub." in Schriften 11, ed. Richard Samuel (Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 1963), p. 437.

39 Nowvalis, Fragmente II. no. 1921, p. 53,

40. Friedrnich Hélderlin, letter of 4 December 1801 (in Essayvs and Letters on Theory, tr. Thomas Pfan [Albany, NY: State
University of New York Press, 1988], p. 150.

41. [See note 37 aboveTE_]
42 Klopstock expressed this brutally: "Do not talk to me about translating something from the French, or another foreign
langunage; however beautiful it may be, vou no longer have the right to it. The only translation I shall still allow of a German is a

translation from the Greek " (Letter to Gleim, 7 September 1769, in Ausgewdhite Werke, ed. K. A. Schleiden [Munich:
Hanser, 1962], p. 1164).

Goethe: Translation and World Literature

1. Quoted in F. Strich, p. 54.

|

Ibid , p. 26
. Johann Wolfzang von Goethe, "Wature," in Scientific Studies, ed. and tr. Douglas Hiller (New York: Subrkamp, 1988), p.

- Qouted in Strich, p. 24.

L

Ibid.. p. 56.
6. Thid.. p. 26.

< previous page page 202 next page >

If vou like this book, buy it!



< previous page page 203 next page >

Page 203
7. Ibid., p. 17.

&. Goethe, Conversations with Eclkermann, tr. John Oxenford (San Francisco: North Pomnt Press, 1984), p. 133 (31
January 1827).

9 Ibid , pp. 2324,

10.Ibid , p. 24.

11 Tbid . p. 25, our emphasis.

12 Tbid., pp. 2021.

13 Ibid., p. 18.

14 Tbid , p. 30.

15. Goethe, Conversations with Eckermeann, p. 62

16. Goethe's position n:ann:armng nationalism is expressed as early as 1801 in the journal Propvidern: "Perhaps people will
soon be convinced that there is no such thing as patriotic art or patriotic science. Like all good things. both balung to the whole
world and can only be furthered by a general, free exchange among all contemporaries. constantly bearing in mind what has
remained and is known to us from the past” (quoted in Strich, p. 49). In fact, nationalism puts Goethe's entire view of cultural
interactions imto question, which is not to say that he champions a hollow and abstract cosmopolitanism: "The issue is not that
nations should think alike, but that they should become aware of each other, understand each other, and even if they cannot
mutually love each other, they should at least learn to tolerate each other” (ibid_, p. 26). "One must get to know everyone's
particularities, in order to leave them to evervone, and precisely to be able to enter into relation with them: for the properties of
a nation are like its language or its currency. they facilitate intercourse, and even make it possible in the first place” (ibid., p.

26).

17. "Noten und Abhandhmgen . 3536. The scheme Goethe proposes here is triadic, conform to the concept of Bildung. In
the text devoted to Wieland, it is c’mal (as it is in Schleiermacher, who really only dew E;leE it more systematically): "There are
two maxims i translation: one I'EqI.JJI'EE that the author of a foreign nation be brought across to us in such a way that we can
look on him ours; the other requires that we should adapt ourselves to the foreign. . . . The advantages of both are sufficiently
known to educated people through perfect examples (" Zu briderlichem Andenken ‘Nielandi" in Lefevere, p. 39).

18. Quoted in Strich, p. 19.
19. Goethe, "Uber Literatur und Leben," in Gedenkausgabe, Bd 9, p. 633.
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20. Goethe, The Autobiography aof J. W, van Goethe, tr. John Oxenford. vol. 2

112

21.

22

23.
24

L

25 "All is eternally present in her. . _
26.
our chapter on A. W. Schlegel.
27. Quoted in Strich, p. 3738.
28.
29
30.
31
32.
33.
34

35. Hofmannsthal develops the same idea: "Languages belong to the most beautiful things on this world. . . .

matrvelous musical mstruments. . . . And vet, it is impossible to make them vibrate completelv. Yes, when we have become

Ibid , p. 131.

_ Quoted in Strich, p. 65,

Ibid . p. 55

page 204

Goethe, Conversations with Eckermann, p. 133.

The present is eternity for her" (Goethe, "Nature," p. 5).

next page >

Page 204

. (Chicago: Chicago University Press), p.

Strich, p. 2425 . This remark, though correct in itself, is far from exhausting the problem. The Romantics have a different
perception of the present than Goethe. But they cannot be characterized as infatuated with the pastthey are rather futurists. Cf.

Thid.,
Ibid .
Thid..
Thid..
Thid..
Thid.,
Ibid .

p. 34.
p. 34,
p. 33,
p. 36,
p. 36,
p. 36.

p. 35 Approximating translation: "I recently picked a bunch of flowers of the field. brought them home pensively; the
warmth of mv hand made the crowns bend down; I put them in a glass of fresh water, and what a marvel it was! The little
heads raised themselves again, stems and leaves became green, and it all seemed as healthy as 1if the flowers were still in thewr
maternal soil. It was this way for me when I, full of awe, heard my song in a foreign language."” [For a poetic translation, by

Vernon Watkins, see Selected Poems. ed. Clmatnphar Middleton (Boston: Suhrkamp/Insel, 1983), pp. 25455 TR ]

They are like

deaf to the beauty of our own language, the first foreign language to come on the scene has an indescribable magic for us; we
only have to transfer our faded thoughts nto
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it to watch them come alive like flowers put in fresh water." (Die prosaischen Schriften gesammelt, Bd 2 [Berln:
Fischer, 1907]. p. 105).

Fomantic Revolution and Infinite Versability

1. F. Schlegel. Dialogue on Poetry, tr. Behler and Struc, p. 7374,

2. Friednich Schlegel, Eritische Schriften (Munich: Hanser, 1964), p. 532

3. Iid . p. B3

4. Furthermore, F. Schlegel considers letters and dialogues to be fragments: "A dialogue is a chain or garland of fragments. An
exchange of letters is a dialogue on a larger scale, and Memorabilia constitute a system of fragments" (dzhendum fragment no.
T7; Firchow, p. 170). Translation, for its part. is placed in the framework of notes and and commentaries: "Notes are
philological epigrams; translations are philological mimes; many commentaries, where the text is only the point of departure or
the non-I, are philological idylls" ("Critical” fragment no. 75; Firchow, p. 152).

5. Novalis, Fragmente I, no. 1256, p. 330.

6. Novalis, Schriften II, p. 623.

7. E. Schlegel, Kritische Schriften, p. 419

8. Athendum fragment no. 444, tr. Firchow, p. 239,

9. "Uber die Philosophie." p. 3.

10. Nowvalis, "Dialogue 1" tr. Alexander Gelley, in German Romantic Criticism, p. 80,

11. Nowvalis, Briefe und Dokumente, p. 439.

12. Nowvalis, Fragmente II. no. 1839_p. 19.

13. Athendum fragment no. 434, tr. Firchow, p. 237.

14. Nowvalis, Fragmente I no. 26, p. 15.

15 Ibid . no. 1466, p. 391.

16. "Critical” fragment no. 115, tr. Firchow, p. 157.

17. Athendum fragment no. 235_ tr. Frchow, p. 199

18. Novalis, Fragmente II. no. 1902, p. 44.
19 Ibid. no. 1925 p. 55.
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20.TIbid , no. 1968, p. 70.
21. Nowvalis, Fragmente I no. 1152, p. 307.
22 Novalis, Fragmente II no. 2263, p. 132,
23 Athendum fragment no. 418, tr. Firchow,_ p. 231.
24 Athendum fragment no. 121, tr. Firchow, pp. 17677.
25 Nowvalis, Fragmente II, no. 2281_p. 139.
26.Ibid , no. 2263, p. 132
27 Ibid . no. 2128 p. 104
28 Athendum fragment no. 394, tr. Firchow,_ p. 227.
29 Nowvalis, Fragmente I, no. 1054, p. 292.
30. Athendum fragment no. 242, tr. Firchow, p. 196.
31. Novalis, Fragmente Il no. 1913, p. 49,
32. Ibid  no. 1921, p. 53.
33. Novalis, Fragmenre I nos. 61, 236_ 1710
34. Du Bellay, Defense et illustration de la langue francaise (Pans: Galimard, 1967), p. 221.
35 Novalis, Fragmente II, no. 2369, pp. 153960.
36. Ibid . no. 2431, p. 172
37. Novalis, Fragmente I no. 1733, p. 467.
38 Ibid , no. 1695, p. 449
39 Novalis, Fragmente II, no. 2307, p. 143.
40. Ibid , no. 1820, p. 13.
41. Athendum fragment no. 37, tr. Firchow, p. 166.
42 "Critical" fragment no. 35, tr. Firchow, p. 149,
43 Novalis, Fragmente II. no. 2173, p. 114.
44 Novalis, Fragmente I no. 1711, p. 457. Hence the concept of "magical idealism "
45 Tbid , no. 291, p. 94.
46. "Critical” fragment no. 37, tr. Farchow, p. 147.

47 Novalis, "Dhalogue [." tr. Alexander Gelley, in German Romantic Criticism, p. 8081. Cf. also Fragmente I no. 68: "Ars

litteraria.
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Evervthing a scholar does, says, speaks. suffers, hears, etc. must be an artistic, technical, scientific product or some such
operation. He speaks in epigrams, acts in a play, he is a dialogist, he represents conferences and scienceshe tells
anecdotes, stories, fatrvtales, novels, he feels poetically; when he draws, he draws as an artist, as a musician; his life is a
novelthus he sees and hears everyvthingthus he reads. In short, the genuine scholar is the completely cultured (gebildete)
manwho gives everything he touches and everything he does a scientific. ideal, and syncritical form” (p. 29).

48. Athendum fragment no. 116, tr. Firchow_p. 175,

49 Thid.

50. Novalis, Fragmente I, no. 40, p. 18.

51.Ibid.. no. 1335, p. 358.

52 Tbid . no. 239, p. 79.

53. Novalis, Fragmente II, no. 1952, p. 64. "Family likeness" is in French in the text ("air de famille").

54 Nowvalis, Fragmente I, no. 120, p. 40. "One and indmvisible" is in French i the text ("unes et indivisibles”).

55 Ibid . no. 1694 pp. 44840,

56. Ibid., no. 308, p. 99.

57.Ibid.. no. 61, p. 27.

58. Nowvalis, Fragmente II, no. 2084, p. 93. Novalis goes on: "On the confusion of the symbol with the symbolizedor their
identificationon the belief in a true, I:Dmplete representationand the relation of image and originalon the appearance and the
substance . . . all superstition and all error, in all times and all peoples and all indniduals, rest.”" The interchange ability of
symbols and n:ategnrie& excludes their absohitization. One of the consequences of this position is that there is no natural truth of
languagehence the romantic criticism of the Narursprache. See the next chapter.

59_ The metaphor of money is also found in "The Pamntings." a dialogue by A. W Schlegel published in the Athendum (11,
1:4449)_ in which the copy of an ancient work is presented as a process of translation: "Ah, if my drawing were a translation!

But it 1s barely a destitute abstract. . . . If [ want to translate (iibertragern) evervthing that [ percerve at the edges. the result
would be . . . petty; and with every part that [ melt together into larger masses something of the original mean-
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ing s lost. . . . I watch insistently and repeatedly; I collect the mmpressions . . . but then [ must translate them into words
internally. . . . Society and mutual social contact are the essential . . . It is with spiritual wealth as with money. What is the

good of having a lot and keeping it locked away? For true comfort what matters most is that it circulates multiply and
rapidly” (Quoted i Weltliteratur, p. 502). This text shows how the Jena Romantics interpret everything from the
viewpoint of translation, and how translation in turn is referred back to a larger "circulation,” of which money, as for
Goethe, is the symbol. The romantic "sympilosophy” is a translation.

60. "The tree may become a blossoming flame, man a speaking flamean amimal a walking flame" (Nowvalis, Fragmente I, no.
967, p. 267). "Animal nature of the flame" (Fragmenre I, no. 994, p. 272). Bachelard would speak here of metaphors of the

material imagination

61. "The philosopher translates the actual world mto the world of thought and vice versa" (Nowvalis, Fragmente II, no. 1956,
p- 65)

62. Clemens Brentano, Werke II. p. 262. See Chapter 7.

Language of Art and Language of Nature

1. It1s only in 1808 that F. Schlegel publishes his Essay on the language and the philosophy of the Indians.
2. Novalis, Fragmente I, no. 1394_p. 370.

3. Ibid , no. 1272 p. 343,

4. Ibid., no. 1277, p. 345,

L

. Novalis, Fragmente II, no. 1865, p. 30.
 Ibid., no. 2032, p. 83.

. "Critical" fragment no. 37, tr. Firchow_ p. 147.

ir=RE e =

. Nowvalis, Fragmente I, no. 1271, p. 343.
9 Ibid., no. 1411, p. 373.
10. Ibid.. no. 395, p. 125.

11. Ibid.. no. 163, p. 35. The last sentence is in French in the original: "Il est beaucoup phis commode d'étre fait que de se
faire someme."

12. F. Schlegel, Kritische Schriften. p. 471.
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13. Dialogue on Poetry, tr. Behler and Struc, pp. 89, 115.
14_F. Schlegel, Kritische Schriften. p. 471.
15. Nowvalis, "Bhithenstaub," p. 440.
16. Nowvalis, Fragmente II. no. 1916, p. 50.

17. Athendum fragment no. 428, tr. Firchow, p. 234, It is perhaps in this context that Guerne's remark on the relative
gallicization of Nowvalis's language may be better understood. a phenumennn which is after all evident in the choice of the
pseudonym "Novalis" by a man whose real name is Hardenberg: in Latin. novalis means a plot of land newly cleared for
cultivation (novalia in English). The native German would be the Natursprache, French the Kunstsprache. as French and.
abowve all, as other language. The recourse to "Romance” expressions would serve to raise the natural language to the level of
an artificial language, to enhance the distance with the former. This is the reverse of Luther's movement, which seeks both a
popular language and good German. Novalis noted this particularity of Luther's language, though seeming to confuse it with the
romantic mingling of the noble and the base: "Mix of the crude, the common, the proverbial, with the noble, the high, the
poetic. D, Luther's language" (Fragmente I no. 1402, p. 372). An abyss separates Luther's position from Nowvalis's, i.e_,
the position of the idealist dialectic of the constitution of a transcendental, poetical-philosophical language. The same process
of de-Germanization could be seen at the stvlistic level in F. Schlegel: the literary form of the Wizzof the fragmentremains the
French "mot d'esprit." the "trait" (Chamfort).

18. Novalis, Fragmente I, no. 1360, p. 363.

19. Friedrich Schlegel has expressed this taste for the artificial and its connection with reflexivity very well: "It is sublime taste
always to like things better when they have been raised to the second power. For example. copies of imitations. evaluations of
reviews, commentaries on notes. . _ . (Athendum ﬁ'ﬂgﬂﬂ&ﬂt no. 110, Firchow, p. 174). Apart from the striking mndarmh of

the text, the relation to translationcalled elsewhere "philological mimes" ("Cﬂtu:al" fragment no. 75, tr. Firchow. p. 152)is
obvious. Here artificiality consists of removing oneself ever further from whatever original.

20. Clemens Brentano, Werke II (Munich: Hanser, 1963), p. 262,
21. Nowvalis, Fragmente I, no. 479, p. 149.
22 Ibid., no. 1296, p. 348.

23 Nowvalis, Fragmente Il no. 1957, p. 65,
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24 Thid , no. 2228 p 126
25 Nowvalis, Fragmente I no. 1473, p. 392,
26.Ibid . no. 1285 p. 347
27 Ibid  no. 1275 p. 344
28. Bliithenstaub, p. 411.
29 Thid.
30. Nowvalis, Fragmente Il no. 1916, p. 30,
31. Novalis, Fragmente I no. 1327, pp. 25455,
32. Quoted in Eva Fiesel, Die Sprachphilosophie der deutschen Romantik (HildesheimW™New York: Olms, 1973), p. 33.
33_ Cf the astonishing "Mathematical Fragments" in Fragmente I, no. 401, pp. 12426,
34 Nowvalis, Fragmente II, no. 1855, p. 24.
35 Nowvalis, Fragmente I no. 343_p. 111.
36 Ibid , no. 328, p. 109, Cf also nos. 387 and 291
37.Ibid no. 401, p. 126
38 Ibid  no. 1320, p. 353
39.Ibid., no. 1326, p. 354
40.Ibid , no. 1313, pp. 35051.
41. Ibid , no. 1383, p. 368.
42 Tbid , no. 1400, p. 371.
43 Arthendum fraagment no_ 444, tr. Fachow, p. 239.
44 Novalis, Fragmente I no. 1398 p. 371.
45. No other literary romantic text measures up to this musicalizing reflexivity advocated by the Athendum. One will have to
wait until the twentieth century to see such texts emerge. A la recherche du temps perdu by Proust and Virgil's Dearh by
Broch are the most striking illustrations of the literary fecundity of Novalis's and Schlegel's principles. As regards Proust. Anne
Henry's worksnotably Marcel Proust: théories pour une esthéthigue (Paris: Klinksleck, 1981)have shown the influence of

Schelling. the philosopher closest to the 4thendum group, on this author and his literary project, through a whole series of
mediations. Reflexivity is nherent in Proust's writing and inscribed in the very
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title of the work (recherche). The remark by Proust, according to which the task of the author is identical to that of the
translator, and another one EISSEI‘I:IIlg that every work, as work, seems to be written in a foreign language. testify to his
belungng to the "literary space” opened by the 4 thendum. "With him_ we enter into a new aesthetic that no longer has its
roots in the lived, but in the solidity of the theoretical' (B.. Jaccard, "Proust theoricien," Le Monde, 5 August 1982). This
aesthetic is not new: It is the aesthetic of reflexmvity developed by F. Schlegel.

46. Novalis, Fragmente Il no. 2431, pp. 17172.

47 "Mystery in Literature " in Mallarme: Selected Prose, Poetry, Essavs, and Letters_ tr. Bradford Cook (B altimore: Johns
Hopkins University Press, 1936), p. 33.

48. "No word in the poem (I mean here every 'and’ or 'the.' 'a’ or 'it") is identical to the corresponding word in conversation
and everyday use; the purer lawfulness, the larger relation, the constellation it occupies in verse or artistic prose, changes it to
the core of its nature, makes it useless. unusable for mere intercourse. untouchable and durable " Quoted in George Steiner,
After Babel (New York: Oxford University Press, 1975), p. 241

49 Novalis, Fragmente I no. 1043, p. 288.

50. Ibid., no. 1434, p. 381.

51.Ibid., no. 1687, p. 446.

52 Ibid., no. 1752, p. 472.

53. Nowvalis, Fragmente II, no. 2386_p. 163.

54 Nowvalis, Fragmente I no. 133_p. 43. Cf also nos. 21 (p. 33) and the famous fragment no. 1847: "Poetry dissolves the
foreign existence mto its own" (Nowvalis, Fragmente I, p. 22).

55 Heinrich von Ofterdingen, tr. Palmer Hilty (New York: Ungar, 1964), p. 32.

56. "Romanticism. AbsolutizationUniversalizationclassification of the indvidual moment, of the indvidual situation, etc._, is the
actual essence of romanticizing' (Novalis, Fragmente I, no. 1440, p. 383).

57. As Benjamin observed. when he said of translation, "Thus translation_ wronically, transplants the original into a more

definitive linguistic realm, since it can no longer be displaced by a secondary rendening. . _ . It is no mere coincidence that the
word "tronic” here brings the Romantics to mind" (" The Task of the Translator” in [lluminations, p. 7576).
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58. In La Part du feu, Blanchot admirably expressed this movement: "Let us admit that one of the objects of literature is to
create a language and a work where the dead word would be really dead. . . . It appears that this new language should be to
the common language what a text to be translated is to the language that translates it- a set of words or events which we no
doubt marvelously understand and grasp. but which in thewr very familiarity make us feel our ignorance, as ff we discovered
that the easiest words and the most natural things may suddenly become unknown to us. That the literary work wants to keep
its distances, that it seeks to remove itself from any interval that always makes the best translation . . . into a foreign work, this
explains (in part) the symbolist taste for rare terms, the search of exoticism. . . . Traduit du silence [Translated from the
silence]. this title by Jo# Bousquet is like the wish of an entire literature that would want to remain translation in the pure state,
a ]ightened translation of something to be translated, an effort to retain of language the only distance that language seeks to
keep in regard to itself and that, at the limit, must result i its disappearance” (p. 181). We are very close to Eomanticism
hereas the reference to Bousquet confirms. Or rather, Blanchot's reflection seems totally caught in the space of literature
opened by the Arhendum.

59 Quite the contrary: Goethe's theory of "occasional poetry,” asserted many times in his conversations with Eckermann, is
radically opposed to that of romantic poetry. For him, the occasion is that by which poetry is rooted in contemporaneity and
naturalness.

60. Michel Foucaunlt, The Order aof Things, (New York: Random House, 1970), p. 300.

The Speculative Theory of Translation

1. Novalis, Fragmente I, no. 10, p. 11.

|

Ibid . no. 1280, p. 346.
Ibid.. no. 489, p. 153,

e ¥ 5

 "Critical” fragment nos. 73, 76, 119; Athendum nos. 229, 392393402

L

_F. Schlegel, Dialogue on Poetrv, p. 79.
Ibid, p. 87.

e DL * A

. Nowalis, Briefe und Dolcumente, pp. 36768
&. See Chapter 9.
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9 Novalis, Fragmente II, no. 1890, p. 41. That the act of translating effectively rests on such a penetration of the foreign
individuality and on a "genetic mimic” is attested to by the experience of any literary translator: The translator's relation to the
text he is translating (to its author and its language) is such that he enters into the zone of the work where it 1s, though finished,
still being generated. The translator penetrates, so to speak, mto the mtmacy of the author with his language, there where his
deprived language seeks to invest and metamorphosize the common, pub]in: language. And it is on the basis of the penetration
of this relation that the translator may hope to "mime" the foreign work in his language. The critical act, on the contrary, rests
on an approach. not a penetration. In this sense, it is not an experience, and the translator is closer to the actor or the writer
than to the critic. Or rather his mode of identification is different. The Romantics tend to confuse these relations under the
generic term "mimic " The field of this "mimic" is infinite and without delimitations: Once again we find the theory of infinite
versability, a theory that may be able to account for the critical actvity, but certainly not for the translating, or a fortiori the
poetic activity. The theory of self-limitation here is nothing but an insufficient parapet.

10. Nowvalis, Fragmente I no. 236, p. 77.

11. Athendum fragment no_ 393, tr. Firchow_ p. 226. See also no. 401: "In order to understand someone who only partially
understands himself, one must first understand him EDﬂIplE:tE;l‘- and better than he himself does, but then only partia]l*- and
precisely as much as he does himself" (ir. Firchow, pp. 22728). Obviously, all these axioms are valid for both criticism and
translation. Schleiermacher will draw a lesson from F_ Schlegel's reflection, by edifving a systematic theory of hermeneutics,
i.e.. of interpretation and understanding, and by developing his theory of translation against this background See Chapter 10.

12. Nowvalis, Fragmente II. no. 2411: "Each work of art has within itself an a priori ideal. a necessity i itself to be there. Only
by this does an authentic criticism of painters become possible.”

13. Benjamin, Der Begriff der Kunstloitilc, p. 67.
14. A W._ Schlegel. in his lectures on art and literature, does not say anything more than Novalis and Valery: Poetry is "the
summit of science, the interpreter and translator of this celestial revelation, the one the ancients rightly called a language of the

gods" (Die Kunstlehre, p. 227). See our chapter on A. W._ Schlegel.

15. Thus, Gerard Genette tells us. English appears to Mallarméas that perfect language "where at a distance all the virtues are
projected of
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which the own language as real language 1s deprived. . . . Another language, or rather any other language, might just as
well have done the job, ie., the office of 'supreme’ language . . . the supreme language being always, for every language,

the one across the street” (Mimologigues [Paris: Seuil, 1976], p. 273). That i1s why the German Shakespeare would be
better than the English.

16. Arhendum fragment no. 297 tr. Farchow, p. 204
17. That translation should be a "progressive” process, is obvious: it is never definitive and complete, nor can it imagine itself
such. Let us say that translations are more mortal than works. And that any work authorizes an infinitv of translations. Thus,

the act of translating belongs to the space of fragmentary writing which the Romantics seek to define and to legitimate. The
theory of the fragment should include a theory of writing in translations.

18. Quoted in George Steiner, After Babel, pp. 4045 [I have provided a literal translation of both versions in the right hand
column for the benefit of those readers who do not know French and/or German. Needless to say, [ claim no poetic vale for

it TR ]

19. Nowvalis, "Bhithenstaub." pp. 43940.

20. Following which Wilhelm and Caroline Schlegel published a dialogue entitled "The Paintings” in the Athendum in 1799,
21. Nowvalis, Fragmente II, no. 1868, pp. 3536.

22 Ibid., no. 2100, p. 96. Cf. also fragment no. 1954, "Symbols and Mystifications” (p. 63).

23 Nowvalis, Schriften . p. 177.

24 Nowalis, "Christendom or Europe." in Hvmns to the Night and Other Selected Writings, tr. Charles A Passage
(Indianapolis: Bobbs Memill. 1960), p. 39. The veiled Madonna is also Sophie, the fiancee who died prematurely. The image
is linked to death.

25 Athendum fragment no. 235, tr. Firchow, p. 195,

26. Nowvalis evades the problem in his "Bliathenstaub." saying: "Several names are suitable for an idea." Which indicates a
deliberate terminolo gical waveringmalking romantic thinking labvrinthineand shows to what extent language is a relative thing for
this thinking There is no theory here of the "night name!"

27_F. Schlegel, Dialogue on Poerry, tr. Behler and Struc, pp. 1023. These dreamv lines by F. Schlegel may help us

understand better what a
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mythic translation is: a translation that raises the original to the leveldifficult to define, to be sureof myth. After all, by dint of
translations and critiques, Don Quixote has really become a myth. And this myth, the so called "Idea" of the work, leaves
the actual book far behind itself. This process is a process of destruction of the original What happens with the
"masterworks of universal literature” constitutes the actual side of what the Romantics formulate speculatrvely: Hyper-
translated. hyper-known, they are barely read. and inhabit our world like mythical shadows. It is unnecessary to subscribe
to the Romantic dialectic to recognize that, historically speaking, they managed to "mythify" Dante, Cervantes, Petrarch,
and Shakespeare. Of their works only the pure Idea. the pure, empty image has remained. The issue for contemporary
criticism and translation is to find again, underneath this empty image, the lingnistic and empirical density of these works.

But the concept of a "mythical translation.” as distant as it may seem from actual translation, may well turn out to be a
fertile concept. It alludes to the profound relation of myth, history, and translation intuited. each in their own way, by
Rosenzweig and Benjamin. A relation which we should be able to retrieve from speculative thinking.

28. Behind whom German criticism has recognized Gries, translator of these pDEtS and Calderdn at the beginning of the
nineteenth century. Possibly Brentano also thought of A W Schlegel. the most "rationalist”" member of the Athendum, as the
allusions to the translation of Dante, Shakespeare, and the Italian renaissance poets seem to indicate.

29 Brentano, Werke II, p. 25862
30. Brentano, Werke I, p. 619. Literal translation: "O star and flower, spirit and garb, / Love, suffering and time and eternity "

31. Quoted in Fiesel, p. 40.

Translation as Critical Movement

1. Cf Beda Allemann, [ronie und Dichtung (Phullingen: Neske, 1969), p. 65.

| R

. Athendum fragment no. 116, tr. Farchow, p. 175.
3. "Cntical" fragment no. 117, tr. Firchow_p. 157.
4. Novalis, Fragmente II no. 1869_p. 36.

5. F. Schlegel, Krirische Schriften, pp. 376, 381.
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6. Ibid., pp. 42425 Cf Mme de Staél, in De l'Allemagne: "German hterature is perhaps the first to have started with
criticism” (p. 130).

7. Benjamin, Der Begriff der Kunstioitik, p. 67.
8. Athendum fragment no. 297 tr. Firchow_ p. 204,

9 F. Schlegel, "The Essence of Criticism." in Kristische Friedrich Schlegel Ausgabe, vol. 1: Charakteristiken und Kritiken,
ed. Hans Eichner (Munich: Ferdinand Schoningh, 1975), p. 118,

10. Athendum fragment no_ 393 tr. Firchow_ p. 226.
11. Arhendum fragment no. 287 tr. Frchow, p. 201.

12. This 1s how F. Schlegel defines the fragment. Cf. Arhendum fragment no. 206, tr. Firchow_ p. 187.

13. Benjamin, Der Begriff der Kunstloritik, p. 119. Cf. Lautréamont: "Judgments on poetry are worth more than poetry.
They are the philosophy of poetry. . . " (Maldoror and Poems_ tr. Paul Knight [Harmondsworth, England: Penguin, 1978]. p.
277).

14. Because the work calls for critical and hermeneutical approaches. is the basis for their necessity, but also escapes from
them and destines them to eternal incompletion.

August Schlegel: The Will to Translate Evervthing

1. Cf the well-documented and sympathetic article by Marianne Thalmann, "August Wilhelm Schlegel." in 4. W, Schlegel
17671967 (Bad Godesberg: Internationes, 1967): "The course of Vienna, which knew three editions between 1809 and
1841, is the most widely read work on hteraﬂ history_ It is translated in all languages . . . and launched movements
cnrre&pnndmg to German Romanticism in Northern and Slavic countries. It determined the mudgment on the 'classical' and the
'‘modern’ in foreign countries” (p. 20).

2. Cf Lacoue-Labarthe and Nancv, The Literary Absolute, pp. 512, and Maurice Blanchot, "The Athendum." tr. Deborah
Esch and lan Balfour, Studies in Romanticism 22 (1983) 163712.

3. With regard to the Schlegels, Wieland speaks of "exuberant little gods." At the end of his life, Goethe expressed his ill-

humeor, castigating the Schlegeleiby homonymy with Flegelei, boorishnessi e | too mmuch artificiality and versatility in them for
the "natural” man he wants to be.
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4. Quoted in Thalmann, "Schlegel." p. 13.
5. Who called himself "improving mediator” (ibid.. p. 10).
6. Ihid.. p. 9.

7. A W. Schlegel, "Etwas tiber William Shakespeare bey Gelegenheit Wilhelm Meisters," Die Horen, 2, no. 4 (1796), p.
11012

&. Ibid. Which entails, for instance, abandoning the alexandrine, which is ill suited for Shakespeare's verses.

9. "MWy translation has transformed the German theater." he wrote to Tieck on 3 Septerﬂber 1837. "Only compare Schiller's
iambs in Wallenstein to those in Don Carlos. and vou will see how mmuch he has been in my school." (Quoted in Frank Jolles.
A. W. Schlegel Sommernachtstraum in der ersten Fassung vom Jahre 1789 [Gottingen: Vandenhoeck and Ruprecht.
1967]. p. 34).

10. Quoted in Thalmann, "Schlegel." p. 9.
11. Quoted m M. Thalmann, Romantiker als Poetologen (Heidelberg: Lothar Stiehm, 1970), p. 49

12. A W._ Schlegel, from Geschichte der klassischen Literatur, m Lefevere, Translating Literature, p. 52

13. A. W._ Schlegel, Die Kunstlehre, p. 231.

14. This apology of form grounds the necessity of poetic translation, just like the apology of content motivates Goethe's
tolerance in matters of translation.

15. A. W._ Schlegel, Geschichte der klassischen Literarur, n L efevere, pp. 5253,
16. A W. Schlegel, Die Kunstlehre, p. 349.

17. Ibid., p. 349. The text continues with the introduction of the theme of ﬂﬂ‘-’ﬂlﬂlﬂg‘- and poetry as the inter]}reter and
translator of the language of the gods. The similarity to Novalis and Valéry is striking. Here, too, translation is translation of
translation. Thus, A. W. Schlegel shows himself to be faithful to the Romantic monological prmu:rple Poetry can only be poetry
of poetry, translation can only be translation of translation, etc. True, at this stage, A W. Schlegel allows himself an outright
pastiche of his brother. But his own domain as a translator is the metrical poetic forms; for his part, F. Schlegel (as a critic)
studies the fextual poetic and literary forms. The former provides a theory of metrics, the latter a theory of genres. The two

theories complement each other, and have ther "formalism" in common.

< previous paqge page 217 next page >

If vou like this book, buy it!



< previous page page 218 next page >
Page 218

18. Hence the correct but mdeterminate axiom: "Everything, even the concept of fidelity. is determined according to the nature
of the work with which one is dealing and the relation of the two languages" ("Uber die Bhagavad-Gita." in Stérig, p. 99).

19. "It 1s clear that the most perfect h’anslaﬁnn can never equal the text" (A. W. Schlegel, Geaschichte der Klassischen
Literatur, in Lefevere, p. 53). Translation is "a thankless task . . . not only because even the best translation is never valied as
highly as the original w ork. but also because the translator. the more his insight increases, the more he must feel the inevitable
imperfection of his labor" ("Uber die Bhagavad-Gita." p. 98). To be sure, three lines down the tone changes. and the translator
becomes "a messenger from nation to nation, a mediator of mutual respect and admiration, where otherwise there was only
indifference or even aversion” (ibid.). The eternal balancing of the translator's consciousness between absolute pride and
absohite humility, undoubtedly exacerbated by the unstable, and ultmately inferior, status of translation in Romantic thinking

20_ As_for mstance_ the Greek 1s for Holderlin
21. Nowvalis, Schriften 11, ed. Samuel, p. 250.
22 Afterword to Tieck, in Athendgum, 11, 2. p. 281.

23_ As Blanchot says, Don Quixote is "the romantic book par excellence, in as much as the novel reflects itself and
incessantly turns against itself" (L'Entretien infini, p. 239). In fact, Cervantes's work has everything to seduce the Romantics.
And even more so because it stands in a pmfnund relation to translation, a relation well observed by Marthe Eobert in
L'Ancien et le nouveau (Paris: Grasset. 1963). The story Cervantes proposes to his readers is allegedly a translation from the
Arabic (a certain Cid Hamet ben Engeli wrote the original, and Cervantes has to pay someone to translate it). Moreover, Don
Quixote and the Canon have a keen interest in the problems translation. A. W. Schlegel quoted the speech Don Quixote held
on translation in the printing house in Barcelona at least twice. And a great mmmber of the books that made the hero "mad" are
themselves translations. it is not difficult to immagine that under those circumstances the Romantics should have seen in this book
a striking example of a "reflextve” work, a "copy of imitation " The fact that Don Quixote should be presented as a translation
may count as an tronization, a relativization in the romantic sense. And this is how Marthe Robert interprets it " Translation,
here, is the symptom of a dlSI‘LIptlDﬂ of the unity of language it marks the dismemberment it is called upon to remedy by an
ungrataful labor, destined in the best case to a semi-defeat" (p. 11819). But in truth, the fact that the greatest novel of
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classical Spanish literature should be presented by its author as a translation from the Arabic could lead to a reflection that
moves in an entirely different dimension: that of the mode of affrmation of the Spanish language, culture, and literature that
Don Quixote representsa self-affirmation in which, once more, "translation” (though as a fiction) is present. The reflexmity
of this work loses its meaning if one makes of it a pure "agile, fantastic, wonic, and brilliant mobility," (Blanchot,
L'Entretien, p. 239) divorced from any historical soil. Moreover, Cervantes's artifice refers to that category of works
which want to present themselves as rranslations. Thus, for that matter, it is more than an ariifice: it is one of the
possibilities af interaction of writing and transiation. Or also: the indication that all writing is situated concretely in a
space where there is translation and languages. Think, for example, of the works of Tolstoy, T. Mann, or Kafka.

24 Athendum 11, 2. p. 281,
25. F. Schlegel also says: "Thus. one must know evervthing in order to know something” ("Uber die Philosophie." p. 73).

26. And vet. the fate of the fragmentary seems to strike him as well in his work as translator: "As such, it goes strangely with
this . . . Shakespeare: [ can neither abandon him nor proceed to the end." he writes to Tieck in 1809 (quoted in Weltliteratur,
p. 149} In fact, Tieck and his daughter will continue and finish the great enterprise of the poetic translation of Shakespeare.

27. Who contributes to this program by translating Cervantes, but also by helping A. W. Schlegel finish his translation of
Shakespeare. Tieck is close to the Jena group. Since he barely wrote on translation, we do not deal with him in this study. But
he is a great Romantic translator: his Don QJuixote has remained unequalled.

28 By translating the Bhagavad Gita, A. W_ Schlegel, at bottom, follows the injunction of the Dialogue on Poerry: "We
must seek the highe st romanticism in the Orient” (tr. Behler and Struc, p. 87). And Tieck: "I believe more and more that the
Orient and the North are in a close connection and mutually elucidate each other, and that they also elucidate the ancient, and
modern times” (in Thalmann, "Schlegel." p. 29).

29 In Thalmann_ "Schlegel" p. 24.
30. "The authentically new sprouts only from the old, / The past must ground our future, / The dull present should not retain

me." (A. W_ Schlegel, dedication to Blumenstrdusse italidgnischer, spanischer und portugiesischer Poesie, 1804; quoted in
Weltliteratur, p. 505).
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31. For the German Romantics, French classicism sometimes incarnates this negatrve. Cf. F. Schlegel, the Dialogue on
FPoetry, tr. Behler and Struc, p. 75:

Camilla. You have hardly mentioned the French at all [in the history of poetry].

Andrea. It happened without particular intention; I found no reason to do so. . . ..

Ludoviko. Through this underhand trick he indirectly anticipated my polemical work on the theory of false poetry.
32. Armand Robin, Le monde d'une voix (Paris: Gallimard, 1970), p. 178.

33. Ibid | p. 160.

34. Ibid.. p. 93.

35 Thid . p. 81.

36 Ihd., p. 98. The double movement must be noted by which R.obin entitles his translations "Poésie non-

tracduite" [th*anilated poetry] and otherwise writes a poetry in which the act of translating itself becomes a major poetic
theme: translation of poetry and poetry of translation. Armand Fobin's relation to poetry, languages, dialects. and translation
would warrant an entire study.

37. Cf Frank Jolles, Sommernachtstraum.

38 Erich Emigholz writes, in "Thirty-five times Macbeth:" "The second part of the scene of the porter (I, 3) contains quite
coarse obscenities. They are absent in Dorothea Tieck's translation. The reason for this 1s soon understood, for she translates
'lie’ as 'Liige,' [a ie] and not as what this can and must mean here, namelv 'lving with.' The result almost nonsensical. .. . Ina
certain way, such a mistake (or m&mder&tandmg} is characteristic of the Romantics. Though far from bemg prudish, thex did
not like to let obscenities go by in a poet of Shakespeare's level. What is too crude contradicts the poetic sense of
romanticism. Which is why Dorothea Tieck substitutes an elevated poetic formula for Shakespeare's direct remark. Moreover.
it 1s not infrequent for the romantic unobtrusiveness to determine the choice of words as well" (in A. W Schlegel 17671067
pp. 3334). One will benefit from Emigholz's brief analysis of Dorothea Tieck's Macbeth translation, an analysis in which the
limits of romantic translation clearly appear.

39 Jenaischen Allgemeinen Litteratur-Zeitung, quoted in Jolles, p. 32.
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40. See our Chapter 10.
41_F. Schlegel, Kritische Schriften. p. 403,

42 Quoted in Ernest Tonnelat, Histoire de la litterature allemande (Paris: Payot, 1952}, pp. 16577.

Schleiermacher and W. von Humboldt Translation in the Hermeneutical-Linguistic Space

1. Schiller writes to Humboldt in 1796: "In my eyes, you have a nature that would pm}ﬁbit vou from being counted among the
speculative and scholarly men of the conceptand a culture that excludes vou from the genmus sons of nature. Your path is
certainly not that of production. but vou have the judement and the patient fervor to ac:nmphsh vourself” (quoted in the
Introduction to Humboldt's works, tr. Pierre Caussat, Paris: Seuil, 1974, p. 17). The "fervor” and the "judgment” concern the
study of language.

2. "The symbolic system is formidably intricate, it is marked by that Ferschlungenheir [which] designates the linguistic
intersectionevery isolable ngumstic symbol 1s not only solidary with the whole, but cut through and constituted bv a series of
affluences, of oppositional overdeterminations that constitute it in several registers at once. Is this system of language, into
which our discourse is displaced, not something that infinitely surpasses any intention that we may put in it and that is only
momentaneous’" (Jacques Lacan, Le Séminaire, vol. I [Paris: Seuil, 1973], p. 63).

3. Cf Peter Szondi, "Schleiermacher's Hermeneutics Today," n On Texrual Understanding and Other Essays, tr. Harvey
Mendelsohn (Minn Eﬂ:pD]lE University of Minneapolis Press, 1985}

4. Crudely speaking, theories of understanding postulate that the meaning of its "expressions” is accessible to the subject by
virtue of a hermeneutic movement of self-understanding. Theories of interpretation postulate that the subject, in a certain way,
does not have access as such to such an understanding. This is the whole conflict between psychoanalysis and phenomenology
as it appeared with Merleau-Ponty and Ricoeur. Steiner's work on translation is situated in the framework of a theory of
underﬁtandmg and it is striking that he never once mentions the discoveries of psvchoanalysis, though these are of a nature to
change our view of interlingual and mtralingual processes.

5. In effect. Schleiermacher proposes a reading of oral expressions, i.e., those of "conversation." Cf. Szondi, pp. 98101.
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6. H.-G. Gadamer, Truth and Method (New York: Sheed and Ward, 1975), p. 350.
7. Schletermacher, "On the Different Methods of Translating." in Lefevere, p. 71.
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8. Letter to Schiller, quoted by Caussat (tr.). Inrroduction, p. 17

9. "Latium und Hellas." p. 20.

10. In Lefevere, p. EE.
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11. Thus Schleiermacher studies the relations of national languages i conjunction with translation, the case of bi- or

multilingualism, the conditions for the access of the mother tongue to the state of "culttvated" language. Translation, then, finds
itself in an "mtersected” space where the relation to languages can take on a thousand forms. Humboldt studies the relation of
langunages to their dialects, ther communities, etc.

12. This systematic remains in the programmatic stage.

13.
14.

15

- -

99.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.

21.
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In Szondi, p. 99.
In Lefevere, p. 82.

The same distinction can be found in hermeneutics, where not everything is worth an act of understanding. Cf. Szondi, p.

In Lefevere, p. 86.
Ibid.,
Foucanlt, pp. 28791.
In Lefevere, p. 76.
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29 Thid , p. 79.

30. Ibid . p. 79.

31 Tbad . p. 79.

32 Ibid., p. 84. We should not forget that Schleiermacher was talking to the Berlin Academy.
33. Ibid., p. 80.

34 Ibid , pp. 8889.

35 Humboldt, "Emleitung zu 'Agamemnon'," in Lefevere p. 41.
36. Ibid . p. 42

37. Iid , p. 41.

38. In Caussat (tr.), Introduction, p. 22

39 In Lefevere, p. 41.

40.Ibid , p. 41.

41.Tbid , p. 41.

42 Tbid , p. 42.

43 Thid . p. 42

44 Ibid., p. 42.

45 [Inquietante-etrangete (disturbing strangeness) in the usual French translation of Freud's Lmheimiiche. In English, of
course, the usual translation is "the uncanny” TR_]

46. In the field of translation, the limits of hermeneutical theorvfrom Schleiermacher to Steinerseem to be the following: to
dissolve the specifity of translating by tﬂﬂl-:lﬂg it into a EpE:l:lEll case of the mterpretive process, to be unable, as a theory of
consciousness, to approach the unconscions dimension in which linguistic processesand hence, translationare played out.

Regarding the first point, to assert that translation is an interpretation, an act of "understanding.” is a misleading
obviousness. That there is nterpretation in each translation does not mean that every translation is nothing but
interpretation or that it depends essentially on interpretation. The relation to the foreign work and the foreign language
plaved out in translation is sui generis, capable of being seized only on the basis of itself. Interpretation always aims at a
meaning Now, translation depends so little on the total capturing of a meaning that, strictly speaking, one should always
translate texts one does not entirely "under-
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stand." The act of translating produces its own mode of understanding the foreign language and the foreign text, which is
different from a hermeneutical-critical understanding. From this it follows that a translation never rests on a preexisting
interpretation. F or example, the certainty of a philosophical translation does not depend on the critical understanding of the
text to be translated, even if, to be sure, some work of interpretation and analysis is indispensable. it might be said that the
textual analysis to which the translator has to apply himselflike the charting of the network of findamental terms and
associations in a novel, the "system" of its writing, etc.is determined a priori by the fact that he is going to translate: To
read i order to translate is to illumine a text with a light that is not only of the order of hermeneutics, it is to carry out a
reading-translationa prefranslation. This pretranslation may appear when one looks at the words, sentences, or segments
of sentences that the translator has underlined in the text to be translated before starting on the actual translation: not only
the words and passages he does not "understand” (which will supposedly be few), but those that, at a first reading. present
a problem of translation becanse of their great distance in relation to the "target language." Those are the skylines of the
strangeness of the work, or its line of resistance to translation. And by and large this line coincides with the original system
of the work i its language. From this point, a certain reading of the work is possible which may be transformed into a
"critical” reading. In this sense, translation is a imowledge of the work.

Criticism by translation is a mode of criticism rreducible to interpretive criticism. Hermeneutical theory overlooks this
dimension. Logically, it is led to consider the translator as the poor relative of the critic. It does not see the positivity of a
translating reading. For hermeneutics, it will always be better to read the work in the original languagetranﬂlatmn would be
a malkeshift solution. But that is not the case: Just as for the work the fact of being translated is an enriching movement, and
not an uprooting, the reading of a translation is an original op eration for the reader, not only because it concerns a foreign
text, but because it is a special type of writing and a special type of text.

‘We may also point out that the "normal” mode of reading for a foreign text is the reading of its translation. To read a book
in its original language will always be an exception, and an operation full of limitations. That is the normal cultural situation,
which no learning of languages can or should remedy_ becanse there is nothing negative in it. The issue here is to proceed
to a radical reversal of vales.

Translation is not a makeshift, but the mode of existence by which a work reaches us as foreign. A good translation retains
this strangeness even as it makes the work accessible to us.
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In fact. it 1s always assumed that the one who can read the work in its original language i1s better equipped to taste and
know it than the one who has to settle for a translation. The latter would be to the original what the picture of a woman is
to the actual woman. But both readers are dealing with a foreign text, which always remains foreign to them,_ whether it has
been translated or not. This strangeness is rreducible. We French will never read an English poem the way an English
reader does. The difference between the two readers is only gradual.

To fight the perennial obfuscation of this situation (which is an historical phenomenon that should be studied, just like
studies have begun on what a "bad" translation, culturally speaking, is) is one of the tasks of a theory of translation.

For that matter . that a translation that "smaclks" of translation should be considered bad is a contradiction which overlooles
that the writing of a translation is an irreducible mode of writing: a writing that welcomes the writing of another language in
its own writing, and that cannot, lest it be an impnﬁhn’e suppress the fact that it is this Dparaﬁnn We should even go
further, and say that in all iterary writing there is always a trace of such a relation. Just like in our speech, as Bakhtin says,
there is always the speech of the other, and just like this this interlacing of two speeches constitutes the dlalngm structure of
human language . if every writing n:uphe& a horizon of translation (and this, in a profound way, is the meaning of Goethe's
Weltliteratur), it is absurd to demand that a translation appear as a "pure” writingwhich is itself a myth. A discipline like
comparative literature lives by the obfuscation or the forgetting of this problematic, which we have already mentioned in
relation to Don Quixote.

Hélderlin: The National and the Foreign

1. Friedrich Beissner, Holderlins Ubersetzungen aus dem Griechischen (Stuttgart: Metzler, 1961); W. Schadewaldt,
preface to Sophokles: Tragddien. Deutsch von Friedrich Hilderlin, ed. W. Schadewaldt (Frankfurt am Main: Fischer,
1957}, etc.

2. Benjamin, "The Task of the Translator," pp. 8182.

3. Jean Laplanche, Héalderlin et la question du pere (Pans: PUF, 1961), p. 275. Cf_ also Lows Wolfson, Le Schizo et les
langues (Paris: Gallimard, 1970), where this negative relation appears that pushes the schizophrenic toward foreign languages
and a sort of mythical language destined to neutralize the language of the "mother."

4. Laplanche: "A poet because he opens schizophrenia as a question, he opens this question because he is a poet” (p. 133).
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5. Zuberbiihler, p. 18.
6. Ibid.. p. 78.
7. Ihid.. p. 81
8. Ihid.. p. 94.
9. Ibid.. p. 101.

10."T want to speak like vour Luther speaks” ("Die Memige." in Samtliche Werke Bd. 1, 1, ed. Friedrich Beissner (Stuttgart:
Kohthammer, 1946). p. 15.

11. "But we are fated / To find no foothold. no rest.” Hélderlin, Poems and Fragments, tr. Michael Hamburger (New York:
Cambridge University Press, 1980), p. 79.

12. Zuberbihler. p. 24, n6. King James version: "For unto you it is given in the behalf of Christ . . . to suffer for his sake”

13. In his article on Shakespeare, A. W. Schlegel writes: "Not all that is old is archaic, and Luther's sententious language is
more German even now than many fashionable affectations” (Die Horen, p. 112).

14. On the influence of dialects, see Lothar Kempter, Hélderlin in Hauptwil (Tibingen: Mohr, 1975).

15. Cf. Gerard Manley Hopkins' poetry; "The mix of Latin and Anglo-Saxon was a historical fact. . . . Nevertheless, one
could attempt. if not to exclude Latin entirely, at least to significantly reduce its part . . . by subordinating it to the original
Saxon element become dominant. This is what Hopkins did. In search of this new dosage . . . he was led to appropriate
words, or meanings_ that had become obsolete. . . . Likewise, expressions gathered from a Welsh peasant's lips lose their
limited, regional character entirely with him_ Tt is because Hopkins approprated for himself this local speech, those ancient
words, for profound reasons. and because he brmg& them into play according to the laws" (G. M. Hopkins, Poémes, tr. and
intr. Pierre Leyns [Pans: Seml, 1980], pp. 1011).

16. Heidegger, Erlduterungen. p. 115,

17. Hélderlin, letter no. 236, Essays and Letters. pp. 14950.

18. Hélderlin, "Remarks on 'Antigone’." Essavs and Letters, p. 114

19 Ibid.

20. Hélderlin, letter no. 244, in Samtliche Werke, 6, 1, p. 437.

21. Ibid . p. 436.
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_ Friedrich Hélderlin, Poems and Fragments, tr. Michael Hamburger, pp. 39393,
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Tbid.. p. 447

6. Friedrich Hélderlin, Hvmns and Fragments, tr. Richard Sieburth (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1984), p.
421.

RE ]

27. Hélderlin, Poems, p. 537.
28. Hélderlin, Hymnus, p. 117109,
29 Samtliche Werke Bd. 2, 1:p. 163.

30_Ihid 2. 2:p. 608. The "colony." as Heidegger says in his commentary of "Remembrance.”" "is the foreign country, but the
foreign n:n:runtn which in:uultaner:ruslt evokes the home country” (p. 93). "The colony is the daughter country that I'E;fEI’E back
to the mother country’ (ﬂ:nd ). The appearance in Helderlin, in a poem that deals with what is foreign and what is one's own, of
the notion of ' n:DlDﬂj_._ is remarkable. From the poet's perspective, it alludes to the ancient "Greek colonies” (the setting of
Empedokles i1s Agrigenta, a colony) which were, in effect like "daughters” to a "mother home country." as well as to the
mocdern colonies of the "Indies.” mentioned,. with Columbus or Vasco da Gamo, in many of Hélderlin's late poems (cf. "The
Titans"). Now, those modern colonies, which are established on the "fragrant isles” of Asia and America (the old and the new
Indies), maintain a different relation to the "mother home country": The latter is perpetuated in them, but the "daughters." it
could be argued, are cross-bred m it: The modern colony is the place in which what is one's own and foreign are united. The
daughter has been married to the foreign. And this is something that could not have escaped Hélderlin during his stay in the
"colomial" port of B ordeamx.

In this sense, the poet's "Indies" have nothing to do with those of Romanticism: they designate the immense historical space
opened by the navigators and the conguistadores. who have instituted a new form of "colony," and hence of the relation
to the foreign. That this relation has historically been experienced with reference to the Greek colonizers, is borne out by
Camoéns's Lusiades, which Germany discovered at the time when Hélderlin wrote his poems. A. von Humboldt's vovage
to South America is an exploration of the reign of the modern colony.

31. Hélderlin, Poems, p. 477.
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32.Ibid . p. 557.
33. Hélderlin, Essays and Letters, p. 113; our emphasis.
34 Holdetlin, Samtliche Werke 2. 1, p. 325.

35 Hélderlin, Poems. p. 5539. A confusion for which, perhaps, an example may be found in the following fragment from the
Tabingen period:

Tende Stromfeld Simonetta.

Teufen Amyclae Aveiro on the river
Vouga the family Alencstro its

name therefrom Amalasuntha Antegon
Anathem Ardinghellus Sorbonne Celestine
And Innocent interrupted the

disquisition and dubbed it (the Sorbonne)
the nurserv of French bishops

Aloisia Sigea differentiae vitae
urbanae et rusticae Thermodon

a river in Cappadocia

Valtelino Schinberg Scotus Schonberg Tenerife

Sulaco Venafro

Region

of Olympos W eisbrunn in Lower

Hungary. Zamora Jacca Baccho

Imperiali. Genoa Larissa in Syria

(Hélderlin, Hymns, p. 235).
36. Cf. "Remembrance” "Many a man / Is shy of going to the source” (Holderlin, Poems, p. 491).
37. For his part. Goethe rather wants to keep the language at an equal distance from dialects and foreign languages.
38. "De quot s'agit-il donc? Quelque propos te tourmente_ c'est clar" Antigone (Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 1967).

39 "Qu'v a-t-i7 Tu sembles brover un pourpre dessein." Hélderlin, I Antigone de Sophocle, tr. Philippe Lacoue-Labarthe
(Paris: Bourgois, 1978).

40. In Zuberbithler, p. 1821.
41. Hélderlin, letter to Friedrich Wilmans (28 September 1803) in Samiliche Werkce 6, 1:p. 434,

42 Beaufret in Remargues sur Oedipe et Antigone (Pans: 10/18, 1963), p. 35.
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43 Holderlin, letter to Friedrich Wilmans (2 Apnl 1804) in Sdamtliche Werke 6, 1:p. 439.
44 Beaufret p. 37.
45 Thid | p. 39.

46. Hélderlin, "Remarks on 'Antigone’." in Essavs and Letters, p. 114. By going back from the figurative to the proper, literal
meaning of the Greek verb.

47. Tr. Elizabeth Wyckoff (The Complete Greek Tragedies, ed. Grene and Lattimore, vol. III [New York: Modern Library,
1956]). Cf. Beaufret's discussion of this point in his introduction to the Remargues, pp. 3637. Holderlin himself justifies this
divergence, saying: "To bring it [the figzure of Danag] closer to our mode of presentation” (Essavs and Letters, p. 112).

48 Tt suffices to think of Nietzsche, Hofmannsthal, or K. Remhardt's Sophocles (tr. Hazel Harvey and David Harvey, Oxford:
Basil Blackwell, 1979).

49 Quoted in Steiner, p. 346.
50. Hélderlin, "Remarks on 'Oedipus’." p. 107.

51. This modernity should be situated, above all, in the way the essence of poetry is concerved: to open a space of
differentiation in the double relation to the "native” and the "foreign " This is by no means particular to Hélderlin, and we
suggested that an analogous view may be found in a G. M. Hopkins. Here poetry is concetved as dialogue (Gesprdch), and
its element, more than ever, is the Narursprache. Now, the space of the Narursprache is also that of languages, of Babel.
Modern poetry has difficulty Iving in this space, mnasmuch as it is largely connected to Eomantic thinking. And poetic
translation has the same difficulty.

52 Virgil, L'Eneide, tr. P. Klossowskd (Paris: Gallimard, 1964).
53 Ihid., tr. Klossowski, s mtroduction, pp. xixi.

54 Tt suffices to think of the growing mass of modern texts, largelv overflowing the area of technics or of diplomacy, "edited"
in French, Spanish, German, etc., to be sure, but appearing like bad translations from a bad English which is, nevertheless,
their supreme master and in which, ultimately, they are destined to be retranslated. "Confusion of tongues." genuine
"conflagration.” in fact the reverse of a cross-breeding. When a language invests the others by virtue of its dominant position,
and agrees to transform itself in order to become a "universal
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langunage." a process of generalized destruction emerges. Linguistic cross-breedings, on the other band, are fertile: Think,
in the French domain_ of Creole speech. or of the renovated and enriched language that is slowly being elaborated in black
Africa.

5. Which would perhaps depend on psvchoanalysis and textual analysis. Think of the "corrections” Lacan has brought to
Baudelajre s "canonic” translation of Edgar Allan Poe: They clearly show that Baudelaire's translation. wholly within the wake
of Romanticism, misses the complex play of signifiers in Poe (Ecrits [Paris: Seuil, 1966]. p. 33).

56._ In "Hélderlin et Sophocle." Karl Remhardt has excellently laid bare the meaning of Hélderlin's undertaking: "Hdélderlin's
translations are radically different from all other translations from the Greek, even from all other translations in general. . . . In
effect, for the poet translating consists in giving speech to a voice which had hitherto remained mute because of the
insufficience of all the successive forms of humanism: baroque, rococo, or classicism . . . " (Pod&sieno. 23 [1982]. p. 21).
Further, Remnhardt speaks precisely of "the often abrupt and blunt literalism of his translations.” of "their enigmatic divergence,
no less frequent, from the Greek oniginal” (ibid ). "If, for classical purism_ Greek is never Greek enough, Hélderlin's translation,
on the other hand, is characterized by its will to strengthen the non-Greek element in the Greek, the 'oriental™ (p. 24). In this
respect, and with regard to the "enigmatic divergences." the author mentions "the lack of scruples of the translator, who
replan:ea the Greek names of the gods by denominations forged in his own hymnic language. His Hesperic poetic, conscious of
its oriental origin, allows him to cross the intermediary stage of Greek 'national conformism.' Otherwise, Zeus. Persephone.
Ares, Fros, etc.. would remain prisoners of conventional pDEtlE language, and the Hesperic ear could not be reached by it the
way it should be" (ibid.). Thus Hélderlin translates Zeus as "Father of Time" (ibid.). The effacement of the names of the gods,
prisoners of "conventional” (humanist) poetic language. in addition to the return to the archaic meanings of the Greek, is
another side of the emphasis on the "onental" element which characterizes Hélderlin's translation of Sophocles first and
foremost. Thus, abrupt and bhmnt literalness on the one hand. and emigmatic divergence on the other. go in the same direction.
In both cases, it is an emphasis. For us, emphasis (in another context, Jacques Derrida said:- "A good translation must always
‘abuse’ ") is the fundamental principle Holderlin bequeathed to Western translation. It 1s emphasis which grves all, and
spectfically syntactic, literalness its space and which distinguishes it from servile copying. Likewise, emphasis allows
divergences of translation that would remain of the order of aesthetic and transtex
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tual vaniation without it It is emphasis, equally, which renders null and void the phenomenon of wreckage, which allegedly
menaces every translation, and which has motivated its literarv and ethical devaluation at all times. It is emphasis which,
through its violent house-breaking, brings the original work to our shore in its pure strangeness, and which simultaneously
brings it back to itself. as Goethe also mtutedfor every work on its original soil 1s distanced from itself in one wayv or
another. That is the danger of the "native.” The "experience [éprewuve] of the foreign” concerns the work as work as well.
And the more it is anchored in its "native” element, the richer the promise of translation, both for us and for the work. And,
of course, the greater the nisk.

But Hélderlin also teaches us to counterbalance this principle of emphasis by the opposite principle of "Western and
Junonian sobriety." There can only be abuse, house-breaking . in the space of a sobriety. Sobriety re-veils, so to speak,
what emphasis unveils. The balance of these two principles is what makes for the great success of Klossowski's Eneide,
and which sets it apart from a servile and absurd interlinear.

To deepen these two principles, emphasis and sobriery, this is the task of a modern reflection on translation.

Conchusion

1. Matthias Clandms has expressed this effacement of translation almost tragically "Wer iibersetzt, der untersetzt"the one who
translates gets swallowed up. Translation is the realm of darkness.

A W_ Schlegel's "manifesto,” as we find it in his afterword to Tieck. is incredibly modest in comparison to the literary and
critical manifestos of his brother or Nowalis.

2. In Stérig, p. 36970.
3. Tbid., p. wiid

4. Clastres, Le Grand parler (Panis: Seul, 1974), p. 15: "To translate the Guarani is to franslare them in the guarami
language . . . Fidelity to the letter in order to conserve its spirit "

5. Roman Jakobson, "On Linguistic Aspects of Translation." in Selected Writings 11 (The Hague: Mouton, 1971), p. 262
6. Ibid., p. 261. Does this movement by which a sign is being translated by another that "develops it more fully" not remind

one of the Romantic "potentiation?" To be sure, modern linguistics considers the poem untranslatable, but could one not reflect
on the pasitive aspects of the movement of a translating reformulation, rather than to
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perenmially underscore its insufficience? Are gain and loss, destruction and "more complete” development situated on the
same level here? That is a dimension that should be explored.

7. Ibid., p. 262.
&. Haroldo de Campos. "De la traduction comme création et comme critique.” in Change, no. 14 (1973), pp. 7184,

9. To be sure. But national characteristics survive. France remains a cultural sphere in which there is less translation than in
Germany, and in which ethnocentric translation, though more and more disparaged. retains solid strongholds.

10. Notably those which seek to express the conditions of a dialogue with other culturescultures that are other. Think of the
works of a Massignon, a Berque, a Clastres, etc. Modern translation must be dialogic.

11. "For special languagesand they have always existedwhich in earlier times coexisted very well with the common langnage,
now penetrate it well beyond any necessities that could justify it. The word scholarly does not so much supplement the proper
word than confirm its ﬁuperﬂmh no one has a need to signify pmperlvtu show some thing. There is talk of 'new dmvisions'
there where the only concern is the mterpretahnn of the 'real’ as 'dmvisible’ into problems that are not even 'new objects”™ (E.
Martineau, "La langue. création collective.” in Podsie no. 9 [1979]. pp. 99121). This process. in connection with all the
others, establishes vast dimensions of non-translation in cultural life. or rather dimensions in which translation has lost all its
meaning,

12. [1 have chosen to "not" translateor to "semi-anglicize"the French rraducrologie because it is obvious that B erman has
something else in mind than the established. though fairly amorphous, body of research and teaching known in the USA as
"Translation Studies "TR._]

13. [Berman refers to the third book in Michel Serres's series "Hermes": La Traduction (Paris: Mimuit, 1974), from which I
translate the opening lines: "We only know things by the transformation systems of the ensembles in which they are
incorporated. There are at least four of those systems. Deduction in the logical-mathematical sphere. Induction in the
experimental field. Production in the practical domains. Translation [fraduction] in the textual space. It is not entirely obscure
why these should repeat the same word. That there is philosophy only as philosophy of Duction . . . is a state of affairs to the
ilhmmination of which one could devote an entire life" (p. 9).TR.]

14. See. for mstance, the worke of M. Balchtin, G. Genette, J. Lambert.
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15. Bakhtin: "It could even be said that European novel prose is born and shaped in the process of a free (that is,
reformulating) translation of others' works" (The Dialogic Imagination, p. 378). "One of the best authorities on medieval
parody, Paul Lehmann_ states outright that the history of medieval literature and its Latin literature in particular 'is the history of
the appropriation, re-working and mmitation of someone else's property™ (ibid_, p. 69). Bakhtin only scratches the suface of
the history of transtextualities and translations.

16. J. L. Borges, "L as versiones homeéricas." quoted in Steiner, p. 4.

17. P. Valery: "To write whatever it may be . . _ is a labor of translation exactly comparable to the one that carries out the
transmutation of a text from one language to another" (Variations sur les Bucoligues. p. 24).

18. Hence, as W. B enjamin has shown, the translation of a translation is impossible, because it is devoid of meaning.
19. Cf . for the sciences, A. Kovre: "Traduttore-traditore: a propos de Copernic et de Galilée," Isis 34 (1943).

20, Qunted in "Comment peut-on traduire Hafiz . . . ou Freud?" by Bernard This and Pierre Theves, p. 41 of the very
important 1ssue of Meta (translators’ journal) on PS“- choanalysis and Translation." published in ""v“.[nnh’eal in March 1982,
which adduces decisive elements on the relation of psychoanalysis and translation. On the place of the concept of translation
itself in Freud's work, see Patrick Mahony's article in the same issue, "Toward the Understanding of Translation in
Psychoanalysis." pp. 6371,

21. Quoted in Meschonnic, Pour la Poeétigue II (Pars: Gallimard, 1973), p. 41112,

22_ The system of deformation can be defined in the first instance by tendencies like rationalisation, dlumination, extension,
qualitative mpoverishment, quantitative impoverishment, homogeneization, destruction of rhythms, of underlying networks of
meaning, of systematisms of a text, destruction or exotization of vernacular terms, effacement of overlays of languages,

ﬁmn:tmmng of madequate literary horizons. For a partial analysis of these tendencies. see our article: "La traduction des oeuvres
latino-américaines." in Lendemains 8 (1982).

23 On this point, cf J -R. Ladmiral, Traduire: théoréemes pour la traduction (Paris: Payot, 1979).
24 Bernard Catry, "L'édition francaise face a Babel." Le Débar no. 22 (1982), p. B98.
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25 Daniel Moskowitz, in Ladmaral, p. 220.
26. During the Third Conference of the International Federation of Translators, Jean Dutourd states: "I think that, since fifteen

or twenty vears, translation has played a catastrophic role in French literary life, becaunse it has accustomed the public to
jargon and contaminated the writers" (quoted in Van der Meerschen, p. 68).

27. Georges Mounin, Les problemes theorigues de la traduction (Paris: Gallimard, 1963), pp. 6566.

28 Efim Etkind. U'n art en crise: essai depoétique de la traduction poétigue, tr. Wladimir Troubetzkoy (Lausanne: L 'Age
dhomme, 1982), p. 99.

29 After Babel p. 365.

< previous paqge page 234 next page >

If vou like this book, buy it!



< previous page page 233 next page >

Page 2353

Selected Bibliography

1. Primarv Sources
Athendgum. 2 vols. Muonich: Rowohlt. 1969.
Brentano, Clemens. "Godwi." in Werke, ed. Friedhelm Kemp, vol 2. Munich: Hanser, 1963.

Goethe, Johann Wolfgang von. Gedenltausgabe der Werke, Briefe und Gesprdche. 215 vols. Ed. Ernst Beutler. Ziirich:
Arternis, 19481960

Goethe, Johann W olfgang von. The Autobiograpby of Johann Wolfeang von Goethe. [Dichtung und Wahrheir]. Tr. John
Oxenford. Chicago: Chicago University Press, 1974,

Goethe, Johann W olfgang von. Conversations with Eckermann. Tr. John Oxenford. San Francisco: North Point Press,
1984.

Goethe, Johann Wolfgang von. Selected Poems. Ed. Chrstopher Middleton. (Goethe-edition, vol. 1) Boston:
Suhrkamp/Insel, 1983,

Hamann, Johann Georg. Schriften zur Sprache. Frankfurt: Subrkamp, 1967.

Herder, Johann Gottfried. Samiliche Werie. 33 vols. Ed. B. Suphan, C. Redlich and R. Steig. Berlinn Weidmannsche
Buchhandlung, 18771913,

Hélderlin, Friedrich. Essavs and Letters on Theory. Ed. and tr. Thomas Pfan. Albany, NY: State University of New York
Press, 1988,

Hélderlin, Friedrich. Hymuns and Fragments. Tr. Richard Sieburth. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1984,

Hélderlin, Friedrich. Poems and Fragments. Enlarged Edition. Tr. Michael Hamburger. New York: Cambridge University
Press, 1980

Hélderlin, Friedrich. Samitliche Werke (Gro[Se Stttgarter Ausgabe). 8 vols. Ed. Friedrich Beissner. Stuttgart: K ohlhammer,
19451985,

< previous paqe page 2335 next page >

If vou like this book, buy it!



< previous page page 230 next page >
Page 236
Humboldt, Wilhelm von. Gesammelte Werlte. Berline Remmer, 18411852,
Humboldt, Wilhelm von. Infroduction a l'oeuvre sur le kavi et autrves essais. Tr. P. Caunssat. Pans: Seml. 1974

Humboldt, Wilhelm von. "Einleitung zu 'Agamemnon’." Partial English translation in André Lefevere, Translating Literature:
The German Tradition from Luther to Rosenzweig. Amsterdam: Van Gorcum, 1977.

Novalis. Werke Briefe Dokumente. 4 vols. Ed. Ewald Wasmuth. Heidelberg: Schneider, 195357
Nowvalis. Schriften. 5 vols. Ed. Richard Samuel. Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 19651988.

Schlegel, August Wilhelm. Eritische Schrifien und Briefe. Ed. Edgar Lohner. Vol 2: Die Kunstlehve, vol. 3: Geschichte
der kdassischen Literarur. Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 196364 . [Extracts in Lefevere, Translating Literature, pp. 5154 ]

Schlegel, Friedrich. Dialogue on Poetry and Literary Aphorisms. Tr. Ernst Behler and Roman Struc. University Parlc
Pennsylvania State University Press, 1965,

Schlegel, Friedrich. Kritische-Friedrich-Schlegel-Ausgabe. Vol 2: Charakteristifcen und Kritiken I (17961801). ed. Hans
Eichner; vol. &: Studien zur Philosophie und Theologie, ed. Emst Behler and Ursula Struc-Oppenberg. Munich: Ferdinand
Schoningh, 1967, 1975,

Schlegel, Friedrich. Kritische Schriften. Ed. Woltdietrich Rasch. Munich: Hanser, 1971.

Schlegel, Friedrich. Lucinde and the Fragments. Tr. Peter Firchow. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1971.
Schletermacher, Friedrich. Samiliche Werice. Berlin: Retmer, 1838,

Schleiermacher, Friedrich. "On the Different Methods of Translating" In André Lefevere, Transiating Literature, pp. 7789,

2. Texts on German Fomanticism

Allemann, Beda. Iromie und Dichtung. Plullingen: Neske, 1969.

Avrault, Roger. La Genése du Romantisme allemand. 4 vols. Paris: Aubier-Montaigne, 19611976.

< previous paqge page 236 next page >

If vou like this book, buy it!



< previous page page 237 next page >

Page 237

Benjamin, Walter. Der Begriff der Kunstloitik in der deutschen Romantik. In Gesammelte Schriften 1. 1, ed. Rolf
Tiedemann and Hermann Schweppenhduser. Frankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp. 1974.

Berman, Antoine. "Lettres a Fouad El-Etr sur le Romantisme allemand.” In La Delirante no. 3 (1968), pp. 85117
Blanchot, Maurice. "L" Athenfum " Tr. Deborah Esch and Ian Balfour. Studies in Romanticism 22 (1983), pp. 16372,
Fiesel, Eva. Die Sprachphilosophie der deutschen Romeantik. Hildeshemm and New York: Olms, 1973 (repr. of 1924 ed ).
German Aesthetic and Literary Criticism. Ed. Kathleen M. Wheeler. New Yorle Cambridge University Press, 1984 [A
collection of texts and excerpts from Goethe and the German Romantics, some of them translated here for the first time.
including all of Nowvalis's "Dialogues."TR.]

German Romantic Criticism. Ed. A. Leshe Wilson. Foreword Emnst Behler. New York: Contimmm, 1982 (The German
Library, vol. 21). [Another recent anthology, reprinting previously published translations together with hitherto untranslated
texts TR ]

Guerne, Armel. "Hic et Nunc." In Le Romantisme allemand, ed. Albert Béguin. Paris: Cahiers du Sud, 1949.

Guerne, Armel. "Novalis." In La Delirante no. 45 (19712).

Huyssen, Andreas. Die frithromantische Konzeption von Ubersetzung und Aneignung. Studien zur friihromantischen
Utopie einer deutschen Weltliteratur. Zirich: Atlantis, 1969

Jolles, Frank. A. W, Schegel Sommernachttraum in der ersten Fassung vom Jabre [798. Géttingen: Vandenhoeck und
Ruprecht, 1967.

Lacoue-Labarthe, Philippe and Jean-Luc Nancy. L' Absolu littéraire. Théorie de la litterature du romantisme allemand.
Paris: Seuil, 1978.

Lacoue-Labarthe, Philippe and Jean-Luc Nancy. The Literary Absolute: The Theory of Literature in German
Romanticism. Tr. Philip Barnard and Cheryl Lester. Albany, NY: State University of New York Press, 198E.

Stagl, Mme. de. De l'Allemagne. Paris: Garnier, 1868.

Szondi, Peter. On Texrual Understanding and Other Essayvs. Tr. Harvey Mendelsohn. Minneapolis: University of
Minnesota Press, 1986

Thalmann, Marianne. "August Withelm Schlegel." In 4. W. Schiegel 17671967. Bad Godesberg: Internationes, 1967

< previous page page 237 next page >

If vou like this book, buy it!



< previous page page 238 next page >
Page 238
Thalmann, Marianne. Romantilcer als Poetologen. Heidelberg: Lothar Stiehm_ 1970,
Todorov. Tzvetan. Theories of the Symbol. Tr. Catherine Porter. Ithaca, N.Y - Comnell Unmversity Press, 1982,

Weltliteratur. Die Lust am Ubersetzen im Jahrhundert Goethes. Ed. Reinhard Tgahrt. Marbach: Deutsche
Schillergesellschaft, 1982

Wilhem,_ Daniel. Les Romantigues allemands. Paris: Seml, 1980 _

3. Works on Goethe, Humboldt, and Schleiermacher

Gadamer. Hans-Georg. Trurh and Method. New York: Sheed and Ward, 1975 (Schleiermacher).
Meschonnic, Henri. Le Signe et le Poéme. Paris: Gallimard, 1975 (Humboldt).

Schadewaldt, Wolfgang. Goethe Studien. Zurich: Artemis, 1963 .

Strich, Fritz. Goethe und die Weltliteratur. Zweite, verbesserte und erganzte Auflage. Bern: Francke, 1957, [English
translation of the first edition (1946) in Goerhe and World Literature, tr. C. A. M. Sym, London: Routledge and Kegan
Paul, 1949 ]

4. Works on Héldetlin

Beaufret, Jean "Hélderlin et Sophocle." Preface to Remargues sur Oedipe et Antigone. Paris: 10/18, 1965.
Beissner, Friedrich. Halderling Ubersetzungen aus dem Griechischen. Stuttgart: Metzler, 1961.

Bertaux, P. Hélderlin. Frankfurt am Main: Subrkamp, 1978

Heidegger, Martin. Erlduterungen zu Halderlins Dichtung. (Gesamtausgabe Bd. 4). Frankfinrt am Main: Klostermann,
1981.

Heidegger, Martin. Approche de Hélderlin. Tr. Henni Corbin, Michel Deguy, Francois Fedier, Jean Launay. N ouvelle edition
augmentee. Paris: Gallimard, 1975.

Laplanche, Jean. Halderlin et la guestion du pére. Paris: PUF, 1961.
Reinhardt, Karl "Hélderlin et Sophocle." Podsie 23 (1982), pp. 1631.

Schadewaldt, Wolfgang. Preface to Sopholles: Tragddien. Deutsch von Friedrich Hilderlin. Frankfurt am Main: Fischer,
1957

< previous paqe page 238 next page >

If vou like this book, buy it!



< previous page page 239 next page >

Page 230

Zuberbiihler, Rolf. Halderlins Erneuerung der Sprache aus ithren etymologischen Urspriingen. Berlin: Erich Schmidt,
1969

5. Worlcs on Translation

Benjamin, Walter. "The Task of the Translator." In [lluminations, ed. Hannah Arendt, tr. Harry Zohn. New Y ork Harcourt,
Brace and World, 1968,

Blanchot, Maurice. "Traduit de . . . " In La Part du feu. Paris: Gallimard, 1949.
Blanchot, Maurice. "Tradwre " In L' Amitie. Pans: Galimard. 1967
De Campos, Haraldo. "De la traduction comme création et comme critique.” In Change no. 14 (1973), pp. 7184

Etlkand, Efim. Um art en crise. Essai de poétique de la traduction poétigue. Tr. Wladimir Troubetzkoy. Lausanne: L'Age
dhomme_, 1982

Jakobson, Roman. "On Linguistic Aspects of Translation" In Selected Writings II. The Hague: Mouton, 1971.
Kovre, Alexandre. "Traduttore-traditore: a propos de Copernic et de Galilée." In Isis 34 (1943).
Ladmiral. J.-R. Traduire: théorémes pour la traduction. Paris: Payot, 1979,

Larbaud, Valery. Sous I'invocation de saint Jeréme. Paris: Gallimard, 1946. [Partial English translation in "The Translator's
Patron," tr. William Arrowsmith, in Arionno. 3 (1975): 31457 ]

Lefevere, Andre. Transiating Literature: The German Tradition from Luther to Rosenzweig. Assen/Amsterdam: Van
Gorcum, 1977. [I have used extracts from Goethe, A. W. Schlegel, Schleiermacher, and Humboldt collected in this
anthology TE.]

Levris, P. "Introduction” to Gerard Manley Hopkins." Poémes. Panis: Seuil, 1980.

Levris, P. "Pourquoi retraduire Shakespeare?" Forewerd to Shakespearos Oeuvres. Panis: Club du Livre, 19621964
Meschonnic, Henri. Les Cing Rouleaiox. Paris: Gallimard, 1970.

Meschonnic, Henri. Pouwr la poétigue 11. Paris: Gallimard, 1973 .

< previous paqe page 239 next page >

If vou like this book, buy it!



< previous page page_240 next page >
Page 240
Meschonnic, Henri. Powr la Poetigue 111. Pars: Gallimard, 1973
Meschonnic, Henri. Powr la Poetigue V. Pans: Gallimard, 1978
Meta 27 no. 1 (1982). Special issue on "Psychanalyse et traduction.”
Mounin, Georges. Les belles infideles. Paris: Cahiers du sud, 1955,
Mounin, Georges. Les probléemes théorigues de la traduction. Paris: Gallimard, 1963,
Pannwitz, Rudolf. Die Krisis der europdischen Kultur. Nuremberg, 1947,
Paz. Octavio. Traduccion: literatura v literalidad. Barcelona: Tusquet, 1971.
Rosenzweig, Franz "Die Schrift und Luther " In Stérig, pp. 194222
Schadewaldt, Wolfgang. "Das Problem des Ubersetzens." In Stérig, pp. 23341.

Sdun, Winfried Probleme und Theovien des Ubersetzens in Deutschland vom 18. bis zum 20. Jahrhundert. Munich:
Hueber. 1967.

Steiner, George. A frer Babel: Aspects of Language and Translation. New York: Oxford University Press, 1975,

Starig. Hans Joachim (ed.). Das Problem des Ubersetzens. Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft, 1969, (We have
often quoted texts on translation by Goethe, A. W. Schlegel. Humboldt, Schleiermacher, Schadewaldt from this excellent
anthology).

Valery, Paul. Variations sur les Bucoligues. Panis: Gallimard, 1957

Van der Meerschen. "La traduction francaise, problémes de fidélité et de qualité " Lecrures, no. 45 (1980).

6. Other
Bakhtin, Mikhail Rabelais and his World. Tr. Helen Iswolsky. Cambridge, MA - MIT Press, 1968.

Bakhtin, Mikhail. The Dialogic Imagination: Four Essavs. Ed. Michael Holquist, tr. Caryl Emerson and Michael Holquist.
Austin, TX: University of Texas Press, 1981,

Benjamin Walter. " Gesprach mit André Gide." In Gesammelte Schriften IV, 1, ed. Tillman Rexroth. Frankfurt: Suhrkamp.
1972 ("Conversation avec André Gide " in Oeuvres I: Mythe er Violence, tr. Maurice de Gandillac, Paris: Denogl, 1971))

< previous page page 240 next page >

If vou like this book, buy it!



< previous page page_241 next page >
Page 241
Berman, Antomne. "L Amérique latine dans sa litterature " Cultures 6 (1979).
Berman_ Antome. "Histowre et fichion dans la htterature latino-amencaine " Canal. Paris. 1980.
Berman_ Antoine. "La traduction des oeuvres latino-ameéricaines.” Lendemains 8 (1982).
Catry, B. "L'edition francaise face a Babel." In Le Deébar no. 22. (1982).
Du Bellay, Joachim. Defense et illustration de la langue francise. Panis: Gallmard, 1967.
Forster, Leonard. The Poet's Tongues: Multilingualism in Literature. New York: Cambnidge University Press, 1970
Foucanlt, Michel. The Order of Things: An Archaeology of the Human Sciences. New York: Random House, 1970.
Genette, Gérard. Mimologigues. Paris: Seuwl, 1976.
Hofmannsthal. Hugo von. Die prosaischen Schriften gesammelt, vol. II. Berlin: 5. Fischer, 1907.
Jaccard, R. "Proust théoricien." In Le Monde, August 5, 1982
Jacottet, Philippe. Poémes. Paris: Gallimard, 1976,
Klossowski, Pierre. L' Eneide. Pans: Gallimard. 1964
Lacan, Jacques. Le Séeminairve. |. Paris: Sewl, 1975.
Lacan, Jacques. Ecrits. Panis: Seul, 1966.

Luther, Martin. Lurher's Works, vol. 35 Word and Sacrament I. Ed. Theodore Bachmann. Philadelphia- Muhlenberg Press,
1960.

Martinean, E. "La langue, création collective.” Podtsie no. 9 (1979), pp. 99121.

Murat, J. Elopstock. Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 1959

Nietzsche, Friedrich. Bevond Good and Evil. Tr. Walter Kaufmann. New York: Random House, 1966.
Nietzsche, Friedrich. The Gay Science. Tr. Walter Kaufmann. New York: Vintage Books, 1974

Nietzsche, Friedrich. Twilight of the Idols. In The Portable Nietzsche, ed. and tr. Walter Kaufmann. New Y ork: Viking,
1954

< previous paqe page 241 next page >

If vou like this book, buy it!



< previous page page 242 next page >

Page 242
Robert. Marthe. L' Ancien et le nouveau. Pans: Grasset, 1963
Robin. Armand Ma vie sans moi. Pans: Gallimard. 1970.
Tonnelat, Emest. Hisroire de la littérature allemande. Paris: Payot, 1952,
Wolfson, Louis. Le Schizo et les langues. Paris: PUF, 1969,
< previous page page_242 next page >

If vou like this book, buy it!



< previous page page 243 next page >

Page 243

Index

A
Abbt, Thomas, 40, 199
Abraham_ WNicholas. 178
Adeguatio, 190
Aeschylus, Agamemmnon, 152
alchemy, 84
alienation, 32, 127, 138
allegory, 88-90, 93, 106, 108, 113
and self-reference, 89, 90 92
Allemann. Beda, 21, 182
Ironie und Dichtung, 195, 215
alterity. 33, 45
relation to Bildung, 136
Amvyot, Jacques, 30
analytic philosophy, 178
Antigona (Carl Orff), 157
Antigone (Sophocles). 157, 158, 167, 169, 170
antiquity, 13, 30, 38, 46, 49-51, 69-70, 107
applied lngustics, 1, 182, 190
appropriation, 46, 49, 198n 21
aorgic (Holderlin), 161
archaeology (Foucault), 176, 182
Arguedas, J.-M., 19, 178
Ariosto, Ludowvico, 51, 101, 115, 129
Arnim_ Betting von_ 157
Aufhebung, 177
Avrault, Roger, 87

B
Baader, Franz von, 94
Babel 7,17, 28, 138, 181, 190, 229n 51
Bachelard. Gaston, 6. 208n.60
Balchtin, Milchail, 21, 26, 101, 167, 196n 22, 225n 46, 232n 14, 233n.15
Baundelaire, Charles, 9, 92, 98, 102, 175, 184, 230n 55
Beaufret, Jean, 168 169
Beckett. Samuel 3.9, 193n.3
Beguin, Albert, 19
Beissner, Friedrich, 20, 225n.1
Benjamin, Walter, 7, 9, 20-21_ 32, 34, 76, 98, 100, 124-26, 158,175,176, 215027, 233n 18
on Baudelawre_, 98
Der Begriff der Kunstioitikc, 19
The Task of the Transiator, 211n.57
Bense, Max_ 190
Benveniste, Emile, 183
Berman_ Antome. 196n.25
Bible, the, 2, 11, 12, 60, 140, 159 168, 171, 173,176, 177, 187, 197n.11, 198n 19
Luther's translation, 23-33
biblification. 27, 197n.11
Bildung, 13,39, 41,45, 47,64, 71, 77-81, 98, 105, 133, 136, 140, 143, 150, 152, 155, 175, 203n.17
circular natwre of, 46-47
dialectic of, 134
and experience, 44
Goethe on, 58-63
Haldetlin's reformulation of, 158_ 162
as mediation. 47
and translation. 47. 108, 153

Bildungsroman, 98

< previous page page 243 next page >

If vou like this book, buy it!



< previous page page_244 next page >
Page 244
bilingualism_ 148, 222n 11
Blanchot, Maurice, 18, 19, 212n 58, 218n 23
Boceaccio, Giovanm. 51. 101, 129_ 138 139
Boehme, Jakob, 13
Béhlendorft, Casimir Ulrich von, 158, 160
Bopp. Franz, 87, 129
Borges, Jorge Luis, 184
borrowing, 189
Brecht, Bertolt, 157
Breitinger, Johann Jakob, 35-37_ 40
Brentano, Clemens, 72, 85, 92, 104, 115, 157, 215n 28
Godwi, 104, 115, 118-20
Breton, Andre. 19
Broch. Hermann. 197n. 10, 210n 45
Bruno, Giordano, 183
Buber, Franz, 27177
Biarger, Gottfried August, 111, 129, 131

C
Calderdon de la Barca, Pedro, 11, 51, 63, 78, 126, 129, 138, 201n 19
Camoéns, Luis de, 129, 227n 30
Campos, Haroldo de, 179, 2312
Catlyle, Thomas, 56, 65
Catry, Bernard, 187
Celan, Panl, 109, 110, 112
Cellini. Benvenuto, 54
Cervantes, Miguel de_ 2. 11, 51, 55, 63, 74, 101, 126, 138, 139,176
Don Quixore, 9. 115, 135, 215n.27, 218n 23, 2190 27
Chamfort. Sebastien-Roch Nicolas, 71, 209
Chomsky, Noam, 141
Cicero. 1. 31, 36
Clastres, Pierre, 178
communication, 5, 30, 47, 88, 9293, 127, 134, 142 145, 147, 178, 180-83
comparative grammar_ 13, 87
comparative literature, 182, 184, 185, 225n 46
compensation, 189
Conrad, Jospeh, 3
content (vs. form), 4, 27, 29, 36, 60, 88-91, 101, 106, 111, 115-18, 124 145 145, 168, 182, 183-85, 187, 217
"Copernican revolation”, 70, 74, 75, 95, 121, 125 188, 190
copying, 230n_ 56
Corneille, Pierre, 54
cosmopolitanism, 134, 203n.16
creative transposition, 190
creatmvity, 72
Creole, 230n.54
criticism, 6, 7, 21, 33,41, 53, 61, 65-66, 69, 70, 71-74, 82 86,2150 9, 213011, 2150 27, 216n.6, 224n 46
Athendum theory of, 14, 86, 103-07_ 114, 121-26
generalized vs. restricted, 121
and translation. 128 184
see also interpretation
"criticism by translation” (Pound), 179, 224n 46

"cross-breeding”, 4, 171-73, 229-230n 54

D
D'Alembert. Jean le Rond. 83
Dante Alleghieri. 2, 27, 29, 51,6392 114,117, 119, 126, 129_138_ 176
decentering, 4, 19, 20, 146, 186
see also dialogic principle
delimitation (of languages), 47, 166-67
Derrida, Jacques, 182, 185, 230n.56
desire, 7.9, 53, 78, 128, 136, 137, 159
Deutschheit (Germanness), 34
dialectic, 39, 125, 215n 27
and Bildung, 134
Idealist, 128, 2090 17
and translation, 5, 127. 138
dialects (Mundarten), 25-26, 140, 166-67, 181, 220n.36, 222n 41 226n.14, 228n 337

see also speech

< previous paqge page 244 next page >

If vou like this book. buy it!



< previous page page_243 next page >
Page 2453
dialogic principle, 4, 9, 51, 101, 150, 167, 180, 196n 22, 225n 46, 232n 10
dialogue (Gesprdch), 165, 229n 51
Dichtung, 14, 99
Dichtlcunst, 133
Diderot, Denis, 54, 83
Diez. Friedrich Christian. 129
difference, 39, 60, 62, 64, 76, 79, 83, 85, 155, 160, 165, 166, 173, 181
among languages, 8, 16, 143, 148, 153_181
ontological, 91
Dilthey, Wilhelm, 142
distance, 126, 212n 58
Distant, the, 98-99, 108, 119, 136, 139
Dolet, Estienne_ 32
Don Juan 136
Dostoevsky, Fedor, 29
Du Bellay, Joachim, 26, 78, 189
duction (Serres), 183, 232n.13

E
Eckhart, Meister, 27
eclecticism, 30-51. 80
"elevation to the state of mystery” (Nowvalis), 84, 99, 114, 127
emphasis, 230-31n 56
Encyclopedia (Novalis), 15, 68, 78, 80, 82 83, 85, 86, 100, 104, 108 112, 114 122 134 135
Encyclopedie (Diderot and D' Alembert), 13, 83
Enlightenment (Aufildrung). 12, 21, 36, 41
epreive, see experience
equivalence in difference (Jakobson), 178-79
Esperanto, 181
ethnocentrism_ 173
see also translation, ethnocentric
ethnology. 177-78
etymology, 159 168
Etland, Efim. 189 i1Euripides, 54
event 30
excess, 169
existenziell (Heidegger), 130
expansion (Ewnweiterung), 27, 35-38, 40, 41, 47. 76, 108, 148, 152, 180-81
experience, 19, 38, 39, 44-48 170, 198n.19
and Bildung, 47
of the foreign (épreuve), 39, 44, 45 46, 136, 158, 160, 162-63, 165, 166, 170, 180, 231n 56
Kant vs. Hegel, 44
of the other, 143
and translation, 54, 58, 67, 180, 188

F
fachwe" (Fakrwr), 89, 108, 133
faithful, see fidelity
Fichte, Johann Gottlieb, 15, 41 43 70, 71, 74, 78, E3
fidelity, 3-5, 35-38_ 40,41, 127, 131,135, 143, 147 154 218n 18
finitude, 81
"fire from heaven" (Holderlin), 160-62, 164-66, 169
Fliess, Wilhelm, 185
foreign, see experience; strangeness
form_ 105
Forster, Leonard, 2. 4
Foucault, Michel, 100, 130, 182
see also archasology
fragment, 14, 71-73, 83, 122 125,126, 130, 136, 214n.17, 216012, 2190 26
see also writing
French revolution, 70
Freud, Wilhelm_ 7, 142, 143, 155, 177, 185, 186, 233n.18
futore, 32, 58, 75, 92, 122, 124, 136-137
futrism, 137, 204n 26
G
Gadamer, Hans-Georg, 142, 185

Geheimmniszustand (state of mystery), 97

Genette, Gerard, 213n.15, 232n.14

< previous paqge page 243 next page >

If vou like this book. buy it!



< previous page page 246 next page >

Page 246
geniology, 78
genms, 38, 40, 41, 82, 105, 104, 111-12, 121,122 132 139
of language, 103
natural. 139
in Sturm und Drang, 89
theory of, 77-80
genre, 40, 71, 73, 91, 82-83, 121, 126, 128, 217n 17
George, Stefan, 9, 102, 175
Gide, Andre, 32, 198n. 20
Gleim, Johann Wilhelm Ludwig, 202n. 42
Glissant. Edounard. 194n. 3

Goethe, 7. 11, 13, 16, 20, 23-28_32-34, 39, 41_43-45 4749, 51-69. 77, 78, 89, 98, 100, 102, 106, 108, 109, 111,
112,115,120, 124, 126, 128, 129-31, 134, 136, 140, 143, 144, 154, 155, 160, 170-73, 175, 176, 178, 180, 183

Gongora v Argote, Luis, 91

Gottsched, Johann Christoph, 36
grammatology, 182

Grimm,_ Jacob and Wilhelm, 13, 87
Grundwdrter (basic words), 177, 185, 186
Guerne, Armel, 15, 19, 195,209
Guimaraes Fosa, Joao, 19

Gundolf, Friedrich, 13

H

Hamann, Johann Georg, 14, 87, 141

Hebel, Johann Peter. 160

Hegel, Goerg Wilhelm Friedrich, 43, 44, 46,64, 72, 125 158 162, 185, 187
Heidegger, Martin, 44, 141, 142 150, 160, 162, 177, 185, 227n 30
Hellingrath, Norbert von, 157

Henry, Anne, 210n .45

Herder, Johann Gottfried, 4. 11-13, 26, 27, 35-41. 43,49 38, 61, 77, 87, 100, 106, 112, 126, 128, 141, 149,151, 1512
159,160, 171, 175, 198n.19, 201n 31

hermeneutics, 13, 17, 33, 128, 141-44, 176, 179, 213n.11, 216n.14, 221n 4, 222n. 15, 223-24n 46
"historical sense” (Nietzsche), 79

historicity, 28, 29, 91_ 157162, 172

Hofmannsthal. Hugo von, 50, 204n. 35, 2290 48

Holderlin, Friedrich, 7, 9, 11, 13, 16, 18, 20, 26, 29, 32, 34, 47,50, 51, 53, 54, 102, 131, 140, 152, 155, 157-76, 198n.19
218n 20

Homer, 28 29 40, 49 55 111, 161, 163
homogenization, 181

homologous replacement, 189

Hooft. Pieter Corneliszoon, 2

Hopkins, Gerard Manley, 166, 226n.15, 229n 51
Horace, 1

humanism_ 60, 68, 143 150, 2300 56

Humboldt, Alexander von, 227n.30

Humboldt, Wilhelm von, 8 11-14, 16, 17, 20, 34,47, 50, 57, 59, 63, 87, 120, 126, 128, 130, 131, 140, 141, 145, 152-
55,175,176

Husserl, Ednmund. 142

hypertextuality, 184

I

Idealism, 13, 39, 44, 45, 53,95, 128, 158

identity, 83

imitation, 48, 49, 69, 85, 88, 89, 95, 106, 107, 113, 218n 23, 233n 15

"mnfinite versability", 14, 69, 78 79, 82, 86, 100, 21509

influence, 185

interpretation, 85, 142, 169-71, 173, 177, 183, 185, 213n 11, 221n 4, 223n 46
see also hermeneutics

intertextuality, 184

mtra-translation. 13 85-86

intransitive (principle), 18, 94, 101, 119, 196n.22
see also monologic

wony, 9, 77, 83, 89, 99

< previous page page 246 next page >

If vou like this book, buy it!



< previous page page 247 next page >
Page 247
]
Jacottet, Philippe, 19, 176
Jakobson, Roman, 85, 178, 179, 183, 190
James, Henry_ 173
jargon, 181
Jean Paul [Richter]. 33, 41, 115

Joyce, James, 9, 29

Junomian sobrnety (Holderlin), 161, 166, 169, 231n 56

K

Kaflkca, Franz, 29 219023

Kant, Immanuel, 13, 44 55,70, 71, 74, 81, 95

Kaufimann, Walter, 23

Klopstock, Friedrich Gottlieb, 26, 38, 140, 159, 160, 198n.19, 202n 42
Klossowska, Pierre, 172, 173, 231n.56

Kimmstlichkeir (artificialness), 89

Kunstsprache (langnage of art), 88, 93_ 100, 106, 134, 160, 209017

L
Lacan, Jacques, 143, 177, 178, 221n.2, 230n.55
Lacoue-Labarthe, Philippe, 21, 101, 228
language, 7, 89, 92-93 125 133, 134, 143, 146, 158, 190
of art, 86-88
confusion of, 168_ 171
and expression, 146, 154
and meaning, §8, 92_ 93
natural, 17, 86, 90-92. 94 96,97 99 100, 108, 109, 118-20, 125,133, 134, 144 160, 181, 20917
of nature, 87-89_ 91
of poetry, 91
reflextve power of, 96, 179
science of, 17, 87
theory of, 20, 87, 88, 97, 1532, 140, 152
see also dialects; difference; Kunstsprache; Natursprache; speech
Laplanche, Jean, 225n.3
Larband, Valery, 1.7
Leibniz, Gottfried Wilthelm_ 11, 36, 37, 152
Lessing, Gotthold Ephralm_ 13, 41, 122-24 152, 199n7
Lied (song), 67,119
lingua franca, 25
linguistics, 16, 18, 126, 141, 143, 177-79, 188, 231n.6
apphed,. 1, 182, 190
Literaturbriefe, 38,40, 199n.7
logos, 166
Lukacs, Georg, 34
Luther, Martin, 11, 12, 21, 23-33_ 41, 49 60, 139 140, 159, 160, 167, 168 171,172 175, 1990 8, 2090 17, 226n.10

M
Mallarme, Stéphane, 9, 86, 91, 96, 97, 102, 110, 112, 175, 213n 15
Mann. Thomas, 522190 23
mathematics, 94
Maunick, Edonard. 194
measure, 165, 167
mediation, 4, 12 29 47 48 143 150, 151, 180, 184, 187
Mendelsohn, Moses, 197, 199 221
Meschonnic, Henri, 177, 179, 183, 233
metaphysics, 44, 103, 162
metatextuality, 184
"method of reversal" (Umkehrungsmethode [Novalis]), 77, 84
metrics, 132, 134, 135
Milton, John, 2
mimesis, 8, 94, 95, 134
see also wmitation; Nachbildung
mirroring (Spiegelung), 65, 66-68, 128, 172
see also reflection
modernity, 91, 180
monologic principle, 18, 96, 101, 109, 136, 2170 17
see also mtransitive
multilingmalism, 2-3, 222011
Mundarten, see dialects
mmsic, 52, 72, 89,90, 94 98 113 117,119, 120

mysticism, 94

< previous paqge page 247 next page >

If vou like this book. buy it!



< previous page page 248 next page >
Page 248
N
Nachbild (reproduction), 48-49, 63
Nachbildung, 146, 148
Nancy, Jean-Luc, 21, 101
Natursprache. 88, 90-91, 109, 160, 207n.58, 2090.17, 229n.51
neologism, 189
Nerval, Gérard de, 9, 66, 102, 175
Nietzsche, Friedrich, 13, 23, 33. 34, 46, 47, 50, 52, 79, 107. 136, 142, 161, 172, 198n.21, 2290 48

Novalis [Friedrich von Hardenberg]. 6, 7, 11-17, 21, 35, 45-48_ 51, 57, 68, 70-73, 75, 77-84, §7-99, 103, 104, 105-14,
118,119,121, 122, 124-27 130, 132-36, 143, 179, 183, 184, 217n.17. 231n.1

O

ommnitranslation. 136

onomatopeia, 134

orality, 131, 139, 171, 198n 21, 221n 5
see also Sprachlichkeit

O, Carl, 157

orientalism_ 186

Other. the, 4. 33, 136, 180, 225n.46, 232n.10

P
Pammachms, 31
Pannwitz, Rudolf, 15, 18, 154, 139,172
paraphrase, 20, 146, 189
paratextuality, 184
pathos, 71, 161, 162, 169
Peirce. Charles Sanders. 179
Petrarch, 11, 51, 63, 129, 2150 17
philology, 13, 33, 34, 41,49, 72 73, 80, 100, 107, 121, 125, 128, 130, 141, 179
pietism, 160
Pindar, 29, 168
Plato, 11, 141
Plautus, 33
Poe, Edgar Allan, 110, 230n.55
poetics, 83, 84, 98, 110, 120, 182, 184, 190
poetology (Allemann), 182
poetry, 87,96, 166, 216n 13
of art, 82, 89, 94, 115
popular, 38119
theory of, 18, 75, 86, 87, 132, 135
universal progressive, 14, 15, 82, 83, 86, 100, 133
poiesis, 133
polytranslation, &, 134, 136
Pope, Alexander_ 111
Popper, Karl, 185
potentiation, 6, 7, 76, 77, 84, 88-89_107-109, 112 124 128, 1533, 178, 231
pretranslation, 224n 46
Proust, Marcel. 86, 184, 210n.45
psychoanalysis, 6, 18, 78, 158, 177-78 185, 190, 221n 4, 230n 55, 233n.20

Q
Quine, Willard Van Orman, 185
Quintilhan, 36

R

Rabelais, Francois, 26, 139 176

Racine, Jean, 54

Eaphagl 111, 113

Rede, 142, 144

reflection, 2, 19-20_ 44, 49 65, 68, 74-79, §53-84, 86, 87, 89,90, 97, 122 128 132 133 178, 218n 23
refuvenation, 172

representation, 37, 84, 92-93, 113, 118, 133, 146, 153, 161, 207n 58

repression, 168, 176, 184

retranslation. 2. 18_ 33,173, 176

reversal, 77, 84, 98, 99, 109, 119

rewording, 85

rewriting, 127

Ricoeur, Paul, 142 221n 4

Rilke, Rainer Maria, 9, 86, 9297 109, 155
Rimbaud, Arthur, 60, 79

Roa Bastos, Augusto, 19

Fobin, Armand, 7, 8, 137, 138
romantization. 77, 99113 118

Rosenzweig, Franz, 3, 18, 27-30, 34, 35,91, 171, 173, 176, 177, 2150.27

< previous page page 248 next page >

If vou like this book. buy it!



< previous page page 249 next page >
Page 249
S
Said, Edward, 186
Saint Jerome, 1, 31, 37. 172
Sartre, Jean-Paul 187
Schelling, Friedrich Wilhelm Joseph, 13, 44, 71, 130, 158, 162, 210n.45
Schiller. Friedrich, 14, 28 43, 51, 53. 58, 63, 66, 129, 130, 157,2170.9. 221n.1, 222n 8

Schlegel, August Withelm, 7, 11-17, 19-21_ 29, 33, 35,47, 49, 54 60, 64, 82, 86, 102, 104, 105-07, 111, 112, 114, 126,
129-36, 138-40, 143, 144, 151, 152, 154, 155, 184, 198n.19, 2070 39, 213n 14, 215n 28, 226n.13, 231n.1

Schlegel, Dorothea, 130

Schlegel, Friedrich, 14, 21, 33 47-51, 69-74. 76, 77, 79-83, §7-90, 92, 95-97_ 103, 104, 105-08, 111-14, 119, 121-25,
130, 152, 135, 136, 140, 161, 162, 205n 4, 208n.1, 217n.17, 219025

Schleiermacher, Friedrich D . E., 3.4, 8, 11-13, 17, 20, 32, 34, 47,5759, 64, 106, 112, 128, 131, 141-52, 154, 175, 178,
180, 203n.17, 213n 11

Schwartz-Bart, Simone, 194n 3
self-translation. 3. 108
Serres, Michel, 18, 183, 185

Shakespeare, 2. 11, 13, 15, 20, 28, 29, 41, 51, 55, 39,63, 69, 74, 7€, 91, 92, 105-08, 110, 114, 115, 117, 119, 126,
129,151, 132, 138-40, 176, 215027, 215n 28, 217n 8, 2190 26, 2200 38, 226n.13

sociability, 80

sociolingumistics, 190

Solger, Karl Wilhelm Friedrich, 71

Sophocles, 29, 40, 158, 168, 169, 230n 56

source language 7

speech, 8 25 31, 58 50 01 100, 143, 145 160,171, 181, 225n 46, 226n 15, 2300 56
spiegelung, see mirroring

Sprachlichiceit (speaking force), 7. 61, 139, 160, 166-168, 180-181

Stagl, Germaine Neclker, Madame de. 129, 216n.6

Stemner, George, 2, 18, 21, 110, 173, 181, 183, 190, 221n 4, 223n 46

Storig, Hans Joachim, 21

strangeness (Fremdheir), 3. 5, 38, 45, 50, 60, 127, 140, 147, 154, 155, 188, 19303, 224-25n 46, 2310 56
Strich, Fritz, 55, 56, 63, 136

subjectivity, 44, 70-72, 77, 78, 80, 81, 101, 144, 162

Supervielle, Jules, 109, 110

symbol, 16, 67, 84, 92 106, 112-14, 141,196, 207n 58 221n 2

Symbolists, 96

syncretism, 51, 80

"syncriticism’, 51, 80, 126

Szondi, Peter, 21, 221

T
target language, 7. 189, 190, 224n 46
Tasso, Torquato, 51, 56, 115, 116
taste, 122
"tendency” (of the work), 107, 124
textual criticism, 13
Thalmann, Marianne, 21, 130
Tieck, Ludwig, 11, 14 20, 29 33 92 114 115 131 133 135 136, 139
Todorov, Tzvetan, 196n.22
Torok, Mana_ 178
tradition, 11, 19, 20, 24, 27, 35,69, 79, 124, 139, 172, 175-78, 180, 181
traductology, 182-91, 232n.13
tragedy, 152, 169, 170, 186
translatability, 14-16, 29, 63, 82-86, 119,120, 126, 127 134-35 178, 179, 184, 185, 187, 189
see also untranslatability
translation
aunthentic vs. nauthentic, 147-50
as agent of Bildung, 47
as dialogue, 4
essence of, 172, 177, 190

< previous page page 249 next page >

If vou like this book, buy it!



< previous page page 250

as expansion, 134, 152
ethnocentric, 4-6, 147-49, 180, 186, 232
after the French manner. 35, 36, 143 148_ 154
"gains and losses", 188
generalized, 68, 85, 86, 108, 144-45 179
see also trans-lation
historic power of, 30, 68, 105, 126, 157, 171-71
and interpretation, 223n 46
interhinear, 28, 59, 231n 56
vs. interpreting (oral), 1453
as knowledge, 6, 54, 88, 101, 171, 179, 181, 223-24n 46
letter vs. spint, 5, 186
teral, 127, 147, 154, 168, 169, 172-73, 230n.56
as mediation. 151, 180
mythical (Novalis), 112-13, 215n. 27
and national language, 25-27
and reading, 170
as (self-reflexive, 109, 179, 188
resistance to, 127, 184, 186 187, 224n 46 (see also repression)
reproduction, 133
restricted, 85, 86, 108, 145, 183
theory of, 1. 144, 180
Uber-setzung, 107-08
and understanding, 144, 224n 46
and the worlc, 127, 224n 46
transmission, 183, 187
see also mediation
transtextuality, 184, 233n.15
treason, 3-5, 8 35, 38,99 119 138, 187
see also fidelity
troubadowrs, 2. 91
U
Ubersetzungstalent (A. W. Schlegel), 14. 64, 82
Umheimlichiceit (the uncanny), 46, 155, 223n 45
see also strangeness
unreadability, 91
untranslatability, 16, 39, 60, 61, 85, 117-20, 126, 127, 187-190, 231n 56
Urbild (archetvpe), 48-49, 63
vV
Valery, Paul, 86, 87, 96, 170, 184, 213n 14, 217017, 233017
Vega, Lope de, 51
Ferdnderung (transformation), 111, 127
Ferdeutschung, 24, 26,27, 30,31, 171
Verne, Jules, 189
"versatility”, 14, 69, 78, 79, 82, 83, 86, 100, 21509
versatility, 33, 48, 49, 62, 78, 108
Ferschlungenheir (intrication), 143, 221n.2
Vinci, Leonardo da. 139
violence, 155,171
Virgil, 172
Voltare, 54
Vorbild (model), 48, 50
WVoss, Johann Hemnrich, 12, 28 29 32 35 36,41 4749 50,54, 63, 104, 120, 131, 140, 151, 154, 155, 157,159
W
Wackenroder, Wilhelm Heinrich, 95
Wagner, Richard, 52
Wieland, Christoph Martin, 12, 131, 203017, 216n.3
will to power, 46
Wilmans, Friedrich, 158
Winckelmann, Johann Joachim, 13, 49 50, 69, 161
Wittgenstein, Ludwig, 183
Witz, 77, 80, 83, 86, 209n.17
work (oeuvre) 7,72, 89,119, 178, 184, 224n 46
Writing, 91, 178
fragmentary, 72, 126, 130, 214n 17, 2190 26

vs. spoken language, 140

Z
Zuberbiihler, Rolf, 159, 160, 168

< previous page page 250

If vou like this book. buy it!



