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Turgenev as Translator

ABSTRACT: Ivan Turgenev’s activity as a translator was very extensive and spanned his
entire career. It is, however, little known and less studied. Not only have most of his
translations not been republished, but a comprehensive list, detailing his role and
participation, has never been compiled. His translations into Russian (most of which have
been republished) were done primarily out of personal interest in the author or the work
in question, or out of close friendship (Maria Markovich, song texts for Pauline Viardot,
Gustave Flaubert). His translations into other languages, mostly translations from Russian
into French, were part of his efforts at making Russian literature, including his own
works, better known outside of Russia. These translations were generally done in
collaboration and provide insight into his views on translation, views which, within
certain parameters, gave surprising leeway to the translator.

It was the well-known Turgenev scholar Mikhail Alekseev who described
Turgenev as “a propagandist for Russian literature in the West,”! but Turgenev’s
position as Russia’s best-known author outside of Russia provided him with the
opportunity and the means to serve a two-way role as arguably the most
significant mediator of literature between Russia and the West in his own time.
And his activities as a translator constituted a very significant element in that
mediation. Despite this, the general topic of Turgenev as a translator has still not
attracted the attention it deserves.? Although most (but not all) of Turgenev’s
translations info Russian have now been republished in one or both of the
Academy of Sciences editions of his collected works, almost none of his
extensive translations from Russian, which include participation in several
volumes of translations into French of Pushkin, Lermontov and Gogol' as well
as numerous volumes of his own works, have been republished. Not only is the
sheer quantity of material astonishing, but even compiling a comprehensive list
remains a daunting task, given that his precise role is often subject to dispute.
On at least one occasion, his name appeared as a translator when he did not do
the translation; his acknowledged translations into French were normally
published as joint translations, but sometimes his active participation went

"M. P. Alekseev, “Turgenev—propagandist russkoi literatury na zapade,” in M. P.
Alekseev, Russkaia literatura i ee mirovoe znachenie (Leningrad: Nauka, 1989) 268—
307. First published in 1948.

z Although there have been studies of specific translations in which, and translators with
whom, Turgenev collaborated, the broad topic of Turgenev as a translator remains largely
ignored (a lament forcefully made already by Alekseev 273). A recent exception is A. S.
Kliment'eva, “I. S. Turgenev—perevodchik,” kand. diss., Tomsk, 2007.
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156 NICHOLAS ZEKULIN

unacknowledged; it would even appear that, occasionally, translations for which
Turgenev was at least in part responsible were accredited in print to someone
else. Yet even once this minefield is negotiated and even if his known
translations were to be published or republished, we would still not have the
complete picture, because a not insignificant number of his translations,
including, for example, all his translations from Spanish, are lost.

Translations always represent a point of potential friction between the “self”
and the “other” and attitudes towards translations generally reflect the state of
the national cultural psyche, something that fluctuates over time and depends
also on the value attached in the target culture to the culture from which the
translation is being made. No one in Russia doubted the necessity and value of
translations into Russian, but the situation among the more established (and
insularly self-centred) cultures of Western Europe was dramatically different.’
Turgenev’s case is, therefore, particularly interesting precisely because of his
unique position as an intermediary between several cultures and as an active
translator, including as a translator of his own works.

Not surprisingly, in translation as in other areas, successive periods tend to
reevaluate the procedures and principles adopted by the previous period. Russia
has a long history of translation going back to earliest times and the early
nineteenth century was particularly rich, most notably in the translations by
Vasilii Zhukovskii. These achievements were then reexamined and challenged
by the generation of the 1840s and in this, as in so much else, the leading figure
was Vissarion Belinskii.* At this stage in his life and career, of course, Turgenev
was operating exclusively within the Russian cultural context. His engagement
with translation “theory” in the early 1840s comes in the context of his critical
articles devoted to specific translations, such as his 1843 review of Fedor
Miller’s Russian translation of Schiller’s Wilhelm Tell:

TlepeBoabl MOXHO BOOOLIE pa3sjeNHTh Ha 1Ba pa3psia: Ha NEPEBONLI, MOCTABLIHE
cebe Lenbio, Kak FOBOPHTCS, NIO3HAKOMHMTH 9YHTATENA C OTIMYHBIM MM XOPOLIMM
NpOM3BEICHHEM MHOCTPAHHON JIMTEPaTyPhl, H Ha NEPEBOJIbl, B KOTOPBIX XyJOXHHK
CTapaeTcst BOCCO3JaTh BEAUKOE IPOU3BEACHHE U, CMOTPA N0 CTENEHH COGCTBEHHOrO

’ See, e.g., Turgenev’s comment in an 1857 letter to Lev Tolstoi: “Bc& He nxnee um
[bpanmysukam] xaxkercs auxko—u rayno. «Ah! le lecteur Frangais ne saurait admettre
celal»” L. S. Turgenev, Polnoe sobranie sochinenii i pisem, 2nd ed., Pis'ma, vol. 3
(Moscow: Nauka, 1987) 181. The first edition appeared between 1960 and 1968
(Leningrad); the second edition (Moscow, 1978— ) has not yet been completed. Future
references will be in the form S. (Sochineniia) or P. (Pis'ma) with the edition identified
by a superscript number, volume number and page number.

* For a succinct account see Maurice Friedberg, Literary Translation in Russia. A
Cultural History (University Park PA: The Pennsylvania University Press, 1997). For an
account of the specific role of Belinskii, see Iu. D. Levin, “V. G. Belinskii—teoretik
perevoda,” in his Russkie perevodchiki XIX veka i razvitie khudozhestvennogo perevoda
(Leningrad, Nauka, 1985) 97-104.
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TBOPYECKOT'O TalaHTa, CNOCOOHOCTH NPOHHUKATLCA YYKHMH MBICIAMH U UyBCTBAMH,
Gonee umm MeHee npubnMXxaeTcs K paspellieHHIO CBOeH TpyaHoii 3amaun. [lyx
(TMYHOCTB) NEPEBOYHKA BEET B CAMOM BEPHOM NEPEBOE, H ATOT AyX AOIKEH ObITh
JOCTOMH COYETaTbCA C JYXOM BOCCO3JaHHOro mnodta. OT TOro-ro Xopoiuxe
nepeBozisl y Hac (1a H Be3Ae) upessbiuaiino peaky. (S2.1.190)

His most extensive comments about the nature of translation are to be found in
his 1844 review of Mikhail Vronchenko’s translation of Goethe’s Faust, in
which he discusses the necessary talents of the translator at some length:

[McTHHHO XOpOIIMX TEPEBOMYMKOB] HENMb3d HA3BATL  CAMOCTOATENBHBIMH
TaJlaHTaMH, HO OHH OJAapeHbl TIyOOKHM M BEPHBIM TOHMMAHHEM KpAacoOThl, yke
BBIPOKEHHOH IPYrHM, CROCOGHOCTBIO MO3THYECKH BOCMPOM3BOAHMTH BIEYATIEHHA,
fPOM3BOAMMBIE HA HUX MOCMMBLIM HX fI03TOM; 3JMEMEHT BOCTIPUBMYHMBOCTH
npeobnajgaer B HUX, M COOCTBEHHBIH HX TBOpYECKMi Jap OT3biBaeTcs
CTPajaTeNbHOCTBIO, HEOOXOAHMOCThIO omopbl. [...] BCAkMii XopowHi nepeBoa
TIPOHMKHYT J/00OBBIO TNEPEBOAYMKA K CcBOEMy o0pasy, NOHATHOM, pasymHOMH
mo6GoBBIO, TO €CTh YHTaTeNlb YYBCTBYET, YTO MEXIY 3THMHM IBYMA HaTypamMH
CYWIECTBYET AEHCTBHTENLHAN, HEITOCPEACTBEHHAs CBA3b... (S.1.227-228).

The desire to be an intermediary is not enough, admiration for a work or an artist
is not enough, there has to be an affinity of spirit that is both emotional and
@sthetic. At the same time, a translation has to function as a work of literature in
its own right and in the culture of the language into which it has been translated:

Yem Oonee nepeBox HaM KakKeTCHd HE MEPEBOAOM, a HEMOCPEICTBEHHbBIM,
CaMOGBITHEIM MpPOW3BENEHHEM, TEM OH NPEBOCXOAHEE; 4YMTAaTENb HE JOKEH
YyBCTBOBATh HH MAJEHLIero cieaa TOi acCCHMWIALMH, TOro NMpoLecca, KOTOpOMY
noJBeprcs MOUTHHHHK B Jyllleé NEPeBOAYMKA; XOPOLIMH nepeBoA eCcThb NOJNHOE
npeBpaiieHHe, meramopgosa. [...] Jlioan, He 3HawomMe BOBCE MOMAIHHHHKA, HO
OJIapEHHBIE YXOM H BKYCOM, JYUILIHE CY/bH B 3TOM JeJe; [...] (5%.1.228-229).

If these comments largely echo those of his contemporaries, Turgenev’s practice
as regards translations into Russian is to be viewed as primarily a “private”
matter; as often as not publication was not the specific intent.

Turgenev’s activity as a translator to a great extent spans his entire career as
a writer. As a student in St. Petersburg in 1837, sending his initial attempts at
poetry to Aleksandr Nikitenko, one of his professors, he mentions that most of
the previous year had been dedicated to translating Shakespeare (parts of
Othello and King Lear) and Byron (Manfred). He had destroyed the Shakespeare
translations and notes: “[...] 3TO GbUIO JIOXXHOE HanpaBleHHEe—s COBEPILCHHO
He roxych B nepesogumkn” (P2.1.133). In 1844 Turgenev’s translation of the
last scene of Part 1 of Goethe’s Faust appeared in the journal Otechestvennye
zapiski and two years later two short translations, of Byron’s “Darkness” and the
twelfth of Goethe’s “Romische Elegien,” did appear in the Nekrasov-edited
Peterburgskii sbornik, but their appearance in print can in all probability be
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158 NICHOLAS ZEKULIN

attributed to Turgenev’s desire to help out Nekrasov with content for his
collection.’ These “fragments” resemble the translations that occasionally occur
in Turgenev’s letters, such as the translation of “Clirchen’s Lied” from Goethe’s
Egmont (in an 1840 letter to his friends Mikahil Bakunin and Aleksandr
Efremov®), or that he, apparently, presented to friends or neighbours (such as a
translation of Fortunio’s Song from Alfred de Musset’s play Le Chandelier).” In
other words, they are “occasional” pieces. It is clear that Turgenev primarily
translated “for himself” and that the titles we know merely represent a quite
possibly small part of the full total of his translations of this period. Given the
fragmentary nature of the works translated and the fact that many had already
appeared in Russian translation, one cannot speak of a proselytizing desire to
make important works of European literature known to a Russian audience, even
in a “new” translation. Nor can there be any suggestion—especially after his
return from his studies in Germany—that Turgenev was somehow using
translation to help himself better understand works he was reading. While the
works themselves do represent major European authors, the decision to translate
into Russian was largely inspired by the challenge of rendering in his own
language a work, or part of a work, that in some way affected him particularly
closely. Of the “Romische Elegien,” the fruit of Goethe’s famous sojourn in
Italy (1786—~1788) that Turgenev himself read in anticipation of his own trip
there in 1840, he writes to Timofei Granovskii: “Kakas *H3Hb, kKakas CTpacTh,
KaKoe 30pOBbe ABIHT B HUX! [...] DTH 3/1eruy MPOIHIHCH B MOIO KPOBb—KAaK
51 xary mo6su!” (P2.1.144) This element of a personal interest continued to be
significant. In 1872 Turgenev was so struck by the poetry of Walt Whitman, of
which he said: “Huuero 6onee nopasurensHoro cebe npeacTaBUTh Henb34,” that
he translated some of his poems, again without the express intention of
publishing them.® A curious exception to this pattern seems to be the translation
into Russian of Charles Perrault’s Les contes des fées. In 1862 Turgenev was
approached to translate the Perrault collection into Russian, to be published by
Vol'f with the famous illustrations by Gustave Doré. This exception may,
however, be also the one that proves the rule. In this instance there was no direct
personal connection with the work being translated and Turgenev’s interest and

* See 2.1 .22-29, 53-55, 56-57. To judge by Nekrasov’s letter to Nikitenko of 3 January
1846, the two translations may have been a late addition (N. A. Nekrasov, Polnoe
sobranie sochinenii i pisem, vol. 14, (St. Petersburg: Nauka, 1998) 57, 259.

® See P2.1.166-167 and S.1.313.

" See §2.1.323, 541. »

® P2.12.50. Only a fragment of a draft translation of “Beat! beat! drums!” from the “Drum
Taps” section of Leaves of Grass has been preserved (S2.12.294-295. See 1. Chistova,
“Turgenev i Whitman,” Russkaia literatura 1966, No. 2: 196—-199.
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TURGENEV AS TRANSLATOR 159

commitment quickly waned; he soon abandoned the task and farmed out most of
the translations, even while letting his name remain on the publication.’

The case of Turgenev’s translations from Spanish shows a different kind of
personal connection. Spanish was the lingua franca in Pauline Viardot’s family
and Turgenev began to study it in 1847, practicing his oral skills with Pauline’s
mother Joaquina and other members of her family. A significant component of
his learning process consisted of reading the classics of Spanish literature.!® In
his “Hamlet and Don Quixote” essay Turgenev lamented the absence of a good
translation of Cervantes’s Don Quijote de la Mancha and on three occasions,
each time in the aftermath of disappointment with his own writing, he proposed
to translate it himself.!' Although nothing came of these intentions, this was not
the only Spanish work which attracted his attention as a translator. In early 1866,
facing a series of unfulfilled promises to various publishers, Turgenev proposes
“payment” with translations of Cervantes’s “Rinconete y Cortadillo” (to Stepan
Dudyshkin) and of the anonymous 16th century picaresque prototype Lazarillo
de Tormes (to Mikhail Katkov).'? Turgenev refers to both these translations as
complete, or almost complete (suggesting that he had undertaken them once
again not with the intention of publishing), although it is possible that he was
exaggerating his claims; despite the fact that both editors expressed some
interest, neither was published or seems to have has survived even in manuscript
form.'* A particularly close friendship with the author could be no less
important an incentive. At a time when he was most closely connected to Maria
Markovich [Markovych], he translated a collection of her stories, followed by
her novel Instytutka.'* And personal considerations were even more at the heart
of Turgenev’s translations of the texts for Pauline Viardot’s various Lieder

* The Volf edition did not appear until 1866. Turgenev translated two stories
“Volshebnitsa” and “Siniaia boroda” and provided the preface (with much delay and
effort) in 1865 (see P2.6.315, 291 and P%.5.86-87, 448).

0 See, e.g., his letter to Pauline Viardot of 13 (25) December 1847 in which he discusses
the Calderén plays that he has been reading (P*.1.246).

"' §2.5.330. The first occasion on which Turgenev said he intended to translate Don
Quixote came in 1853 following criticism of his first, unfinished, novel Dva pokoleniia
(see P2.2.243), the second in 1857, following his decision to destroy all his current
manuscripts (see P%.3.195-196) and the last following the initial failure of his last novel
Nov'(see P'.12,.101).

2 p27.17 and 21.

Bp2732 and 51. Alexandre Zviguilsky has suggested (without providing a source) that
the “Rinconete y Cortadillo” translation was actually done by Nikolai Shcherban' (A.
Zviguilsky, “Tourguénev et I’Espagne,” Revue de littérature comparée 33.1 (1959): 79.

" Marko Vovchok, Ukrainskie narodnye rasskazy (St. Petersburg: Kozhanchikov, 1859);
“Institutka,” Otechestvennye zapiski 1 (1860).

Canadian Slavonic Papers/Revue canadienne des slavistes
Vol. L, Nos. 1-2, March—June 2008

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.




160 NICHOLAS ZEKULIN

albums. '’ Indeed, it was for Viardot’s musical activities that Turgenev was
willing to undertake translations that he otherwise considered beyond his
“competence,” such as translations between French and German.'®

The translations which are undoubtedly the best known of all Turgenev’s
translations combine personal with public factors in a unique way. In 1874 his
efforts to have the play “La Tentation de St. Antoine” by his close friend
Gustave Flaubert published in Russia failed when Mikhail Stasiulevich, the
editor of Vestnik Evropy (in which Turgenev published his own works), became
convinced that the work would not get through the Russian censorship. !’
Consequently, two years later, Turgenev decided to play a more direct réle in
the publication of Flaubert’s “La Légende de St Julien I’Hospitalier” and, later,
also of “Hérodias,” the first and last of Flaubert’s Trois contes. In March 1876
he wrote to Stasiulevich announcing his intention of translating “La Légende”
himself (from Flaubert’s manuscript before its publication in France) expressly
for publication in Vestnik Evropy.'® Although Turgenev’s efforts were certainly
in part formed out of a desire to help Flaubert financially (he declined all
payment in favour of the author'®), he was genuinely impressed by these works -
and wanted to make them known in Russia. No less important, however, was the
challenge that they presented to him—and to his native language. Indeed, this
challenge produced an uncharacteristic note of pride when he wrote that
translating “Hérodias™ “[...] mnpexacTaBWyn Takue TPYRHOCTH, 4TOo—Oe3
XBaCTOBCTBA CKaxy—He 3Hal0, KTO OBl Apyroil mydrie MEHsA 3To caenan [...]%

s See S°.12.298-304 and 643—651, where, however, some translations actually by
Turgenev but not accredited to him in the published volumes, are omitted and some
attributions (of texts accredited to him in print, but actually translations) are incorrect.

' This included the translation of parts of their operetta Le Dernier Sorcier from the
original French into German (see, e.g. the letter from Pauline Viardot to Turgenev of 18
February 1869, Ivan Tourguénev, Lettres inédites a Pauline Viardot et sa famille
(Lausanne: L’Age d’homme, 1972) 326-327). In 1873 Pauline Viardot published a
selection of 50 Lieder by Franz Schubert. The French translation was attributed to Louis
Pomey, but Turgenev’s letter to Pomey of 27 September 1865 (P2.6.158) strongly
suggests that Pomey polished translations actually done by Turgenev with Viardot, which
in turn suggests the possibility that other albums for which Pomey is credited with the
translation may have been prepared similarly.

" See P2.13.22 and 365.

'® See P,.11.229 and P'.12,.83-84.

* See P'.12,.106.

2 P'.12,.128. The rough drafts of the translations, preserved in the Bibliothéque
Nationale, attest to his meticulous work. Analyzing the manuscript of “Irodiada,” Petr
Zaborov concludes: “B cBo#f nepeBoa OH BIOXKHI 3aMEYATE/IBHOE OLIyUICHHE
BocKpemieHHO#t (noGepoM 3MOXH, TOHuAMlIee 4YyTbe H MAacTepCTBO CTHIMCTA,
COBEpLICHHOE 3HanKe (PaHIY3CKOro M PEAKOCTHOE BIaJEHHE POIHEIM A3BIKOM, 2 TAKKeE
ray6okoe noOHMMaHWe MOTpeGHOCTEH YMTATENA, KOTOPOMY NpPEIHA3HAYAICA—B €ro
unTepnperauun—anotGeposckuii weaesp.” (P. R. Zaborov, “Iz tvorcheskoi laboratorii

1
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Nor was his final verdict any different. On receiving the printed version of “La
Légende” from Stasiulevich, he acknowledged the achievement:

Mory npu6aBuThb, 4TO H30 BCeli MOCH JIMTEPaTYPHO# Kapbephbl A HH Ha YTO HE IVIAXKY
¢ Gonbuieii ropaOCTbIO—KAK Ha 3TOT nepeBod. IT10 Gbia tour de force—3acTaBHTh
PYCCKHIi A3bIK CXBATHTbCA C (PAHIY3CKHM—H HE OCTaThCs MoGexaAeHHBIM. UTo Obl
HH CKa3aJlH YHTATETH— caM coGoi J0BONeH H riaxy cebs no ronoske (P'.12,.131).

In discussing Turgenev’s translations from Russian, Alekseev goes so far as
to state that Turgenev’s activities as a proselytizing translator effectively created
a “school of translators,” particularly in France, but also in England.?' While
acknowledging Turgenev’s superior knowledge of the expectations of the
reading public in several European countries (as a result of which not only did
he consider some of his own works simply unsuitable for translation, but even
permitted changes to be made in order to accommodate local expectations),
Alekseev identified the distinctive feature of this “Turgenev school”: “[...]
OykBajbHas OJH30CTE K MOMIMHHHKY I/ HEr0 Ba)KHEe CTHIMCTHYECKHX
COBEPIICHCTB MEPEBO/Ia, COXPAaHEHHE «HyXa» OPHMTHHaNa CyleCTBEHHee, YeM
NPHBEPXKEHHOCTE K IIPHBLIYHEIM HOPMaM A3blka, Ha KOTOPBIH Jemnaercs
nepesoa.”?? In the light of this, one might be surprised by the frequency with
which those who have compared translations done or supervised by Turgenev
with the originals, point to a profusion of differences, errors and omissions that
put in doubt the regular assertions about a close check against the original text.

Turgenev’s translations from Russian present a far more complex picture
than do his translations into his native language. The aspect of proselytizing here
does play the primary role and it is indeed heavily shaped by Turgenev’s solid
understanding of the realities of publishing industry in Western Europe. One
component of this reality was the fact that Russia was not a signatory to any
international and few bilateral conventions concerning authors’ rights, which
meant that all too often a translation could be undertaken without permission, or
without paying any honorarium. Consequently, Turgenev was affected not only
as translator, but even more directly as author—and he was often grateful just
for the courtesy when a translator or publisher approached him in advance. The
extent of his involvement in the translations of his own works varied
significantly. Sometimes he would learn of a translation only after publication,
when someone (even a rival translator) brought it to his attention; sometimes he
established contact with the translator directly, offering advice or checking a
translation; and sometimes he would be involved from the very beginning,
whether the translation project was proposed by him, or by someone else.

Turgeneva-perevodchika,” Turgenev i ego sovremenniki, ed. M. P. Alekseev (Leningrad:
Nauka, 1977) 135).

2! Alekseev 290.
2 Alekseev 292-293. See also Alekseev 271.
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162 NICHOLAS ZEKULIN

Generally, Turgenev took almost any opportunity to become involved, as a
measure of exerting at least some control over the published translations of his
own works. As his fame increased and as he established relationships with
certain publishers and translators, the degree of his involvement also tended to
increase. In addition, there is a direct relationship between the degree of
Turgenev’s involvement and his comfort with the target language. Thus, he was
always most involved in the French translations, somewhat less with German
ones. As for English translations, while always willing to provide help and
clarification, he came to rely on particular individuals whom he came to trust,
first and foremost William Ralston, and he played no part whatsoever in
translations into other languages.?® Finally, despite his excellent knowledge of
French and German, Turgenev was always at pains to involve authors and
writers from those countries, both to ensure as much as possible that the
translation conform to a native stylistic standard, but also as a conduit into the
national publishing world.

Turgenev was very conscious of the fact that throughout most of his writing
career the reading public in most West European countries had little interest in
translations from contemporary “foreign” literatures, and that as a result
publishers were reluctant to expend too much interest or capital on translation
ventures. To Mikhail Avdeev, who had requested advice as to where to publish
French translations of two of his novels, he wrote in 1868:

IlepeBoanl ¢ HMHOCTPaHHEIX A3BIKOB TNevaraloTcs B [lapuxe Tyro ¥ HEOXOTHO,
MOTOMY YTO ILIOXO MAYT ¢ PyK. JIUKKEHC HE HaM HeTa—a HH OfHH M3 €r0 POMaHOB
HE BBILUEJ BTOPRIM H3IaHHEM [...] MOH KHMI# NEpEBOAHIHCH—HO COGCTBEHHO s HH
KOMEHKM 33 3T0 HE NOojy4Yajl HHMKOTAa,—a NEpPeBOJYHMKY—B BHAC BENHKOH
MHJIOCTU—ILIATHIIOCh, H TO He Beeraa, dpaunkos 300, 400. Adepa, xax Bui Bugure,
He Gnecraman. 24

In fact, on occasion, Turgenev actually effectively commissioned a translation
himself. When in 1862 the well-known translator Friedrich Bodenstedt sent him
a translation of his story “Faust,” Turgenev saw this as a singular opportunity to
make his work better known in Germany:

B See, e.g., his letter of 24 February 1877 to Pavel Annenkov: “Tonbko H ObUIO Y MEHs
3aHATHH, YTO KOPpEKTYp Hemeukoro H ¢panuysckoro nepesoga «Hom» (ects H
AHTTIMHCKHI, ¥ WTAIMSHCKMH, M Aaxe wBEACKHH (!)}—HO 3THX, K CYaCThiO, MHE HE
noceinator) [...]7 (P1.13,.95).

* P2.8.191-192. That same year, in recommending a translation of Aleksei Tolstoi’s
Kniaz' serebriannyi to his own French publisher and friend, Jules Hetzel, he notes: “Je
crois que cela peut avoir du succés—ce succés de 2000 lecteurs, dont vous me parliez et
que ne dépassent guére les ouvrages traduits” (P%.8.189). When there was an honorarium
Turgenev would frequently relinquish it in favour of the translator (see e.g. his letter of
23 December 1868 to Julius Rodenberg, P2.9.105).
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Je viens de la lire [la traduction] et je suis resté ravi a la lettre—elle est tout
simplement parfaite. [...] Cette bonne fortune m’a fait venir I’eau a la bouche—et
voici ce que je me permets de vous proposer. Je serais trés heureux de me faire
connaitre au public allemand par I’entremise d’un introducteur aussi excellent et
aussi populaire que vous 1’étes—et si vous vouliez faire un choix de mes nouvelles
pour les publier, je serais enchanté de tenir & votre disposition la somme que vous
jugeriez suffisante pour vos honoraires—car je sais bien que les éditeurs actuels ne
sont guére disposés pour tout ce qui est russe et ne se chargeraient tout au plus que
de la publication.2’

In his review of William Ralston’s translation of the fables of Krylov, who
“was as Russian as possible,” Turgenev praises it precisely on the grounds of
Ralston’s success in acclimatizing the translation to its target culture: “Mr.
Ralston’s translation leaves nothing to desire in the matter of accuracy or
colouring [...] It will not prove his fault if Krilof does not prove to be
thoroughly «naturalised» in England” (S%.10.268; 267). In face of the
contradictory requirements of confrontation and hybridization, for Turgenev the
translation had simultaneously to be acclimatized while remaining true to the
“spirit” of the original. Once a work had been chosen for translation, the primary
qualities that Turgenev required of an excellent translator were not only a
literary sensibility in the target language, but also the ability to render the
specific asthetic of the author being translated. The ultimate accolade, as
expressed in his reaction to Bodenstedt’s translations of Shakespeare’s sonnets
and echoing his comments in the review of the Vronchenko translation of Faust,
continued to be: “Toute espéce d’impression de traduction disparait
complétement : vos vers coulent de source avec une facilité merveilleuse—et ce
n’est que plus tard qu’on réfléchit avec étonnement au tour de force accompli”
(P*5.19). For Turgenev, the greatest sin of any translation was that it was “dry”
or “wooden,” that it lacked “life,” a fault for which no faithfulness to the
original could compensate. Laments to this effect, concerning translations not
only of his own works, abound. He describes Eugene Schuyler’s translation of
Tolstoi’s “Kazaki” as “Bepes—Ho cyX u «matter of fact», kak cam r-H Ckaiinep
[...]I" (P'.12,.383). An English translation of Eugene Onegin is “BepHoCTH
HEBEPOATHOM, W3YMHUTENbHOM—H Takoi ’ke H3yMHTENbHOH JyOuHOCTH
(P1.13|.149). A “holzerne” German translation of “Istoriia leitenanta Ergunova”
that he had been sent is “getreu-—aber um es offen herauszusagen—etwas
schwerfillig und leblos—zu sehr in Geschifisstyl” (P2.9.115; 121). An

B P2.5.121. Bodenstedt admitted that he had trouble convincing publishers to take his
first translations from Turgenev, and even his proposed 3 volume edition of Turgenev’s
stories stopped after the first two volumes because of small sales (see Henri Granjard
(Granzhar), “Pis'ma Friedricha Bodenstedta (1861-1868),” in Literaturnoe nasledstvo,
vol. 73, kn. 2 (Moscow: Nauka, 1964) 307, and H. Rappich, “Turgenev i Bodenstedt,”
Lit. nasl. 73,, 337).
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interesting case is provided by Henri Hippolyte Delaveau. As a result of
Turgenev’s publicly expressed dissatisfaction with Ernest Charriére’s translation
of the Zapiski okhotnika, Delaveau approached Turgenev about an “authorized”
translation. Despite Turgenev’s direct involvement in working on Delaveau’s
translation, the results did not prove satisfactory to the author; he found the
translation to have a “caractére morne et «procés-verbal»” (P2.10.1 17), a factor
of Delaveau’s “insuffisance littéraire” (P2.3.280). Thus, within certain
parameters, an exact rendering of the original and even a knowledge of the
original were actually secondary. Among the translators in whom Turgenev had
most faith was Moritz Hartmann 2 and, not surprisingly, Turgenev
recommended Hartmann to Erich Behre, when Behre began to undertake a
German edition of his works. However, when Behre wanted Hartmann to
provide the translation of the story “Neshchastnaia,” Turgenev wrote:
“Hartmann kann meine neueste Novelle nicht direct {ibersetzen, da er des
Russischen nicht méchtig ist, er tibersetzt erst aus dem Franzésischen.—Wenn
Sie aber auf das «Tagebuch eines Jigers»—reflectiren, so bin Ich iberzeugt—er
wirde eine vortreffliche Version liefern—da er dieses Werk aus den
Franzésischen Uebersetzung griindlich kennt, [...]” (P?.9.85). When the German
translation of Otftsy i deti that Turgenev himself had recommended to Behre
proved inadequate, he turned to Ludwig Pietsch for assistance in “correcting” it,
arguing that “es handelt sich nur darum, einen Vergleich mit der franzosischen
(vortrefflichen) Uebersetzung durchzufiihren [...]” (P2.9.123)

The contradiction between “foreign™ and the “domestic™ requirements was
exacerbated by the widespread belief (perhaps particularly in France, where the
concept of free translations had a long—and “rich”—tradition®’), that there were
limits to what the receiving culture—or more precisely its readers—were
prepared to tolerate and this needed to be taken into consideration. Turgenev’s
sensitivity to the difficulties facing translations went so far as the belief that
some works, including some of his own, were simply not suitable for translation.
He was not particularly surprised, for example, when, the French journal Revue
des deux mondes refused to publish, on the grounds that it was absurd nonsense
(“runb HecypasHaq™), a translation of “Prizraki,” even though it had previously
published a number of his works and this translation had been done by Prosper
Meérimée.?® Consequently, when it came to his own works, he frequently left the

% See, e.g., his letters to Hartmann of 7 January and 2 February 1868 (P*.8.90 and 105).
“At a time when, in Germany, fidelity is being celebrated with almost marital
overtones by Breitinger, Voss, and Herder, France translates without the least concem for
fidelity and continues its never-abandoned tradition of ‘embellishing’ and ‘poeticizing’
translations.” (Antoine Berman. The Experience of the Foreign. Culture and Translation
in Romantic Germany, Translated by S. Heyvaert. SUNY Series, Intersections (Albany:
SUNY Press, 1992) 35.
® See P2.6.164; the story did eventually appear, when Mérimée threatened to cut his ties
with the journal unless they published the story! (See Prosper Mérimée, Correspondance
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choice of works to be translated or included in a collection of translations, to the
translator or publisher, because they knew the intended audience best.”” His
deference to the issue of national norms (as well as to the prerogatives of the
translator) was such that he was willing to accept that a translator could omit
sentences or even sections that might be considered to contravene those norms,
or even change a text in order to accommodate them. Indeed, Turgenev actually
went further; cuts could even be a matter of ®sthetic judgement on the part of
the translator! Alekseev highlights an extreme case in which, according to
Nataliia Ostrovskaia, Turgenev actually proposed undertaking a French
translation of Tolstoi’s Voina i mir in which all the philosophizing would be cut
or relegated to an appendix!3® The best known, and most extreme case, of
changes “authorized” by Turgenev in one of his own works to accommodate the
sensibilities of a national audience occurred with the story “Pervaia liubov” and
involves an addition. In 1860 the editors of the Revue des deux mondes had
refused to publish the story, on moral grounds that were shared by Turgenev’s
friend and collaborator, Louis Viardot.>! When the story finally appeared in the
collection Nouvelles scénes de la vie russe published by Dentu in 1863, it came
with a framing coda in which the listeners to the story consider the events
described as a reflection of specifically Russian mores. In a letter to Ludwig
Pietsch of 15 February 1882, Turgenev states

[...] das ganze reflectirende Anhingsel am Ende der Novelle «Die erste Liebe» ist
von meinem franzésischen Uebersetzer (unter uns: von Viardot) aus moralischen
Riicksichten zugefligt worden ... [...] Wie wenig so etwas in meiner Natur liegt—
werden Sie wohl wissen...”2

Générale, 2° série, tome 7 [Toulouse: Edouard Privat, 1959] 127).

» See e.g. his letters to Bodenstedt of 6 and 16 November 1862 (P2.5.125 and 130).

* The reason given was that French readers would find such passages boring and
ridiculous (an opinion more attributable to Turgenev himself). See N. A. Ostrovskaia, “Iz
vospominanii ob 1. S. Turgeneve,” Turgenev v vospominaniiakh sovremennikov, vol. 2
(Moscow: Khudozhestvennaia literatura, 1983) 78; Alekseev 301-302. Not surprisingly,
Tolstoi rejected this suggestion.

. See the strongly worded letter from Louis Viardot to Turgenev of 23 November 1860,
Ivan Tourguénev, Nouvelle correspondance inédite, tome II (Paris: Librairie des Cing
Continents, 1972) 115-116.

2 P'.13,.196. The existence in the Bibliothéque Nationale of a Russian version of this
addendum, entitled “IIpubaBneHHbiii xBocT ang ¢panuy3ckoro H3ganus B IlepBoit
mo6OBu,” has led some Russian commentators to suggest that Turgenev was here
protesting too much and that, under pressure from his “co-translator,” he acquiesced and
wrote the coda himself (see E. L. Kiiko, “Okonchanie povesti «Pervaia liubov'» (1863),”
Literaturnoe nasledstvo, t. 73, kn. 1, 59—68, where the relevant documents are reproduced
in facsimile). The formulation used for this title, however, does not exclude the
possibility of the translation of a French text info Russian. Regardless of the degree of
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At the same time, Turgenev on occasion took advantage of his involvement with
the translations of his works to include passages that had been excised by the
Russian censors, for example in Delaveau’s translation of the Zapiski
okhotnika,®® or, the biography of Valerian Ratmirov, in the translation of Dym.3*
Indeed, for Turgeneyv, the translation process could serve as a continuation of the
creative process and he sometimes made additions to the text of the translation
that were subsequently introduced into the Russian text. In his letter to Louis
Viardot of 16 October 1857, he suggests an addition (“je vous propose
d’ajouter”) to the end of the translation of “Poezdka v Poles'e.” This text, with
some stylistic modifications (presumably made by Viardot) appeared when the
translation was published the following year and was then added (with some
minor additional modifications) to the next Russian edition.>

Two constants in Turgenev’s rdle in translations were his insistent pleas that
he be sent the proofs, in particular of translations with which he had previously
not been involved directly, and also his reliance on “native authorities,” even for
languages that he knew well. He made correcting proofs a formal requirement of
his agreement with Behre for the “authorized” German edition of his collected
works. > However, the nature of the changes Turgenev made in the proofs
conformed to his basic understanding of the independent réle of the translator.
When Bodenstedt sent Turgenev his translation of “Prizraki” for checking,
Turgenev insisted: “meine Verbesserungen gingen bloss auf den Sinn—nie auf
die Form und lassen Thnen Ihre Freiheit ganz” (P%.6.54). If one remembers
Turgenev’s horror at even minor misprints in his works, it comes as no surprise
that he objected most strenuously to the nonsense that not infrequently crept into
translations as a result of an inadequate knowledge of the original language.
Consequently, he was always willing to assist translators, encouraging them in
his letters to write for help and highlighting any errors in order to avoid basic
mistranslation.’” The demand for proofs was thus to examine the work affer the

Turgenev’s complicity, the designation given this coda acknowledges the significance of
national sensibilities.

» See F. Ia. Priima, “Novye dannye o «Zapiskakh okotnika» Turgeneva vo frantsuzskoi
literature,” in «Zapiski okhotnika» 1. S. Turgeneva (1852-1952). Sbornik statei i
materialov (Orel: Orlovskoe knizhnoe izdatel'stvo, 1955) 344-345.

* See R. M. Gorokhova, “«Dym». Rabota Turgeneva nad frantsuzskim perevodom
romana,” in Turgenevskii sbornik. Materialy k Polnomu sobraniiu sochinenii, vol. V
(Leningrad: Nauka, 1969) 255.

¥ p23262 and 563; see also 1. Tourguéneff, “Deux journées dans les Grand-Bois,”
[Nouvelles) Scénes de la vie russe (1858; Paris: Hachette, 1887) 290291 and S'.7.70 and
302. The principal additional change in the Russian text is the phrase “u mourpriBan u
nepebupan BoxokaMu” in the first paragraph of the added text, referring to Kondrat.

* See his letter to Behre of 19 November 1868 (P2.9.84).

¥ See, e.g., his letter to Bodenstedt of 12 July 1864 (P.6.39); Bodenstedt attached a list
of expressions with which he had difficulty to his reply of 29 July (see Granjard, 325).
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translator had completed his work in order to eliminate nonsense (outright
mistranslations and misunderstandings). In addition, despite his tolerance of the
excisions made by a translator to accommodate the expectations of the receiving
culture, Turgenev generally objected to unauthorized additions and
interpolations, including “authorial” commentary where he had had none.3®
Having made his corrections, Turgenev then required that they undergo a final
stylistic check, clearly part of the efforts to ensure that the translation read
“natively” in the target language. While one might assume that there was a
certain element of asthetic judgment involved in the choice of those who were
asked to make that final check (that Turgenev chose writers whose style he
appreciated), the degree to which he was willing to give them “carte blanche” is
perhaps unexpected. An extreme, if humorously hyperbolic, case is provided by
the German translation of Oftsy i deti that he had asked Pietsch to “correct” on
the basis of the French translation:

Was die Uebersetzung betrifft~——haben Sie natiirlich die vollstéindigste carte blanche!
Sie konnen, wenn Sie wollen—Bazaroff die Frau Odintsoff heirathen lassen;
protestiren werd’ ich nicht! Im Gegentheil” (P2.9.135).

Given that the French translations of Turgenev’s works so often served as
the base text for additional translations, it is not surprising that Turgenev
devoted so much effort to monitoring, assisting and even undertaking these
himself, but always, at least nominally, in conjunction with others. His first
forays into translation into French date back to the 1840s when he assisted Louis
Viardot (apparently on the latter’s initiative) with Viardot’s translations from
Gogol', by dictating French translations of the originals (since Viardot did not
know Russian). *® The Gogol' translations became the first part of a
comprehensive programme of translations from Russian literature undertaken by
Viardot and Turgenev, which included works by Pushkin and Lermontov, as
well as, later, Turgenev’s own works.*® This practice of Turgenev’s dictating

1)

and an “authority”—for whom French was his native literary language and who

See also the letter to Maria Pezold of 14 December 1869 (P2.10.94). This willingness to
help translators extended beyond his own works (see, e.g., the letter of 10 August 1879 to
Emile Durand, P'.12,.111).

* So-called “otcebaTuHa” (see, €.8., the discussion of the translation practice of Irinarkh
Vvedenskii in Friedberg 4448, and Levin 128-131).

* In the preface to the first collection Viardot indicates that several Russians (including
Turgenev) aided him. Turgenev quickly became Viardot’s sole collaborator in these
translations, even if it was not until he became known in France in his own right that his
contribution was acknowledged in the publications themselves (see Michel Cadot, “Le
réle d’l. S. Tourguéniev et de Louis Viardot dans la diffusion de la littérature russe en
France,” Cahiers Tourguéniev — Pauline Viardot — Maria Malibran 5 (1981): 53.

A comprehensive list is provided in Cadot 54.
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had experience in the French publishing world—revising the dictated text,
remained for most of his career the basis of Turgenev’s practice for those
translations into French with which he was involved as the initial translator.
Turgenev’s facility in instantaneous oral translation is widely attested to—and
not only from Russian into French.*! Nor did Louis Viardot ever make a secret
of their method, writing to Hetzel in 1859: “J’ai eu soin d’annoncer, a deux
reprises, comment mes traductions du russe étaient faites : un ami me dicte le
mot a mot, et j’écris le frangais, voila tout.”*2 Emile and Alice Durand, who
were responsible for many of the translations of Turgenev’s later works, provide
additional details: “Il dictait une traduction aussi littérale que possible de son
ceuvre 3 M. Viardot, qui la mettait en frangais littéraire sous sa direction. Chaque
phrase difficile, chaque mot douteux était discuté entre eux, et le résultat
finissait par étre excellent.”** A fascinating insight into the working of
Turgenev’s polyglot brain during this process is provided by a manuscript
preserved in the Bibliothéque Nationale in Paris. It is a translation of
“Malinovaia voda” and the title page reads “Traduction dictée par
Tourgueneff.”* It is a rough copy (with numerous subsequent changes and
corrections, at least some in Turgenev’s hand), in which, in a few places, we
find an untranslated Russian word or phrase, such as “Oh ces maitresses, Bon
Seigneur, voila onb-to ero u pasopuwmm.” The Russian phrase is subsequently
translated in the left margin: “C’est elles qui I’ont ruiné.”** The untranslated
phrases are not in any respect difficult and their presence indicates that, where a
particular word or phrase does not immediately pop into mind, rather than stop
to retrieve the appropriate word(s), he finds it preferable to continue and return
later to deal with the recalcitrant text (while also making other changes,
including stylistic ones).

Both contemporary and modern commentators attest to Turgenev’s superior
command of French. Although he undoubtedly counted on them for stylistic
editing, his collaboration with widely-published intellectuals like Louis Viardot
also provided access to the French publishing world that would simply ignore an
unknown foreigner. Interestingly, the first initiative to translate Turgenev’s

“ Guy de Maupassant recalls Turgenev’s “crusade” of acquainting his French colleagues
with the works of Goethe, Pushkin and Swinburne by translating “on-the-fly” during the
Sunday afternoons at Flaubert’s (Guy de Maupassant, “Etude sur Gustave Flaubert
(1884),” (Euvres Complétes de Guy de Maupassant, présentés par Gilbert Sigaux, vol. 16
(Lausanne: Editions Rencontre, 1962) 486).

¢ A. Parménie et C. Bonnier, Histoire d’un éditeur et de ses auteurs : P.-J. Hetzel (Paris:
Albin Michel, 1953) 397, as quoted in Cadot 56.

E. Durand-Gréville, “Ivan Tourguénef: Seconde et demiére partie,” Bibliothéque
zniverselle et Revue suisse, 3° série, 48 (Décembre 1890): 579.

BN, Slaves 78, f° 106r. The text itself follows: BN, Slaves 78, f* 107-117.

BN, Slaves 78, f° 115r. “Ox, yx 3T maTpecku, npoctd ['ocrioan! Oue-To U ero
pasopunn” (8%.3.37).
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works into French almost certainly came from Viardot who proposed translating
stories from Zapiski okhotnika as early as 1848, an offer that Turgenev declined
at the time.*¢ Turgenev’s translations with Louis Viardot continued throughout
most of his career, but during the 1860s an alternative authority appeared for
Turgenev, Prosper Mérimée. Indeed, in some respects Mérimée served as a
“higher” authority, a transition that did not occur without some friction. 47
Certainly Mérimée did have some advantages over Louis Viardot. His literary
profile was greater, his long-standing interest in Russian history and literature
(above all for Pushkin) inspired him to learn Russian to the point that he could—
and did—undertake actual translations himself. Nonetheless, his main
contribution to Turgenev was as editor of translations done by others and as the
author of prefaces and articles on Turgenev’s works that were certainly
important in helping to consolidate Turgenev’s reputation among educated
French readers. Finally, he also served as a guide for what could be considered
acceptable to French “morals,” sometimes making changes in the translations,
sometimes providing support and encouragement, as when editors demanded
excisions he considered excessively puritan,*® sometimes suggesting a third
party adjudicator.*’ Turgenev repaid these services by acting as a consultant
whenever Mérimée encountered difficulties in his Russian reading. A letter to

“ See the letter to Pauline Viardot of 11 January 1848 (P%.1.251). Later the initiative to
translate a particular work could come from either of the two men (see, e.g., the letter to
Pauline Viardot of 13 February 1859, P>.4.15). Their first published joint translation of a
Turgenev work was of “Postoialyi dvor” (L’auberge de grand chemin), which appeared
in feuilleton in the weekly L Nlustration XXX.770-774 (28 November—26 December
1857) (see Patrick Waddington with Florence Montreynaud, 4 Bibliography of French
Translations from the Works of 1. S. Turgenev, 1854—1885 (Wellington, NZ: 1980) n.
ag. (rpt. from Slavonic and East European Review LVIIL.1 (1980): 76-98), item 7.

See Louis Viardot’s mild protest at having his name omitted from a translation in
which he had been involved (Alexandre Zviguilsky, “A propos d’une traduction frangaise
de « Mtsyri » (Tourguéniev et Lermontov),” Cah TVM 15 (1991): 15-21).

“ When problems arose with Buloz, the publisher of Revue des deux mondes, who
insisted on changes in the translation of Ortsy i deti that Turgenev resisted in making,
Mérimée backed his confrére, although this did not prevent him from subsequently
making “quelques petits changements dans 1’intérét des mceurs” in that self-same work
(see the letters to Turgenev of 24 February and 18 March 1863, Mérimée, 2° série, t. 5,
342 and 361. Sec also 302). The translation was published as a separate volume in May
by Charpentier (see Waddington / Montreynaud, item 28).

@ See Mérimée’s letter to Valentine Delessert of 22 December 1861 (Mérimée, 2° série, t.
4, 434) and Turgenev’s to the same correspondent of 25 December 1861 (P.4.391),
concerning the suitability of the story “Zhid.” The story was not published until 1869.

® See Maurice Parturier, Une amitié littéraire : Prosper Mérimée et Ivan Tourguéniev
(Paris : Hachette, 1952), in which most of the extant Mérimée letters to Turgenev were
first published. See also Thierry Ozwald, “Autour d’une collaboration littéraire : les
destins croisés de Mérimée et Tourguéniev” CahTVM 15 (1991): 79-101 and “Mérimée /
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the publisher Jules Hetzel of 11 June 1868 about the translation of “Brigadir”
serves to illustrate the reliance that Turgenev placed on Mérimée as a stylistic
editor (as well as his relationship with a trusted publisher), even when Turgenev
had been involved in the translation, in collaboration with Louis Viardot: “J’ai
envoyé I’original russe a Mérimée; faites-lui parvenir une épreuve pour qu’il y
jette un coup d’ceil : de votre coté faites les corrections que vous jugeriez
nécessaires.—J’ai dicté cette traduction & Viardot qui ’a mise en frangais: je
suis slr que c’est trés exact—et Viardot sait son métier.”! Mérimée was most
closely involved with the 1869 collection, Nouvelles Moscovites, published by
Hetzel, and it eventually appeared with four of the translations attributed to
Mérimée and three to “I’auteur.”? The details are, however, quite telling, for if
Turgenev had almost blind faith in Mérimée as a stylistic authority correcting
the translations of others, he was far less happy with his work as a translator. He
decided not to use a translation of “Asia” that had been done by someone called
Pagonkin and that Mérimée had carefully revised with the translator and
declared “bien traduit,” preferring instead a translation he himself prepared,
even though this demanded more than one set of proofs.’> He wavered about
substituting Shcherban'’s version of “Sobaka” for the one done by Mérimée,**
and he made so many changes in the proofs of Mérimée’s previously published
translation of “Prizraki” that he not only demanded a second set of proofs, but
realized that Mérimée would need to be informed, given the extent of the
changes.>

After Mérimée’s death in 1870, Turgenev returned to his collaboration with
Louis Viardot (although he did occasionally turn to Gustave Flaubert*®), but

Tourguéniev : nouvelles-frontiéres,” CahTVM 27 (2003): 83-96.

> p2.8.206. Interestingly, this faith was not in the least undermined by the fact that
Mérimée’s asthetic tastes were not in harmony with Turgenev’s prose style, a divergence
that Mérimée made no attempt to hide: “[...] moi, qui vous ai souvent reproché ’excés de
vos adjectifs et le trop d’idées et d’images dans une seule phrase” (letter to Turgenev of
20 July 1867, Mérimée, 2° série, t. 7, 555).

See Waddington / Montreynaud, item 38. See also P2.9.207. For a detailed account, see
R. M. Gorokhova, “K istorii izdaniia sbornika Turgeneva « Nouvelles moscovites»”
Turg. sb. Materialy, vol. 1, 257-269.

. See Mérimée’s letter to Turgenev of 6 June 1866 (Mérimée, 2° série, t. 7, 126) and
Turgenev'’s letters to Maréchal of 7, 16 and 20 March 1869 (P.9.162, 173 and 176-177).

4 Letter to Hetzel of 13 April 1869 (P?.9.193). In the end it was the publishers who made
the decision for the Mérimée translation (see P2.9.195 and 197.)

% Letter to Maréchal of 15 May 1869 (P2.9.210).

*In 1876 he published a translation of four Pushkin poems that were “checked” by
Gustave Flaubert (see André Meynieux, Trois stylistes, traducteurs de Pouchkine—
Mérimée, Tourguénev, Flaubert. Essai de traduction comparée (Paris: Cahiers d’études
littéraires, 1962)). In addition to these Pushkin translations, Flaubert also checked
“Monsieur Frangois,” Turgenev’s translation of “Chelovek v serykh ochkakh” (see
P'.12,.123 and 168).
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most of the late French translations were done by Emile Durand (some with his
wife Alice, who used the pseudonym of Henri Gréville; the translations then
appeared under the name “E. Durand-Gréville”). In “Durand-Gréville”’s own
words, these were done “sous la direction de Tourguénef”>’; Turgenev was then
once again sent proofs for his suggestions and corrections.’® Only in his final
years did Turgenev no longer feel the need for a formal authority in his own
French translations. He and Pauline Viardot translated “Pesn' torzhestvuiushchei
liubvi” (although no translator was designated when it appeared in La Nouvelle
Revue frangaise in November 1881), while the 30 poems in prose published in
La Revue politique et littéraire in December 1882 were attributed to Turgenev
alone, even though they also appear to have been done through his long-
established practice of dictating his translation, in this instance to Pauline
Viardot.*® Pauline no doubt also offered advice and suggestions, but she could
not play the rdle of public authority that her husband had played at the beginning
of Turgenev’s career, or Mérimée in its middle.

The question of Turgenev’s checking a translation against the original text
has long been a source of contention, for the evidence is contradictory at best.
As might be expected, when it was a translation of a work other than his own,
checking against the printed original played a part,60 but in the case of his own
works, it would appear that Turgenev was less than assiduous in checking the
accuracy of the translated text. Presumably, when he began the translation
process by dictating a translation, he did so from the original, but there is little
evidence to suggest that he then rechecked the translation against the original at
a later stage. One might expect that when he received a translation that had been
done by someone else, he would check it against the original, but even here it

% Durand-Gréville, 579.

* Turgenev’s letter to Durand of 22 March 1877 indicates that not only he, but Louis
Viardot also read the proofs of the translation of Nov’ (in which Viardot added an
explanatory footnote) (P'.12,.119-120).

* See P'.13,.126 and P'.13,.129 and Waddington / Montreynaud, items 63, 65. The
surviving manuscripts of these translations in the Bibliothéque Nationale (BN Slaves 77,
f* 85-191) are not in his hand. In the letter to Pietsch of 25 December 1882 Turgenev
states that the poems in prose were translated “mit Hilfe Frau Viardot’s” (P'.13,.129),
whereas in a letter a few days later to William Ralston he writes that “the translation
made in French by M-me Viardot was made according to her will, not mine.”
(P'.13,.133). Whereas Pietsch was an intimate of both Turgenev and Viardot, Ralston
was Turgenev’s professional colleague and perhaps even at this late date Turgenev still
thought that his own authority might not carry sufficient weight.

Afanasii Foeth recalls Turgenev doing a line by line check of his translations from
Horace in 1853 (Afanasii Fet, Moi vospominaniia (1890; Facsimile reprint Moscow,
1992) 36). See also Turgenev’s letter to Stasiulevich of 5 May 1873 recommending
Viadimir Mikhailov’s translation of Heinrich Heine’s “Deutschland. Ein
Wintermérchen,” in which he says he checked every line (P2.12.135).
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would appear that this was far from a regular occurrence. The number of
occasions when he subsequently becomes aware of serious flaws and errors in
translations that he had previously praised, or even corrected, indicates that he
was not always careful in reading the translations made by others. From a letter
to Behre concerning Ortsy i deti, it emerges that it was the publisher who drew
his attention to serious omissions in the translation that Turgenev himself had
recommended.®' Memoirs indicate that it was not uncommon for Turgenev to
read translations together with someone else. Shcherban' remembers how he and
Vasilii Botkin occasionally took an even more active part in the Delaveau
translation of Zapiski okhotnika:

Typrenes Gbii, pasyMeercs, NOBONEH, YTO MPOM3BEIEHHA €ro MOMANH B PYKH
uesnoBeka, KOTOpHI# He npuMer (kak mepea TeM Lllappuep) «apanuuk» 3a «apanay;
HO ClIerka TATOTHACS TIPOCMOTPOM €TI0 PYKOMKCEH M CIMNYCHHE HX C OPHTMHAJIOM
nomdac fosepan BOTKHHY WM MHE,—GBITh MOXET, HE CTONIBKO «H3 JIEHH)», CKONBKO
H3 ONACEHHA CTHIIKOM YCEDIHBIM JTHYHEIM YYaCTHEM B NIEPEBOAE KaK Gbi H3IMEHHTH
uere Buapno.9?

Turgenev’s reluctance to check translations against his original, however, would
appear to have been more fundamental than Shcherban' implies. A number of
scholars who have compared a translation claimed to have been checked by
Turgenev against the original have been surprised by the discrepancies, even
when there seems to be strong evidence for such a check. Horst Rappich quotes
Ludwig Pietsch remembering the checking of the Bodenstedt translation of
“Prizraki,” involving Pietsch himself reading the translation, Turgenev with a
copy of the original in his hands, and Pauline Viardot. And yet, when Rappich
himself compares the translation with the original, he also is forced to conclude:
“[...] Typrenes, no-puaMMoMy, JHLIb O€rno CpaBHHBAN NEPEBOJ C PYCCKHM
TEKCTOM, 06palas BHUMaHHE Ha YCTpaHEHHE IpyORIX CMBICIOBBIX omHboK.™
Once obvious mistranslations that made nonsense of the text had been
eliminated, Turgenev’s views about translator privileges and his primary
consideration that the final translation should read well as an independent work
rather than in relationship to its original, would seem to have determined his
considerations and attitude.

A comparison of four French translations of the conclusion of the story
“Biriuk” from the Zapiski okhotnika (see texts in Appendix A) provides an
interesting insight into Turgenev’s own practice as a translator. Turgenev’s

' Letter of 19 November 1868: “[...] nun Sie mir aber sagen, dass gegen das Ende
einiges ausgelassen worden ist [...]” (P?.9.84). Later (letter of 14 January 1869), he
admitted that he had originally “blos[s] fliichtig angesehen” the text (P2.9.120).

N V. Shcherban', “Iz vospominanii ob 1. S. Turgeneve (1861-1875),” Turg. v vosp.
sovr., vol. 2: 32.

@ Rappich, 341-342. See also Cadot 54-55 and Nicholas G. Zekulin, “Two unpublished
letters of Ivan Turgenev,” Slavonic and East European Review 53 (Oct. 1975): 561.
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translation is a fragment, now in the collection of the Musée Tourguéniev in
Bougival, the only extant remnant of a translation presented to the Viardots’
friend, Dr. Frisson;** the second example is from an 1875 translation by Charles
Rollinat which Turgenev declared to be “trés bonne” (P?.13.52), the third is the
“authorized” Delaveau translation on which Turgenev collaborated; the last is
the notorious Charriére translation against which Turgenev had publicly
protested, in great part because of “les changements, les interpolations, les
additions qui s’y rencontrent & chaque page. C’est 4 ne pas s’y reconnaitre”
(P%.2.293). In general the other translators live up to their reputations.
Delaveau’s translation is arguably the most exact, but does indeed read like a
court clerk’s account of events. Charriére adds his own editorializing (“tu m’as
étonné et réjoui”) and additional details such as reintroducing the forester’s two
children, absent from the original at the end of the story, and features such as the
noise of the departing horse and the clanging gate. Rollinat combines accuracy
with some degree of the verve missing from Delaveau—e.g. his “mais prends
garde...” It is the Turgenev translation that might seem the most surprising.
While there are a number of felicitous turns of phrase (Turgenev’s “langa”
compared to “poussa”), it is clear that Turgenev took greater liberties with the
text than any of the others, even Charriére. These include additions (e.g. “du
malheureux paysan™; “aprés s’étre recueilli”; “avec un demi-sourire”),
omissions (there is no mention of the narrator’s arm movement in defense of the
peasant), paraphrases and extensions (the ellipsis as the forester releases the
peasant becomes verbalized: “Il n’acheva pas sa phrase”; the direct speech
“ynuBHI THI MeHA” becomes part of the narrative: “quand je fus revenu de mon
étonnement”). There are even two outright mistranslations (“Uepe3s nonuaca”
becomes “Un quart d’heure plus tard”; more significantly “aoxanka-To Bam xe
nepexzarh” becomes its opposite “La pluie a cessé”). Yet this translation in
many ways does conform to Turgenev’s espoused views on translation in which
woodenness is to be avoided at all costs and the “spirit” of the original is
paramount, outweighing literal accuracy. Turgenev is certainly successful in
rendering the charged atmosphere of the original, with its potential for violence
between the three protagonists, before the almost instantaneous dissipation of
tension as a result of Foma’s startling and uncharacteristic action, effectively
rendered, as in the original, by a series of five action verbs. At the same time it
is hard to believe that there could have been any rechecking of this translation to
ensure adherence to the original (although it also seems improbable that even
Turgenev could have achieved this text by relying entirely and solely on his
memory without any recourse to the original at some stage). In this text we can
see how, for Turgenev, translation represented a continuation of the creative

o Published (facsimile and transcription) in CahTVM 26 (2002): 215-216.
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process, the artistic integrity of the new text outweighing the “authority” of an
ostensibly established text.%®

APPENDIX A

3aINRCKH OXOTHHKA
§%.3.162

Bupiok cxeaTui ero 3a
wieyo... S Gpocuacs Ha
NOMOIIL MYXHKY...—He
TpoHbTE, GapyH!-—KpHKHYI Ha
MEHA IECHUK.

A 6wt He mobosncs ero
Yrpo3sl H yXe NPOTAHY GbUI0
PYKY; HO, K KpaiiHEMy MOEMY
H3yMJICHHIO, OH ONTHUM
TNIOBOPOTOM CIEPHYII C JIOKTE#H
MY)KHKA KyINaK, CXBaTHI €10
1a IUHBOPOT, HAXJIOOYIHII eMy
IIanKy Ha r71a3a, pacTBOPHI
ZIBEPh M BHTOJIKHYJ €10 BOH.
—YVY6upaiics k uepry ¢ coeii
JIOMIabI0 ! —3aKpHYal OH EMY
BCNIEA, —Aa8 CMOTPH, B Apyroi
pa3 y MEHA...

OHu sepuyncs B u3by u cran
KOTaThCA B YTIIy.

Hy, Bupiok,—TIpOMONIBIIT &
HaKOHel,—YyIHBHJI TH MERS:
THI, f BHXY, CJTaBHbIM MasIbii.

Turgenev
MS Musée Tourguéniev

Biruk se précipita sur lui et le
saisit par I’épaule. Je
m’élangai au secours du mal-
heureux paysan... « Restez ot
vous &tes, Monsieur », s’écria
le garde—Je n’aurais pas
reculé devant sa menace...
mais 4 mon grand étonnement,
Biruk, aprés s’étre recueilli
pendant un instant, arracha
d’un seul tour de main la
ceinture avec laquelle il avait
1ié le prisonnier, le saisit par le
collet, lui enfonga son bonnet
Jjusqu’aux yeux, ouvrit Ia porte
et le langa dehors... « Va-t-en
au diable avec ton cheval » lui
cria-t-il « et prends garde ».

I} n’acheva sa phrase et se mit
a fouiller dans un coin.

« Tu es un brave gargon,
Biruk », lui dis-je, quand je
fus revenu de mon
étonnement.

Rollinat
BN, Siaves 68, f* 69v

La main de Biruck s’abbatit
sur I’épaule du paysan ... ... je

m’élancai A son secours.
—« Touchez pas, maitre! » me
cria le forestier d’un ton
menagant. Saps m’effrayer de
ses menaces, j allais étendre le
bras... quand, & ma grande
stupéfaction, je le vis, en un
tour de main, enlever la
ceinture des bras du prisonnier,
le prendre au collet, lui
enfoncer son bonnet sur les
yeux, ouvrir la porte et le
pousser dehors, en lui criant :
—« Va-t-en au diable, toi es
[sic] ton cheval!... mais prends
garde que je ne t’y rattrape! »
[l rentra dans la
chambre et s’enforga dans un
coin.
—« Vraiment, Biruck,—lui dis-
je enfin,— tu m’as étonné : je
vois que tu es un brave gargon!

% Given that, sixty years since Mikhail Alekseev suggested the need for attention to be
paid to Turgenev’s role as a translator, efforts to evaluate his work as a translator are still
critically handicapped by the fact that a very significant number of his actual translations
are largely unavailable, it would seem timely to consider the publication of Turgenev’s
translations in an electronic format that conforms to the standards set by the international
Text Encoding Initiative (see http://www.tei-c.org/). Not only would this medium make
the preparing of these translations by a geographically dispersed team easier and the
translations themselves more widely available, but it would make it possible (particularly
from an economic point of view) to present these translations in a side-by-side view with
the texts from which they have been translated (especially important when that text was
not the version that has since become canonical). It is my hope that this paper to this
conference may serve as an impulse to set this task into motion.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.




TURGENEV AS TRANSLATOR

Table continues from p. 174:

175

3aBRCKH OXOTHHKR
§%.3.162

—D3, nonxore, 6aphH, —
nepe6u OH MeHA ¢
ocanol,—He H3BOJbTE
TONBKO CKa3mBaTh. a yx 1
JydIlie BaC IPOBOXKY,—
npubasai On,—3HAThH
DOMIHKA-TO BAM HE
TIEPEXIRTD. ..

Ha npope 3acrysam koneca
MYXHUKOH Tesery.

~—Buum, nomnencal—
nipoGopMOTal OH, 11a £ ero!..

Yepes nosrgaca OH MPOCTHICH
€O MHOH Ha omylke jeca,

Delaveau
Ed. de 1859, pp. 6768

—Birouk le saisit par
I’épaule... Je courus au
secours du paysan.

—Laissez-le, maitre! —me
cria le forestier.

—<Cette injonction ne
m’intimida pas, et je portais
déja les mains en avant; mais &
mon grand étonnement, Birouk
dénoua subitement le kouchak
qui liait les bras du paysan, et
saisissant celui-ci par la nuque,
ouvrit la porte, et le poussa
dehors.

Turgenev
MS Musée Tourguéniev

« Eh! voyons, Monsieur, me
répondit-il avec dépit « avez-
vous toujours I’intention de
partir? La pluie a cessé. —
Jespére que vous ne parlerez pas
de ce qui vient de se passer »,
ajouta-t-il brusquement. —Le
bruit de la charrette du paysan
qui partait retentit dans la cour.—
« Le voila qui part », marmotta
Biruk avec un demi-sourire...

« Mais qu’il prenne garde une
autre fois. » Il me regarda
fixement en pronongant ces
derniéres parbles. « Partons,
Monsieur ».

Un quart d’heure plus tard nous
nous séparions sur la lisi¢re de la
forét.

Charriére
Ed. de 1854, pp.206-207

Le Bireouk lui posa ses mains sur
les épaules avec violence... je
me précipitai au secours du
malheureux. « Ne bougez pas,
vous, bérine! » me cria le
forestier.

Je me serais moquer de ses
menaces, et j’avais déja les
muscles crispés; mais, 8 mon
grand étonnement, en un tour de
main, il détordit et retira la
ceinture qui serrait les poignets
du paysan, lui enfonga le bonnet
sur les yeux, tout en ouvrant la
porte, et, le prenant par 1’épaule,
le poussa dehors.

Rollinat
BN, Slaves 68, f* 69v

—« Hé laissons cela,
maitre,—fit-il en
m'’interrompant avec
dépit;—« mais au moins
n’allez pas jaser. Aussi bien,
je vais vous reconduire,
ajouta-t-il, car vous
n’attendrez pas la fin de la
pluie. »

Le roulement
d’un chariot de paysan se fit
entendre dans la cour.

—« Voyez!... le voila déja
décampé. .. murmure-t-il,
mais il me payera gal...

Une demi heure
apres, il me faisait ses
adieux 2 la lisiére du bois.
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Table continues from p. 175
Delaveau
Ed. de 1859, pp. 67-68

— Va-t-en au diable, avec ton
cheval! — lui cria-t-ilen le
voyant s’éloigner, — et
rappelle-toi que si jamais je te
Cela dit, le forestier rentra
tranquillement dans I’isba,
ferma la porte, et se mita
remuer je ne sais quoi dans un
coin. '

— Vraiment, Birouk, — lui
dis-je, — tu m’as étonné... Tu
es un brave homme, a ce que je
vois...

— Allons! Maitre, ne parlons
pas de cela,— me répondit-il
d’un ton d’impatience. — Mais
n’allez pas le raconter. Je vais
maintenant vous reconduire,
car il parait que ia pluie ne
cessera pas de sitdt. Ah! le
voild qui détale! — ajouta-t-il
4 demi voix en entendant le
bruit que faisaient les rous
d’une téiéga qui passait devant
les fenétres de 1’isba. — Ah! je
le...

— Une demi-heure aprés je
prenais congé de lui sur la
lisiére du bois.

Charriére ‘

Ed. de 1854, pp.206-207

« Va au diable avec ton
cheval! lui cria-t-il; mais une
autre fois ne me retombe pas
sous la main. »

Il revint sur ses pas dans la
chambre, et alla regarder les
deux enfants.

« Eh bien, Bireouk, finis-je
par lui dire, tu m’as étonné et
réjout; je vois que tu es un
brave homme.

—Eh! laissez cela, bérine,
dit-il d’un ton fort
maussade. ... seulement,
veuillez n’en rien dire. Ce qu’il
y a de mieux  faire pour moi,
c’est de vous accompagner,
ajouta-t-il; attendre ici la fin de
la pluie, vous n’en auriez pas
vous-méme [a patience. »

Nous entendimes le bruit du
cheval et des roues du paysan,
et celui de 1a barriére qui
retombait. « Le voild parti,
murmura Foma, mais qu’il y
revienne! »

Une demi-heure aprés, le
Bireouk me fit ses adieux & la
lisiére de la forét.

NICHOLAS ZEKULIN
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