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ABSTRACT:

This study documents the problematic translatdaiphber relationship in the case
of the English translation of Simone de Beauvdiesdeuxieme sex&he socio-
historical investigation of the case study dematet that the 1953 translation was
complicated by several factors: the translatoick laf philosophical knowledge, the
editor’'s demands to cut and simplify the text, pablisher’s intention to emphasize the
book’s scientific cachet, and Beauvoir’s lack obperation. The investigation focuses on
two aspects: the translator’s subservience andhtisdvement of multiple actors.

Primarily concerned with the interaction betweas translator and other actors,
this study seeks answers that require investigattonhistorical documents and the work
of other scholars critical ofhe Second Sebn this enquiry, more than one hundred
letters between the translator, H. M. Parshley,taecoublisher, Knopf, are thoroughly
analyzed. The study combines Bruno Latour’'s and@®Bourdieu’s sociological
concepts in order to provide a more detailed amd®passing examination within the
context of Translation Studies. The letter corresi@mce is the primary evidence on
which the study’s conclusions are based.



RESUME :

Cette étude illustre la problématigue de la refatintre le traducteur et I'éditeur

dans le cas de la traduction en anglais de 'ozlev@&mone de Beauvoir, Le deuxiéme

sexe La recherche socio-historique menée dans le cloette étude de cas montre que
plusieurs facteurs ont compliqué la traduction 883L: le manque de connaissances
philosophiques du traducteur, les demandes répdekiditeur de raccourcir le texte et
de le simplifier, l'intention de I'éditeur d'acceet le cachet scientifique du livre et le
manque de coopération de la part de l'auteurenaefiere, Simone de Beauvoir. La
recherche se concentre sur deux aspects : la ssamdu traducteur et l'intervention de

multiples acteurs.

Cette étude s'intéresse dans un premier temijpgeadction entre le traducteur et
les autres acteurs. Ensuite, elle cherche a oliteriréponses qui exigent des analyses de

documents historiques et de travaux d’autres sfigeim qui ont critiqué la traduction,

The Second Sex cette étape, plus d'une centaine de lettresnédes entre le
traducteur, H. M. Parshley, et I'éditeur, Knopfatsminutieusement analysées. L'étude
combine les concepts sociologiques de Bruno Latbde Pierre Bourdieu afin de fournir
un examen a la fois approfondi et global dans eede traductologique. Les
conclusions de cette étude s’'appuient enfin saoleespondence entre I'éditeur et le

traducteur.



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

| would like to thank the Social Sciences and HuibmsResearch Council of
Canada for their support of this work through tl&S=Master’s Scholarship, the School
of Translation and Interpretation at the UniversifyOttawa for their assistance and
encouragement, Dr. Luise von Flotow and Dr. Clava fér their much appreciated
guidance, support and thoughtfulness. | would aafigdike to thank Dr. Luise von
Flotow for inspiring me to work harder.

| am greatly indebted to Elsa Parshley Brown angrieaBrown Kennedy for
giving me the permission to use the letters andlMowing great interest in my project.
Likewise, | am grateful to Knopf Doubleday Publisipifor giving me the permission to
use the letters written by their editor-in-chietlan the Smith College Archives,
Northampton, MA for their help with the letter cespondence which made this study
possible.

Finally, I would like to thank my dear Yannick fbis patience and

encouragement that helped me make it to the fimeh



Dedication

In memory of
my loving grandmother, Anica,
who taught me strength.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Y 0111 = T PSR PTSRRPI I
S0 ] = PSSR iii
ACKNOWIEAGEIMENTS. ...t e e e e enneas v
[ =To [To%= 11 o] o TP v
Table Of CONTENLS.......eei e snee e Vi
INTRODUGCTION ..tteutieuteettesteesteeteesseassesseesseeseassesssesseesseessesssesseesseesseesseassesseesseessesnsesnsenses 1
CHAPTER ONE: THE PUBLICATION AND THE RECEPTION OF THE SECOND SEX.............. 2
Brief Overview of the Publication and Immediate Reeption of Le deuxieme sexe
1 = 1T PSSO 4
PUDIIC REACHION. ...ttt snee e 5
TRERIGNT ... sttt e e nre e e sneeeeenee 5
I < RSP 6
Private Reaction and Personal AttacksS.........cccoeeviiiiiie e 7
Publication of The Second Sebm the United States...........ccccoveeiiiieiicieeiieeenens 7
The First Wave of Receoption ofThe Second SeX........ccccevviiiiiieiniiiniiciieeiieenns 12
THE CONTEXL.....iiieeeie et e s e e e e s nre e e sasee e 12
PUDIIC RECEPUION. ... 13
Private RECEPLION.......coiiie ettt e e e e enneas 15

The Second Wave of Reception dfe deuxieme Sexe........ccccoveeveveeenennee. 17
CHAPTER TWO: REVIEW OF THE CRITICISM OF THE ENGLISH TRANSLATION ............. 21
Margaret A. SIMONS: 1983...... .o 22
Deirdre Bair: L1987 ...ttt n e nnnes 25
Richard Gillman: 1988 ..........oo e 27
Simons’s Interview with Beauvoir: 1989..........coccoiiiiiiiiiiieeeeee e 28
Yolanda Astarita Patterson: 1992.........cci i 30
Sheryl Englund: 1992 and 1994....... .o 31
ANNA AlEXANTET: 1997t enneas 34
Elizabeth Fallaize: 1999........oo e 34
TOM IMOI: 2002 ...ttt ettt et e et e e sae e e e sae e e e nne e e anreeeas 36

Vi



CHAPTER THREE: LETTERS FROM THE ARCHIVES: AN EXPOSITION OF THE LETTER

CORRESPONDENCE .....ttetteesteessteesseeesseessseessssassesasseessssassesasseesssssssessnsessssesssessnsessssesnsens 39
Scope and Content of the ColleCtion.............cooeviiiii e 39
Summary of the Letter CorreSPONAENCE..........coocueveiiiiieiiiie e 40

Pre-translation Correspondence: July 1949 — JanuEdg0.............cccceeevveeennen. 41
Translation Correspondence: January 1950 — Aug@8tll.............cccoevveeennnennne 44
Post-translation Correspondence: August 1951 —IAI953............ccceeevveeenen. 52

CHAPTER FOUR: APPLICATION OF SOCIOLOGICAL THEORIES TO THE “M AKING ” OF
THE SECOND SEX: A CRITICAL ANALYSIS OF THE TRANSLATOR’S SUBSERVIENCE AND

THE MULTIPLE ACTORS IN THE TRANSLATION PROCESS.......cceeiiiieecieeecieeeciee e 57
SECTION | ettt e e e et e e et e e et e e e aee e e beeeeabaeeessseeeaaseeeanseeeanseeeas 60
Brief Introduction to Latour’s Actor-Network Theory or
“Sociology Of TranSIatioN” ...........cooiiiiiii e 60
Latour’s “Sociology of Translation” in Translation Studies ...........cccccceeevviiiieeennee. 63
A Critical Analysis of the Translation Process andts Multiple Actors: Parshley as
ONE OF MANY ..ttt et e e e sbe e e e sae e e nnsee e anseeeanneeeas 64
The Issue of the Missing QUOLAtIQNS...........ceeiiiiriiiieeiie e 65
The ISsue Of “ESOLENIC” WOIAS.......ccciviiee ettt 67
The ISSUE Of the CULS.......cuiii e 69
The Issue of Breton and Claudel...........ccocuveiiiiiieei e 71
The Issue of the “Traduced” Philosophical Content............cccccceevieiiiieencieeenne 72
SECTION ] ettt e e e et e e et e e et e e e be e e e ebeeeesaseeseaseeeanseeeenneeeas 77
Brief Introduction to Bourdieu’s Structuralist Cons tructivism and the Key Notions
Of Habitus @and FIeld ..........oooiiiee e 78
Bourdieu’s Notions of Habitus and Field in Translaton Studies.............ccccveveenn.e. 80

A Critical Analysis of the Translator's Subservien® and the Power Struggle in the

Translator-Publisher RelationShip ........coooiiiiiiii e 82
The Issue of the Translator's Payment.........c.ccoiiiriiiie e 82
Correspondence with “Uncooperative” BEaUVOIL...........ccccveeiiieeeiiie e 84
Strauss and Symbolic Violence: “Bulling It Through..........cocoooiiiiiiiiineee 89
Pressure, Deadlines and No Vacation: Simeoni’s f@@essential Servant'.......... 92

CONCLUSION .tiutieiuteesieeeteeauteestaeesseesseeesseeasseeassaessesanseeasaeeseeanseesseeanseeanseesseeansessnseensenns 97

BIBLIOGRAPHY  .itieitiieitiesiee sttt e stee e e s see e teesstaessae et e anteesseeeseeenseeasteaseesnseenneeenseeanneenns 99

Vii



INTRODUCTION

Interdisciplinary in nature, this study brings tdws sociology, history, women'’s
studies, and philosophy, and places them withirstiogpe of translation studies (TS). It is
primarily concerned with the advancement of redearithin translation studies but
offers useful insights for other disciplines aslwsbecifically in view of their frequent
overlapping and mutual enrichment. In hopes toefostore intertwining relations
between various disciplines and translation studies work wishes to raise awareness
of the diversity and pertinence of research in TS.

The thesis is divided into four chapters and fosuse specific topics in each one.
Chapter One presents the story of the publicatid@immone de Beauvoirshe Second
Sexin the United States and serves as the backgroutie study, setting the context and
identifying the historical implications. Chapter ®Ways out the most relevant literature
and recognizes their contributions to my resedtttapter Three presents the dialogue
between the translator and the publishing firmtigtothe letter correspondence dating
from the early 1950s. Through the use of quotatidnstends to illustrate the epistolary
exchange of the actors involved in the Englishdlation ofLe deuxieme sex€Einally,
Chapter Four builds a sociological analysis ofdage through Latourian and
Bourdieusian theoretical concepts, and draws a rumiconclusions which, it is hoped,

can inform other researchers and readers.



CHAPTER ONE: THE PUBLICATION AND THE RECEPTION OF THE
SECOND SEX

In 1949, Simone de Beauvoir published a philosailgssay entitletle
deuxieme sex@ lengthy work of 972 pages, it was divided iti@ volumesies faits
et les mythesvolume 1, and.’expérience vécye/olume 2. Immediately upon its
publication, an American publishing house Alfredk&opf purchased the rights for the
English translation to be distributed in the Uni&tdtes. The translated work under the
title The Second Sexas published in 1953. More than fifty years laseholars and
writers are still discussing the book, and somthefoest illustrations of Beauvoir’s
relevance are numerous conferences organized evbkmnname and her work. In 1979,
one of the first conferences in honour of Beaugowbrk celebrated thirty years of the
publication ofLe deuxiéme sexXdn 1999, a conference was organized in Paris ti ma
the fiftieth anniversary of Beauvoir's book thanisw considered the “feminist bible.”
During the recent events (January 2008) celebratiegentennial of Simone de
Beauvoir, scholars gathered in Paris to evaluate again her contribution to the
twentieth-century literature, philosophy and fersirthought.

Since 1949 e deuxiéme sex®s been translated into 36 languagles1951, it
was translated into German and distributed in V@&stnany; in East Germany, it was
distributed only in 1989. The English translatiofidwed in 1953. Japan also saw its first
translation in 1953 and the retranslation in 199ther translations include the Spanish
version completed in Argentina by a Spanish pubigsihouse (Editorial Siglo XX) in
1954. The book was forbidden under the Franco regind was not available in Spain
until 1962; but its ideas had already penetratedSjpanish intellectual circles (Chaperon
and Delphy 2002, 455-56). In 1981, Iran produc&eesian translation based on the
English translation. Surprisingly, the Russian station was not completed until 1998,
even though Russia was a great model for Beauttireadime of writing the

! “The Second Sex - Thirty Years Later: A Commemnigea€onference on Feminist Theory,” September
27-29, 1979.
2 Documentary film “Simone de Beauvoir: On ne na femme...” Fr5, January 10, 2008.



philosophical essay; she believed that women irslRusgere living on equal terms with
men under the socialist regime (Chaperon and De2pioy, 482-83).

The impact ot.e deuxiéme sexg undeniable. However, since 1983 scholars in
philosophy, women'’s studies, gender studies, anobimgrs, have been criticizing the
English translation. The first scholar to raisestissue was Margaret A. Simons, an
American philosophy professor. In the essay edtitlehe Silencing of Simone de
Beauvoir: Guess What's Missing frohiine Second Sex3imons laid out a summary of
all the cuts, condensations, mistranslations thatsd found in her comparative study of
the English translation and the French originalc@ding to the article, the American
translator had eliminated between 10 to 15% obtiganal text and had committed some
serious errors concerning the philosophical contdpon her discovery, she contacted
Simone de Beauvoir, advising her of the alarmingifigs. Beauvoir’s response was that
she was not aware that the English translationafasich poor quality.

Although Beauvoir was then aware of the issue ptoblematic lay in legal
matters since the rights to the English translabielonged to Alfred A. Knopf.

According to the American copyrights regulationgudlishing company remains the
owner of the rights until 70 years after the desftthe authoP. Since Beauvoir passed
away in 1986, Toril Moi suggests, her works woubd enter public domain until 2056.
But, scholars like Simons and Toril Moi have beaoblying for a new translation and
Simons has been contacting Knopf, the Americanimhjof Random House since 1960,
as well as Jonathan Cape, the British imprint.9891 a petition addressed to Knopf
asking for a new translation started circulatingteminternef. Recent articles (Sarah
Glazer) and my personal correspondence with Mat@gneons have confirmed that the
new translation is in progress. During the lastfemence in January 2008 for Beauvoir’'s
centennial, two American translators presentedoampaegarding their work on the
retranslation of.e deuxieme sex&he new translation has finally received suppord
permission to be published.

% In the United States, until the 19Z@pyright Term Extension Aatorks were under the copyrights for
50 years after the author’s death. After 1976, pleisod of ownership was extended to 70 years.
http://www.copyright.cornell.edu/public_doma#uidhttp://www.copyright.gov/circs/circl.html#weccc

* http://www.petitiononline.com/BEAUVOIR/petition.him Retrieved Dec. 15, 2008




After the 1999 conference, where many scholars ¢aimgd about the quality of
the English translation in their presentations,ddlts for a retranslation become louder
(Glazer 2007). After six years of proposals andrafits to convince Knopf to
commission a new translation, it was in fact thii®r imprint of Random House,
Jonathan Cape, that commissioned two American-tsanslators living in Paris to take
on the job. Knopf, which holds the English-languggélication rights in the United
States and Canada, will be distributing the newsledion in the United States. The book
is expected to be released some time in 2010.

In the meantime, it is important to look at thensfation process that took place in
the early fifties and to conduct a study on thewistances at the time. A look back to
the conception of the translation can reveal teeanchy that existed between the actors
involved in the translation process. Also, the diecis that shaped the translation product
point to the kinds of problems and dilemmas thegiator and the publisher encountered.
The struggles that surrounded the first translatemserve as lessons for the future
translators, translation studies scholars and kesaers of the new translation. The
histories behind botihe Second SendLe deuxieme sexae not only a testament to
the controversial status the book held at the tlméare also illustrations of the

misunderstandings that accompanied it and thairaento do so.

Brief Overview of the Publication and Immediate Reeption of Le

deuxieme sexé France

In the post-war era, both the Catholic Church d&@edGommunist Party were
fiercely against birth-control methods and reliededther the religion or Communist
ideology, respectively, to justify their continuifight against any institutionalisation of
abortion rights or contraceptive methods (Tidd 2002). Due to the political uncertainty
of the looming Cold War, the status of women andnen’s ‘liberation’ did not
constitute primary concerns. France was still gpijeeaditional country “still marked by
the effects of misogynist Vichy ideology and ther@an Occupation” (Tidd 2004, 72). It
is in this context thate deuxiemsexewas published and that its reception in France
turned it into a ‘succés de scandale’.



The first of the two volumes dfe deuxiemsexepublished by Gallimard
appeared in June 1949. The second volume follow&tbvember 1949. However, three
excerpts from the finished first volume were prélmhed between May and July 1948
in the journalLes Temps moderndsunded in 1945 by Beauvoir, Sartre and Maurice
Merleau-Ponty. The reaction was immediate and thkkwas considered scandalous.

In the first week of the June publication, thetfirslume entitled_es faits et les
mythessold 22 000 copies and became a bestseller (6alB0&, 186). Gallimard has
since published four editions of both volumes (194361, 1968, 1986) and has released
dozens of reprints since 1949. The sales of thedRreditions are estimated at about one
million (Chaperon and Delphy 2002, 359). Despiteliigh numbers, there are claims by
scholars (Audry, Galster, Moi) that the book wasuraerstood: “SiL.e Deuxiémeexe
grace au bruit dans les journaux, est donc trgs.lul n’est pas pour autant bien
compris” (Galster 2007, 186). Beauvoir was harsiitycized for her language and was
being attacked for her own harsh criticism and @rsial analyses of motherhood,

marriage and sexuality, among others.

Public Reaction

The Right

The severe attacks that came from the right-wirgiged camp aimed at
Beauvoir’'s atheist, existentialist philosophy, deect criticism of the Church, and her
rejection of motherhood as imposed by the patrarsbciety. Among the fiercest
opponents of Beauvoir was a writer and memberAxfddémie francaise, Frangois
Mauriac. InLe Figaro littéraire (the weekly literary supplement to the daily rigking
newspapete Figarg), he initiated an opinion poll in which he formtdd his attack on
Simone de Beauvoir and her writing. In many revieBsauvoir’'s tone and vocabulary
were critiqued. INoir et blang Jean Palaiseul’s review consisted of personatlaston
Beauvoir and comments about her life instead oWk (Galster 2004(a), 119). In a
conservative, right-wing journdla Nef Armond Hoog reproached Beauvoir for
introducing pornography in the philosophical anslyand called her ideas “banales”



(Galster 2004(a), 161). Furthermore, Beauvoir'sgsaphical work was listed on the
Vatican Index in 1956, an act which illustrated tweo form of rejection.

Overall, book reviews and newspaper articles dsedi8eauvoir's work in a
number of tones that ranged from serious to saccastd commented on not only the
book but the author’s personal life as well. Thelbwas also criticized for its many
repetitions, its methodology and at times confusegtence structures. However, most of
the condemnation revolved around Beauvoir's vaaresher criticism of the Church and
motherhood.

The Left

On the other end of the political spectrum, theagng and ever-present Parti
Communiste de France (PCF) receiledDeuxieme sexgith more hostility, contrary to
Beauvoir's expectations: “La droite ne pouvait giétester mon livre, que d’ailleurs
Rome mit a I'index. J'espérais qu’il serait bieraeilli & 'extréme gauche” (Beauvoir
1963 (Tome 1), 265). Having used the Marxist conadmppression, Beauvoir relied to a
large extent on the socialist ideology to explam oppression of women, as a group, by
men. In this light, Beauvoir had hoped that thewahg would surely support her book.

A comparison of values held by the right and tliedeows a number of parallels
(Verdes-Leroux 1983, 407). From the perspectivihefleft, motherhood was highly
valued, and similarly to the Catholic views, theFR€garded sexual liberty with
contempt. In this context, Beauvoir was criticizgdthe PCF whose members were
disgusted by the monstrous individualism which Wasapable de connaitre le
sentiment le plus naturel a toutes les femmesridgernité” (Verdés-Leroux 1983, 407).
Dominigue Desanti, an active member of the PCRatitme, refers to the “politique
nataliste” that was championed in the USSR andthe®fore advocated among the PCF
members as well. The natalist policies went agdestuvoir’'s support for contraception
and abortion.



Private Reaction and Personal Attacks

The reaction td.e deuxiéme sexi#d not stop with the articles. Beauvoir
experienced verbal attacks and was dismissed ilicgupbdisapproving readers. She was
called many names and accused of being a misogymisé man-hater, among other
labels, and insulted continuously in the first angjht of reactions: “Unsatisfied, frigid,
priapic, nymphomaniac, lesbian, a hundred timestade- | was everything, even an
unmarried mother” (Bair 1990, 408). Even Albert @snaccused her of making the
French male look ridiculous (Tidd 2004, 72).

However, Beauvoir did receive support from friemds contributed positive
reviews in writing — for example, Francis JeandarRgvue du CaireMarch 1950),
Maurice Nadeau, Jean-Marie Domenach, Colette Alginynanuel MounierEsprit,
December 1949). They congratulated her for takimghe task of writing such a
comprehensive volume on women, on her revolutiom@gs and on her objective tone.
Colette Audry, for instance, wrote an article ie thftistCombatdrawing a profile of all
the offended readers and attacking them in turthfer ignorance (Galster 2004(a),
234).

A private reaction, generally more positive reaeptiwas captured in the letters
sent to Beauvoir. These letters serve as a docatm@mbf the private reaction of readers
that read Beauvoir's book in “une lecture intimghe received thousands of letters until
her death from women and men from all over the dverpressing their gratitude, and
sometimes disapproval and disgust. More importafitlgonstituted for thousands of
isolated women, in the words of Le Doeuff, ‘the rament before the movement™
(Evans 1998, 61).

Publication of The Second Sei the United States

In 1949, Alfred A. Knopf Incorporated was a youngofishing company that was
starting to establish its roots in the industrywé#s still very much a family business, and
its main executors were Alfred Knopf and his wiflafghe Knopf. Vice President and

liaison for the French authors, Blanche often thadeo Paris in search of new works



worth bringing to the American market. Some timéd 949, Blanche heard a&
deuxieme sexe the book’s scandalous reception in France wagiisg rumours across
the ocean. Patterson explains: “A February 4, 1@50 in theNew Yorke's “Letter from
Paris” by Genét (Janet Flanner) corroborates tiséeaning idea thdte Deuxiéme Sexe
is in effect some sort of sex manual” (1992, 48)hér biography of Beauvoir, Deirdre
Bair suggests that Blanche Knopf heard of the habile in Paris in a conversation with
the Gallimard family, and understood it to be “adem-day sex manual, something
between Kinsey and Havelock Ellis” (1990, 432). Hwer, Sheryl A. Englund argues
that Literary Masterworks, Inc. (representing Gadlrd in the United States) contacted
Blanche about the book while she was still in tmatéd States; “she obtained a copy
directly from Gallimard” (1994, 6). After a cursorgading, Blanche’s first reaction was
to reject the book. After a more positive reviewhey friend Jenny Bradley of Bradley
Publishing Firm in Paris (also Beauvoir's Americagent in Paris), Blanche reconsidered
her rejection. Bradley's review was mixed but ihtaoned information that sparked
Blanche’s interest: “| am sorry | do not see veepdy if you should or should not have
taken on Simone de Beauvoir's THE OTHER SEK)( The book is creating a great
sensation. | find parts of it excellent and otHess good. It is selling at the rate of 6 to
700 copies a day” (Englund 1994, 6). The informapertaining to sales probably
reignited her interest. Indedlde deuxieme sexeas selling very well in France. In the
first week, it had sold 22,000 copies and becatmessseller (Galster 2007, 186). As a
result, Blanche distributed the book to other reagathin Knopf to see what they would
think of it. Among the readers was a respectedessalr of zoology at a women'’s higher
education institution, Smith College. In an Aug8si949 letter, Parshley wrote to
Knopf:

This is a thoughtful and well written work, whichrows new light
on an old question and merits translation and pabén. A book on
Woman by an intelligent, learned, and well balaneexman is, |
think, a great rarity, and this is indeed such akbo



He went further in assuring Knopf that the book lddee a good investment and was
even prophetic in his projections of the book’scass: “The book is a profound and
unique analysis of woman’s nature and position [t.should pay for itself, and in any
case will be a credit to the publisher” (Parshldgiser to Alfred Knopf, Aug. 8, 1949).
From the letter correspondence between ParshleXaogdf, it becomes clear that
Parshley was not only a believer in Beauvoir's gleat also a great advocate. However,
even though Parshley recognized the existentiafistence in the text, he could not have
predicted the magnitude of the book’s impact onfilere feminists who more than two
decades later put into practice its ideology inwlmenen’s liberation movements.

After Parshley’s enthusiastic response to the baon#t,other reviews that were
also generally positive, Knopf decided to acquigéts for the translation. Parshley wrote
in his letter to Alfred Knopf: “Yes, | am bold engluto be still interested ‘in principle’ in
undertaking the translation” (Parshley’s letteAtsed Knopf, November 10, 1949).
Knopf decided to offer Parshley the job for seveealsonsle deuxiéme sexwd been
rumoured to be “a counterpart to Alfred Kinsey’'sdst of American sexual mores”
(Patterson 1992, 42). Alfred Kinsey had also, Hashley, started his career in
entomology but had later turned to human sexuéfigtterson 1992, 42). Professor
Parshley was a professor of zoology, an expert@miptera (an order of insects known
as ‘true bugs’), but he had also worked in thedfedf entomology, genetics and the
science of reproduction. He had published severak® and many articles on sexuality
in the 1930s. Namely, he wrote a book entiflé@ Science of Human Reproduction:
Biological Aspects of S€4933) in which he supported the idea of “free fowmehis own
interpretations of a scientist: “the civilized cemtion that requires celibacy from puberty
to marriage is directly opposed to biological reedi” (Gannett 1933He was
nevertheless criticized for this argument; but ameéntally, he was arguing in the same
ideological direction as Beauvoir did Tine Second Sesixteen years later. The answer to
the question of how Knopf and Parshley met is glediin two separate articles written
by Yolanda Paterson and Richard Gillman. Both awstbpeculate that Alfred Knopf met
Parshley through H. L. Mencken, editor of #@erican Mercurymagazine to which

Parshley had previously contributed his sciengfitcles (Gillman 1988).



Furthermore, Parshley established his name notiorthe scientific community
but also in the non-academic circles by writingcées and holding public lectures in
‘popular’ language (1937 series lecture “Hormowhat they are and what they do in
plants and man”). Parshley wrote close to 400legjgapers and reviews and four
books. He also served on the editorial board odthenal of Contraceptiorpublished in
New York. He was even invited by Margaret Sangdec¢ture at a national Birth Control
and Contraception Conference in Washington, D.@9B4. Moreover, he wrote the
script for and also co-starred in a film which gdevolution, “The Mystery of Life” in
1931. Parshley studied French and Latin while @tBbston Latin School and then later
at Harvard University where he graduated with atboaf Science degree in
Entomology in 1917. His knowledge of French wasdjby academic standards;
however, he had never previously translated angtfiom French. In the correspondence
between the publisher and the translator, the gurest Parshley’s knowledge of French
was never raised.

However, Knopf decided to hire the one man who sekeager to start the long
and arduous job. The two volumes together contasfesk to one thousand pages. In
December 1949, Parshley began the translationhigrfdst task was to prepare a list of
all the possible cuts and condensations. Even é¢ff@r translation job started, it was
clear to both the translator and the publishertt@iEnglish version was going to be
condensed and adapted for the American public. Méitlye letters include somewhat
heated discussions and debates regarding theetwedn Parshley and either Alfred
Knopf, Blanche or Harold Strauss, the editor-ine€hin most of the instances, it was the
translator who argued that the requests for cudssanplification of the language were
unreasonable and were deforming the original t&ithone’s book is no superficial,
popular treatise; it is for literate and seriousders. | feel it would be a crime to try to
jazz it up” (Parshley’s letter to Blanche KnopfbFeary 25, 1950).

The dialogue that ensued between Parshley andutsisiper will be the subject
of Chapters 3 and 4 where the letter correspondeiickbee analyzed in detail. In
November 1949, however, Knopf acquired English-legg publication rights and hired
a translator who was more than willing to compl#ie “dog’s work” — as Alfred Knopf
had referred to it in his Dec. 14, 1949 letter todBley.
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When the English translation was finally publisedrebruary 1953, Parshley
was very excited to read the reviews and to withlesseaction to the book he had
helped to bring to the American public. After twentonths of intensive translation and
revision work, Parshley finished the laborious gmtise he had embarked upon. In a
letter to Strauss dated Aug. 7, 1951, he wrotamilwriting to say that tonight at 7:40 |
wrote the last word of the translation.” Always tmg with a bit of humour, he joked:
“You may not have noticed any signs or portentshePlatonic sky or elsewhere, but to
me this was rather an event” (Parshley’s lettdddoold Strauss, August 7, 1951). While
still engaged in the translation, Parshley sufferdebart attack in spring of 1951; but, he
continued to work at a fast pace after a briefvecp. Once he was relieved of his
teaching duties for the 1950-1951 school yearebamed the translation with a strict
schedule, working eight hours a day, seven daysekwrl hroughout the translation and
revision period, Parshley increasingly focusedhentiook, and under the pressure and
tight deadlines, he reduced his engagements aed oltfigations to a minimum. His
vacation time was often sacrificed for the beneffineeting a deadline, and he dedicated
almost all of his free time to the translation dgrthe school year.

Once the translation work was completed, he deglicahother year, until the fall
of 1952, to the revision and further editing. Hoeewnce the book was printed for pre-
publication and promotional purposes, the transRttame was omitted on the dust
cover. Furthermore, Parshley was shocked to se¢éhin@romotional posters did not
mention his name nor indicated anywhere that it avranslation. In his letter to Alfred
Knopf dated February 10, 1953, he wrote: “I fipaddw a copy of the mailing piece, and
— can you guess? — | am simply astounded by omeréearo mention is made of the
translator and editor, not even the fact that theklisa translation!” (Parshley’s letter to
Alfred Knopf, February 10, 1953). The publisherliegh with an apology but added:
“We’re having enough trouble already due to de Beais insistence on listing The
Virgin Mary as a myth. You have no idea of how maoynplaints have already come in
on that score” (Alfred Knopf's letter to Parshilé&gbruary 11, 1953). Finally, the
publisher corrected the mistake in the followingi® to Parshley’s satisfaction.

Letters reveal that Parshley was very proud ofrhislvement with the project

and that he followed the press carefully to seetligic’'s response to the book. In most
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reviews, the translator was not mentioned; howehere were a notable few that did
comment, usually praise, the work of the transladomore detailed analysis of the
reception ofThe Second Sem the United States reveals the atmosphere iciwithie
translation was read. In the following section,ill @nalyze individual articles and
reviews collected from non-academic and academicgs published immediately after

the publication of the book.

The First Wave of Reception ofThe Second Sex

The first wave of reception is reflected in arteclnd newspaper reviews that
were published immediately after the book’s pultiarain February 1953. Other, more
comprehensive scholarly works were consulted feretvaluation of the book’s impact in
the years after the publication, namely in the 398@60s and 1970s. The look into the
reception will include both the public and the pit& reaction of the readers.

The English translation became a bestseller withonweeks of its publication in
the United States (Bair 1990, 438). Since themdt lbeen selling steadily and has sold
over a million copies. IThe New York TimeSarah Glazer reported that “currently,
about 12 000 copies of the Vintage paperback a@0lcopies of the hardback” are
selling each year (Glazer 2004After February 24, 1953, the official date of the
publication of the English translation, Knopf phied several reprints just in the first
year due to the high and steady sales. There wasexiion in terms of refusal or
censorship although the Catholic Church placed~tkach original on the Vatican Index
in 1956 due to “its immoral and subversive docsingalster 2004(a), 301).

The Context

The reception oThe Second Seémok place during one of the peaks of the Cold
War and McCarthyism. Intellectual climate was ldygeampered by fears of a large-
scale Cold War, the Korean War and Communist rafibn. Under the campaign of

® Glazer was advised of these figures by RusseteBetlt, vice president and director of publicity fo
Vintage. According to the article, Knopf and Vingalgold together the exclusive rights to the English
language translation.
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Senator McCarthy, the U.S. was going through arménmatense anti-communist
suspicion. Any sympathizing with the political lefas viewed with extreme contempt
and fear. Moreover, in the after-war period, womeme being urged to go back to their
traditional housewife roles — a trend in oppositiorBeauvoir's message. In her paper
“The Eclipse of Gender: Simone de Beauvoir andiifigéranceof Translation”, Anna

Alexander gives a succinct description of the gahamosphere:

“All in all, there was clearly not to be found mugympathy for
exposure to women’s oppression either by way dfsteintellectual
sympathies or by way of commitment to a philosoghisderstanding
[...] ...the social and ideological milieu of the UStime early 1950s
[was] not particularly favourable to Simone de Besus critique of

woman'’s position — one has only to think of theigbenvironment
that was heralding the return of middle-class wort@momesticity
and that was barely emerging from cold war pararmfialeftist

struggles” (Alexander 1997, 114).

In this context, Beauvoir’s call for women'’s lib&om, abortion rights and economically
independent women clashed with the dominant paliideology. In addition, her
references to the USSR as a model society whereewavere equal to men, and her
advocacy of the socialist system as a solutioheéontomen’s issues were viewed with

suspicion.

Public Reception

As soon ag he Second Sexas published in February 1953, reviews were &mitt
in well-read newspapers likehe New YorkeandNewsweeKThe reception was mixed
but not as harsh as the French one. However, ihdbk review “Cherchez la femme”
Charles J. Rollo criticized Beauvoir for her mamyadictions and found it “sometimes
fascinating, sometimes very dull, and usually rejoets and extremely irritating;” he
proclaimed that “it always [bordered] on the paidh@Rollo 1953).The New Yorkehad
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a more positive but somewhat confused view. It i@ longer article, “No More Eve,”
where the author Brendan Gill tried to engage dmaljyy with Beauvoir’s ideas. At the
outset, the review has a more serious tone; howdwerconcluding remarks leave doubt
as to the reviewer’s understanding of Beauvoirguatents. In the last paragraph, he
congratulated the translator, H. M. Parshley, anwork and the publisher “on a
handsome piece of bookmaking,” but concluded witlaakward comment: “and to note
thatThe Secon&exis probably the best manual of instruction on mgkove now
available in English.” In what seems a repetindmBlanche Knopf's opinion of the
book, it appears that Gill, as well, missed thempadints Beauvoir was trying to
establish since she never intended to write arsamual for women®

In TheNation Patrick Mullahy wrote thathe Second Séis in many ways a
superb book, brilliantly written with a broad scapel keen psychological insight;”
however he warned that “because of certain politezmnings Mme de Beauvoir has to be
read with critical caution” (Mullahy 1953). In anlgthy, ten-page article, American
literary critic and writer, Elizabeth Hardwick, weoan engaging review in which she
admitted that the book was “an accomplishment.”d\heless, she developed a long list
of criticisms that, among others, included a secet&ue of the fantastic size and scope
of the book that in the end “lacks a subject.” Rartmore, she disapproved of Beauvoir’s
repetitious style that she claimed left the reageping and exhausted (Hardwick 1953,
321).

The Saturday Review of Literatumrganized a panel discussion and invited six
reviewers to discuss the book. Ashley Montagu,darcator, predicted that it was going
to be “a book that will be read long after most keowhich have been written on the
subject will have been forgotten.” Phyllis McGinJeyhousewife, keenly observed that
“to accomplish [Beauvoir’s] goals, we must have a@ment” but that “Mademoiselle is
without a plan.” Lastly, Margaret Mead, anthropastgagreed with the author’s
fundamental ideas; however, she criticized hebfandly identifying “France as ‘the
modern world” (Mead 1953, 31). She also added titHteoretically, the book violates

® Sheryl Englund in her article “A Dignified Succesiopf's Translation and Promotion She Second
SeX argues that the discourse that Knopf first delied by its promotional strategies directly infloed
the wayThe Second Sevas percieved and judged by critics.
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every canon of science and disinterested schofanshiis partisan selectivity” (Mead
1953, 31).

In The Reporterconsidered as one of America’s prestigious ietellal forums at
the time, Dwight MacDonald also criticized Beauvioir the lack of scientific rigour. In
an interesting quotation, he noted: “If the autivere writing as a novelist, a poet, or
even as a philosopher, there would be nothing agaar viewing reality from her own
special angle. But she pretends to be writing ssentific observer, and therefore a good
deal of her book is dangerously misleading wheienbt absurd” (MacDonald 1953,

40). This harsh criticism raises an interestingstjoe regarding the gap between
Beauvoir's approach to her work and Knopf's adeang efforts to present this
“scientifically accuratebook as the French equivalent to Kinsey’s work or Hagk|
Ellis’s The Psychology of SeMacDonald did however confirm the American puklic
fascination with “big, informative books [...] [andiwks on sex.” He also predicted that
“Mr. Knopf should have little trouble selling it &&n dollars a copy” — considered to be a
rather expensive book at the time.

Private Reception

While the public reaction was played out in variguugrnals, Beauvoir started
receiving thousands of letters almost immediatélgrahe publication in the United
States. The letters that she received then andokepceiving until her death can be
categorized as private receptionltie Second Se¥Vhat was expressed in newspapers
and journals publicly is however different from thyginions that readers formed during
their private reading. What women and men expeeeénehile they readhe Second Sex
and the ways it transformed them was capturedein fersonal letters to the author.
Such private reception was generally much moretipesand emotional than the public
reception. In them, readers were able to express thiky really thought without the fear
of judgement.

The letters were sent from all corners of the warld expressed gratitude and

admiration and sometimes, disapproval. Among therevwAmerican readers who were

" As indicated on the promotional poster Tdre Second Sdaund at the Smith College Archives.
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just as eager to let Beauvoir know how much thgyregiated, and sometimes, how
much they disliked her book. Deirdre Bair notekan biography of Simone de Beauvoir:
“In the meantime, sacks of letters from Americaaders poured into Knopf's offices and
were duly sent on to Mrs. Bradley [Beauvoir’'s agearfaris], who had them all
delivered to the Rue de la Blcherie and a deligBesLivoir” (Bair 1990, 439).

The thousands of letters that she received fron2 199986, the year of her
death, are being kept Iy Bibliothéque nationale Paris. These letters serve as a
documentation of the private reaction of readeas thad Beauvoir’'s book in an
“intimate reading”. In the third volume of her meinspLa force des choses (Force of

Circumstance)Beauvoir talks about the letters received froadess:

Beaucoup d’entre elles, certes, ont désapprouvé lon : je les
dérangeais, je les contestais, je les exaspérges lea effrayais. Mais
a d’autres j'ai rendu service, je le sais par deime@ux témoignages et
d’abord par une correspondence qui dure depuisedang (Beauvoir
1963 (Tome I), 267).

Overall, Beauvoir was pleased with the receptiotheU.S.: “Le printemps m’apporta
une satisfactionle Deuxieme Sexgaru en Amérique avec un succes que ne salit aucun
chiennerie. J'y tenais a ce livre et jai été comtede vérifier — chaque fois qu’on I'a
publié a I'étranger — qu’il avait fait scandalefance par la faute de mes lecteurs, non
par la mienne” (Beauvoir 1963 (Tome Il), 17). Thadrs that her readers
enthusiastically wrote to her illustrate the poweimpact the book’s message had on
them. The success overseas in the New World wasy’nenough to stir up the press in
France one more time and make her ‘newsworthyemhome country once again (Bair
1990, 439).
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The Second Wave of Reception dthe Second Sex

The immediate reaction that took place in 1953 sfast-lived. Once the book
reached the bookstores and the first rounds oéves/ivere printed, the reception fell
silent for the remainder of the 1950s. The saldb®book were strong in the beginning
and it became a bestseller in the United Statésr AB53,The Second Sdvept selling,
but there were no major discussions or furtheristuith the U.S. on Beauvoir’'s work for
an extended period of time. As much praise anderassit created, it failed to produce a
movement or a surge of literature on the topisedmed as if Beauvoir’'s ideas no longer
had an effect on their audience. Curiousouly thotigh book did in fact influence a
generation of women who understood her messagetutvere not yet acting on it. The
power ofThe Second Sday in the intimate reading, in the private re@aptBut as
noted by Phyllis McGinley, a reviewer on t8aturday Review of Literaturénere had to
be a movement in order to accomplish Beauvoir'dgy@ad the book offered no “blue
print for revolution” (Goldman et al. 1953, 31).

It took ten years before another book was writtethe topic and had enough
power to push women into action. However, the cdnteas different and the reality of
women’s lives had begun to change. A growing nunatb@omen were acquiring higher
education and pursuing professional careers. 13,18% American feminist, activist and
writer, Betty Friedan, publishethe Feminine Mystique&hich became an instant success
and a bestseller. Although her work was parall@itie Second Séx an overwhelming
number of topics and approaches, she referredaovddr in only two instances. She did
however dedicate the book to Simone de Beauvoirg€3e€1976). Friedan considered
Beauvoir's work primarily as a study on French womend thought of her conclusions
as limited to the French society. Scholars like &Mtra (2002) have argued that
Beauvoir was addressing not only French women lamhen in general, and furthermore,
that it was Friedan who limited her book excluspel the American women (Rupa
2002, 441). Even thoughhe Feminine Mystiqueid not directly recognize its debt to
The Second SeBeauvoir’s ideas were passed on through anotbek and an interest in

The Second Sexas resuscitated again: “Malgré le scandale aqutdut de suite
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provoqué, ce n'est qu'apres la publication.defemme mystifiégue le livre de Beauvoir
connait son véritable succés aux Etats-Unis” (R, 440).

Other books followed in the same fashion, and in0lRate Millett published
Sexual Politicsa critique of the patriarchy in the Western sci€he did not credit
Beauvoir for the ideas that inspired her to wHexual Politics- a fact that Beauvoir was
aware of but which did not prevent the two womemfrforming a friendship. Deirdre
Bair discusses this point and quotes Beauvoir irbiegraphy of the author: “Of the
feminist writers, her [Beauvoir's] admiration forilMtt was unqualified, even though
‘she should have given credit Tlhhe Second Sghkiecause that’s where she gets all her
theory” (Bair 1990, 609). Millet has also expredssomewhat regretfully, the debt that
she owes to Beauvoir’s ideas, but only recentliai‘t®alisé que sarise Deuxieme Sexe
il Ny aurait pas elLa Politique du maleet que je n’avais jamais saisi la chance deré di
a Simone de Beauvoir” (Galster 2004(b), 393).

Beside Millett's and Friedan’s feminist writinffhe Second Sdvept being
resuscitated in the 1960s and 1970s with othemfisinivorks, such afhe Female
Eunuchby Germaine Greer (1970)he Dialectic of Seky Shulamith Firestone (1970),
Psychoanalysis and Feminidmg Juliet Mitchell (1974), aniilhe Mermaid and the
Minotaur: Sexual Arrangement and Human MaldigeDorothy Dinnerstein (1976)
(Tarrant 2006, 192). The authors were British amdeAcan feminists, activists and
writers who were influenced by their readingléle Second Sdaut who considered the
book to be a study on French women. Intentionallgat, they did not give full credit to
Beauvoir; however, their books revived an intene§the Second Send the figure of
Beauvoir, who was by then a very well known intetil&al in France and elsewhere. Even
if indirectly, The Second Sexas important in the conception of the Americanifests’
works, which in their turn, propelled women'’s liagon movements and other forms of
the feminist fight (Tidd 2004, 72).

There are two key characteristics of the Ameri@mnihist works. First, they were
written by American women for American women, aadand, they offered, together

with the writers’ involvement in feminist causesbkue print’ for action® The new

8 Simone de Beauvoir was viewed by many Americarirfsts as Sartre’s follower. Tarrant writes: “When
readers of Friedan’s book turnedTioe Second Sdar further insight and guidance, ‘it seemed to ynhat
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context of the late sixties and seventies inclugi@itwar demonstrations, protests in
favour of abortion rights and formation of the WaniseLiberation Movement. It is
important to note that the American feminist acionl literature influenced the French
feminist movements that were taking place on thermside of the ocean in the late
sixties and especially after the 1968 upheaVadichéle Le Doeuff, a French philosopher
and feminist who participated in the Mouvement d®tation des Femmes (MLF) in
France in 1971 and after explains that the infleemit.e deuxieme sexeas curiously
brought by the American liberation movements: “leiMement démarre par le fameux
happening organisé a L’Etoile en aolt 1970, pouqoer un intérét pour une journée
d’action des Américaines a la méme date. Je cams qu’il démarre sous influence
anglophone, et non a la suite de livres” (Rodg8881247) From this point of view, it
would appear that Beauvoir's book was indirectlyoilved in the formation of both the
French and the American women'’s liberation moves)dmnit, it served as a revelation
and a theoretical confirmation of women’s conditroare than as a manifesto for
mobilisation.

In 1976, in an interview with Simone de Beauvoahid Degrassi suggested that
in the United States, many people considdiieel Second Ses the beginning of the
“‘contemporary” feminist movement (of the 1970s)aBeoir firmly disagreed with this

statement and went on to say.

“The current feminist movement, which really stdrebout five or six
years ago, did not really know the book. Then,hesmovement grew,
some of the leaders took from it some of their th&cal basis [...] Most
of the women who became very active in the movemamne much too
young in 1949-50, when the book came out, to Heeanted by it. What
pleases me, of course, is that they did discoviatar. Sure, some of the

older women — Betty Friedan, for example, who detidThe Feminine

de Beauvoir was still only Sartre’s dutiful dis@mnd had no independent, feminist voice of her’own
(186).

° Ingrid Galster explains in her bo@eauvoir : dans tous ses ét#te influence of the American feminist
movement on the French liberations movements: ‘&M été influencé par les féministes américaies e
leur mouvement Women'’s Liberation.” (221).
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Mystique to me — had read it and were perhaps influencedit by
somewhat. But others, not at all. Kate Millet, &ample, does not cite
me a single time in her work. They may have bec@nanists for the
reasons | explain iMhe Second Sghkut they discovered those reasons
in their life experiences, not in my book” (Gerak3v6).

The second wave of reception could be said to haireided with the second-
wave feminism — the movement after the World Wah#t demanded civil and
political equality as well as sexual and familyhtig for women (Walters 2005,
137). Although, the works by American feministslod sixties and seventies did
not explicitly reveallhe Secon&exas the main source, Beauvoir’'s ideas were
very much present in their texts. Beauvoir’s idease transmitted and planted in
another continent thanks to the English translatitwen in its truncated version,
the translation provided the American feministdmabnsciousness-forming ideas
that had enormous implications for the women’sriben and development.

The following chapter will discuss the discoverytiod cuts, the
condensations and of the controversial transladhk®y terms inThe Second
Sex The scholarly works of the 1980s, 1990s and 2@d0gide a new insight
into the English translation and raise new questi@garding the publisher’s
choice of the translator and the translation preces
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CHAPTER TWO: REVIEW OF THE CRITICISM OF THE ENGLIS H
TRANSLATION

In the wake of the second-wave feminism in the éthBtates and France in the
1960s and the 1970s, a surge in feminist literadippeared amidst the ever-growing
feminists’ activism and militantism. Mid-seventiepresented an unprecedented period
of feminist activity that brought about crucial ciges, including abortion and
contraception legalization, and various advancgsafessional and educational
opportunities, both in Europe and the United Stddgghe late seventies, American
feminists were starting to report on the activitiésheir counterparts on the other side of
the Atlantic¢®, and the French feminist activists were readimgsticond-wave American
feminists like Kate Millet and Betty Friedan.

In this atmosphere of heightened activity, a casrfee commemorating the30
anniversary ofThe Second SE¥xwas organized and represented one of the firstmaaid
direct recognitions of Beauvoir's achievement arfthence on the women’s movement.
During the conference held in September 1979 in Nevk, philosophy professor
Margaret A. Simons presented a paper discussinglarghley mistranslated and
introduced philosophicaontresensn the English translation (Bair 1987, 33). Foaass
later, Simons published a highly influential pap®realing the extent of the cuts and
modifications that characterized the English tratish. The ground-breaking essay “The
Silencing of Simone de Beauvoir: Guess What's MgdromThe Second Sextas
published in 1983, and today it can be considesetthe key factor that set in motion the
campaign for a re-translation bé deuxieme sexand the fierce criticism of the translator
and his work.

19 Bina Freiwald (1991) indicates that in 193@nspublished two articles written by American authans
engaging in “the first in-depth analysis of Frefeminism for an American audience.” These articles
marked the beginning of a dialogue between Frendnhfanerican feminists (60-61).

1 Catherine Rodgers, referring to Christine Delpxplains further in her essay “The Influenc&be
Second Sean the French Feminist Scene:” “Delphy also poirgetthat it was easier for French feminists
to recognise the influence of American feministshsas Betty Friedan, and for Americans to acknogged
Beauvoir’s work” (96).

12«The Second Sex - Thirty Years Later: A Commermigea€onference on Feminist Theory,” September
27-29, 1979.
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However, the much louder outcry for a new trangtatvas not heard until the
late nineties, around the time of the fiftieth arengary ofLe deuxiemsexe namely
during the conference in 1999 where a great numbscholars complained about the
quality of the current translation and called fareav “interpretation” of Beauvoir. Still,
today, at the beginning of 2009, the new trangtatias not been published although it
has been completed and is expected to come oytrin 201013

The question remains: how much attention has theeisf the translation
received since 19837 In order to answer this questiwill chronologically review
articles that, to my knowledge, have dealt withigseie of translation quality and the
surrounding circumstances and have been vital toamagrstanding of the academic

inquiry.

Margaret A. Simons: 1983

Simons appears to be the first one to execute ardransive, comparative study
of the source text and the target text. In herstigation to see what had been deleted,

Simons’ task was not easy:

| first counted all the words on several pages Haat been translated
in full to determine the differences due to typel gage size. Once |
had this ratio of French pages to English pagesd able to predict
the length of each chapter in English, had therenbeo deletions.

When | found gross discrepancies, | went througbheahapter,

comparing the text in both editions to locate tredeted passages
(Simons 1983, 559).

Simons’ description is important in order to fullpderstand the methodology that helped
her to conclude what had been deleted. To datd#dsideen the only attempt at

13 My correspondence with Random House (Knopf), entatiéd January 13, 2009.
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systematically analyzing the two texts. Althoughess (Fallaize, Altmanf have
conducted studies of particular passages or spewifids, Simons’ study has been taken
as the authority regarding the facts of what eydwld been deleted. Her work has been
quoted in numerous articles and books discussmgtbblem of the English translation
(Moi (2002), Dietz (1992), Gillman (1988), Bair @®9)).

Specifically, Simons discovered that the Englisimstation is missing anywhere
between 10% and 15%; that fully one-half of ongptdaon history is missing and a
guarter of another chapter; that Parshley elimoh#éte names of 78 women, stories about
Medieval women who held important roles, the desiom of “the violent history of the
women’s rights struggle in England;” and that Plengldistorted the account of Seneca
Falls, the first American women'’s rights conventigvhile Volume | takes the bulk of
the cuts, in Volume II, Parshley deleted a greanler of quotations which add up to
“approximately 60 pages, or 12% from Book I, 3ges coming from the chapters on
“The Married Women,” cutting it almost in half’ (8ons 1983, 561). Furthermore,
Simons accuses Parshley of “sexist selecting” asgé® her argument on the pattern of
his deletions (561). However, she acknowledgestheatieletions and mistranslations are
probably not a result of a “sexist plot to underenBeauvoir’'s work” (563). Her focus is
on revealing the modifications and identifying tkeponsible individuals.

Moreover, she notes that in the chapter “The Mdiman,” Parshley
eliminates “most of Beauvoir's quotations from jbarnals of Sophie Tolstoy, which
provide her primary source of illustration for th@nihiliation’ of woman in marriage”
while he leaves intact a quotation from an “Edithakton novel about a youmgan’s
misgivings on the eve of marriage” (Simons’ emp$a62). She attacks Parshley’s
selection of deletions and posits that the section&omen and particularly on women’s
suffering and their disadvantaged position tengebeliminated, while in comparison,

parallel descriptions of men (including quotatidimat support these descriptions and

14 Article by Fallaize is discussed toward the enthif chapter. Meryl Altman’s 1999 article “La feram
frigide dand_e deuxiéme seXéublished in the proceedings of tBinquantenairedu Deuxiéme sexe
discusses primarily Beauvoir’'s use of Stekel's pg&fic studies (a total of 62 references includiomyg
guotations). Altman dedicates a paragraph to Pay'shiranslation warning the English readers that t
translation omits five and cuts seven cases andtthammarizes in a sentence or two Stekel's sasdy.
More importantly, Altman argues that what is migss Stekel’s Yerb€ and the classic rhetoric of
psychiatric studies (p. 86).
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narrations) tend to be left uncut. Simons’ arguniepiowerful since it is supported by a
careful and detailed analysis. However, the tond@futhor is accusatory and
impassioned, and the rhetoric throughout the artgcfierce: “The translator [...] must
have found women'’s history boring” (560); “Parshtigpenses with the incredible
women of the Italian Renaissance in two sentencgdMaybe it’s the military exploits
of these women that made the translator uncomfieftéb60); “Look what Parshley’s
deletions did to Vivien's poem, ‘Sortileges,” whieppears in its entirety in the French
edition” (561).

Simons’ arguments become more convincing the moeereads; however, it is
important to note the overall accusatory tone shagles out the translator as the sole
responsible individual. Although Simons mentiors tble of the publisher, she does not
elaborate any further on the extent of their dersaamt! their influence on the translator.
The following extensive quotation illustrates hegtoric:

Any translator anxious to please a publisher wieygeis on the printing
bill might be tempted to hack away with abandomeeglly in those
sections that bored or irritated (in this case).hitarshley obviously
found women’s history boring, but he apparentlynidisome sections
more irritating than others. He didn't care to hadiscussions of
women’s oppression belabored, although he was goiéent to allow
Beauvoir to go on at length about the superior athge of man’s

situation and achievements [...] (562).

Simons’ contribution is highly significant in regato the philosophical content, which
appears to have suffered from Parshley’s lack dbgdphical training. In this aspect, the
inconsistency in the translation of existentiatisincepts such as ‘la réalité humaine’,
‘pour-soi’, ‘en-soi’, ‘situation’, and the Marxistoncept of ‘mystification’ proves to be
rather detrimental to the image of Beauvoir agjititeate and coherent philosopHer.

!5 Simons explains further: “But inaccurate or indetet translations of key philosophical terminglog
can do as much, if not more, damage to an autharisiyepresenting her ideas and obscuring her tmks
philosophical tradition” (563).
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The inquiry into the deletions along with Simonall for a new translation have
proven to be invaluable. Even though Simons ackedgds that we owe the translator
and the publisher “a debt of gratitude for bringmg the first English translation,” it
appears that a further investigation into the tedns-publisher dynamic is necessary.
And the fact that it will have taken the publisB&ryears to agree to commission and
release a re-translation raises further interésttite actual power and control a

publishing company can exert in a copyright cdsethis one.

Deirdre Bair: 1987

In her 1987 essay entitled “Madly Sensible andlantly Confused’: Fronie
Deuxiemesexeto TheSecondsex; Bair attempts to recount the saga of the traisiat
process by using the letter correspondence betRaeshley and the publisher, Knopf. It
appears that Bair is among the first to analyze ¢brrespondence and to publish her
interpretation of it. The letter correspondencechitwas in possession of Parshley’s
daughter, Elsa Parshley Brown, is now locatedenSmith College Archives and will
serve as the basis of my analysis in Chapter 4.

Bair had the privilege to read this correspondétgears ago — three years
before her biography of Simone de Beauvoir wasiphétl (1990). As well, as the
official biographer of Beauvoir, Bair uses the vikalf information collected during her
interviews with Beauvoir, which took place throughthe early 1980s. She discusses the
role of Blanche Knopf, the issue of the cuts anddemsations, as well as Beauvoir’s lack
of cooperation in the matter. The article recodésdecisions taken during the four
years Parshley was involved in the project — densregarding issues such as the
preface, the philosophical content, the cuts, treespondence (or the lack thereof) with
Beauvoir, and the legal matters. What is charastierof Bair’s article is that despite
having access to the letter correspondence thiaidies both sides, the translator and the
publisher/editors, Bair’s narration leaves the sgagith the impression that Parshley
acted on his own and that his communication withgtblisher was secondary in
importance. The correspondence includes a significamber of letters between the
translator and the editor-in-chief, Harold Stradsss particular exchange reveals
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important aspects concerning the authority andldwsion-making powers of Strauss
and Knopf (see Chapter 4).

However, Bair's account of the story not only lemtiee role of the editor and the
publisher out of the main storyline, it also contaa number of inaccuracies. For
example, Bair, without providing the full contergports that in one of the letters at the
beginning of the translation process Parshley wimtee publisher suggesting which
parts of the book (namely, “History” and “Myth” sems) could be cut. The letter in
guestion with the suggestion of the cuts and cosat@ns is in fact a reply to previous
letters by Alfred A. Knopf and Blanche Knopf in whithey urge Parshley to list all the
possible sections dfe deuxieme sextbat might be modified (letters from November
1949). Without the full context, Bair seems to bggesting that the translator was the
one who originally proposed the cuts.

Even more importantly, Bair posits that it was tif@slator who decided not to
discuss existentialism in his preface to the titimh: “Worried that Existentialism
would prove too difficult for American readers tonsprehend, the publishers asked
Parshley to provide a translator’s preface” (B&81, 26). She further writes that
“Parshley agreed but doubted” whether to includa@ount of existentialism in the
preface. However, the correspondence clearly shioatst was Parshley who originally
suggested including mention of existentialism aad v fact discouraged on more than
one occasion by the publishéPs.

What follows is Bair’s reference to a letter thar$hley wrote to Beauvoir.
However, Bair provides the month and the year efi¢tter but omits the day, and by
doing so, creates more confusion. Her account axamy mention of the true reason for
Parshley’s decision to write to Beauvoir. In thecle, it appears as if Parshley wrote to
Beauvoir wanting to discuss the preface: “Beformg@head with this [the preface], he
wanted to consult the author, so he sent a lotey et her in May, 1951” (Bair 1987,

16 parshley’s letter to Strauss from Sept. 30, 1$8Buss’ letter to Parshley from Oct. 3, 1951, and
Parshley’s letter to Blanche from Oct. 20, 1951iamgortant letters which show that it was Parshiby
came up with the idea of including an explanatibaxistentialism in his preface — knowing thatther
Blanche nor Strauss were particulary interestat(aspecially not Strauss given his prior strongaism
of any “esoteric” words). Oct. 25 1951, Parshldgiter to Blanche and Nov. 2, 1951 Blanche’s |dter
Parshley are also significant in this context. Plasss letter of Nov. 3, 1951 to Blanche showsdefense
of existentialism against Blanche’s dismissal of it
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27). But, what she fails to explain is that Parghl@as deep into the translation process
and had been cutting and condensing potentiallyerttan Beauvoir had initially
approved of. He desperately needed to contact Baatavreceive her approval, and he
was advised by Blanche Knopf that he was to dethl this matter on his own.

What is worrisome is that the remainder of theckrttontains other chronological
inaccuracies even if at a first glance the arselems to be following the letter
correspondencE.On a more positive note, Bair’s article is valiinl the sense that it
reveals the existence of this letter correspondandenvites further research into the
translator-publisher communication and their decisnaking. Bair also comments on
Simons’ discovery of the cuts, and four years gftienons’ breakthrough article, she
raises awareness in regard to the translationsssoe the discrepancies between the
source text and the target text.

Richard Gillman: 1988

In The New YorRimeson May 22, 1988, Richard Gillman published ancéeti
entitled “The Man Behind the Feminist Bible.” Iretharticle, Gillman informs the readers
of Parshley’s life with a wealth of details andatisses the translator on a more personal
note. More importantly, Gillman provides argumethizt appear to defend the translator,
and also uses the letter correspondence from Blshley Brown. This time, however,
Gillman offers a more complete view of the evehkts. example, he comments on the
pressure exerted by the publisher on the transtd&afanuary 1950 letter to Blanche
Knopf, wife of the publisher, who dealt with thenfis French books, indicates the
pressure Parshley felt to reduce the text”(Gillrh888, 40). He further writes that
Parshley defended Beauvoir’s “closely reasoned’ against the demands from the
editor-in-chief, Harold Strauss (40).

7 Bair writes: “She (Beauvoir) was upset ‘in partazuabout the History section,” and thought it
‘extremely regrettable to cut the detailed studibgch make my writing vivid and convincing™” (27here,
Bair suggests that Beauvoir was upset after sekanguts. However, the text that Bair quotes aleue
fact from a letter that Beauvoir wrote in Octob849 as a guideline of what should not be cut. Beiisv
letter was written before the translation procesnestarted, and Bair presents it as a letterenriifter in
1951. Furthermore, Bair does not provide the preperce for this quotation. A copy of Beauvoir'tde
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Moreover, Gillman devotes much of the article tosirating how hard-working
and dedicated to the translation project Parshigy. \Me writes that Parshley after having
suffered a heart attack in April 1950 continuedrémslate: “Hospitalized, he propped
himself up in bed after a couple of weeks and resuwriting the translation by hand”
(41). The conclusion of the article seems to bean defence of the translator against
the accusations of the philosophy professor, Matgar Simons. Gillman does not
dispute the fact that the translation is problemade recognizes the importance of the
philosophical content but replies as follows to & accusations:

Beyond the matter of deletions, Ms. Simons, a ghiider, may be
correct, for example, in finding Parshley not stiéntly informed on the
Sartrean existentialism that shapes de Beauvoeispective in the
book. Be that as it may, one cannot question Reyshtletermination to
be fully faithful to de Beauvoir's meaning, or detlyat he brought
considerable special knowledge of his own to thgaatuan task” (41).

Gillman'’s article represents the first sound deéeotthe translator and extends
the debate on the quality of the translation aedstirrounding circumstances. Gillman’s
text was a newspaper article and not an acaderbiccption; however, it has since been
widely read and referred to by other scholars weaitdvith this issue, including Toril
Moi and Yolanda Astarita Patterson. Another siguaifice of the article lies in the fact
that Gillman also consulted the letter corresponddésetween Parshley and Knopf and
provided his own interpretation of the events, \wrsbed more light on the role of the

publisher.

Simons’ Interview with Beauvoir: 1989

In 1989, in a journal of feminist philosoptypathig Simons published two
interviews that she conducted with Simone de Bemuwd 982 and 1985. In both

with the guidelines is included in the letter cependence, and Blanche mentions it once agairriletter
to Parshley in June 21, 1951.
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interviews, Simons raises the issue of the Engtaislation and informs Beauvoir of the
mistranslations of the philosophical content. Ia 1985 interview, Simons probes the
matter further:

You know that in my critical study of the Parshlegnslation [ofThe

Second Séx I've uncovered numerous deletions, almost a hechd
pages were cut from the original French editionisTib an important
issue for the study of your philosophy—for me idsphilosophy—
because the translation destroys the philosophitedrity of your work

(Simons 1985, 20).

In their discussion of Beauvoir’s opinion on heatas as a philosopher and on the
translation, Beauvoir expresses her disapprovdietuts and the modifications: “I'm
altogether against the principle of gaps, omissicaadensations which have the effect,
among other things of suppressing the whole phibsal aspect of the book” (Simons
1985, 20). From their dialogue, Beauvoir’'s standiast the cuts becomes clear, but this
raises further questions. For example, why did Beauagree to them in the first place?
Simons states directly: “You accepted this tramsfain 1952.” In return, Beauvoir

provides her own account of the events:

| accepted it to the extent that you know, | haldteof things to do, a
creative work to write, and | was not going to rdexm beginning to
end all the translations that were being done ofwoyk. But when |
found out that Mr. Parshley was omitting thingasked him to indicate
the omissions to me, and | wrote to tell him thatak absolutely against
them, and since he insisted on the omissions on ptie¢ext that
otherwise the book would be too long, | asked ronsay in a preface
that | was against the omissions, the condensafiod.| don't believe
that he did that, which | begrudge him a great (2@).
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| quote Beauvoir’s reply in its full length sincertopinion on the issue is of extreme
importance. Her words “l begrudge him a great dpat’the translator and the translation
in a linear, direct relationship. However, the rofehe publisher, the editor-in-chief and
the copy editors — who were the last to edit tkke aéier the translator submitted it —
seems to be overlooked. Beauvoir's contempt fotrdmeslator and his work appears to
be a result of Beauvoir's and Simons’ view thathie process of translation the translator
is the sole agent (“agent” defined as the “one &lcéd or exerts power” in Merriam-
Webster dictionary). The analysis of the translaaitor-publisher relationship will be
further studied in Chapter 3 and 4 and will attetopprovide new insights.

Yolanda Astarita Patterson: 1992

In 1992, The Simone de Beauvoir Sociptyblished an article entitled “Who Was
This H. M. Parshley?: The Saga of Translating Siend@ Beauvoir'§he Second S&x
Written by Yolanda Astarita Patterson, a Smith €gdl graduate, the article once again
retraces the story of the translatiorLefdeuxieme sexPatterson relies on the letter
correspondence kindly offered by Parshley’'s daughtmvever, what distinguishes this
article from the previous two is the depth anddbtail of the analysis of the letter
correspondence. Patterson’s analysis in the arsig@esotal to the research of this thesis
since it sheds critical light on the letter cor@sgpence. Also, Patterson provides a more
personal account since she attended Smith Colkethe éime when Parshley taught at
the College and was, in fact, in the midst of ta@slation olLe deuxieme sexPatterson
provides an insightful biography of H. M. Parshleggounts the events during the
translation process, and draws some astoundingusos.

The article makes it clear through the use of ngumtations that Patterson is
emphasizing the importance and the extent of Kisopfolvement in the translation
process. Specifically, she quotes from the comnatioio between Parshley and Harold
Strauss, and she highlights the disadvantagedqosi the translator vis-a-vis the
publisher. She argues that it was the publishertlam@ditor who demanded the cuts and
who placed a great deal of pressure on the tramsI8the correspondence clearly
indicates Professor Parshley’s constant struggletton passages that the Knopf editors,
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ever eager to reduce the bulk of the final prodcmttinually badgered him to condense,
simplify, or eliminate” (Patterson 1992, 43). Fumtimore, Patterson brings to our
attention the important presence and authorityhefeditor-in-chief, Harold Strauss: “On
March 15, 1951, editor Harold Strauss verbalizedigistence that it was ‘essential to
do everything possible to lighten the burden ofAheerican reader,” hardly a flattering
view of the American reading public” (43).

Patterson’s position is solidified by the end of #rticle where she concludes that
Howard Madison Parshley was a “conscientious agpliiad scholar whose appreciation
of what Simone de Beauvoir was trying to saylme Second Sded him to take on the
tedious job of translating hundreds of pages oféinan order to make her ideas
available to the American public” (47). She emergesa strong advocate, beside
Gillman, and defender of H. M. Parshley and hisick@n to Beauvoir’'s work.

Sheryl Englund: 1992 and 1994

In the early 1990s, Sheryl Englund conducted resefar her graduate studies on
the topic of promotional and marketing strategiethe Knopf firm during the
publication process for Beauvoirl$ie Second SeBased on this research, she published
two articles in 1992 and 1994. These two artictaad apart since they shed light onto
the fairly substantial role the publishing compagyed in the production and reception
of the English translation. The extent of the imarhent of the Knopf firm is remarkable
and revelatory of just how much the publisher inedsn this translation and how much
they depended on its success. Englund’s conclusienar-reaching and have been key
in my understanding of Knopf’s role and influengé&e two most striking ideas that arise
from the articles are as follows: first, the pulsiss marketing strategies treated the
translation as a product whose content needed taoofied in order to appeal to as
many readers as possible (hence, the “average éameréader”) and thus ensure high
sales; second, by doing so, these strategies dorgthpe the public’s perception which
would have long-lasting consequences on the baeksption among the American

readers.
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The first of the two articles written on Knopf'sgmnotional and marketing
strategy forThe Second Sexas published in 1992 (“Marketing The Second Sex:
Publicity to Overawe the Public”) ifihe Library Chronicleof the University of Texas at
Austin. The second article, “A Dignified Successiopf's Translation and Promotion of
TheSecond Sekwas published in 1994 iRublishingResearch Quaterlgnd was based
on much of the information already provided in 1892 text, but is supplemented by a
brief look into Parshley’s interaction with BlancKeopf and Harold Strauss.

The first article describes the intricate strategimployed by Blanche Knopf and
the publicity director, William Cole, which includesoliciting support for the book from
respected figures in related fields. Cole and Bi@nerote to about 40 men and more
than 60 women, respectively, whom they considedrial, pre-publication galley
reviewers selected from the arts and sciences @Bddl992, 112). Englund provides an
insightful analysis where she discusses the claficeviewers who later wrote the book
reviews in other newspapers, such asSaeirday Review of Literature, Herald Tribune
and theTimes The same six solicited reviewers, whose endoraeweere selected for
promotional purposes and appeared on the bacledirgt-edition dust jacket (117), also
participated in the panel discussionltie Second Sexinted in theSaturday Review of
Literature of The Second Sex February 1953 — the same week the book wasgeiol.
She draws parallels between Knopf's promotionategiies and the reviewers’ opinions
of the book. Book reviews were written after théiuduals had been contacted by
Knopf and sent promotional letters by Blanche Knaud William Cole.

Englund presents an extensive study of the Knagfiaal material available at
the University of Texas, which includes internatlaxternal letter correspondence and
promotional material related to the book’s publiimaf® In particular, Englund examines
Knopf's insistence on the scientific and empiriaapect of Beauvoir’'s work in order to

'8 For her analysis, Englund based her researcheoooiiiespondence that is currently being kept by th
University of Texas at Austin, where Englund congdieher Master’s degree report entitled “Marketing
The Second SeXhe Construction of a Feminist Manifesto.” Thetaval material consists of Knopf
correspondence with Parshley, Beauvoir, Jenny Byaaihd others. The letter correspondence consifalted
this thesis is stored at Smith College in NorthampMA and is strictly the correspondence between
Parshley and the publishing house, Knopf, durirgtthnslation period and after, until Parshley’atden
May 1953. Both collections would contain the sagettels between the translator and the publisher
regarding the translation be deuxiéme sex@nce Parshley kept all the letters from Knopf alsb his

own copies that he sent to the publisher.
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be able to compare it to Havelock Elli§Fke Psychology of S€x933) and Alfred
Kinsey'sSexual Behavior in the Human Md[E948). She argues that even though
Beauvoir's work was criticized for its lack of sotédic rigour, Knopf decided to
emphasize its scientific method believing that gtrategy would lead to a commercial
success: “By calling the book a ‘study’, and renmgdhe prospective purchaser that de
Beauvoir had undertaken ‘years of research’ befoiting the book, Knopf publicists
clearly hoped to suggest that the work was a grduadking scientific publication”
(Englund 1994, 13). It is of interest to note thaglund critiques Deirdre Bair for “her
useful — though occasionally inaccurate — arti¢leriglund 1992, 106). She further
suggests that Bair's account of Blanche’s rolertdepicted the true extent of her
involvement.

This informative investigation into the commer@abects appears to be a
departure from the previous articles which based @#malyses heavily on the role of the
translator. Englund, on the contrary, leans comallg more towards the role of the
publishing house and its editors and promoterghEumore, she draws an interesting
conclusion that the reception of the English tratish was shaped by the ‘packaging’ of
the book: “[...] the marketing ofhe Second Sexemplifies the ‘packaging’ of
feminism necessary to encourage its sale to theridanef the 1950s” (Englund 1994,
14). With her investigation into the promotionakségies, Englund provides a platform
for a further examination into the intricate resaship between Parshley and the Knopf
firm. Furthermore, her work encourages a deepdx iltto the consequences of the
marketing strategies for the English translationadidition, Englund points to the fact
that Volume | ofLe deuxiéme sexeas heavily edited, but does not make any memtion
Margaret A. Simons’ 1983 articfg.

Englund argues that Knopf was so successful imitisal ‘packaging’ that they
not only influenced the American receptionTdfe Second Sexnd the American public’s
perception of the book, but also the subsequetitaranalyses of Beauvoir’s work.
Perhaps to the detriment of Beauvoir and her bEakpf's approach was so effective

19 Englund writes in footnote no.18: “There has beerthorough study of the specific alterations that
Parshley made in the translationLeéfDeuxiéme Sexe..]” (16).
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that “the success of Knopf's promotional strateghpsed even the Knopf's firm’s most
optimistic expectations” (Englund 1992, 121).

Anna Alexander: 1997

Alexander’s article “The Eclipse of Gender: SimaleeBeauvoir and the
Différanceof Translation” published iRhilosophy Today1997) offers an interesting
contribution since it discusses both the FrenchthadAmerican contexts at the time of
the publications (ST and TT). Like other scholafs relies on Margaret A. Simons’
study of the cuts and Deirdre Bair’s biographicébrmation. Alexander focuses more on
the reasons why Beauvoir has been neglected (sadi in intellectual circles and in
philosophy as a discipline. In addition, she juxisgs the intellectual climates in France
and the post-war United States, and discussesrtiexigan context of reception of a
French text. She provides an interesting analydiseoreasons why second-wave
American feminists were more successful than Beiaulvohe United States (quoting
Mary G. Dietz): “the US had acquired its ‘own’ mesto in the form of Betty Friedan’s
FeminineMystique(1963), one which according to one theorist wastdy suited to the
pragmatic, non-philosophical character of the Acarifeminist movement” (Alexander
1997, 115).

Further, Alexander comments on the lack of thegsieiphical content in the
English translation concluding that “Simone de Beatis The Second SelRaving been
completely emptied of its philosophical content tb@ one hand, and having been
grafted onto a partial and determinate sociolodiedd, on the other, died silently and
perhaps unnoticeably a death that we have yettivee from” (115). She then examines
in more detail the consequences of the philosopditfarences of the concept of
‘gender’. Finally, Alexander looks into the negle¢Beauvoir's writing and identifies
the gap between ‘feminism’ and ‘philosophy’ as taese of this “yawning chasm”
(118).
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Elizabeth Fallaize: 1999

For the fiftieth anniversary dfe deuxiéme sex€hristine Delphy and Sylvie
Chaperon organized a conference where scholargsdisd not only the philosophy of
Beauvoir but also the translation and receptiotheffeminist bible.” The proceedings of
the conference include an article by Elizabethdtzdl in which she compares the chapter
“La femme mariée” in the source text with its caarpart in the target text entitled “The
Married Woman.” Fallaize lists the results of hareful analysis of all the cuts in the
section on housework and evaluates the loss foEtigdish-speaking readers. For
example, she comments on the removal of quotadiadsndividual testimonies which,
in the source text, enriched Beauvoir’'s study witimate, women’s experiences. Also,
Fallaize provides three examples where she noteg@n change in the tone between
the French and the English text. And most impolyashe concludes that the English
translation lacks the breadth and the subtletyeFHBoir's analysis (471).

Furthermore, she complements her examination watiudy of the work by Betty
Friedan and Ann Oakley. Fallaize criticizes theemlog of any references ithe Second
Sexin Feminine Mystiqué¢1963) by Friedan and ifhe Sociology of Housewo(k974)
by Oakley since both authors had at some poinhdunterviews confirmed that they
had readl'he Second Send that they had been influenced by it. She doesenture
into making a direct link between Parshley’s cutd enodifications, and the lack of
recognition by Friedan and Oakley, two major festifigures of the 1970s. However,
Fallaize still states the following in regards taklzy’s study of housework: “Il parait
vraisemblable que 'amputation de ce qui concearfernme au foyer, que Parshley a
effectué, ait induit Oakley a penser, de maniérenge, que Beauvoir n'avait pas
consacré beaucoup d’attention au sujet du travailestique” (474).

She concludes by suggesting that had Oakley aeddiibeen able to read “une
traduction plus compléte et plus pointue,” therhpes, they would have benefited from
Beauvoir's work more fully (474). By presentingrétical, comparative study of the
original chapter and the translated chapter “Theride Woman,” and then by
investigating into the lack of recognition of Beainby the two authors, Fallaize seems
to be making a link, however indirectly, betweemdBey’s cuts and the two Anglo-
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American feminists’ neglect athe Second Sekinally, Fallaize’s paper does not discuss
the role of the publisher in the translation precasd treats the translation as the product
of Parshley’s work alone.

Toril Moi: 2002

In 2002,Signs: Journal of Women in Culture and Socpaiplished an article by a
Beauvoir scholar, Toril Moi, entitled “While We Wairhe English Translation dthe
Second SeklIn the article, Moi discusses some very pertinissues regarding the
copyrights issues and the publisher’s refusal toro@ssion a re-translation. Moi builds
her case against the current English translatioarnayyzing the “sorry mess” Parshley
left of the original French text. She bases muchesfinvestigation on Margaret A.
Simmons’s 1983 essay, but she goes further by gaymore attention to the
philosophical and theoretical inadequacies of thgligh text” (Moi 2002, 1007). In
addition, Moi puts forth the argument that the pédphical incompetence of the
translation is detrimental not only to Beauvoiragshilosopher, but also to feminist
philosophy in general. Moi's comparative analydishe ST phrases and terms and the
TT ones are very detailed and more importantlyy yawerful and convincing.
Specifically, she presents numerous examples wParghley not only cut and omitted
parts of the original text, but also sections wHergewrote Beauvoir’s text. In place of
deleted quotations, Parshley sometimes providearamary of the content of the quote.
Clearly showing frustration, Moi openly asks theegtion: “What could possibly justify
such editing?” (1011). However, what appears talssing from this article is any
inquiry into the role of Harold Strauss, the editoichief, or Blanche Knopf, or the
numerous editors and copy editors who revisedekiethoroughly before releasing it for
printing.

Moi lists several examples where she presentsrigmal French text, then the
literal translation, and then Parshley’s transtati®he systematically breaks down the
text and extracts the mistranslations that shenslaiost Beauvoir dearly since her critics
have often found her incoherent and inconsistdm. fBrther claims that the cumulative

effect of such editing prompted Beauvoir’'s readersluding other philosophers, to think
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that “in spite of her brilliance, Beauvoir mustdeareless and inconsistent thinker”
(1022). Indeed, Moi offers some very compellingragées of criticism directed at
Beauvoir by American philosophers who attacked Beafor her views on motherhood
or the body?° Specifically, in the following example, Beauvoirote:

“Il y a une fonction féminine qu’il est actuellemgresque impossible d’assumer
en toute liberté, c’est la maternité.”

The literal translation is as follows (provided Mpi):

“There is one female function which it is almospmssible to undertake in
complete freedom today, namely motherhood.”

Parshley translated the sentence as follows:

“There is one feminine function that it is actuadlynost impossible to perform in
complete liberty. It is maternity.”

By translating the wordctuellementisactuallyinstead ofoday, Parshley made
Beauvoir’s readers believe that Beauvolr is, int,fagainst motherhood altogether;
whereas instead she is simply arguing thatthreent conditions, as they are, do not
allow women to choose motherhood freely (1025).idesrrors like this one, Moi
inquires into more subtle (philosophical) mistratisins that had American philosophers
completely disagree with Beauvoir’'s ideas.

In the final section of her essay, Moi arguesdaarew translation and recounts her
experience with the publishers (Knopf and Vintag@#e explains that in her
communication with them, she learned that the ghblis do not wish to commission a
new translation for five reasons, one among themgthat “[t]ranslations are always
subjective; translators always leave traces of Hawes in their texts, which is why
translations date so often” (1023)in her essay, Moi like many others, places a great
deal of responsibility on the translator for theid®ns made during the translation

20 Moi, Toril. Moi quotes Drucilla Cornell and her koAt the Heart of Freedom: Feminism, Sex and
Equality (1998) in which Cornell claims that Beauvoir “aadated’ the avoidance of motherhood in the
name of freedom” (1024). After an engaging analysisecomes clear that this misunderstanding of
Beauvoir’s philosophy stems from elementary Fregreimmar errors introducted by Parshley. For a full
analysis of the errors and Cornell’s criticism, k&= (2002).

% The other four reasons are as follows: 1) everyonaved with the translation project in the 195Gl
the best of intentions; 2) Beauvoir agreed to thedlation; 3) the cutting of the English versiomswot a
sexist plot, but an attempt to adapt the text éoAmerican readership; and 4) Knopf and Vintageato
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process. However, she does comment in one instant® role of the publisher and
provides the following hypothesis: “It is quitedily that Parshley would not have cut
Beauvoir’s text if Knopf had not required him to slo. The cuts were implemented on
the publishers’ orders, to save money and to mai&ddook less expensive” (1030).

She draws from the wealth of information on Pangpl®vided by Gillman in his
newspaper article and recognizes the fact thahlRgravas the book’s strongest
proponent in the U.S. and influenced Knopf to mibit (1031). Despite this
acknowledgement, a strong emphasis is placed omknef the translator and he is held

responsible.

The literature discussed above shows that some@iewed the English
translation as a product of the translator aloneredis some authors incorporated the role
of the publisher. Depending on their objectivés, authors recognized in varying
degrees the complexity of the translation processtle number of individuals involved.
The purpose of the following two chapters will ballustrate this complexity and the
multiple agents involved in the English translatwino prescribed the direction and the
translator’s approach to the source text. More igyaly, | will attempt to raise
awareness of the ways translations are handlediimgrous editors and copyeditors who
then pass them to other agents such as lawyergrandrs — all of whom leave their own

traces on the final product.

believe that “there would not be enough of an autbdéo make it worthwhile to retranslate and pibliee
full text.”
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CHAPTER THREE: LETTERS FROM THE ARCHIVES: AN EXPOSI TION OF
THE LETTER CORRESPONDENCE

The criticism of the English translation has irgkupart targeted the translator as
the only participant in the translation procesan8articles were written in defence of
Parshley, such as the articles by Gillman or Padterhowever, the responsibility seems
to lie mainly on the shoulders of the translatoousidentified as the onlyanslating
agent®? In order to understand the position of the transland the circumstances in
which the translation was executed, a further ingaton into the dynamic between
Parshley and the Knopf firm is required. The lett@respondence between the translator
and other actors who were involved directly with thanslation oke deuxieme sex@an
answer many questions and shed light onto the ddimdlationship that existed between
Parshley and the publisher. Letters were studiddsasrical documents, as evidence of
particular views and opinions, and as a dialogue/éen individuals. The collection of
letters has proven to be invaluable in the re-cantibn of the events that shapElde

Second Sexhe translation that is still being read today.

Scope and Content of the Collection

The letters are part of the documentation kepghe@Smith College Archives in
Northampton, Massachusetts. The documentatiomssified into three boxes and
contains the original manuscript of the translatibine manuscript ofhe Second Send
related materials were donated by Parshley’s daugBtsa Parshley Brown, in 1994.
The collection is organized into four series: Hdsaphical, 2) photographs,

3) correspondence, 4) publications. The Smith @ellarchives has divided the material

in the following manner:

221n her article “Unexpected Allies. How Latour’s Merk Theory Could Complement Bourdieusian
Analyses in Translation Studies,” Buzelin differiatgs between the “translator” and the “translatiggnt”
noting that the two terms do not necessarily eqaah other. See Chapter 4. (She states: “the person
officially designated as performing the role ofistator is not necessarily a single individual angny
case, this translator is not the only one to tmslin other words, there is a difference betwiesmslator
andtranslating agerit(214).)
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Series |, located in Box 1, Folder 1, includes bapdpical information such as
newspaper articles, faculty files, obituaries atigeomiscellaneous items.
Series Il, in Box 1, Folder 2, consists of photgipsonly.
Series Ill, in Box 1, Folders 3 through 10, is espondence, divided into two
sections: correspondence with family and assocatdscorrespondence
concerning the translation and publicatiormae Second Sex
Series IV consists of Parshley's published worksiamlso divided into two
sections: articles and reviews, Box 2, Folders31and the translation dhe
Second Seand related material, beginning in Box 2, Foldend continuing
through Box 3. In Folders 4 - 7 are Parshley's aofflye deuxiéme sexaews
clippings, publishing notes and translation notespectively. The translated
manuscript begins in Folder 8 and continues thrdagp 3.

During my visit to Smith College in May 208681 was able to read the documentation

and collect information that has served as theskeyce for this study.

Summary of the Letter Correspondence

In the current debate regarding the English tediosi, any form of defence of or
attack on the translator, or even the publishamotibe complete without a thorough
examination of the dialogue that developed in #teets from the beginning of the project
until after the publication. What is more, the doling exposition of the letters aims to
reveal underlying discourses. More specificallg Etters represent the meeting point of
the different discourses, namely that of the ti@osland the representatives of the
publishing house. For more clarity, the conceps¢durse” is taken to mean the
following, as proposed by the French structurajuist Emile Benveniste: “Toute
énonciation supposant un locuteur et un auditéwhez le premier I'intention

d’influencer 'autre en quelque maniére” (Benveai$066, 241-423¢ Being the main

% The visit was financially supported by the FacaityGraduate and Postdoctoral Studies of the Usityer
of Ottawa.

4 He continues: “C’est d’abord la diversité des diss oraux de toute nature et de tout niveau [..disM
c’est aussi la masse des écrits qui reproduisendideours oraux ou qui en empruntent le toursefites :
correspondances, mémoires, théatre, ouvrages ididest bref tous les genres ou quelqu’un s'adr&sse
quelqu’un, s’énonce comme locuteur et organiseutiedit dans la catégorie de la personne” (242)
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medium of communication for Parshley and the Krfopf, the letters are the locus of
the power struggles, disagreements, agreements)aigations and negotiation. Through
the letters, the decisions are made — decisionslasting consequences for the English
translation. The major importance of the existevicihese letters justifies and also
demands a recounting of the story as laid outengghistolary exchange.

The correspondence on the translatiohetleuxieme sedeegan in July 1949
and ended in April 1953 and comprises over one taghtitters. The following is a
summary of the content of the letters; howeveg #dticount cannot contain all the
information due to the space limitation and scofthis thesis project. Also, it must be
acknowledged that my personal choice of quotat@mscomments will affect the
content of this summary and will ultimately and vwoidably represent an interpretation
of the story, as seen through my e$feslowever, to assist in constructing a more
convincing argument, the study makes availablééaeaders copies of a number of
original letters in their entirefif’

Pre-translation Correspondence: July 1949 — Janud950

Pre-translation correspondence includes lettetsdibait with matters such as
cuts, condensations, Beauvoir's approval of the,d@arshley’s questions regarding
footnotes and translator’s notes, and discussiarth®translator’'s payment.

On July 11, 1949, Alfred Knopf sent a copyLef deuxiéme sex®olume | to
Parshley to read and to write a report on the bAokording to a standard practice,
Knopf was relying on its in-house readers and esgarrelated fields to read a book and
to provide a review which the publisher would usé@s decision whether to
translate/publish or not. On August 8, 1949, Passheplied to Alfred Knopf with a two-

“Enonciation” stands for the act of stating witkaircertain context whereas “énoncé” is the statement
independent of context.

% My account of the letter correspondence is siniilasome aspects to the one provided by Yolanda
Astarita Patterson in her 1992 article “Who WassTHi M. Parshley?: The Saga of Translating Simene d
Beauvoir'sThe Second S&xHowever, the following summary focuses more loa issues of the cuts and
condensations and applies the letters to an acalgiudy within the context of translation stuchesl the
sociology of translation (Ch. 4).

% please note that due to copyright regulationthine version of this thesis does not contain the
Appendix A and Appendix B which include seven lettia their entirety and pictures of the promotiona
poster of the translation. They are however avilabthe paper version at the University of Ottawa
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page report enthusiastically approving its congemt stating the following: “This is a
thoughtful and well written work, which throws ndéight on an old question and merits
translation and publication. A book on Woman byirdalligent, learned, and well
balanced woman is, | think, a great rarity, and thiindeed such a book.” He concluded
that the “book is a profound and unique analysiw@ian’s nature and position,
eminently reasonable and often witty; and it susklguld be translated [...].” The last
sentence of the report touches on the commeraabects: “It should pay for itself, and
in any case will be a credit to the publisher.”

In the following two months, Parshley received ayof Volume Il and met with
Alfred Knopf for a discussion on Beauvoir's booldahe possibility of translating it. In
a letter dated October 9, 1949, Beauvoir wrotegiodgent in Paris, Jenny Bradley,
claiming that “[je] suis en principe d’accord pajrelques coupures, bien entendu, je
tiens seulement a étre consultée. Je supposentpstl pas question de supprimer le
passage sur Montherlant auquel j'attache beaucompattance [...].” The question of
the cuts was already present, from the beginniafprb the project even started. On
November 9, 1949, Alfred Knopf announced to Passtiiat the firm had acquired
American rights folLe deuxieme sexand stated in the second sentence of the letter:
“The next question before the house is that ofiragft

One day later, on November 10, 1949, Parshley sistically wrote to Alfred
Knopf accepting the job. Referring to Beauvoir'geession “en principe,” Parshley
playfully replied: “Yes, | am bold enough to bdlstiterested ‘in principle’ in
undertaking the translation. | am very much intexesn the work itself and in seeing it
in English of my own fabrication....besides, how elsk | be able to get my new car?”
After some discussion, it was settled that Knoptildgay Parshley $10 per thousand
words, which in the ended accumulated to $27507&,000 words). What Parshley
most wanted to do with the money from this tramstajob was to purchase a used
Buick. But, he was clear in his expressing his watons in a lengthy letter to Alfred
Knopf (November 29, 1949): “I wouldn’'t undertakestiwork just for the money. That is,
| like to write, and | believe in the book and arterested in seeing it in English; further,

no doubt | fancy seeing myself put down as translgat.]".
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On December 8, 1949, Alfred Knopf replied to Hoav&arshley on the matters
raised in the previous letter (duration of projéiche constraints, payment): “All | can
say at this point is that you quite naturally apearant of general practices as regards
translations and publishers and authors as ismatlyral and that you did misinterpret our
telephone conversation.” Having promised to writerger letter addressing all the
guestions, on December 14, 1949 Alfred wrote “@isim letter” to Parshley. A four-page
letter elaborated on the publisher’s practicesnaigg translations and rates for
translator’s work. The second sentence set the tbnaust say to begin with that
translating has always been dog’s work — never paetl and seldom if ever bringing the
translator any glory.” Alfred stated that $10 geyusand words was “fair for even a job
such as Beauvoir presents — a job which involvésngy editing, and the like.” Alfred’s
arguments seemed convincing enough since in tleewiolg letter of December 17, 1949,
Parshley was no less interested in the projectandpted the $10 rate: “I may say that
your answers to my questions leave me still enétstisi about doing the translation.”

After having completed a sample translation, Passheéceived feedback from the
editor-in-chief, Harold Strauss, and Blanche Knoyip were to be Parshley’s main
correspondents during the project. In his lettévite. Knopf dated January 7, 1950,
Parshley referred to this feedback on his tramsiatil shall first revise my sample
translation in accordance with your advice and ¢dflr. Strauss, eliminating such
readers’ hazards as “pejorative” and the like angeineral treating the author’s text with
less reverence, and then proceed with the tranglas rapidly as | can after you have
returned my copy.” Part of the translator’s dutysvadso to mark Volume | and Il with
his suggestions for cutting. This list was lateb&sent to Simone de Beauvoir for
approval. As promised, on January 30, 1950, Parsinlete to Blanche: “I have just
finished going through Vol. Il for possible cutsdarondensations [...].” He then
expressed his vision and hopes for the book: “tremendously impressed by it, more so
than ever. It seems to me clear, profound, andtlfelyiexpressed. | even feel that it
must have a real effect on the ideas of sociols@istl psychologists — and on society
itself, ultimately — when it is widely known andag as let us hope it will be.”

In the same letter, he provided the following imf@tion on the proposed cuts in
the second volume: “l have found only two or thebert passages that | would want to
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cut, but there are many that I think should be emséd more or less drastically.”

Arguing against the instructions he had been giffamshley stated: “This is not much of
a reduction, but with the best will in the worldrh unable to apply your injunction: “cut,
slash”, without eliminating what seems to me tovékiable and interesting.” Then, in the
following paragraph, the matter of condensatiords B@auvoir's approval was noted, an

issue that would later become very important:

It may be that you will not need to send the secwallime to la
Beauvoif’, since actual cuts are trifling. If she agreesiocondensing
(especially in her numerous quotations), the mastesettled. Possibly
even that is not necessary, as Mr. Strauss seemeéed that
condensations, even of whole paragraphs into seesemould be up to

me.

Translation Correspondence: January 1950 — Augu$§sl

Throughout the month of February, Parshley workedthe translation of the
Introduction of Volume I. In a letter to Blancheted February 25, 1950, he seemed to be
defending the work of Beauvoir and revealing hisxapinion of the work in general: “I
hope you will view this confession indulgently, Bdeel | must say that never since |
was working twenty years ago on a scientific moapgrhave | been so completely
immersed in a project — | believe | know at firaihd what Simone means by her
existentialist ethics.” He went further in demoasitrg his commitment to the project: “I
am literally putting all my available time on it [l The book is really a great one and it is
a pleasure to work out what it means and put imgligh.” He confirmed to Blanche that
he was indeed using dictionaries of all kinds (lzame, medical, classical dictionary) and
the Thesaurus. Parshley seemed to be insistingeoesteem he held for Beauvoir's work
and he even used her first name: “Simone’s boaok isuperficial, popular treatise; it is
for literate and serious readers. | feel it wouddabcrime to try to jazz it up.” Concerning

%" The pejorative references to “la Beauvoir” or “thdy” are throughout the correspondence and ae us
by Parshley, Blanche, Harold Strauss (editor-ireBhiAlfred Knopf, and William Koshland (editor) .
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Strauss’ comments that were meant to guide Parghleig translation work, Parshley
defended his style: “My treatment of the Introdantindicates the style that seems to be
appropriate; and while | have tried to avoid obscamd pedantic expressions — being
mindful of Mr. Strauss’ well-taken objections tons® passages in the first samples — |
have not hesitated to stay on the plane of themaligquthor, in so far as | could.” Lastly,
in his conclusion of the letter, Parshley quotadu®is’ question “Is her stuff so closely
reasoned that you can't leave any of it out?” Hisveer was as follows: “I can say for the
most part — Yes.”

On March 13, 1950, Blanche wrote to Parshley anciogrthat she had received
a much-awaited reply from Beauvoir regarding thggasted cuts. Copies of both
volumes were sent to Beauvoir for approval in ekdbruary, and a detailed list with
page numbers and suggestions “cut”, “to be condBrmeto be summarized”
(originally composed by Parshley) came back withB®ir's handwritten comments.
“Summarize” was defined as “means reduce to a &wesices” and “Condense” as
“means abbreviate somewhat.” Blanche wrote to Raythat from now on “should you
want to write to Beauvoir or deal with her, you Heedter deal with her direct care of
Mrs. Bradley.” Beauvoir’s letter, however, was ghand precise:

Vous constaterez que jen accepte la plus grandgepéorsque j'en

refuse je serais donc désireuse que ma décisidnresgpectée. En
particulier dans la partie historique il seraitrértement regrettable de
supprimer les études de détail qui peuvent sedadre mon exposé

convaincant et vivant.

She added that she was not able to find referesfdd® English books she had used in
her research fdre deuxieme sexe

In April 1950, Howard Parshley suffered a hear@k and was hospitalized. But,
after several weeks he continued the work on #nestation. On April 14, 1950, Blanche
wrote to Parshley asking about his health and toetinued about the translation
matters. She wrote: “l hope, as you are now comgthe translation, and able to, of de
Beauvoir, that you are in direct touch with herjshh had counted on if you will
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remember as a simplification, so that all questicars be answered directly to you.” On
May 24, 1950, Blanche wrote again to Parshley magion the progress of the
translation. This time as well, she insisted thatsRley be in direct communication with
Beauvoir: “Also, how many of your cuts and delesiahe is accepting, as | think |
mentioned in my last letter to you that you comroate with her from herein directly.”

As Parshley continued with the translatiorefdeuxieme sexthe number of
guestions he had for Beauvoir increased. On Jul@B0, he replied to a letter from
Blanche updating her on the state of the transiatite mentioned seeking advice from
other French professors for expressions that wezelipg him. Also, he was hoping that
Blanche, who was soon going to Paris for a visttuld be able to meet with Beauvoir
and discuss, among other things, some of Parshieyislation questions: “Perhaps, you
can get her to state what she means by certaiessipns such as ‘altérité’ [and] ‘en sol’
... What is meant by the word ‘mediatisai.” As a final comment, he added:
“Regarding altérité: if it doesn’t exist in Englisks alterity, perhaps it should, and we
might introduce it.”

On July 24, 1950, Blanche received a letter fraza/oir with the return address
in Gary, Indian&? Blanche was in Paris and Beauvoir was in the driites. They did
not meet and Blanche did not have the opportuaityigcuss any of Parshley’s questions.
On July 27, 1950, Parshley wrote to Beauvoir diyeetsking for permission to contact
her with his questions or to see her. He receieteply; however a letter from Knopf
editor, William A. Koshland, dated September 2%08uggests that Beauvoir tried to
contact Parshley through the publisher and wamtedetet with the translator at a time
when he was not able to.

More than two months went by and on October 15018%arshley heard from
Blanche who informed him that she had just misseduBoir in Paris and was wondering
how he was “getting the difficulties straightened.bParshley replied saying that “the
problems you speak of are disappearing rapidly,gaen familiarity with the lady’s ideas
and idiom, so that in the end there may be litilednsult on.”

28 yolanda Patterson suggests in her 1992 artictethisperiod of time “was at the height of Beauii
very passionate affair with American writer andrjmalist Nelson Algren, during which the detailsio$
translation of her book were undoubtedly far froppermost in her mind.” (43)
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Just before Christmas, Parshley wrote to Blandwéseng her of his progress. He
explained that due to his fragile health, his doattvised him against visiting New York
City for the holidays. Parshley, through a toucthwmour, looked at the positive side of
the situation and advised Blanche that “as my daetmarks, | can sit at ease in my
office and do a lot on the translation!” (DecemB8&r 1950). On December 29, 1950,
Blanche replied with a short note expressing soisgpgointment with his progress. She
was glad to know that he was “making some progréttsde Beauvoir’'s book,” but she
nonetheless remarked that “it is slow, which | il it would be.” Once again, she
insisted on the fact that Parshley was to checkrghing necessary now with de
Beauvoir herself, through Mrs. Bradley or directind that once we do have the
manuscript it will have been cleared by her.”

Parshley kept on with the translation work inte tlew year, and on February 6,
1951 wrote to Blanche advising her of his progtegsmore importantly raising the issue
of Beauvoir’'s approval — something that Blanche be€n insisting on in her previous
letters. He responded to Blanche’s comment fronDideember letter: “You speak of my
typescript being “cleared by” de Beauvoir. The athifng cleared is the matter of cuts
and condensations, in which | am adhering to hgmirements. Am | right in feeling that
my duty is done when | hand over to you the conepld§, done to my own
satisfaction?” In this exchange, Parshley attempgenbme to a clear understanding of
the conditions of the agreement with Beauvoir, Wwhieferred only to the cuts and
condensations and not to other changes beyondSbdar, correspondence with
Beauvoir was inconsistent and unreliable and Paystdnfirmed it when he wrote to
Blanche: “Regarding the question of doubtful passagjnow feel that | need no special
help from her, which may be just as well, in viefaher rather uncooperative attitude.”
He also mentioned that he was planning on writimg@itorial translator’s preface in
which he would discuss some of the basic philoszhdeas; however, he could not
embark on that project until after the translatdtoth volumes.

Parshley continued translating through the momntkrebruary including working
weekends (in February 17, 1951 letter he wrote ;‘@orking Saturday night!”). In
March, Parshley heard from the editor-in-chiefa8ss, who congratulated him on
“doing splendidly with a difficult job.” However,t&uss complained of one thing: “you
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go out of your way to use an esoteric word whemeee familiar one would suffice.” In
addition, Strauss suggested that in the Myth sectio/olume I, Parshley combine two
chapters into one. Originally, Beauvoir had fivepters for five authors where she
analysed each one in an intentionally arrangedeserputrying to illustrate her point.
Strauss wanted two authors, Claudel and Bretoonénchapter: “the chapters on Claudel
and Breton are very dull, primarily because ofdh&amiliarity of the average American
reader with these writers.” He strongly urged tlamslator to “cut these sections down to
a page or two on each.” Furthermore, Strauss ewethihat “the book is more tightly
reasoned and more difficult than | expected,” anetaled his expectations of the
translator: “You gave us no intimation of this iowy report.”

On March 18, 1951, Parshley needed to write to@lamregarding the issue of
the cuts and Strauss’ demands on him: “Cuts omuo€) cuts, the book is bound to be a
big one and, in places, as Mr. Strauss says, Hytiggasoned and difficult one; but the
author is dealing with profound and difficult ideasd it is therefore not to be made
simple without misrepresentation of the originalrkv® And on the topic of esoteric
words, Parshley was justifying his method: “[...]rha&rying to maintain the author’s
tone; and considering the audience addressed,Hoseeason to avoid occasional
expressions not in everyday use, where they cotihveeyneaning intended.” Parshley also
replied to Strauss on the same day and engagedeafeace of keeping the chapters on
Claudel and Breton separate: “Regarding ClaudeBastbn: | have just paused to read
these chapters again. | do not find them dull [.h&Ve already done quite a bit of
omitting and condensing, and | seem to find whigftseither necessary or worth reading
in itself.” Moreover, Parshley, somewhat frustrateed to defend and justify his choice
of words that Strauss labelled “esoteric”: “I sltbgay that | have often “gone out of my
way”’ — sometimes at considerable expense of tindeeffiort — to find the best word for
sense and atmosphere, perhaps not always withssjduné | haven't consciously
employed unusual words just for the hell of it!”

In the letters that followed, the dialogue betw&&rauss and Parshley would soon
reach a certain climax in disagreement as thedangas mounting. The debates about
certain cuts and the style of translating were roftein the subject of disagreement. The
letters of March through May revealed what trareghin the end and whose decisions
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were made final. Strauss’ letter of March 27, 18&E a long one of four pages in which
he debated the issue on Claudel and Breton, “asbvaords, “fragmentary quotations,”
and a list of detailed questions regarding pardiclthes from the manuscript. He first
tackled the issue of Claudel and Breton:

A suitable gesture toward formality might be to ¢ome the Claudel
and Breton sections as one section, which would theeve a length
perhaps of five or six pages, and not be too ytehdparate. My idea of
cutting these sections is to remove all the detaileferences to
characters in the writings of these two men, sithese references are

almost meaningless to American readers in any case.

Then, he addressed the issue of “fragmentary gaoggt urging Parshley to condense
Beauvoir's quotations. Then, a whole page was agelicto “esoteric” words where
Strauss argued against the use of a number of vimerétsund in Parshley’s translation.
He concluded the letter by requesting that Parstoeyplete these “minor” changes as
soon as possible.

Parshley’s reply was also a longer letter of fpages in which he attempted to
answer to all of Strauss’ complaints, suggestiontsdemands. He set the tone of the
letter (March 31, 1951) by writing:

| should say at once that | take your views wité tihmost seriousness
because of your competence in the field of pubtsh@roblems,
probable reader appeal, etc.: whereas my own a@nim my relative
ignorance of those matters, are based on my inerfamiliarity with
the one book we are working on. Thus | probablytenfeel a certain
loyalty to de Beauvoir's original presentation arhdeas, and | must
make a considerable effort to visualize a succéssfothesis of what

would be left after the drastic reductions you @
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Parshley argued for keeping the sections on ClaamtéBreton separate as in the original
text and raised the question of the “American réadeor example, | myself had never
heard of Montherlant and knew little of Breton &dudel before reading the book; but
now | feel acquainted with these authors|[My thought is, of course, this: Why
wouldn’t any reader (even “American”) get the sdmeefit?” Furthermore, concerning
the quotations, he wrote: “As for the quotatiorsrirthe authors, how else could one
give an equally valid notion of their attitudes?”

The debate continued and on April 2, 1951, Payshilete another letter to
Strauss in which he was referring to the short lileeglgiven to him by Strauss and
Blanche: “l am going to see my doctor tomorrow rait@n for a check-up, and | am sure
he will agree [...] that | will be better off — anklet work, too — if | don’t feel too pushed.”
Strauss replied on April 3, 1951 raising the matfeBeauvoir’'s approval: “The most
disturbing thing in this letter is your handwrittaddition, in which you ask about De
Beauvoir’s reaction to cutting the poets and De Merlant. In a previous letter you
assured me that you had the authority to cut gooigtand this is all | had asked you to
do. I have by and large not asked you to tampédr @& Beauvoir’s opinions, but to
present her conclusions in summary.”

He addressed the issue of the quotations discumgsBdrshley in the previous
letter: “I don’t agree with you at all that the qatons give a valid notion of the attitude
of these authors. Quotations are effective onpecial circumstances, particularly when
readers are already familiar with the work in gimstand the quotations serve as a
reminder. American readers will be quite prepacethke general statements from De
Beauvoir regarding the opinions of these authorsafid.” Later he added: “I certainly
cannot be dogmatic on the removal ofcalbtations. | have to give you some leeway.”

In the same letter Strauss continues the debatesoteric’ words and Latinate
forms: “No doubt as a zoologist you must be verguatomed to them. But for the better
part of fifty years, the canon of taste here anfingland has indicated that master stylists
are those who use a small vocabulary composed yrafsthort words of Anglo-Saxon
derivation. Do you know that a vocabulary analygisome of Willa Cather novels

shows that she used only 850 words?”
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On May 16, 1951, Parshley wrote one of the mositpl letters to Blanche
regarding the authorized and unauthorized cuttingeoriginal text: “I have a problem
to submit. In doing the actual translating | find@od many (mostly brief) passages that |
am condensing or, in the case of quotations, eu#img, beyond those for which we
have la Beauvoir’s specific permission [...] It woldd difficult to disentangle all of
them so as to write the author for specific permigsand | wonder how you feel about
the matter.” Blanche composed her reply the sarpeMay 16, 1951

Unfortunately our contract with Beauvoir explicitfgrbids us making
any changes in her text without her approval. [.ll]tAs being so | can
only suggest that you compose a tactful and vepli@k letter to her
explaining just what you have explained to me dgiogr best to get her
to write you that she is confident in your and adgement in matters

of this kind and thus give you an okay.

Parshley wrote immediately to Beauvoir with hisicerns and explained that
since his translation had progressed beyond thdlenaf VVolume Il “I find it desirable to
condense a good many brief passages and to cutafdime quotations you cite, beyond
those for which you have given specific permissidte assured her that this did not
involve omitting or changing her ideas, and he cwad: “I hope, with Mrs. Knopf, that
you will agree to leave these minor reductionsupjodgement, as it would be difficult
to refer to them all specifically.” He concludee tletter once again assuring Beauvoir
that his translation left her ideas “intact.”

In the following month, they waited for Beauvoireply and on June 15, 1951
Parshley wrote the following opening line in higéde to Blanche: “No word has come
from de Beauvoir about the minor cuts. Let us grele then elaborated his concerns
about his need to extend the deadlines and absaeheriorating health. On June 21,
1951, Blanche responded: “I am very sorry indeelgei@r that you are not too well which
| knew, and not surprised that there is to be thé&urdelay on the completion of the
translation of the de Beauvoir. Naturally | am ytd about this and hope that you will

be able to do your best.”

51



Finally, Parshley received Beauvoir's much-awaitegly on June 21, 1951 in
which she gave “la carte blanche” to the translptorided that he indicate in the book
that “ 'ouvrage tel que vous le présentez a é@érément adapté au public américain.”
She explicitly stated: “Je ne peux accepter queoprEsente comme une exacte
traduction alors que tant de développements qupanaissent a moi importants auraient
été omis. Je ne réclame que quelques mots me débant de toute responsabilité;
moyennant quoi je vous laisse carte blanche. DiadOn August 7, 1951, Parshley
declared to Strauss that he had written the lastl wbthe translation. In addition, he

expressed his disagreement with Beauvoir’s reqoesbsolve her of all responsibility.

Post-translation Correspondence: August 1951 — A@953

On August 13, 1951, Parshley sent a reply to Beagxplaining that there is no
need not to give her full credit for the translatiél wish to assure you that as far as | am
concerned no changes have been made which wotilky jisher depriving you of full
credit or relieving you of responsibility for theovk.”

In a letter to Strauss dated September 30, 19%&hles discussed the translator’s
preface that he was working on at that time anckddbat he was “working especially on
some recent academic books concerned with exiatsnii” He was “hoping to boil an
extensive subject down into relatively few words]{.ln his conclusion, he voiced his
disapproval of any further cuts: “I hope that yolll aring up in your editorial
conferences my strong belief that this work igs$nway a classic and that any further
considerable cutting would be detrimental to it awlld indeed justify the author in the
fears she expressed in her letter to me and waufdrgoward relieving her “of all
responsibility” — something that | would by no meavant to do and that the cuts so far
made do not do.” In his reply, on October 3, 195ttauss, speaking of his interpretation
of the book, stated: “In fact my entire attitudevéwd the book has changed, and | am
now quite persuaded that this is one of the haraffgleatest books on sex ever written.
For this very reason, you may be sure, | am unlikeldemand further cuts.”

In a letter to Blanche, October 20, 1951, Parshleae again brought up the issue

of “la carte blanche” and Beauvoir’s wish to belireed of all responsibility”: “This
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would be ridiculous, as my very minor condensationso way change her ideas or form
and style. | have written her to this effect afabpe you will get her to agree.” Also, in
the same letter, Parshley advised Blanche of hubtdehether to talk about
existentialism in his preface: “it is a touchy mess to explain a controversial
philosophy and in any case | now believe that gh@ss reader gets to understand the
relatively few existentialist concepts and mordess obscure associated phraseology as
he goes along.” On October 23, 1951, Strauss ctarlgted Parshley on “a splendid job”
and commented further: “Any criticisms that | haaacern trivialities, and | shall not
even forward them to you until the manuscript hasspd through the hands of our copy
editors, who may uncover a few more questions.”

On October 24, 1951, Blanche wrote to Parshleyadiag that she was not able
to meet with Beauvoir, against her expectationswaisties: “There is not a thing about
La Beauvoir that | can do for you. | tried my bastl wrote you to get her address while |
was in Paris but couldn't. I think you will simphave to carry on as you did.” In regard
to Beauvoir’'s request to be absolved of all respmlity, she asserted: “| agree with you
that making such a statement in the Preface isuiolus so that | would just tell her that
you are not doing it and let it go at that, ang@s have that carte blanche letter, | see
nothing else to do. [...] | don’t think | can helpwat all with La Beauvoir and | think
you are getting along much better with or witho.'m

After having received Parshley’s preface, Blanchete&zon November 2, 1951:
“The only thing that | want to point out to youtisat existentialism is really a dead duck.
Where you have to mention it, of course you willt b seems of no great importance any
longer in the literary world of France or anywhetse.” In his reply to this comment,
Parshley claimed on November 3, 1951

In commenting that “existentialism is really a dehatk”, | suppose you
mean that it is no longer a current sensation,cassay, in the literary
world; but | fancy that Sartre’s novels have soreenanent value, and
certainly Le deuxieme sexeontains enough existentialist material to
require some special mention, and, further, | belithat existentialism

has provided philosophy with certain new insighHtp@rmanent value.
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After a long absence of communication, Alfred Kndgving received the translation,
sent a letter to Parshley in acknowledgement ohvioik: “I am reading the Beauvoir and
| must say | think you have done a magnificentgolthe lady. She certainly suffers from
verbal diarrhea — | have seldom read a book tleahseo run in such concentric circles.
[...] | can hardly imagine the average person reathiegvhole book carefully. But |

think it is capable of making a very wide appedleed |[...].”

The issue of Beauvoir's demand to be relievedlaéaponsibility came up again,
and on January 10, 1952, Strauss wrote to ParsiMey: will remember that we have
interpreted DeBeauvoir’s several letters to yogiamg you carte blanche to make cuts,
provided you acknowledge what you have done irpteéace. | have just checked your
paragraph in the preface, and it correctly and/fadlvers all changes [...].” However, the
letter that followed on January 16, 1952 revealstiaper tone in Strauss’ address to
Parshley. Following a discussion on certain cutBeduvoir's comments about
Montherlant and of some of her sex descriptionsclwRarshley previously defended,
Strauss asserted:

| fancy that we shall go on quibbling about detailstyle until kihngdom
come unless you dismiss the idea of Caveetbrfrom your mind. [...]
The truth is that people do not really like gooaks and therefore for
the most part they have to be either wooed or beatdn into reading
them. Even if the Beauvoir comes out in the sintplasguage possible,
it is still going to be a difficult book for manyepple. We are proud to
publish such books, but we do not deliberately tdisaster by making
them more difficult than they need be.

Parshley replied the following day, January 17,2.%d started the letter with
the following sentence: “A certain tension | deteckome of our correspondence seems
to me unfortunate and unnecessary.” He then elédmbom the points raised in Strauss’
letter and attempted to justify his point of vié&m | not permitted to argue certain of
your suggestions? This is all | have intended,amtihave repeatedly said, yours is the
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final decision. After all, what we both want iswcsessful and good book, though | am
biased in favour of the original author’s presentatwhile you may feel other loyalties
more strongly.” He later added: “You once spokémdeting of minds’ on disputed
points, and now you say there is no question oe'@ir take, or of compromise.’
Accepting your earlier attitude, | have simply agduhe points, where there is
disagreement; but doubtless your authority is final

The letter of January 24, 1952 seems less edgyanatiange in tone. Strauss
wrote: “I'm afraid you're right about the tensidmyt it wasn’t and isn’t directed
particularly at you. | simply, now as almost alwalgave more work than | can possibly
handle.” He then provided the following explanatid’When a book is as complicated as
DeBeauvoir, and especially when the correspondemeerning it achieves such
massive, complex and repetitious characteristifindlit best quite deliberately to get
mad, let my adrenal glands function, and bullibtigh. You can see for yourself that the
process is working as it usually does.”

In the following two months, correspondence sulabialed the subject of the
letters focused on the translator’'s payment, legatters, and the writing of some of the
promotional texts. On July 1, 1952, Parshley resetiz report from the Knopf firm
advising him of the points raised by the in-howessders of the translation. The readers
criticized the repetitiveness of the book and treglquotations by authors not very well
known in North America, suggesting that these brastically cut.” Once again, Parshley
wrote an elaborate defence of his choices and igebs in the face of the critique (July
2, 1952). In the pre-publication copies printedhia fall of 1952, the translator's name
was omitted from the dust jacket — a detail qudtaeable to Parshley, who immediately
informed Strauss of this error, which was laterected by Knopf (November 15, 1952).
On December 1, 1952, Parshley referring to hisggeeind acknowledgement made the
following comment to Strauss: “l also want to shgttl regret exceedingly my failure to
mention your name in my preface. | certainly shdwdde done so [...] but | probably felt
that company editors are anonymous, however hélphd absence of name from the
cover is poetic justice!”

The final preparations for the publication werel@nway until February 24,

1953, and the correspondence was weaker in fregumricstill consistent. Several letters
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through January and February dealt with the issefiesrrections and the addition of
Parshley’'s name as the translator. On Februar9®3,1Parshley complained to Harold
Strauss that many books and mailing pieces thabkad sent did not bear his name. He
wrote referring to a quote by Alfred Knopf from theginning of the correspondence:
“Although Alfred warned me that the way of the sktor is hard — dog’s work it is, he
said — | found it both interesting and profitablelé protested: “I am also surprised that
the circular does not even refer to the fact thatitook isa translation!”

On February 11, 1953, Alfred wrote to Parshleylegiaing for the errors.
Another letter from February 17, 1953 from Alfredthe translator stated: “Your name is
being added to the front jacket flap on the newtprg. | trust this will meet with your
approval.” He concluded: “Some time | hope to hdnespleasure of meeting you, and
perhaps we can convince you that there is nothingyf about the problems involved in
selling a $10.00 book, written by a Frenchwoman whartually unknown.”

The last letters in the Archives are from ApribB3to the reviewers of thEhe
Second Sex which Parshley defended and discussed both\dé&iideas and his
translation. The letter correspondence ends duteard Parshley’s death in May 1953
brought on by another heart attack, just three hwatter the publication of his

translation.

The following chapter will highlight two observatie that can be extracted from
the letter correspondence and that can help toarthe question: What can be learned
from this relationship between the translator agublisher? Chapter 3, in its attempt
to present the different discourses in the exchgnges relied on the historical document
as its main source of information. In the searchrtavel the complexity of the act of
translating, Chapter 4 will rely on two differemtcological theories in order to draw

conclusions useful within the context of translatgiudies.
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CHAPTER FOUR: APPLICATION OF SOCIOLOGICAL THEORIES TO THE
‘“MAKING” OF THE SECOND SEX
A CRITICAL ANALYSIS OF THE TRANSLATOR'S SUBSERVIENC E AND
THE MULTIPLE ACTORS IN THE TRANSLATION PROCESS

In the investigation of the conditions surroundihg English translation of
Simone de Beauvoirse deuxieme sexthe letter correspondence is an extremely
important source of information that can provideva@rs within the context of translation
studies. Interestingly enough, the so-called “ibiigy” of the translator, so often
criticized by translation studies scholars and stérg mainly from Lawrence Venuti's
pioneering work The Translator’s InvisibilityA history of translation1995,) seems to
be called into question in this particular casegtilthough the correspondence shows
that Parshley fought for his recognition in thenped covers and dust jacketsTdfe
Second Sexand thus against “invisibility,” Parshley becaaeery visible target of fierce
criticism by the international scholarly communispecifically Beauvoir scholars. This
kind of visibility is perhaps exceptional but isnatheless an illustration of the other
extreme; such cases should also be discussedriuftie calls for a re-translation have
repeatedly pointed to the weaknesses of the Enggasislation in order to make a
worthwhile case for the new translation. This stddgs not dispute these calls for the re-
translation, but wishes to remind that the rol¢hefpublisher must be taken into serious
consideration as well. The translator whose wokklieen maligned stood as the sole
participant in the translation process. The cowadpnce that spans a period of more
than three years offers an insight into the “maaciufiee” of the translation. From this
perspective, Hélene Buzelin suggests:

Similarly, analysing the process of translationnfrthe viewpoint of a
work’s manufacture allows for documenting the etdtioand revision
work done on the manuscript delivered by the tetnss and thereby
better understanding the role of actors who pasia in the making of
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the text but whose actions and practices have saefeeived little
attention (Buzelin 2007(b), 141).

Basing her study on Bruno Latour’s “sociology @rtslation,” Buzelin applies
the idea of “manufacture” to the production ofriitey translations. Such an approach to
translation studies, and in this particular casdygbfThe Second Segan yield fruitful
results. Moreover, it can benefit from the receatkacompleted by translation studies
scholars who have been focusing on the introdudf@ociological theories (Bourdieu,
Latour, Luhmann) to translation studies and wheehaaen advocating the “social turn”
in the discipline (Buzelin, Gouanvic, Simeoni, liltgni, Wolf, Heilbron, Sapiro).
Specifically, the recent publications suchCamnstructing a Sociology of Translation
(2007),Ubersetzen — Translating — Traduire: Towards a “@b&urn”? (2006), and
Jean-Marc Gouanvic’s 2007 work entitlecatique sociale de la traduction: Le roman
réaliste américain dans le champ littéraire frarg€1920-1960have been setting the
path.

It is important to note that the preoccupationhas thesis with the sociological
theories as applied to translation studies is tyemuided by the objective of this study:
to identify all the individuals involved in the trslation process and to reveal the extent
to which they affected the target text. Highligigtine weighty influence of the
publishing house on the translator, and consequentthe translation, this study follows
the discipline’s shift away from the comparativettel analysis to the agents of the
translating act, while attempting to keep the tateet within focus’® The conflictual
nature of the relationship between the translatdrthe publishing house surfaces in the
letters, and the power struggle that charactetizenl relationship requires methodical
and careful examination. Finally, the driving folmehind the choice of the theoretical
tool is the hypothesis: The publisher Knopf's viefiLe deuxieme sextheir demands on
Parshley, and Parshley’s position limited the tigen process and encouraged a
subservient attitude of the translator.

29 Wolf remarks: “The text-bound paradigm which begmbe transcended in the approaches that followed
the “cultural turn” seems, in the course of an ew sociology of translation, to have slipped ofisight

of the translation researcher, bringing about #reger of a sociology of translation existing withou
translation” (Wolf and Fukari 2007, 27).
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The letters serve as the window into “those momehthe translation’s ‘genesis’
that document ‘from within’ the selection and prdma of a foreign text as well as the
translation and editing procedures” (Wolf and Fuk@07, 24). As suggested by Buzelin,
studies of translation “in the making” can disclas®ermation that is hidden, once
analysed retrospectively (24). This particular cstsely of the English translation of
Beauvoir'sLe deuxiéme sexe indeed occurring more than 55 years afterdog but
the controversy that still seems to be the sulgéotimerous attacks on the work ethic
and motivations of the translator invites a mo@dligh look into what could possibly
be “hidden” by this complex activity of translation

The two observations that this study intends tdaegpare the translator’s
subservience or submission, and the presence oiptayparticipants in the translation
process. In order to do so, the following chapdetivided into two sections and will
present first, the ‘translating agent’ as consisbih multiple participants, and second, the
concept of ‘subservience’ in the case study. Spatly, Section | will briefly introduce
the theoretical background, and then develop argtsri®y discussing samples from the
letters and by applying concepts from the Actorvidek Theory, as conceived by the
French sociologist, anthropologist and philosopBeuno Latour in collaboration with
John and Michel Callon. Section Il will also bedpy defining key sociological notions,
habitus and field, developed by the French socistand philosopher Pierre Bourdieu,
and will then rely on the samples from the corresi@mce in order to analyze the power
struggle and the consequent translator’s subsemien
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Section |

Brief Introduction to Latour’s Actor-Network Theonor “Sociology of Translation®°

Since the late 1970s Bruno Latour, together witbhdl Callon and John Law,
has been developing the actor-network theory (AMTtheory originally conceived as a
tool in science and technology. One of his mostmepublicationsReassembling the
Social: An Introduction to Actor-Network-Thepgttempts to provide a definitive
explanation of actor-network theory since its telrase often been misunderstood.
Focusing on sociology of science, Latour placesh@sry in opposition to traditional
sociology, which he labels “the sociology of theiah” and sides with the school of
thought he names “the sociology of associations¢okding to Latour, traditional
sociology (including Pierre Bourdieu) is concermath studying society and social
forces, believes in their undeniable existence,@ades the emphasis on human actors.

In striking opposition to this stance, Latour digtiishes between the traditional
and the alternative meaning of the word “sociald aets out to redefine the “social”:
“social does not designate a thing among otheg#hilike a black sheep among other
white sheep, bua type of connectiobhetween things that are not themselves social”
(Latour 2005, 5). Latour wishes to interpret samgyl “not as the ‘science of the social,’
but as theracing of associatiorig5). In this context, society is a consequence of
associations and not their cause; a society nemglsagsociations in order to continue
existing.

What represents a major departure from traditisnalology is Latour’s inclusion
of objects and “quasi-objects” side by side withjsats. Objects need to be taken into
account as well. Latour argues: “no science ofthial can even begin if the question of
who and what participates in the action is not fifsall thoroughly explored, even
though it might mean letting elements in which, ddack of better term, we would call

non-humas” (72).

% Latour’s “sociology of translation” is not to berdused with the current “social turn” in transteti
studies and the development of what has been tea&sbciology of translation studies.” In order to
avoid confusion, Latourian concept of translatidti ke separated by quotation marks.
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The underlying theory of the sociology of assooiagiis actor-network theory
(ANT) according to which social forces are the testiother entities that influence. The
first conceptactoris “not the source of an action but the movingéaiof a vast array of
entities swarming toward it” (46). The term “actas”limited to humans but always
designates a source of initiative. The actor isneaessarily a point, but a star-like shape
“that is made to act by a large star-shaped weheaahiators flowing in and out of it”
(217).

The second term in actor-network theory represtigsnovement or the traces of
the actor; it is a tool for description. Latour idef thenetworkin the following manner:

Network is a concept, not a thing out there. la i®ol to help describe
something, not what is being described. It hastme relationship with
the topic at hand as a perspective grid to a foawit single point
perspective painting: drawn first, the lines mighow one to project a
three-dimensional object onto a flat piece of linleut they are notvhat
is to be painted, only what has allowed the paitdegive the impression
of depth before they are erased (13).

Together, actor and network form a unified condbat is conceived as a star-shaped
web intertwined with other actor-networks, influeddoy them, but not compelled by
them — it always comes down to a choice. The awttworks are so intertwined that it is
difficult to trace the origins or causes of thaitian. The interactions are unpredictable
and there is a great deal of uncertainty. Theref&el' focuses more on practice, on
following/tracing the actors in order to arriveaat understanding of what is taking place;
it asks the questiolmowsomething is done. Latour adds that its slogaalléi the

actors” becomes “Follow the actors in their weauwimgpugh things they have added to

social skills so as to render more durable thetemtly shifting interactions” (68).
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Two key concepts in ANT are “intermediaries” andetifators.” Intermediaries
are actants that transport meaning or force without transfdiora Mediators
“transform, translate, distort, and modify the magror the elements they are supposed
to carry” (39). A central notion in ANT is the noti of “translation” which has a specific,
technical meaning: “a relation that does not transpausality but induces two mediators
into coexisting.” “Translation” then constituteh& methods by which an actor enrols
others” (Buzelin 2005, 1945-95) or “a process ofliagon, of the interpretation of
objectives expressed in the “languages” of differetermediaries engaged in an
innovative project/process — intermediaries whase/points and interests are not,
initially, necessarily the same” (Buzelin 2007 (b3,7).

When it comes to the notion of power, Latour expdai’lPower over something or
someone is aompositionmade by many people [...] The amount of power egecti
varies not according to the power someone hagpltie number of other people who
enter the composition” (Latour 1986, 265). Furthera) he argues that power is not a
cause of action but rather an effect. Power is wkats to be explained; the concept of
power does not explain “what holds the collectiggam in place” (265).

ANT has been criticized for being too rooted in ldwal situation and local
causes that no general principles can be derived it Its project being to get closer to
the original experience, ANT is based on the ethaplgic approach of collecting data:
following actors, interacting with the observedjuiring and producing descriptions.
What seems to be of interest to the case studyeoEhglish translation dfe deuxieme
sexe however, is the idea of following the actors tigh the letter correspondence.
Moreover, Latour’'s emphasis tlowsomething is being done can be a useful tool in
discovering just how much and what kind of revisana editingThe Second Sexas
subject to and by whom. This invitation to go behihe “closed doors” of the translation
and publishing process can certainly reveal disagents and strategies that perhaps
would not be easily shared by a contemporary pléfi&

31 Latour distinguishes between actors (usually highand actants — a general concept that bringshtege
both humans and non-humans in one and the santy &mtiexample, an organization like UN, “the UN
declared that...” or an abstract concept like “dg5tas in “overcome by destiny.”

32 Buzelin’s research is based on the contemporadystases and her articles have discussed theanore
less challenged possibility of acquiring accessfarmation.
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The historical aspect of this study implies thas ilready “after the fact” and
therefore, the ethnographic approach of intervigvand interacting with the observed by
the researcher is limited to the historical docutsielonetheless, by the same token, the
historical aspect also implies that the main medadmommunication in the early fifties
was the epistolary exchange: all the discussiodsdagisions between the translator and
the publisher were recorded in the letter corredpooe and in the manuscripts. Because
of the distance (Northampton-New York City) and$héey’s deteriorating health,
meetings were limited to one meeting before thesiedion project began; and telephone
conversations were expensive and not a commonigggone conversation between
Alfred Knopf and Parshley in the fall of 1949). we will see, Latour’s theory has
recently been applied in translation studies bgo#tholars, but it remains a novel
approach.

Latour’s “Sociology of Translation” in TranslationStudies

ANT theory is slowly gaining in popularity among nyeother disciplines and is
moving away from sciences into humanities, inclgdiranslation studies (TS).
According to the information | was able to collsotfar, the following four TS scholars
have been exploring and applying ANT in their workhe different branches of TS.

In her 2005 article entitled “Unexpected Allies.wlbatour’'s Network Theory
Could Complement Bourdieusian Analyses in Transta8tudies,” Buzelin argues that
even though Bourdieu’s and Latour’s theoreticatieavorks are often quite exclusive of
each other and cannot easily be reconciled, irslatian studies, the two could be used in
a complementary way in order to see “the hybridectve and ‘networky’ character of
the translating agent” in opposition to the transtaagent as simply an individual.

Buzelin’s research into the independent publisherattices and conditions has
propelled her to look into other sociological meddecognizing the value of Bourdieu’s
concept of field and especially habitus, she prepdbkat Latour’s actor-network theory
can be very useful in accounting for the presefficeultiple mediators involved in the
process of translation. Therefore, Buzelin suggdstsANT can “contribute more

directly than Bourdieusian approaches to the dgveémt of a much needed process-

63



oriented kind of research” (Buzelin 2005, 215). Merk (2005, 2006, 2007) on the
independent publishers in Québec has confirmedgb&ilness and the applicability of
Latour’s theory. However, it has also led herdoatude against Latour that “pre-
existing structures” do exist and that the realaynot be summed up by the idea “that
there are simply actors and networks that devetobchange” (Buzelin 2007(b), 165).
Finally, her ethnographic work in the publishinglustry has helped to bring to our
attention the intricacies of publishing and théueahce of the publishing houses on the
translators and target texts.

Sehnaz Tahir-Gurgdar has written an article on network mapping basether
study of a large Turkish publishing house, Altirtdfilar. In the article entitled “Order
Before Chaos: Network Maps and Research DesigiTt, DT ahir-Gurcglar
conceptualizes the publishing house as the gataways able to visualize a network
map drawing inspiration from ANT as elaborated blgrdLaw, Bruno Latour and Michel
Callon.

Maria Sierra Cérdoba Serrano has argued in heteattia fiction québécoise
traduite en Espagne : une question de résauxittisaindeed possible to combine
Bourdieusian concepts with Latour’s. By relyingBourdieu’s sociology of the literary
field and Latour’s and Callon’s sociology of netk®yrshe has studied the workings of
cooperation (or association) between different ighivlg industries and affluent
institutions behind them in the translation, exgort promotion of Quebec fiction in
Spain and Catalonia.

Kristiina Abdallah has been employing ANT for mesearch on defining quality
in translation and on quality-related problemsriaduction networks. As well, she has
been applying the theory in order to reconstruci@or-network in the subtitling
industry.

A Critical Analysis of the Translation Process ant$ Multiple Actors:
Parshley as One of Many

As mentioned above, the appealing aspect of theulain perspective is the

focus onhowsomething is done or accomplished. Looking at heevEnglish translation
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was executed reveals not only the decisions timslator made but also the work of other
participants in the translation process. As ardueBuzelin, the difference between the
translatorand theranslating agents a significant and telling one: thenslating agent
can consist of several individuals and does noaktpetranslator (Buzelin 2005, 214).
This differentiation can be developed further gnai the involvement of publishers and
editors in the translation. What makes ANT intangsfor the case study is the notion of
mediators who transform things: input does not equgput. As well, the idea of many
actors intertwined with each other, all influenceach other in an entangled net of
movements and traces can be useful in interprétimdetter correspondence. Although,
the letters represent the only ‘reality’ from whidhta can be collected, they can be
viewed as the (historical) landscape against whiokkements can be traced. Reading the
letters then is equivalent to following the actdrse tracing of their movements and
interaction with each other can be mapped out.riherking together can be viewed as
the process of “translation” where both the trasland the publisher are mediators who
are changing the input. It should be noted thatdtiers and this research based on the
letters treat the translator as the focal poirg:abtor whose movements are being traced
while significant attention is paid to the objext the target text.

The following examples will serve as illustratiosfsinstances where the
translator was in communication with other parteits who transformed the input into a
different output. In other words, they acted as iateds and the translation was the
object that partook in the exchange. Although &teet correspondence has been
analyzed in Chapter 3, some of the quotationsiggdction will be repeated and new
ones included with the aim to illustrate the analys

The Issue of the Missing Quotations

As argued in the article by Margaret Simons, thgl&h translation is missing a
large number of quotations (referred to by Beauwotihe ST) from literary, scientific
and general texts. Simons criticized Parshley floacking] away with abandon,
especially in those sections that bored or irrd&te this case) him” (Simons 1983, 562).

In addition, she claims: “He eliminated most of Beair's quotations from the journals
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of Sophie Tolstoy, which provide her primary souoédlustration for the ‘annihilation’
of woman in marriage” (562). In another examinatidithe Secon&ex, Meryl Altman
has discovered that the English version does nabgonearly as many references and
case studies from Stekel as Beauvoir included irFhench text. Altman has studied the
influence of psychologists and psychoanalysts aad tvork in Beauvoir’s essay.
However, when basing her results on the Englist) sie was astounded to find a
significant reduction in references and quotatié8sr 'ensemble des cas [de Stekel],
Parshley en a omis cing cas et coupé sept, masusuit a eu tendance a les remplacer
par une ou deux phrases de résumé” (Altman 2002 A&énan’s observation quickly
reminds us of the discussions on condensationgsatsdnentioned in Chapter 3 in the
pre-translation section. In contrast to the tatget, the source text contains 56 references
to Stekel's case study and nine quotations of $t€ke of the nine quotations, the
English version keeps only one in its entiretyahother critical account of Parshley’s
work, Toril Moi wrote: “He also eliminates her cops literary references and has little
time for psychological or psychoanalytic eviden@&bi 2002, 1009).

The extent of these cuts can still be seen tod#yeireriticisms of Beauvoir’s
thinking by scholars who have read the Englishsiedion. For example, Moi notes that
“hostile critics of Beauvoir” can claim “that sheas/uninterested in women, and
therefore ‘male-identified,” yet even the most cuysreading of the French text shows
that this accusation could not be more unfair” OThis kind of criticism raises the
guestion: Could the same be true for the transta&@auld the reading of the letters reveal
that Parshley indeed fought for the inclusion @f ¢fuotations, but in the end had to yield
to persistent demands made by the editor-in-ckiafpld Strauss?

The following excerpts from the letters are exasf the on-going dialogue on
the topic of quotations that span across seveitalse
March 27, 1951 Strauss to Parshley: “As a genefaltoday, the method of fragmentary

guotation is not what it used to be. In this tedbgal world, educated people —

except for a few Great Books fanatics — are not begsof a common republic of
letters with a broad common background.”

March 31, 1951 Parshley to Strauss: “As for thetatimns from the authors, how else
could one give an equally valid notion of theiitattes? [...] Your remarks
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regarding fragmentary quotation certainly applghassical authors, but in our
case it is not a question of a common republietiéts, for precisely what de
Beauvoir is doing is to supply enough of her poat&l novelists’ own words to
enable any reader to get the drift, as it seemsetd

April 3, 1951 Strauss to Parshley: “I would agreat if an American reader studied the
text as closely as you have, he probably wouldlgesame benefit. But few will,
and many will be irked by this unnecessary burdlelon’'t agree with you at all
that the quotations give a valid notion of thetatte of these authors. Quotations
are effective only in special circumstances, palaidy when readers are already
familiar with the work in question, and the quatas serve as a reminder.
American readers will be quite prepared to takeegarstatements from de
Beauvoir regarding the opinions of these authorséd. Do you know the old
editorial phrase — to the effect that a manusdsigb detailed that one cannot see
the truth for the facts? In this case the quotatmne the facts, and they definitely
obscure the truth.”

| quote generously from the last letter sinces interesting to note that in the
letters that follow there is no other mention obtations. Parshley does not address the
issue again. Instead, what ensues is a letter Frarshley to Blanche, a confession about
the cuts that he could no longer trace and redgpdn Blanche’s urging, Parshley then
composed an explanatory and very tactful lett@eauvoir (May 16, 1951), as explained
in Chapter 3. The friction and the tension partclyl observed in the letters between
Parshley and Strauss will be analyzed in SectioRdt now, the excerpts are a striking
illustration of the decision-making process — dgssans on topics that had direct impact
and lasting consequences on the content and fothedérget text.

The Issue of “Esoteric” Words

The exchanges between the editor-in-chief andirémeslator seem to be rich in
information and discussions on particular aspeutiscketails, such as vocabulary choices,

guotations, style, tone, etc. of the translatiameill correspondence was usually long,
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consisting of a minimum of two to four tightly sgatpages. Strauss tackled issues of

style on numerous occasions, and among them wasc¢berent issue of “esoteric”

words.

The following excerpts are instances in whichaih @e observed to what extent
Strauss influenced Parshley in his tone and stytéaces. Furthermore, the quotations are
revealing of Strauss’ viewpoints and values regaydihe “average American reader” —
the biases that come through in the discussionstatdeave an imprint on the
translation.

March 15, 1951 Strauss to Parshley: “Your transhateems excellent to me, except that
you sometimes go out of your way to use an esotaicl where a more familiar
one would suffice. | think a number of these shdaddchanged.”

March 18, 1951 Parshley to Blanche, justifyingrsthod: “[...] | am trying to maintain
the author’s tone; and considering the audienceeaddd, | see no reason to
avoid occasional expressions not in everyday ukerevthey convey the meaning
intended.”

March 18, 1951 Parshley to Strauss, showing siffrsistration: “Regarding esoteric
words again, | should say that | have often “goaead my way” — sometimes at
considerable expense of time and effort — to fimelldest word for sense and
atmosphere, perhaps not always with success;Haudn’t consciously employed
unusual words just for the hell of it!”

April 3, 1951 Strauss to Parshley: “I think you greatly magnifying the job of
eliminating unusual words.” [...] | know that a datary will quickly tell us what
“glairy” is, but I think when one offers to publisfooks for the general reader, the
general reader should be sent to the dictionasgl®m as possible.”

January 16, 1952 Strauss to Parshley: “I fancywmashall go on quibbling about details
of style until kingdom come unless you dismissitiea of Cavealectorfrom
your mind [...] were we to follow this principle, weuld not stay in business a
year. The truth is that people do not really liked books, and therefore for the
most part they have to be either wooed or browlneiate reading them. Even if

the Beauvoir comes out in the simplest languagsibles it is still going to be a
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difficult book for many people. We are proud to |miosuch books, but we do
not deliberately court disaster by making them nabffecult than they need be.”

January 24, 1952 Strauss to Parshley: “May | regesitif you now go over Vol | and
catch those too-fancy words that may remain, yduhave done all that is
necessary.”

January 31, 1952 Strauss to Parshley: “Our copgpeettlls me that your corrections to
Vol | were excellent, and he has accepted almbstf #hem. Some of them he
had caught himself; others he had not. Please tdeegeet the time this took; the
simplifications were particularly helpful.”

Once again, the editor-in-chief presented his @eus with a strong rhetoric.
The disagreements between the two are quite evatehaippear to last for months or
even years. It seems that the translator had totiagg the choice of style and had to
defend or change his vocabulary choice when callgdo justify his methods.
Throughout the translation process, Parshley wingecsharing his ideas and was
taking into consideration other participants’ sugjgans or demands, as well. He was
most certainly not ‘alone’ in this process and waslifying his translation as if

executing an order.

The Issue of the Cuts

Another recurrent topic was the issue of the detsm the beginning of the
project, even before the translation and publicatights were acquired by Knopf from
Gallimard, Alfred Knopf was inquiring about the gdslity of cuts. It appears to be one
of the first issues discussed in the correspondbegening in the summer 1949. When
Parshley was sent a copylaf deuxieme sexhe was expected to read and review the
book not only for the evaluation of its content arahslatability but also for insight into
how much cutting and condensing was indeed possible

The following excerpts illustrate this argumentt blso show Parshley’s

noticeable frustration.
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October 9, 1949 Simone de Beauvor wrote to Blan§je:suis en principe d’accord
pour quelgues coupures, bien entendu, je tiengsguit a étre consultée. Je
suppose gu’il n'est pas question de supprimer $sgge sur Montherlant auquel
Jattache beaucoup d’importance [...].”

November 9, 1949 Alfred to Parshley: “The next desbefore the house is that of
cutting. She has agreed in principle to consideatwbu would recommend. But
we have to show her precisely what you do recommiend

March 18, 1951 Parshley to Blanche: “Cuts or norépouts, the book is bound to be a
big one and, in places, as Mr. Strauss says, #ytiggasoned and difficult one;
but the author is dealing with profound and diffiadeas, and it is therefore not
to be made simple without misrepresentation oftfiginal work.”

September 30, 1951 Parshley to Strauss: “I hogeythawill bring up in your editorial
conferences my strong belief that this work igsnway a classic and that any
further considerable cutting would be detrimenpat tand would indeed justify
the author in the fears she expressed in her kettee and would go far toward
relieving her ‘of all responsibility’ — somethingét | would by no means want to
do and that the cuts so far made do not do.”

Beauvoir was informed about the cuts, and sheeither agreed or disagreed
with the proposed changes. Both Alfred and Blangee actively involved in acquiring
her approval and as a usual practice by a “resplecpaiblishing house,” they intended to
comply with all the legal obligations. No cuts wésebe executed without the author’s
agreement. However, the intricacy and the “messinasthe translation process, which
was highly influenced by the constant pressurghyadoxically, the same actors who
advocated compliance with the legal aspects, ledrénslator into a translation practice
of cutting more than was initially allowed. AlfreBJanche and Strauss were fully aware
of the legal implications of Beauvoir's authoritygwever, they placed such demands,
often deemed “unrealistic” by Parshley, that tlaastator found himself in a situation
where he had to choose between editorial requedtgegal restrictions. The examples
above confirm the high level of involvement by atparticipants or actors, in Latour’s
words, who transformed the target text.
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The correspondence between Beauvoir and Parsbifegming the cuts does not
however reveal the extent or the nature of padiwgm of other actors. On the contrary,
they remain invisible. The translator had to acgshamefully his unauthorized cuts and
by doing so, he placed himself in the spotlighte Tl context is ignored, and Parshley
is rendered a highly visible and easy target ferfthure critics and Beauvoir herself,
leading her to proclaim in the interview with MargaSimons: “| begrudge him a great
deal.”

The Issue of Breton and Claudel

In Le deuxiéme sex®olume |, Beauvoir develops a comparative analgsifive
authors. She dedicates a section to each autharthigidant, D.H. Lawrence, Claudel,
Breton, and Stendhal, ranging from the least tanibst favourable. Strauss insisted for a
long time to have two authors, Breton and Claud&bined into one section in order to
save space. Parshley refused adamantly, knowinghtiisamove would destroy the
composition and the value of the text.

March 15, 1951, Strauss to Parshley: “I also thinat in the myth section, the chapters
on Claudel and Breton are very dull, primarily hesmof the unfamiliarity of the
average American reader with these writers [...tdrsgly urge you to cut these
sections down to a page or two on each. [...] Tloeeefthink it is essential to do
everything possible to lighten the burden of theetican reader.”

March 18, 1951 Parshley to Strauss: “Regarding d&hand Breton: | have just paused
to read these chapters again. | do not find thelii.dy | have already done quite
a bit of omitting and condensing, and | seem td firhat is left either necessary
or worth reading in itself. But further reductiengurely possible, and | would be
interested to know what you feel to be really adbis in this direction, in view of
what seems to me the fact that reduction to “a padeo” would make the
whole section on authors quite unbalanced [...].”

March 27, 1951 Strauss to Parshley: “First of dibh’t hold with your argument
regarding symmetry and balance at all. [...] My id¢autting these sections is to

remove all the detailed references to charactettseinvritings of these two men,
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since these references are almost meaningless évidan readers in any case.
[...] It should be a relatively simple job for youpall these together into a
condensed and interesting argument of the religgmaispoetic views of woman. |
feel quite strongly that this will help prevent theneral reader from floundering
at a crucial point in the book.”

March 31, 1951 Parshley to Strauss: “For exampieydelf had never heard of
Montherlant and knew little of Breton and Claudefdre reading the book; but
now | feel acquainted with these authors [...] Myugbt is, of course, this: Why
wouldn’t any reader (even “American”) get the sareaefit?”

The debate on Claudel and Breton is the subjestioferous letters and extends
into the following year, 1952. In the letter of Mharl6, 1951, Blanche wrote to Beauvoir
asking her for yet another permission to cut: ‘¥davritten De Beauvoir for permission
to make the necessary cuts regarding Claudel agid®i But, Beauvoir never replied.
The issue however was later settled, and in Jarilg§5®, Strauss acknowledged that the
cutting of one chapter in order to combine the $&ctions was not necessary. Parshley,
for once, managed to win the argument and to |8aeehapters intact, as they were in
the source text. But, as the correspondence shibersrgument had to be fought for hard
and long; the decision had to be agreed upon auSdérand Blanche as well. What is
more, the view of the editor-in-chief, an unflattgrone, of the “general reader” played a
major role in his approach to Parshley and thesita@imaking.

The Issue of the “Traducet?’Philosophical Content

Despite a high degree of education (Parshley reddns doctorate from Harvard
in 1917), Parshley was not formally trained in psidphy. He most likely had philosophy
courses but his area of expertise was rooted uraladciences. The letters reveal that he
read on existentialism by his own initiative butyoafter the translation was completed.
Scholars like Moi and Simons argue that he wasapéble of translating a philosophical

% This is a reference to Moi’s title in her 2002cet criticizing Parshley’s lack of philosophicahining
and consequent betrayal of Beauvoir’s philosophtealight: “Traduced by translation: Parshley and
philosophy” (1013).
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treatise. After all, he was an entomologist whocggdzed in insects and the science of
reproduction. But, the publishers were not intex@sh finding a translator who would
translate the book on philosophy. The book washem, as they explained in their
promotion®® a scientific treatise on the woman, the Frencmtempart to the Kinsey
report Sexual Behavior in the Human Md[E948)) but on women — or as one reviewer
Brendan Gill referred to it “probably the best mahaf instruction on making love now
available in English.”

Parshley’s translation, and by association Parshigy received a great deal of
criticism from feminist, gender studies, and pholpky scholars. One of the most vocal
ones, Toril Moi provided very detailed examplesoine of Parshley’s rather grave
translation errors: “Examples of Parshley’s phijgsically deaf ear abound” (Moi 2002,
1014). She elaborates on four kinds of philosoplaoars: 1) turning terms faxistence
into terms foressencéfor example, for “réalité humaine” meaning “hunraality” or
“human existence,” Parshley wrote “the real natfrman”); 2) the misinterpretation of
the concepsubject/subjectivityo mean “unsystematic,” “personal”, or “not objeet”

3) the translator’s failure to recognize Beauvoigferences to Hegel; and 4) the lack of
recognition by the translator of “Beauvoir’s cehtrancept of “alienation”dliénation (a
philosophical term taken from Hegel and Lacan)”1®)0 She concludes with a major
implication that the translator made Beauvoir’'spmntant theory of the production of
women'’s subjectivity under patriarchy invisibleimglish” (1015).

The arguments of philosophy scholars are quiteioomg and hard to argue
against. However, the letters lend an insight jasb what Parshley thought of
existentialism and the philosophical terms Beauused. He mentioned his struggles to
Blanche in the summer of 1950, and asked her teutowith Beauvoir on some of the
terms he was having difficulty with. Blanche, whasatravelling to Paris and was
planning to visit Beauvoir, never had the chancasioany of these questions since the
meeting never materialized. The following excequiatain discussions on philosophy
and the translator’s preface that was initialleimded to have an elaborate explanation of

existentialism.

34 See Sheryl A. Englund’s paper on the publicity prmmotion ofThe Second S€%992)

73



July 8, 1950 Parshley to Blanche: “Perhaps yougedrher to state what she means by
certain expressions such as “altérité” (not so mubat it means as where it
comes from)

“en soi” on page 31, line 11: meaning here?”

September 30, 1951 Parshley to Strauss: “I migtittlaat | am engaged with the
translator’s preface at present, working espec@ilysome recent academic books
concerned with existentialism. | am hoping to lamlextensive subject down into
relatively few words which will perhaps help taithinate certain concepts
constantly used by Mlle de Beauvoir.”

October 25, 1951 Parshley to Blanche: “I enclogeTitanslator’s Preface on which |
have been labouring for some time. To me it seenexpress what the reader
might want from me, and | hope it comes reasonallse to what you and Mr.
Strauss have in mind. [...] | have not wished toarteke a more elaborate
statement of the existentialist philosophy, forethi am hardly qualified; but it
has seemed to me important to state Mlle de Bedaveiation to it in this
book.”

November 2, 1951 Blanche to Parshley: I like ypteface very much indeed [...] The
only thing that | want to point out to you is tledistensialismdic| is really a
dead duck. Where you have to mention it, of coyogewill, but it seems of no
great importance any longer in the literary world~cance or anywhere else.”

November 3, 1951 Parshley to Blanche: “In commentimat “existentialism is really a
dead duck”, | suppose you mean that it is no lorgeurrent sensation, as you
say, in the literary world; but | fancy that Saldreovels have some permanent

value, and certainly Le Deuxiéme Sesantains enough existentialist material to

require some special mention, and, further, | belighat existentialism has

provided philosophy with certain new insights ofrpanent value.”

An impediment or an aid, depending on the pointiefv, existentialism uses
ordinary words but gives them specific meaning imithe existentialist philosophy. This
can be dangerous because it tricks the readethimiing that it is a familiar word;
something that the reader feels he/she understaimdediately and does not wonder
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about much longer since it is a common word. It M@@em that Parshley, without any
help from Beauvoir and any encouragement or requare from the publisher to invest
in a study of existentialism, continued labourimgtbe translation by assigning
‘ordinary’ meanings to these word, and thus faiiagecognize or make visible the
philosophical underpinnings that structure Beaus@rguments.

The letters, however, show Parshley’s recognipibexistentialism in the book
(or perhaps, his recognition of Beauvoir’s clossoagtion with Sartre and St. Germain-
des-Prés existentialists) and its importance. Ke défends it in his exchange with
Blanche. But, his lack of philosophical traininguisas him to miss and/or misinterpret
the key existentialist notions. Furthermore, tlamstator’s struggle with the existentialist
terminology was compounded by the publisher’s thsest in the philosophical
movement. Strauss makes no comment about exidiemtiand assigns no importance to
it. Throughout the three-year period of correspowdeit is very clear that Strauss’ main
preoccupations are with clarity, simplicity, condation and ‘packaging’ to the ‘average
American reader’ for the best possible sales. Tiseagouch of irony when the letters
show Parshley very much in favour of existentialishile his translation does not render
it justice. Also, in the criticism of the Englistahslation, Parshley is not only labelled as
the onlytranslating agenbut also an isolated one: “Untrained in philosqgPgrshley
wrote his 1953 translation in isolation; he wa®alafamiliar with the relatively new
phenomenon of existentialism” (Glazer 2007).

Far from working in “isolation,” Parshley workedder close supervision by
Strauss and Blanche. The letters reveal that den foeing a lon¢ranslating agent
Parshley was one of many: a main figure in theo&ttanslating, certainly, but an
executor of many other demands and impositions.riiéple actors functioned as
mediators rather than intermediaries. They conteba great deal in their interactions
with the target text, leaving traceable marks antthnslation.

The reading of the correspondence can providenapgk into the
“manufacturing” process of the text. During theetiyears, the target text circulated
between Northampton, MA and New York, NY sevenalds before its publication. Once
the translation was done by hand by Parshley, & tygewritten by one or two typists
hired by him (who sometimes also made errors).mhauscript would then be sent to
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Strauss and proofread by him. Parshley and Stdissgssed details via letters and then
Parshley would have to change it accordingly and itregain to the Knopf firm.

Blanche would also review the text on occasion@sduss it with Strauss. The
copyeditors would receive instructions from Straarsd would change and correct the
manuscript. Later, it was circulated around with t-house readers who supplied their
comments. Strauss would receive their feedbackedisaw the other editors’ feedback.

It is rare that translations are touched only eyliands of translators, and perhaps
an occasional reviser, before they are prifite@in the contrary, most major publishing
houses consist of numerous departments which aeeooed with the specific stages of
book publication. Closer examinations of the intéoan between the different agents,
and in this case the translator-publisher dynaoano,often disclose information that is
not particularly pleasant. Publishers who are thanicial and marketing agents backing
the operation certainly have an interest in publigla saleable book. But, their work and

the extent of their involvement must not then berg/mous.

The following section will focus on a distinct nalated aspect of the translator-

publisher dynamic: the power struggles and thestador’'s subservience.

3 Depending on publisher’s practices and the sizh@bublication output, some publishers will indlee
print works as completed by the translator. Howgthex general practice of larger and influential
publishing houses indicates that the publisherasenoften than not very much involved in every siép
the translation process, determining style, toneaiulary, etc according to their view of the targe
audience.
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Section Il

The choice to combine both Latour and Bourdietinoaigh considered to be
sociologists in opposition, was inspired by twaotdas. First, | did not feel that Latour’s
theory provided a satisfactory answer to the pastreiggles that | was able to observe in
the letter correspondence. Although, the exchanges in writing, they were “windows”
that allowed a view into the translator-publishedationship. The letters disclosed many
opinions and attitudes as well as arguments arettag@ness that for the most part
resulted in the translator’'s acquiescence. Theimgddft a certain sense of familiarity
with the correspondents’ personality, and eversighorasies.

It should be noted that Bourdieu argued that elasiem of interactions alone
could not bring forth any satisfactory explanatairthe underlying structures that
determine the interactions: “Les interactions, gaicurent une satisfaction immédiate
aux dispositions empiristes [...] cachent les stmaswui s’y réalisent” (Bourdieu 1987,
151). This position is fundamentally in contradctiwith Latour’s sociology of
associations and his ethnographic approach. Hn@perspective, Bourdieu and Latour
as individual thinkers are in opposition.

It is of critical importance to state that the oppion between Bourdieu and
Latour is a reflection of an opposition of muchaex magnitude, which is the opposition
between modern and post-modern thinking. Any kihceoonciliation between Bourdieu
as a modernist and Latour as a post-modernisieartiaditions would be completely out
of scope of this work. Rather, this research istyyrconcerned with their theories as
sources of conceptual tools which can bring newaades to translation studies.
Therefore, for the purposes of translation studiaspur’s approach could be applied to
the examination of the translation process, and fin¢her analyses of the interactions
could be conducted through Bourdieu’s structuraliststructivist vision.

The choice to resort to Bourdieu’s sociology détiens would seem to offer a
well developed tool that enables the researchexti@act valuable observations that
ultimately lead to a clearer understanding of humedattions. By combining Latour’s
ANT theory and Bourdieu’s power relations theohys tstudy argues that more thorough
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and comprehensive investigations are made posgihieh can in turn enrich the field of
translation studies.

Second, Buzelin’s 2005 article “Unexpected Allietew Latour’s Network
Theory Could Complement Bourdieusian Analyses englation Studies” served as
encouragement to proceed with the idea of combithiegwo theories: “I believe that
ANT has the potential to help us move one stefhéirin the direction already taken by
Bourdieu translation scholars” (215). So far, theaee been many studies within TS
which have succesfully applied Bourdieu’s sociologgwever, Latour offers a great
potential in orienting translation studies schotangard a more process-oriented
approach and a fundamental reconfiguration ofridmestating agent to include multiple

mediators.

Brief Introduction to Bourdieu’s Structuralist Consuctivism and the Key Notions of
Habitus and Field

Pierre Bourdieu’s immense contribution to sociglagyboth theoretical and
practical, drawing from philosophy, anthropologgdditerary theory. Learning from
Karl Marx, Emile Durkheim and Max Weber, Bourdiewfided a new approach termed
“structuralist constructivism” in the late 19704t the junction of the objective and the
subjective, “structuralism” is defined as the fallog: “des structures objectifs
indépendantes de la conscience et de la volontéagieds, qui sont capables d’orienter
ou de contraindre leurs pratiques ou leurs reptésens” (Bourdieu 1987, 147).
Bourdieu defines “constructivism” as “une genesgiae d’'une part des schemes de
perception, de pensée et d’action qui sont cotisitle ce que jappelle habitus, et
d’autre part des structures sociales, et en pédiade ce que jappelle des champs”
(147). In this system, the objective and the suljeare fused, and consequently, the
traditional dichotomy of the two is reconciled.

Bourdieu’s theory relies on two key concepts: haband field. Habitus is
defined as a set of durable and transposable digpsswhich are acquired through
formative experience, and influence the way onetset® future situations. It is the way

social structures permeate the body and the miodid¢jin interiorization of the external:
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“c’est une espéce de machine transformatrice duifee nous “reproduisons” les
conditions sociales de notre propre productionsrdaine fagon relativement
imprévisible” (Bourdieu 2002, 134). Field represetite social structures, the objective
structures that are in a way externalization ofitierior: “Les champs se présentent a
'appréhension synchronique comme des espacesisttade positions (ou de postes)
dont les propriétés dépendent de leur position dasgspaces et qui peuvent étre
analysées indépendamment des caractéristiqueardelecupants (en partie déterminées
par elles)” (113). Each field is marked by uneqisiribution of resources and is
characterized by a struggle between the dominahttendominated. There is always
competition between agents even though thereasiredational agreement on the rules of
the game, the stakesnjeuy and the existence of the field. Interests ariediht, and the
capital (economic, social, cultural, symbolic) jpesific for each field. Each agent in the
field is distinguished by her/his own amount ofitalp Another important concept is
illusio which represents the acceptance of the ruleseojéime and the belief that it is
worth playing it. Finally, fields are composed aiderlying principles that allow them to
reproduce by reproducing the same conditions actires in order to continue their
existence. The elements change since the domibatame the dominant, but the
hierarchical structure endures.

The understanding of the case study can be aigéuebuse of Bourdieu’s
notions. In this context, the field in questiorihse publishing field which consists of
agents and organizations who occupy different postwithin the structured space. The
publishing field however is not a “unified domaiafid is in fact differentiated into
different publishing fields which have differentstihctive dynamics, for example, the
field of academic publishing or the field of chibai's books publishers. Each publishing
field is based on competition, unequal resourcagii@l), but also cooperation. In
addition, each field is driven by the acquisitidreoonomic (financial wealth), human
(highly trained, qualified and motivated worke@)d the symbolic (recognition of status
by other agents) capital. More precisely, Bourdiwlicates that symbolic capital is a
“forme que revétent les différentes especes deatdpisqu’elles sont pergues et
reconnues comme légitimes” (Bourdieu 1987, 152¢ré&fore, if Knopf and its

employees are viewed as the organization and #etggespectively, who are part of a
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specific publishing field — the field of distinghisd world literature — then the translator
having been hired by the publisher would also bégfahis field, interacting,
communicating together and making decisions. iltisresting to note that the fields
sometimes overlap, and publishers may produce bibak$elong to several fields.

This analysis then raises the following questiaes the translator not belong to
the translation field? Both Simeoni and Wolf havgued that the translation field, as
sketched by Bourdieu’s description of fields, doeg or rarely does, exist. Instead,
Simeoni argues: “The pseudo- or would-be fieldrahslation is much less organized
than the literary field, its structuring being faore heteronomous for reasons having
much to do with the ingrained subservience of thadlator [...].” Indeed, Wolf (quoting
Gouanvic) states that target texts belong to #d fn which they are circulated and are
submitted to the same logic as the indigenous (®udf 2007, 115). This thesis would
argue that Parshley as the translator hired bKttegof firm held a position within the
publishing field and not the translation field. Téxdence so far does not bring forth any
substantial argument that could at all point togkistence of the translation field in the
case ofThe Second Selt.is within this sociological context that thetkats are analyzed
and specific examples brought to light. But, fitbg following sub-section will outline a
brief overview of notable translation studies reskdhat has applied Bourdieusian
principles (primarily field and habitus) and hasved as an influential background to this
study.

Bourdieu’s Notions of Habitus and Field in Transtaon Studies

Applicability and usefulness of Bourdieu’s coneept habitus and field have
been advocated by a number of translation studieslars. After the “cultural turn” in
the 1970s and 80s, a call for a “social turn” stéit the late 90s. In an attempt to move
from comparative textual studies to the analysithefagents, and initially, the translator
as the agent, scholars have been turning to sggio$pecifically the French sociology of
Bourdieu.

In his 1998 article “The Pivotal Status of the Asikator’'s Habitus Daniel

Simeoni examines the power of norms in searchefabt cause of translators’
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subservience. He argues that for historical reggoasslators have been not only
dependent upon but also accepting of their secaretas. Before applying the concept of
habitus, Simeoni traces a brief conceptual gengalbthe term habitus going back to
Aristotle. After detailing Bourdieu’s conceptualiman of the term, Simeoni develops a
discussion of the translator’s apparent subserei@mthe profession. He argues for an
expansion of translation studies where the studii@translator’s habitus would place
the translator center stage and would give thefatanslating prominent status: “A
habitus-led reorganization of the facts of transtatill force finer-grain analyses of the
socio-cognitive emergence of translating skills gver outcome [...]” (Simeoni 1998,
33).

Following in a similar direction, Jean-Marc Gouankas been employing
Bourdieu’s sociology for his study of translated énwan science fiction and its
diffusion in France in the mid-twentieth centuryné& the publication obociologie de la
traduction : la science-fiction américaine dansspace culturel francais des années
1950(1999), Gouanvic has written articles on the wtilif habitus in understanding the
translator by focusing on two French translatoraphte-Edgar Coindreau and Marcel
Duhamel (inPratique sociale de la traductiar_e roman réaliste américain dans le
champ littéraire francais (1920-196@007). Gouanvic has been adapting Bourdieu’s
sociological theory of symbolic goods to translatiny focusing on the convergence of
the reflections of the sociologist and questiongarislation.

Moira Inghilleri has been drawing on Bourdieu’sicepts of habitus and field in
order to analyse interpreting as a socially sitdiatetivity (2003, 2005). She has
combined Bernstein’s theory of pedagogic discoarskhas applied this theoretical
model to interpreted political asylum interviewsirthermore, Inghilleri has studied
Bourdieu’s reflexive sociology and the constructadrthe object of sociological research
in relation to translation and interpreting.

Another scholar who has been working for the daara in translation studies is
Michaela Wolf. She has been working from a new pecsve that combines Bourdieu’s
notion of field with Homi Bhabha'$hird Spacelnsisting on the relevance of Bourdieu’s
theory to translation studies despite its weakressdefining a translation field, Wolf
proposes a kind of “hybrid” concept between fietdl &hird Space- “mediation space.”
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Emphasizing the idea that both concepts lie if‘itihvdetween” space, Wolf indicates
that the “mediation space” opens the door for nagjoh through which cultural products
become intricate and ambiguous.

Rakefet Sela-Sheffy has also been working onvloekey concepts of Bourdieu’s
sociology and on the possibility of delineating fiedd of translation. Sela-Sheffy points
to the translator’'s marginality but from the panfitview of the profession. Agreeing with
the position that translators are marginal, shetesfSimeoni’'s argument that the
translation field is not able to exist due to translator’'s subservience. She posits that
although the translators’ profession is not forgatructured, the translators’ struggles to
establish their profession as an autonomous sadi@mbolic capital point to the
dynamic construction of the field of translation.

A Critical Analysis of the Translator's Subservieaand the Power Struggle in the

Translator-Publisher Relationship

The following discussion will include excerptsrindetters which will support
four arguments. As seen in the example above wherganslator was able to convince
the editor-in-chief not to combine Claudel and Brethapters, Parshley was not simply
a figure without a voice. Although he had someuefice, his work was closely
supervised by participants from the publishing leowkose input carried significant
weight. It is through their epistolary exchangest tisagreements are detected and the
reader is able to follow the discourse of eachespondent. The purpose of this critical
analysis is to explain the considerable inequatitthe translator-publisher dynamic
through the lens of Bourdieu’s concepts of field &abitus. Finally, even though the
translator was vocal in his opposition in speaifases, the letters that span three years
point to a pattern of acquiescence which, thisystuidl argue, can be explained by the
translating habitus. Relying strongly on Simeopisition, the following examples will
attempt to illustrate the translator’s endorsenadstubservience.
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The Issue of the Translator's Payment

In the fall of 1949, Parshley and Alfred discusteglsuitability of Beauvoir'se
deuxiéme sexi@r translation into English. After Parshley’s eotisiastic response to the
book, Alfred considered him as the top candidatélfe job. In their exchanges, they
discussed the nature of work, timelines and payndfred offered Parshley $2000 for
the translation of e deuxieme sexalfred Knopf was forward in his opinion of the
work. But Parshley was undeterred.

November 29, 1949 Parshley to Alfred: “[...] | haweel considering very seriously the
matters brought up in our recent telephone contiersand previously. This
somewhat solemn introduction simply indicates thiaile the Beauvoir book is in
a way just another publication to you, to me itstdnotes a most serious
proposition. After all, | am not a professionaleven a practiced translator; and
while | have entire confidence in my ability to the work properly, | cannot
overlook various considerations.”

Explaining time constraints, realistic timelinesldns academic duties, Parshley raised
the issue of the money: “l wouldn’t undertake thisrk just for the money. | like
to write, and | believe in the book and am intezdsh seeing it in English;
further, no doubt | fancy seeing myself put downhestranslator — and if | may
say so, | like being associated with you.”

Parshley presented his case for an increase paymment: “If | am at all correct in the
estimates given above, this would give a rate gfgea hour that seems to me
somewhat inadequate.”

In conclusion, Parshley wrote: “I hope | don’t migrpret our recent telephone
conversation. | took it that you were making a @sipon for my consideration,
to which | agreed in principle, though many detaitye left unsettled, including
the exact amounts of money involved.”

December 8, 1949 Alfred to Parshley: “your letter][raises so many points that |
thought were settled that | just haven't been &blget you all the answers. [...]
All'l can say at this point is that you quite natily are ignorant of general
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practices as regards translations and publishersathors as is only natural and
that you did misinterpret our telephone conversatio

December 14, 1949 Alfred to Parshley: “I must sapegin with that translating has
always been dog’s work — never well paid and sel@dawer bringing the
translator any glory. [...] My conscience is cleacdese | have never
recommended to any one that he undertake trarghatih.”

December 17, 1949 Parshley to Alfred: “I may sat four answers to my questions
leave me still enthusiastic about doing the trdisia[...] Regarding the “glory”
you mention — all | want is to have my name giva@niranslator, in the printed
books.”

February 9, 1953 Parshley to Strauss: “Althoughedfwarned me that the way of the
translator is hard — dog’s work it is, he saidfeund it both interesting and
profitable.”

The excerpts highlight two important observatiohired’s low esteem for the
work of translators, and Parshley’s willingnessssume an inferior position within the
structured space of the publishing field. Firstiréd recognizes that the workload of the
translator is considerable, but he refuses to pagsponding monetary value. In other
words, the director of the publishing house cleatates to the translator that his work is
considerable but underappreciated — and that seatud about to change. Thus, he
refuses to assign both significant economic andosjim capital. At least, Alfred’s
honesty about the exploitative working conditiomsvhich translators often work can be
appreciated.

Second, Parshley, who was not a professionallatamswas still hired for the
position of the translator for that particular césed was indeed given another translation
by Knopf onceThe Second Sevas completet]). Parshley becomes an agent who
occupies the translator’s position within the psibing field. It is made clear to him from
the beginning that a higher payment is not possinlee that is already a pretty “fair
deal,” and Knopf does not give more to other tratiosk either.

3% He then translated for Knopf a book entitlge Life and Habits of Wild Mammals
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Viewed in this perspective, the translator’s positregardless of who is
occupying it, is not regarded as a high positiothwi substantial amount of economic
and symbolic capital. Within the context of Bourdgefield, there is an evident
cooperation between the translator and the publsinee they both have vested interests
in the book’s success. However, the struggles start the beginning since the two

agents are competing.

Correspondence with “Uncooperative” Beauvoir

During the three year correspondence, Beauvoiroeatacted by the Knopf firm
on a regular basis. However, her replies were isistent and unreliable. Beauvoir
agreed in a letter to potential cuts and condemssitbut she imposed certain restrictions
(Montherlant, for example). The Knopf firm was fullware of the legal complications
and seriousness of the situation if they were adftow her wishes. The problem,
however, seems to lie in the fact that the autacely responded and was extremely
difficult to reach. Questions that Parshley hadher, especially at the beginning of the
translation project, were never answered. The latorshad to look for solutions
elsewhere. With this difficulty in view, Blanchesisted on numerous occasions that
Parshley be in direct contact with Beauvoir sinee sould not help him herself. The
following excerpts deal with this particular issued intend to highlight the translator-
publisher dynamic vis-a-vis the author. The analgsithe excerpts follows the
guotations.

March 13, 1950 Blanche to Parshley: “At long lassMBradley has written me that the
two copies of LE DEUXIEME SEXE are on the way bacid | am sending along
to you the list that de Beauvoir has approved aturned to Mrs. Bradley
together with a copy of her letter [...] | suggesdittiiom here in, should you want
to write to Beauvoir or deal with her, you had betleal with her direct care of
Mrs. Bradley.”

(Beauvoir refused to disclose her personal addredsonsequently, all the
correspondence had to go through her agent in,Rarss Jenny Bradley.)
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July 8, 1950 Parshley to Blanche: “I am under thetak’'s eye and seem to be getting on
well. I have nothing to do but read and work on‘thexe”, which | do daily.

Most of the former mysteries have cleared up, beitet are a few things | shall
want la Beauvoir’'s explanation of sooner or later.”

July 24, 1950 Blanche to Parshley: “To my astoneshim have had a letter this morning
from de Beauvoir whose address is c/o Rowland, B, Gary, Indiana, and |
think the only thing to do is for you to get in thuwith her yourself immediately,
see her yourself if possible and clear everythafyjously | am not going to see
her in France.”

September 25, 1950 William A. Koshland (editorP@arshley: “I enjoyed talking with
you on the ‘phone today and was very much embadadet | could not be more
definite with you thanks to the rather cavalier mamwith which de Beauvoir
sees fit to treat us. [...] Since it was a mattetwaf months before she answered
Blanche’s letter of July 26 I'm not too hopeful of having any definite worat f
you before the week-end. When, as and if the lag¥ies, | will either ‘phone or
write to you [...]"

October 15, 1950 Blanche to Parshley: “I am juskland find that de Beauvoir has
come and gone, | myself missed her in Paris. Iccaat be sorrier that she did not
contact you as | know you have problems to workwath her. | wonder what
your plans are for getting the difficulties straigimed out and how the work
generally is progressing.”

December 29, 1950 Blanche to Parshley: “I assuleytiu have checked everything
necessary now with de Beauvoir herself, through Mradley or directly, and
that once we do have the manuscript it will havenbeleared by her.”

February 6, 1951 Parshley to Blanche: “Regardiegiiinestions of doubtful passages, |
now feel that | need no special help from her, Whtay be just as well, in view
of her rather uncooperative attitude.”

(Once Parshley confessed to Blanche about the museuts he had made and could no
longer “disentangle all of them,” Blanche suggedteBarshley that he write to
Beauvoir.)
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May 16, 1951 Blanche to Parshley: “All this beirgglan only suggest that you
compose a tactful and very explicit letter to heplaining just what you have
explained to me doing your best to get her to watgou that she is confident in
your and our judgment in matters of this kind amastgive you an okay.”

Jun 15, 1951 Parshley to Blanche: “No word has cfvara de Beauvoir about the minor
cuts. Let us pray.”

October 20, 1951 Parshley to Blanche: “No doubtvgifienaterialize sooner or later to
you, and when she does | hope you will take up Wéthin particular what she
demanded in her letter to me of last July (of whioh have a copy), namely that
she gave me carte blanchie condensations and cuts in Vol. Il, but wishete
“relieved of all responsibility” for her book, amd have a statement to this effect
in her preface. This would be ridiculous, as myyv@inor condensations in no
way change her ideas or form and style. | haveevribher to this effect and | hope
you will get her to agree.”

October 24, 1951 Blanche to Parshley: “I agree wath that making such a statement in
the Preface is ridiculous so that | would just kel that you are not doing it and
let it go at that, and as you have that carte hlafetter, | see nothing else to do.
[...] I don't think | can help you at all with La Bewoir and | think you are
getting along much better with or without me.”

November 27, 1951 Alfred to Parshley: “I am reading Beauvoir and | must say | think
you have done a magnificent job on the lady. Sinairdy suffers from verbal
diarrhea — | have seldom read a book that seemstm such concentric circles.
[...] | can hardly imagine the average person reathiegwhole book carefully.

But | think it is capable of making a very wide agpindeed and that young
ladies in places like Smith who can afford the @riwhich will be high, will be
nursing it just as students of my generation matagenehow to get hold of
Havelock Ellis.”

January 8, 1953 Blanche to Parshley: “Mrs. Bratilay just forwarded a copy of a letter
addressed to her from de Beauvoir, and | am quetipgragraph that | thought
would please you. “J'ai recu les exemplaires ga’etfa fait envoyer; je trouve le

livre superbe, la traduction me semble excellehje gerais heureuse si elle vient
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a Paris dans I'année de lui dire de vive voix cankiapprécie le travail de Mr.

Parshley et la présentation de mon livre.”

The above quotations raise a number of questioaidghlight some
contradictions. First, Beauvoir's wish to be “rekel of all responsibility” was never
fulfilled. Judging that such a move would certaibfyunfavourable to the sales of the
book, the Knopf firm never wished to declare thelbwas an adaptation as opposed to a
translation. Indeed, some circulation and promopamphlets did not even mention that
the work was a translation (letter of February®3). Furthermore, knowing that such a
major change in the presentation of the book woeler be acceptable to the publisher,
Parshley immediately proclaimed that her request‘wdiculous.” Left alone to deal
with Beauvoir and seek answers from her, he wasiletto get in touch with her and
clarify any questions that he had. Would Parshléysslation have been significantly
better had he been able to receive Beauvoir's sedbThe question is definitely a hard
one to answer since the translator’s lack of pbidscal background did not allow him
to “catch” the existentialist terms and to trarestdtem adequately — adequately or to the
liking of the philosophers of the 1980s and later o

Second, Blanche’s insistence that Parshley be&ectdcontact (or through Mrs.
Bradley) is also rather contradictory since shediehad great difficulty reaching
Beauvoir. In her biography, Deirdre Bair suggebtt Beauvoir was not fond of Blanche
and in fact made herself even more unavailable tisaal*’ One fact remains: the Knopf
firm never published another book by Beauvoir. Tigats forLes Mandarinavere sold
to World Publishing Co. (Bair 1990, 662, note &1Perhaps, one could speculate that
Blanche believed that Parshley would have easmsacto Beauvoir, but this did not turn
out to be the case. On the contrary, Beauvoiredpb only one of Parshley’s letters.

When he replied to her “carte blanche” letter einguher that his cuts were indeed minor

37 Bair wrote: “Beauvoir resented Blanche Knopf faitting her in an adversarial situation with Margare
Mead, all for the sake of publicity for her pubiisth house. Mrs. Knopf continued to irritate Beaumy
insisting on lunching or dining with her and S&ar{#18)

% Englund (1992) also reports that in a letter sente time in January 1955, Beauvoir wrote to Blanch

Knopf in order to “register her dissatisfactiontwihe firm and to notify her of her decision to fisibLes
Mandarinswith World Publishing Company rather than Knopf10, note 16).
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and that her name should most definitely be assatiaith the book, the author never
responded. Parshley and the Knopf firm were lethwthe “carte blanche” but not
inclined to follow her instructions.

Third, Beauvoir’s letter to Mrs. Bradley where sienments on the “superbe”
translation is rather contradictory as well. Sk to approve of the translation and
expresses her desire to meet with Blanche KnopftHauletter was not even addressed to
Blanche herself. Indeed she is referred to hehashird person although Beauvoir was
fully aware that Blanche had been trying to geabunch with her. Furthermore, her
comment to Margaret Simons in the interview of 198f&re she declares her discontent
with the translator goes against her initial apjatszn of Parshley’s work. Simons writes
in her article that Beauvoir was not aware of trebfems in the English translation and
that Beauvoir wrote her a letter in response taattiele: “| was dismayed to learn the
extent to which Mr Parshley misrepresented meshwtith all my heart that you will be
able to publish a new translation of it” (Simons8839564).

Finally, Alfred Knopf's opinion of the work and @escially of the author’s
presentation of her ideas is certainly not flatigriKnopf insisted on publishing books
that they deemed should be “gquality literature ple@sing to the eye, both easy to read
and aesthetically appealing’’Beauvoir’s original French book did not seem tatfis
mold, but the editing team and the sales and markdepartments had the task of
‘packaging’ the book into the format that wouldlskideed, as the history dhe Second
Sexhas shown, it was a very successful book and dwatincied to sell moderately but
steadily ever since.

Beauvoir, as an “uncooperative” agent in the phinhg field, rendered the task of
translation more difficult for the translator whasvleft to seek his own solutions.
However, it still remains uncertain whether hervegrs would have indeed helped the
translator. Involved in many struggles, Parshleyestled” not only with Strauss
regarding the style of the translation but alsdi@tanche regarding the authorizations
from Beauvoir. Placed in the middle, the translatas made responsible for covering the

39 http://www.infoplease.com/ipea/A0762606.htmtcessed April 14, 2009
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legal aspects of the translation while under, Wwhatiina Abdallah calls, “professional
ethical stress” (4). What is more, whatever thewmstances not permitting Beauvoir to
cooperate, she was in the end affected by the qorsees of an unsatisfactory English
translation. Simons has argued that Beauvoir wagaceepted as a serious philosopher
(at least in North America). But the argument cdaddexpanded; she has not been
included in the philosophical canon: “most [histsrbdf existentialism] continue the
pattern of either ignoring Beauvoir or reducing teeGartre” (Simons 1995, 7).

Strauss and Symbolic Violence: “Bulling It Through”

While Blanche and Alfred both expressed their atith in milder forms in their
correspondence with Parshley, Strauss’ expresaioges from solid assertiveness to
boastful aggressiveness. Bourdieu introduced theeqat of symbolic violence in order
to explain some of the strategies and methods lsg@dents in order to manipulate other
agents: “Les diverses formes de domination [...] éoivétre légitimées, reconnues
comme légitimes, c’est-a-dire prendre un sens ipositen tout cas devenir “naturelles”,
de sorte que les dominés eux-mémes adhérent ad'dadninant, tout en méconnaissant
ses mécanismes et leur caractére arbitraire” (Ef2004, 36). Beside the samples from
the letters already seen that represent the ctardlitie between Strauss and Parshley, the
following quotations reach the climax in their agggive nature. Indeed, they are quite
revelatory of the violent rhetoric which finallyréaces toward the end of the
correspondence.

January 16, 1952 Strauss to Parshley: “We have thamys to settle. But before | take
them up, | would like to say a word about my attéland my responsibility, and
something about yours. [...] | am the editor respalesior this project. [...] You
naturally are at liberty at any time to appeal amgrhead to Blanche or Alfred; it
is possible that they may reverse me on certaintpoBut | certainly am not
going to do your appealing for you. For one thinggould make a pretty poor
advocate for your point of view.”

January 17, 1952 Parshley to Strauss: “A certaisio@ | detect in some of our

correspondence seems to me unfortunate and unaegcesthough a little may be
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useful and unavoidable between author (or tran3larad editor — and so |
venture to suggest that we use first names (ifdanit object) by way of
amelioration. [...] | have no intention of appealitogthe Knopfs over your head,
though | see no reason why you should not confdr Blanche, at least, in
matters of real disagreement. | want no advocaeyely consideration for my
opinions on specific points, and | shall be peljesatisfied with your
presentation of my ideas. Am | not permitted tocuargertain of your suggestions?
This is all I have intended, and as | have repéataid, yours is the final
decision.After all, what we both want is a successful and gal book, though |
am biased in favor of the original author’s presenation, while you may feel
other loyalties more strongly” (my emphasis)

(While being agents in the same field, there i®gadion of common interests and goals
or in Bourdieusian terms, a recognition of the esagnjeuy involved. The letter
of January 17, 1952 reminds both agents oflllio, common acknowledgment
of the rules of the game.)

Later in the letter, Parshley still appears torgag to appease Strauss in hopes to re-
establish cooperation necessary for the continoatighe project: “[...] You
once spoke of ‘a meeting of minds’ on disputed {®iand now you say there is
no question of ‘give or take, or of compromise.’c&pting your earlier attitude, |
have simply argued the points, where there is desagent; but doubtless your
authority is final. Just let me know what these aoguable points are.”

Parshley ends the letter: “Let me assure you agfainy earnest wish both to cooperate
and to make the book as good, from every poiniefyas we can. | shall now
apply myself to Vol. I, keeping in mind your admioomns and suggestions. What |
still don't fully grasp is just which of our dispad points remain such.”

(The use of “we” implies cooperation, common ingésea belonging to the same field
and the same game.)

January 24, 1952 Strauss to Parshley: “Of coutsaslese first names. I’'m not one for
great formality. I'm afraid you’re right about thension, but it wasn’t and isn’t
directed particularly at you. | simply, now as akhalways, have more work than
| can possibly handle. Even the smallest projestrhany loose ends that must be
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gathered together. When a book is as complicat&k8gauvoir $ic], and
especially when the correspondence concernindiieaes such massive,
complex and repetitious characteristics, | findest quite deliberately to get mad,
let my adrenal glands function, and bull it throuybu can see for yourself that
the process is working and it usually does.”

Parshley’s call for cooperation is met by what @ppdo be Strauss’ intimidation
techniques. Although it has been clarified on saieccasions that the final authority lies
with Strauss (and then Blanche and Alfred), théoedn-chief still finds it necessary to
insist on the submission of the translator.

Linking this specific example to the observatiorade in translation studies, it is
worthwhile to note the following argument made lby&oni when discussing the
historical development of writers’, scribes’ anéttranslators’ subservience:
“Disregarding the rules amounted to being disqigalifridiculed, ignored, ostracized,
sent to jail, or worse” (Simeoni 1998, 9). Whilergtdey was not submitted to such
extreme measures, he was continuously being “ptsbexmply and to tone down his
opposing views. Parshley, who consistently expebgedesire for cooperation and
amicable relations, gradually complied with theealsge demands. Constantly being
reminded of the fact that he is “quite naturallgagant of general practices” of the
publishing industry, Parshley as an agent in ther8ieusian field does not appear to
possess a great deal of symbolic capital, or irrotfords, respect. Although his work is
respected in the sense that it is accepted (bytvaitth changes), it is generally regarded
as the tedious work or manual labour that neetie tdone if one is to publish a
translation. When speaking of habitus and soci@éimBourdieu reminds us that social
order inscribes itself in bodies, and warns: “Bwvould be wrong to underestimate the
pressure or oppression, continuous and often wethtof the ordinary order of things,
the conditionings imposed by the material condgiohexistence, by the insidious
injunctions and ‘inert violence’ (as Sartre pujoteconomic and social structures and
of the mechanisms through which they are reprodu@ualrdieu 2000, 141). In the
micro social order of the publishing house, Parsklperienced pressure and demands

not only from other agents but also from himselhis desire to meet his own standards

92



of quality and ethics. Parshley’s habitus, “verngmelly applicable principles of vision
and division” (Bourdieu 2000, 141), guided his d@ams and ways he adapted to the
changing and challenging contexts.

Pressure, Deadlines, and No Vacation: Simeoni'drit@gsential Servant”

The translation of such an enormous book wasiogrtaot a small task. The total
number of words was disclosed in one of the letefse almost 300,000 words. Parshley
was the only translator doing the “manual laboadrpared to two translators,
Constance Borde and Sheila Malovany-Chevalier ectiyr engaged in the new
translation). But, Parshley was not only involvedhe translation of the book; he was
first and foremost a professor at Smith College laandl a number of significant duties
and responsibilities as an academic figure. Thestictions were discussed from the
outset, but Blanche and Strauss seem to have drathsa sight of these and no longer
took them into consideration. The following quatas reveal the length which the
translator went to in order to meet the deadlihes he often deemed too tight.
Consequently, many letters contain different negioins concerning the deadlines. At
times, the pressure is palpable in the lettersnbtibnly the pressure on Parshley. Both
Strauss and Blanche expressed their own time @nitrand pressures. In addition,
Parshley’s deteriorating health was a rising comegrd was the subject of dozens of
letters. He not only suffered a heart attack dutirggtranslation, but also died as a result
of another, fatal one in May 1953.

November 29, 1949 Parshley to Alfred: “In the fip$dce, | have an academic position
the duties of which take precedence over other work

April 2, 1951 Parshley to Strauss: “There have hetarruptions, and | do intend to
devote all possible time to the work from now on][lf we set July ¥ instead, |
feel that there will be a much better chance oftinget. | am going to see my
doctor tomorrow afternoon for a check-up, and Isame he will agree with my

M.D. son-in-law that I will be better off — and therk, too — if | don’t feel too

pushed.”
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May 16, 1951 Parshley to Blanche: “No doubt you dermhow things are doing, and |
can say at once: not badly. | did have a bit ofijgset a while ago which caused
my doctor to prescribe almost a week in bed anchare lecturing this semester.”

June 15, 1951 Parshley to Blanche: “The truthas this work requires a degree of
concentration which is hard for me to maintainrfawre than a few hours at a
time, and anxiety about a dead-line does not hajg’a

June 21, 1951 Blanche to Parshley: “I am very smahged to hear that you are not too
well which | knew, and not surprised that therwibe a further delay on the
completion of the translation of the de BeauvomtiNally | am bothered about
this and hope that you will be able to do your Best

August 7, 1951 Parshley to Strauss: “The fifteerftAugust was the last date set as a
tentative deadline, and, as you see, | am closeing up to it. However, | have
had no vacation so far, and my brother and | hayed to get off to Maine
around the 18]...]"

January 17, 1952 Parshley to Strauss: “You givamaher short time for additional
corrections, but | will do my best.”

The letters show a growing commitment on the phthe translator. Feeling
increasingly overwhelmed by the job, Parshley sthtd eliminate his other duties which
beside teaching also included scientific resedeite the academic year was finished,
he devoted eight hours a day, seven days a weék toanslation. Simeoni argued that
the translator was the “quintessential servanttesshe/he is “efficient, punctual,
hardworking, silent and yes, invisible” (12). Whikarshley was invisible during the
translation process, he certainly was not invisdsiee the critics of the English text
started identifying all the deficiencies of thenskation. Nonetheless, Simeoni’s
argument seems to depict conditions that raise itapbquestions about the working
conditions of the translator. Parshley’s story thands as an intriguing example that

parallels Simeoni’s translator:

To become a translator in the West today is toeagyebecoming nearly
fully subservient: to the client, to the public,ttee author, to the text, to
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language itself or even, in certain situations lfse contact, to the
culture or subculture within which the task is regd to make sense.
Conflicts of authority cannot fail to arise betwesrch masters but, in
the end, the higher bidder carries the day (12).

From this perspective, Bourdieu’s concept of habdan reveal the internalized
mechanisms that contribute to the translator’'srigedf secondariness and dependence.
The formation of Parshley’s habitus started with firist life experiences and continued
throughout his academic career which included thisgcation and up-bringing. These
types of experiences can be viewed as buildingkislo¢ the generalized (social, cultural)
habitus. However, one can also consider Parshéeddemic and scientific traning as
fine-tuning of his specialized habitus or scienthiabitus. Distinguishing between a
generalized and a specialized habitus, the arguputesitis that Parshley’s other
specialized habitus, aranslatorial habitus was developed during his interaction,
through letters, with the agents from the publighfield. The shaping of his translatorial
habitus was also guided by the position the trémstaccupies in the publishing field.
The inferior position within the structure of thelgiishing field, due to a low symbolic
and economic capital, directly informs tinanslatorial habitus As suggested by
Bourdieu, the habitus, jointly with the positionthre field, produces representations and
practices which allow for classification schemesalhn turn help us to understand the
social meaning (Bourdieu 1987, 156). Parshley'sdliatorial habitus constructed in this
manner would then have played a key role in hissitet making and communication
with other agents.

Simeoni suggests that “for historical reasonsedrstructural, this [translator’s]
position has been consistently relegated to bag&5td 2). A studious and serious
academic, Parshley was a diligent scientist acouesticto tedious, meticulous work:
classification of insects and close studies ofrthehaviour. Parshley’s meticulous,
scientific work was not unlike the work requiredidentify and locate all the original
English quotations in the two volumes and to prewvieferences (page numbers as well)
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which Beauvoir herself was not able to incldié respectful and reliable employee,
Parshley seems to have always insisted on cooperatd amicable relations and to have
disliked confrontation and disagreement. Theseitgesmled him to avoid clashes and to
ensure friendly correspondence on which he depeifidhedwere to complete the project.
Repeated declarations by other agents that he etdamiliar with the business practices
of the publishing industry encouraged his depenelemcthe information of others
ultimately convincing him of their authority. Atéhlsame time, Parshley occupied an
(inferior) position within the publishing field butas regarded as an outsider. Knowing
that his authority was limited, Parshley choseblaitles carefully and fought for issues
that he regarded as essential, thus showing thétukaas internalized dispositions, does
not univocally mean that there are no strugglegoability (Sela-Sheffy 2005, 6). The
change in his attitude toward Beauvoir in his cgpomdence with others, from strictly
polite to playfully disrespectful, can be obseruethe letters where he refers to the
author by the same names as Blanche or Alfred B&auvoir” or “the lady”). Finally,
consistent coaching by Strauss influenced bothaously and unconsciously Parshley’s
approach to the translation.

“0 As Katherine Anne Porter, somewhat sarcasticailgte in a letter to Parshley regarding her contemp
for Beauvoir’s work: “Only a zoologist trained toetrigors of the scientific method could, | feetesikeep
his head to the end of Mlle. de Beauvoir’s excursiio nightmare” (January 16, 1953 letter to Plangh
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CONCLUSION

This study documents the problematic translatdatiphier relationship in the case
of the 1953 English translation. The socio-histalriovestigation of the case study has
demonstrated that the translation of Simone de Beds Le deuxiéme sexato English
was complicated by several factors: Parshley’s tdgshilosophical knowledge, Strauss’
demands to cut and simplify the text, the Knophfs intention to emphasize the book’s
scientific cachet, and Beauvoir’s lack of coopenati

While it should be recognized that publishers assgreat financial risks when
they publish books, their influence and involvem&muld not remain anonymous. Since
its conception in 1915, Alfred A. Knopf Inc., hasdm viewed with high esteem for the
quality literature it has published. In his booktba changes of the last sixty years in the
American publishing industry;he Business of Books: How International Congloresra
Took Over Publishing and Changed the Way We Raadté Schiffrin describes how
financial pressures and bottom-line oriented mamege have had detrimental effects on
publishing houses. The Knopf firm has not been gtdrom this trend: “Even the highly
profitable Knopf list gradually jettisoned the matemanding translations and works of
philosophy and art criticism on which it had butt reputation” (Schiffrin 2000, 100).
Such financially conservative circumstances coaldiplly explain why Knopf has been
so reluctant to invest in a new translation.efdeuxieme sexkikewise, such
circumstances should also be kept in mind whenidereg the quality of the 2010
English translation and the agents involved.

For its part, this study of the 1953 translatias Argued that the application of
sociological theories can assist in providing ndetailed and encompassing
examinations. Primarily concerned with the agentsiad the translator and their
interactions, this study has sought answers tloatine investigation into historical
documents and the work of other scholars criti€allee Second SeBourdieu’s and
Latour’s concepts can be employed together to @alatger picture of the relationships
that directly shaped the English translation. Télésdor a re-translation are justified by
the deficiencies found in the first English tratisia. However, before we put aside the
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the translation of 1953 and focus our attentiotthen‘beautiful, smooth and tru”
translation, perhaps it would be useful, if noteyi® consider the conditions of the
“making” of the first English version. This studgdaimed to draw some potentially vital
lessons regarding the translator-publisher dynamtice hope they serve as reminders
when considering the work of any translator. Findlbelieve with confidence that this
study will contribute to the future research inistogy of translation and lead to the
further understanding of the translator’s role.

1 Taken from the title of Luise von Flotow’s artiada the new English translation lof deusiéme sexe
“This time “the translation is beautiful, smootimdarue:” Theorizing Re-translation with the Help o
Beauvoir” in French Literature Series (forthcomR@D9).
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