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The late-medieval French text, the Débat des Heérauts d’armes does not provide an explicit argument
in support of early or, for that matter, later British imperial aspirations. It does not even present the
English in a particularly good light. Henry Pyne’s translation of this text in 1870 as a vehicle for
the promotion of what his contemporary Sir Charles Dilke termed Greater Britain would therefore
seem to be problematic. Nevertheless, this paper will argue that by surrounding his translation with
extensive paratextual material, Pyne presents his text as an important document explaining Britain’s
historical relationship with Europe and the wider world. More specifically, Genette’s understanding
of paratexts as a means of limiting the reader’s interpretive options will be used to investigate the
ways by which Pyne, through the title, prefaces, footnotes, endnotes, investigation into authorship
and conclusion, ensures a reading of the text consistent with an interpretation of history supporting a
particular set of late nineteenth-century British ideas about race, national character and Anglo-Saxon
colonial ‘destiny’. The paper will therefore offer further insight into the ways in which translation has
been used not to challenge hegemonic cultural discourse but rather to promote and reinforce dominant
ideological positions.
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Paratexts and translation way readers interpret and understand texts

In his seminal study of paratexts, Gérard
Genette explains that they are fundamental to
the way readers recognise and navigate books.
Genette writes that paratextual material, that
is titles and authorial identification, prefaces,
introductions,  footnotes and  endnotes,
illustrations, even bindings, dust jackets and
advertising, “is what enables a text to become
a book and to be offered as such to its readers”
(1997: 1). Moreover, such paratextual material

has an important function in relation to the
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since it organises and directs their reading
and, at the same time, inevitably closes down
their interpretive options. As Genette puts it,
paratexts function to ensure that the text is read
in the way the author intended, to ensure a more
“pertinent reading of it” (ibid.: 2). Paratextual
material exercises a significant influence over
readers, subtly manipulating their experience
of the (ibid.: 407-9). It

expectations, provides contextualisation and

text establishes

offers authoritative explanations.
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In translation, where the translator mediates
the source text for the reader, paratexts play
a potentially even more prominent role in
establishing what the translator perceives to be
a “pertinent” reading of the text. Translator’s
notes, introductions and glossaries are frequently
used to bridge the gap between source and target
cultures by supplying the cultural information and
contextualisation that the target-text reader lacks.
Two recent collections by Gill-Bardaji, Orero
and Rovira-Esteva (2012) and Pellatt (2013) have
illustrated the ways studies of paratexts can be
effectively used to interrogate translations from a
range of different perspectives. A number of other
studies have focused on the powerful influence
exerted by paratextual material in establishing the
ideological context within which any translation
is read (Kovala 1996; Tahir-Giirgaglar 2002;
Harvey 2003). In particular, Kovala’s discussion
of “ideological closure” helps us understand how
paratexts are themselves “mediators between the
text and reader”, ideologically shaping reception
of the translated text as well as perceptions of
the source culture (1996: 120). Consciously or
unconsciously, translators reflect their own or
their culture’s “modes of thinking, forms of
evaluating and codes of behaviour” whenever
they translate (Calzada Pérez 2003: 5). An
analysis of paratexts can therefore be useful not
only as a means of better understanding the ways
one culture perceives another but also as a means
of understanding the ways a culture perceives
and presents itself when faced by ideas of cultural

difference and otherness.

Henry Pyne and ‘Greater Britain’

Henry Pyne’s 1870 English translation of the
late-medieval French Débat des hérauts d’'armes
[Debate between the Heralds] provides a good
example of the dynamic relationship between text,
paratext and cultural/ideological self-perceptions.

Although the source text is much too early to

include any discussion of either English or French
colonialism, Pyne surrounds his translation of it
with extensive paratextual material in order to
present it unambiguously as early evidence of an
English/Britishcolonial destiny. Pyne’stranslation
can thus be situated within a broader context of
intense public debate in Britain towards the end
of the nineteenth century about the future of the
empire and, in particular, the “Anglo-Saxon”
or settler colonies in Canada, Australia, New
Zealand and South Africa. Pyne was translating
at akey moment in the development of this debate:
just two years after the founding of the Colonial
Society (later the Royal Colonial Institute) and
the publication of Sir Charles Dilke’s Greater
Britain. Dilke’s ideas were hugely influential and
his broad conceptualisation of the British empire
as straddling the political, cultural and racial
domains was quickly taken up by numerous
later writers and thinkers (Bell 2007: 1-24). The
relative openness of the idea gave it wide-ranging
appeal:

“Greater Britain meant different things

to different people [...]. The term

was employed in three main ways.

Firstly it could denote the totality of

the British empire, the vast ensemble

of disparate territories coloring the

map red. Secondly, it could refer to

the settlement colonies, which by

the 1870s were growing very rapidly

in population, economic power and

strategic importance. And thirdly, it

could mean the “English-speaking” or

Anglo-Saxon countries of the world,

encompassing not only the settlement

empire but also the United States”

(ibid.: 7).

It is with this third understanding of
Greater Britain that Pyne explicitly associates
his text. Pyne was not a well-known historian,

a professional political theorist nor a noted
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translator; in fact, he was a barrister, employed as
‘Assistant Tithe Commissioner’ and best known
for his Tables Showing the Value of Tithe Rent-
Charges under Every Variation in The Price of
Corn (1838). Nevertheless, in 1850, at the height of
the controversy surrounding the re-establishment
of the Roman Catholic hierarchy in England,
he had published a re-edition of a Reformation
polemic succinctly entitled, A Treatise Proving
by The Common Law that The Pope Never Had
Right to Any Supremacy in England. He clearly
knew how to exploit early material in the service
of current debate. This paper will argue that by
1870, Pyne was one of what Duncan Bell, in the
context of ideas about empire, describes as “the
elite class of academics, businessmen, lawyers,
politicians and journalists — often combining
several of these roles simultaneously — who
shaped public debate in London, the imperial
metropolis” (2007: 6). It will argue that Pyne uses
his translation of the French Débat to set the late-
nineteenth century British imperial and colonial
project within a teleological account of English
and British history beginning with the expulsion
of the English from France in 1453 and the shift
of their political ambitions away from Europe.
It will also argue that it is through paratextual
material that Pyne directs and manipulates his
reader in order to ensure what he considered to
be a ‘correct’ reading of the translation: that is
one which sees the text as evidence supporting
a particular ideology of race, national character
and Anglo-Saxon colonial ‘destiny’. Ultimately,
then, Pyne uses his translation not as a way of
challenging the reader with an image of political
failure and cultural otherness but rather as a
means of reinforcing dominant contemporary

ideological discourse.

The Débat des hérauts d’armes

Pyne was a successful collector of early

printed books, eventually building up a collection

that warranted an individual sale by Sotheby’s
after his death in 1885 (Sotheby 1886). It was
almost certainly in the context of this interest in
rare books that he came across an early printed
edition of the then relatively unknown Débat des
hérauts d 'armes, though he does not seem to have
ever owned a copy himself. Pyne tells us in his
introduction that he used the printed edition held
in the British Library as his source text; he was not
aware of the existence of any other versions (xi).
In fact, the Débat circulated in several manuscript
versions in the fifteenth century before being
printed in at least three different editions at the
beginning of the sixteenth century. A full modern
French critical edition would not be produced
until 1877 when, inspired by Pyne’s translation,
the text was published by the prestigious Société
des anciens textes frangais (Pannier and Meyer
1877).

In terms of its form and content, the Débat
is a relatively conventional text for the late-
medieval period: it is a fictional prose ‘debate’
of about 14, 000 words set within an allegorical
framework in which Prudence, meeting the
heralds of France and England in a garden, asks
them to demonstrate which of their kingdoms is
the most worthy of a place next to the throne of
Honour. Arguments are made then refuted, one
after the other, with each herald presenting the
merits of his own kingdom while criticising the
shortcomings of the other. This all takes place
at some point shortly after the battle of Castillon
ending the Hundred Years War and centuries of
English involvement in France. In spite of the fact
that Prudence reserves her judgement at the end,
the work was produced for a French readership
and functions fundamentally to praise the pre-
eminence of the kingdom of France and the
French: praise of France and criticism of England
far outweighs praise of England, and there is
virtually no criticism of France. Nevertheless,

this text performs a useful double function for
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Pyne. First, it implicitly marks the end of English
feudal and dynastic ambitions on the continent
and therefore marks a turning point in English
history. Secondly and more importantly, by
systematically comparing and contrasting each
kingdom, it presents England and France as
distinct, each with their own history, geography,
customs and economy. Crucially, this provided
Pyne with what he saw as evidence of early
national distinctiveness and, more particularly,
evidence of the unique national character of the
English.

The Debate between the Heralds
of France and England

Pyne’s approach to translation of the source
text itself is surprisingly conservative given that
much of it presents the English in a poor light. He
does not, for example, adopt the strategy of his
sixteenth-century counterpart, John Coke, who, in
his 1549 English translation of it, had transformed
and manipulated the text, significantly changing
whole sections, substituting the English for the
French and the French for the English, and adding
pages of new material in order to reverse the
fundamental arguments of the text (Pannier and
Meyer 1877: 53-125). Pyne retains the structure
and organisation of his source and consistently
attempts to provide an honest and accurate
rendering of its sense. Where possible, he
reproduces or at least echoes the basic syntactic
structures of the original, avoiding substantial
reworking of sentences and even clauses unless
necessary for clarity and coherence. To some
extent, the age of the source text makes this task
easier since unusual syntax can simply be passed
off as reflecting an archaic form of English. Even
after taking this into account, the translation
still reads fluently and easily throughout. In
terms of lexis, Pyne’s approach is similarly
conservative. He does not attempt to employ the

lexicon or non-standard orthography of the early

sixteenth-century but instead uses a mixture
of archaic words, formal terms from his own
period and cognate forms inspired by the source
text. Thus, the translation does not attempt to
provide an authentic imitation of Middle English
but rather a convincing, readable representation
of ‘old material’ in an English ‘of the past’. A
comparison of the opening lines in both source
and target texts illustrates the approach taken by
Pyne throughout the work:

“Prudence ung jour se esbatoit en ung

preau, et se trouva acompaignée de deux

heraulx : I'un estoit herault de France

et l'autre d’Angleterre. Si se appensa

Prudence de leur faire une question pour

savoir s’ilz estoient savans et expers en

leur office, et leur print a raisonner en

la maniere qui s’ensuit :
dist

vous avez ung bel office, et que tous

Beaulx seigneurs, Prudence,
nobles doivent amer et priser, car a voz
rappors et relacions les roys, les dames,
les princes et autres grans seigneurs
jugent des honneurs mondains [...]
(text as in Pannier and Meyer 1877
with variants according to the edition
used by Pyne: 1).

“As Prudence was one day diverting
herself in a garden, she fell into the
company of two heralds, one of whom
was the herald of France, and the other
of England. So Prudence thought she
would ask them a question, in order to
find out whether they were learned and
skilful in their office; and she began to
discourse with them in the following
manner : —

“Fair sirs,” said Prudence, “you hold
a goodly office, and one which all
noblemen ought to love and esteem,
since by means of your reports and

information, kings, princes, ladies and
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other great lords form their judgement

of worldly honours [...]” (3).

There is only one significant omission.
In the edition used by Pyne as his source, the
text ends with a very early printing of Frangois
Villon’s Ballade contre les ennemis de France
[Ballad against the enemies of France] (Pannier
and Meyer 1877: 183-8). This poem is entirely
missing from Pyne’s translation though its
presence in the source text is mentioned briefly
in an endnote (121). Unlike the rest of the Débat,
Villon’s Ballade makes no pretence of balance or
diplomacy and is a vituperative, patriotic attack
against those “Qui mal vouldroit au royaume de
France” [who would wish ill of the kingdom of
France] (Pannier and Meyer 1877: 184-5). In the
printed edition, this paratextual ballad clearly
contributes to the tone and function of the work
as a whole: a long, reasoned depiction of the
greatness of France ends with a short, rousing
patriotic invective, all reinforcing the reader’s
self-identification with the kingdom of France.
Pyne offers no rationale for omitting the ballad.
This omission is, nevertheless, understandable,
given Pyne’s focus on presenting the Débat as an
important document illustrating English history.
By omitting the source text’s own powerful
paratextual material, Pyne avoids confusing his
reader with a discordant or problematic reading
of the translation and instead focuses attention
on a reading that more clearly serves his own

purposes.

Framing paratexts

Indeed, Pyne leaves nothing to chance; he
guides and cajoles his reader at every opportunity.
For 88 pages of translated text (including
footnotes), there are 133 pages of paratext. Nearly
all of the paratextual material is authored directly
by Pyne himself though the role of his publisher,
Longmans, Green and Co., must be taken into

account in relation to certain features such as

selection of the work’s title or the inclusion of
advertising material at the end. On the title page,
we are told in detail what to expect: “ENGLAND
AND FRANCE IN THE FIFTEENTH CENTURY. The
Contemporary French Tract entitled ‘The Debate
between the Heralds of France and England,
presumed to have been written by Charles, Duke
of Orleans: TRANSLATED FOR THE FIRST TIME INTO
ENGLISH; WITH AN INTRODUCTION, NOTES, AN INQUIRY
INTO THE AUTHORSHIP, ETC. By HENRY PYNE.” The
title has several functions: it foregrounds the
historical pretensions of the work, indicating
that the translation has something to tell us about
England and France in this period more broadly;
it identifies a “presumed” author in a well-known,
respected historical and literary figure; it suggests
a work of authority, containing the full critical
apparatus of scholarship; finally, it identifies Pyne
as the translator. From the outset, the reader is
primed with a clear idea of the kind text to expect.
Even the publisher’s imprint, appearing directly
beneath the title (though standard practice in the
nineteenth century as now), reminds the reader
that the work has been produced by a well-known
and respected publisher. In fact, Longmans
had a long and successful record of publishing
historical works as well as biographies and works
on philosophy, politics, natural history, medicine
and science among other things (Briggs 2008:
229-92). Details of many of these works, including
Macaulay’s immensely successful History of
England from the Accession of James II, J.A.
Froude’s The History of England from the Fall of
Wolsey, Thomas Erskine May’s The Constitutional
History of England since the Accession of George
Il and Herman Merivale’s Historical Studies,
can be found in the advertisements at the end of
the book. Although Pyne almost certainly had no
input into the decision to include this advertising
material, it is interesting all the same because it
influences a reading of his text by associating it

with a long list of important writers of history.
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Implicitly, readers who appreciate Pyne would
also appreciate Macaulay, Froude, May, et al.
and vice versa. Moreover, many of the historians
listed in these advertisements were themselves
closely involved in the cultural re-imagining of
a British imperial and colonial future (Bell 2007;
Koditschek 2011).

Preface, Introduction and Notes

Two shorter paratexts come directly before
the translation: a 3 page “preface” followed by a 10
page “introduction”. The preface simply expands
upon the title page, setting out in greater detail
what the reader can expect and explaining the
structure of the work as a whole. The introduction
serves as a summary or ‘abstract’ of the main
arguments and ideas, again, preparing the reader
by hinting at what is to come. It identifies the
source material used and briefly acknowledges
the existence of Coke’s 1549 version (described

LRI

as a “trivial and unsatisfactory” “reply” to the
original rather than a translation (xiii-xiv)) but it
also introduces the idea of national distinctiveness
(xv-xvi) and argues for the importance of the
work as a historical document produced at the
“commencement of modern history” (xvi).
Pyne’s footnotes and endnotes are of much
greater interest to the present study as it is in
these that he explicitly interprets and comments
on the details of the text and, in so doing, closes
down the reader’s interpretive options. There
are 69 footnotes in total, each printed under
the main text but in a smaller font. Of these,
56 are mainly explanatory, that is, they provide
information about potentially obscure historical
figures or events or other cultural references
in the text without suggesting the need for a
significant correction to the source material. The
remaining 13, however, explicitly correct what
Pyne considers to be erroneous facts or opinions.
For example, in response to the argument that,

unlike French kings who were “free” and did not

hold their kingdom “under any superior”, English
sovereignty was held “by compact of the See of
Rome” and English kings were “tributary to it
in the yearly sum of a thousand silver marks”,
Pyne provides a long explanation of the history
of ‘Peter pence’, an annual financial contribution
given by the English Church to Rome, and
concludes that “there never was any pretence for
affirming that the Peter pence was a rent of base
tenure, or implied a submission derogatory to the
sovereignty of England” (31). Elsewhere, the text
blames the English for exploiting French internal
division in order to prolong the Hundred Years
War

“When you knew of this war and

division, you came forward with offers

to the Duke of Orleans on the one hand,

and to the Duke of Burgundy on the

other, and you flamed and exasperated

the war by every means which you

could conceive.”

Here, it was much harder for Pyne to draw
on historical sources to convincingly provide a
concise refutation of this argument. Instead, he
resorts to the authority of opinion as ‘fact’:

“The responsibility of renewing the

war with France rests with the French

princes rather than with Henry V., since

he only availed himself of their offers,

and did not himself come forward in

the first instance. Every contemporary

historian admits this fact” (my italics)

43).

In a similar vein, Pyne firmly contradicts the
text’s presentation of the French king, John the
Good’s behaviour at the Battle of Poitiers (1356)
as courageous, with the king preferring “rather to
die or to be taken prisoner” than to retreat. Pyne
simply comments that:

“King John, though an honourable

and brave cavalier, was deficient in the

higher order of courage, or he would
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not have signed the Treaty of Bretigny;

and Philip de Comines, who was quite

ready to make all fair allowances for

kings, has held up to reprobation his
conduct in thus sacrificing the welfare

of his people to procure his own release

from captivity” (35).

Such comments and corrections attenuate the
francocentric focus of the source and do enough
to call some of its other critical remarks about
the English into question without undermining
its reliability (and Pyne’s presentation of it as an
important historical document) altogether. At the
same time, Pyne is able to present himself as an
erudite and knowledgeable scholar able to give
an authoritative account of history. Moreover, his
aim is not to present late-medieval England as an
example of the ideal state, ideally governed. As
we shall see in his ‘conclusion’, his account fits
neatly within the dominant nineteenth-century
historical discourse which saw England and the
Britain as evolving progressively from medieval
obscurantism and backwardness towards
contemporary greatness precisely by casting off
what was perceived as oppressive feudalism,
the corruption of the Roman Church and the
pretensions of monarchy to absolute government
(Bell 2007; Koditschek 2011).

This combination of erudite scholarship and
ideological comment is most effective in the 30
pages of endnotes that follow the translation. Here,
again, 42 detailed notes are printed in a smaller
font than the rest of the work. Many of these notes
simply provide fuller and more detailed historical
contextualisation of the material found in the text,
explaining, for example, why Judas Maccabeus
is included in the list of nine worthies (92), why
French kings called themselves the “Greatest
of Christian kings” (93) or how precisely
Goshawks differ from Tercelets (98). In a few
notes, Pyne does call the source material into

question: in one, for example, he questions the

text’s reasoning (114); in another, he argues that
what the text claims to be a strength is, in fact, a
weakness (113). However, Pyne’s main strategy
in this section is to undercut the pro-French bias
of the source by providing ample evidence of
English greatness. Thus, among other things, we
are told of the abundance of wild fowl in England
(93), of English claims to have also had the first
Christian king (100), of the their contribution to
the Crusades (101), of the longstanding alliance
between England and Portugal (108) and of the
country’s natural beauty: “the native of these
isles, when he returns home to his own country,
must be blind if he fails to perceive in it another
kind of beauty which all nations have admitted
to exist in full perfection there” (118). Pyne also
expands the exegesis in these endnotes in order
to include elements of a historical narrative of
English ‘progress’ that he will develop much
further in his conclusion. This narrative exploits
key themes in contemporary historiography: that
the English are ‘naturally’ protestant (102); that,
post Reformation, they have been surrounded by
hostile catholic powers (109); that the Stuarts were
to blame for the decline in the country’s prestige
(94, 99); that the Commonwealth was an interlude
during which “England stood upon its feet” (94),
that after the Revolution of 1688, England began
to recover its power and status (95). Of course,
none of this is found in the source text (not least
because most of the events postdate it), but, by
inserting this narrative into the notes, Pyne
exerts an important influence on any reading
of the translation because the narrative now sits
alongside the source material and becomes part

of the reader’s experience of the text as a whole.

Authorship

The longest of Pyne’s paratexts is a 57 page
“Inquiry” into the authorship of the text (125-181),
directly following the endnotes. His objectives

here are clearly set out in the opening lines:

— 258 —



Simon McKinnon. Translation at the Service of Greater Britain

“Although the intrinsic merit of the
‘Debate between the Heralds of France
and England’ may be sufficient to
warrant the publication of that work
in English, yet since its value as an
historical authority will be more
precisely determined if the author of
it can be discovered, the following
observations have been brought
together for the purpose of solving the

question” (125).

Pyne thus sees his document and, by
extension, the arguments and ideas he associates
with it, as being historically more important if it
can be identified with a specific author but he is
not satisfied with just any author; the candidate he
selects is the well-known and respected historical
and literary figure, Charles d’Orléans (1394-
1465). Such an author would lend authority to the
text because d’Orléans had first-hand knowledge
and experience of both France and England,
was of sufficiently high social status to be able
to present an accurate picture of the political
and historical events described in the text, and
his literary skills and accomplishments were
already acknowledged. Moreover, attribution of
a new work to d’Orléans would clearly attract
attention to Pyne’s translation from scholars
within Britain and also in France. Unfortunately,
Pyne’s arguments, though detailed, were rather
weak: many of the themes and images found both
in the Débat and in d’Orléans’s patriotic poetry
were, in fact, well-known stereotypes also found
in numerous other works of the period; much of
the historical evidence provided (for example,
similarities between the description of England
in the Débat and the physical geography of the
places where d’Orléans was held captive during
the Hundred Years War) is circumstantial. Indeed,
Pyne’s attribution of the Débat to d’Orléans was
rejected as early as 1877 by the editors of the

French text (Pannier and Meyer 1877: vii-xii).

Nevertheless, in terms of a reading of Pyne’s
translation, this paratextual material effectively
answers potential questions about the authorship
and authority of the text and further circumscribes
the reader’s interpretive options.

“God had not utterly forsaken our
country, for there was important work still left
for her to perform”

It is in his “Conclusion” that Pyne most fully
develops his broader historical narrative and his
ideological positions. At 35 pages (185-219), this
conclusion is a substantial piece of writing. First,
Pyne provides a rationale for what will follow:
“Now that four centuries have elapsed, we are
able to cast a glance abroad, and to recognise with
more clearness the influences which were then in
operation” (185). Next, he depicts, at some length,
the fifteenth century as a turning point in history
during which the seeds of the modern world
were sown: the old system of social organisation
based around catholicism and feudalism began
to collapse; infighting and power struggles took
hold amongst the ruling élites; new knowledge
and ideas spread west from Constantinople;
and America was discovered (185-94). Then, in
describing the end of the Hundred Years War,
Pyne introduces an argument that is fundamental
to his understanding of the importance of his
text as a historical document. That is, that the
expulsion of the English from France was not a
failure but rather a moment that allowed both the
English and French to pursue their own, distinct
separately (195-6).

England, at least, and for quite some time after

‘national’ destinies For
the Hundred Years War, this destiny was not a
particularly happy one. Pyne conveniently skips
past the Tudor period, which does not comfortably
fit within the objectives of his narrative, to remind
us that:

“It was the fortune of England in the

seventeenth century to be governed by

a dynasty of kings whose policy tended
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to enfeeble and debase their people, and

who would have ruined the character of

any people which had offered to them a

less determined resistance” (202).

He then expands upon this idea to explicitly
link an “enthusiastic attachment to liberty,
and the power of endurance unto the end in
its defence” with the ‘natural’ character of the
English; the “freedom enjoyed by the English”
was something “they had brought with them out
of the forests of Germany” and which “they had
never ceased to insist upon as their inalienable
heritage” (205). Thus, for Pyne, it is the
combination of national character and historical
events that led the English to look further afield
and to use their energy in the building of a
colonial empire:

“At last the English dominion in France

had come to an end [...] and we English

at the present day cannot wish that

the event should have been reversed

[...]. And now the business of England

henceforth was to improve her own

institutions; to become the champion

of the approaching Reformation; to

uphold the cause of civil and religious

liberty; to fight for the independence of

Europe; to afford an example of free,

secure and progressive government;

and no longer to squander her race over

the old barren fields of feudal ambition,

but to plant it in the virgin soil of

more promising lands, where it might

increase and multiply [...]. At home her
laws, and abroad her fleets and armies,
have had for their object not to conquer

and enslave, but to liberate. That is the

aim of her empire” (209-10).

Pyne goes on to argue that this empire is
not merely or even essentially political. As the
product of “the scattered bands of Englishmen
who went forth to plant the Wilderness”,

it includes the United States as well as the
then existing British settler colonies (211-2).
Adopting the contemporary discourse of race
and Anglo-Saxonism (Bell 2007: 113-19), he
argues that the English and their descendants
“instinctively avoiding all commixture with
surrounding inferior races” have set out to “fill
up the void places of the earth” (209-10). This
racist discourse is not incidental; it is developed
and expanded in the following five pages. Pyne
explains that the Anglo-Saxon ‘race’ is “adapted
for the assimilation of the other superior races
which might come into contact with it” but
that it is “incapable of being absorbed” (213).
Thus, the Spanish, Portuguese and French have
all “intermarried with the native populations”
and become “Mexicans, Peruvians, Chilians,
Venezuelans”, “Brazilians” and “Canadians”
whereas the English of America have remained
(212). Further reflecting

Dilke’s image of a Greater Britain including the

“Anglo-Americans”

United States, Pyne goes on:

“The English race has preserved beyond

the Atlantic the lustre of the European

family. Like the broad river separating

that part of the Northern continent

which remains attached to the mother

country from the other which has
established itself independently, the
race flows on unaffected in its depths

by the streams which run into it. [...]

the Anglo-Americans are of our blood,

bone and flesh. They are proud of their

Anglo-Saxon descent, and not without

reason” (215-6).

Pyne’s conclusion makes his translation
current. The reader no longer understands his
material as an objective historical source but
rather as evidence of an important step on the
way to colonial greatness. This paratext firmly
inserts the translation into a specific historical

and ideological discourse.
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Conclusion

Paratextual material has the potential to
shape and even control the reading of any text.
The reading of translations is particularly open
to paratextual influence because the translator
mediates the text for the reader and stands as
an authority not only on the source text but
also on the culture in which it was produced.
As the meeting point of different cultures and
different ways of thinking about the world,
translation is “always the site of ideological
encounters” (Calzada Pérez 2003: 1). Many
translations, therefore, play a crucial role in
questioning the dominant cultural discourse:
traditions, histories, ideologies. The target
culture understands itself in new ways after
encountering difference and otherness in
translation. However, translation may also
be used to confirm and reinforce a particular
version of the target culture’s image of the
other or of its own self-image. Here, readers
can rarely be left to make up their own mind;
texts themselves are potentially too open to
uncertainty and offer too many divergent
readings; the translator may need to guide the
reader through the text in order to ensure an
ideologically ‘correct’ reading of it.

This is the strategy adopted by Pyne in his
translation of the Débat des hérauts d’armes.
Keen both to present himself as an erudite
authority on his subject and to control his reader’s
interpretation of a potentially problematic text,
Pyne surrounds his translation with extensive,

interpretive paratexts. Some of this material

(the title, preface and introduction) establishes
the reader’s expectations and conforms to a
particular kind of scholarly writing. Footnotes
and endnotes clearly establish the translator’s
erudition but they also attenuate the impact of
the source material’s fundamentally pro-French
position, making it ‘readable’ for a nineteenth-
century British public. A number of endnotes
also begin to situate the text within the specific
historiographical tradition associated with
the historical works listed in the advertising
material at the end. The investigation into
authorship is an attempt to lend authority to the
source material and possibly to attract a broader
readership. Finally, in his conclusion, Pyne
firmly sets his material within the dominant
historical discourse to which he had alluded
in his endnotes and, at the same time, within a
discourse of “Anglo-Saxon” empire, colonialism
and Greater Britain. These paratexts become
part of the reader’s experience of the text and, in
this way, are inseparable from it. Pyne’s reader
encounters praise of England, a narrative of
the history of post sixteenth-century England/
Britain and a discussion of the Anglo-Saxon
colonial project as well the core material found
in the source. A reading of Pyne, then, is very
different from a reading of the sixteenth-century
source text or even of Pannier and Meyer’s 1877
French edition of it. Pyne’s translation is not
ideologically neutral. He very clearly sets his
translation to the service of a particular ideology
and he does this through the use of extensive

paratextual material.
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IlepeBoa Ha cayx0e bosiee Beankoit bpuranuu

Caiimon MakKunnon

Hapsmckuii ynusepcumem

LlIxona cospemenHbIX A3bIKOG U KYIbIMYP

Oneem Pusepcaiio, Hoto Oneem, /lapsm DHI 3JT

@panyysckuii mexcm nosonezo Cpednesexosvs Débat des Hérauts d'armes ne oonapyscusaem s6Ho20
apeymenma 6 no00epICKy PAHHUX UAU OoNee NOZOHUX OPUMAHCKUX umnepckux ycmpemaenui. On
oadice He npedcmasisem aHeauuan 8 00CMamoyHo xopowem ceeme. Ilonumanue nepesooa 0anHo20
mexcma, evinonnennozo Ienpu Iaiinom 6 1870 200y, 6 kauecmee cpedcmaa 01 NPOOSUNCEHUSI MO0,
umo e2o coepemennuk cap Yapnvs /Juik onpedenun kax bonee Benuxas bpumanus, 6yoem, maxum
obpaszom, npobremamuunvim. Tem ne Menee 6 9ol cmamve OMCMAUBAEM S MOYKA 3PEHUS, YMO,
OKPYIHCUB CEOUL NEPEBO0 OOWUPHBIM NAPAMEKCMYalbHblM Mamepuanom, [latin npeocmaensem ceotl
meKCm 8 Kayecmeae 8adCHo20 0OKYMeHmd, NO3680AAI0We20 00bACHUMb UCOPUYECKUE OTMHOUEeHUS]
Benuxoopumanuu ¢ Esponoii u ocmanvhblm mupom. B uacmuocmu, nonumanue Kannemom
napamekcmos Kax cpeocmea O O2PAHUYEHUs] UHMEPNPemupylowux 8apuanmos yumamenet
bydem ucnonb3068amvcs 0N U3ydeHus cnocobos, ¢ nomowpio komopuix Ilain (vepes nazeanue,
npeoucio8us, NOCMPAHUYHbIE CHOCKU U NPUMEYAHUs, OnpeoeieHue Aemopcmea u 3axiiodenue)
obecneuusaem yumenue mexcma COOMEEMCMEEHHO URMEPRPEMAayUU UCHOPUY OJis ROOOEPICUBANUSL
onpedenennozo Habopa bpumanckux uoei xonya XIX eexa o 2omke, HAYUOHATLHOM Xapaxkmepe
U aHeNIOCAKCOHCKOU KOJNOHUAIbHOU «CyObbey. Hmenno nosmomy oannas paboma npeonazaem
odanvHeliuee NOHUMAaHUue Cnoco608, NOCPeOCmBEOM KOMOPLIX Nepedoo Oblil UCNONb308AH He MOJILKO
OISl OCNAPUBAHUSL 2NIABHO20 KYALMYPHO2O OUCKYpCA, a4 CKopee OJisi pA38UmMusi U YKpenienus
OOMUHUPYIOUUX UOCON0ULEeCKUX NOZUYUL.

Knroueswvie cnosa: ucmopus nepesooa, napamexcmet, boree Benukas bpumanusa, Débat des Heérauts
d'armes.

Hayunas cneyuanonocms: 10.00.00 — ¢hunonoeuueckue nayxu.




