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Remarques, pp. XXXiV—XXXV.

1633 Letter to Charles de Menthon from Brussels, 19 December 1633. In
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1645 Letter to Bauderon de Sénecé, 23 April 1645. In Les Harangues de
maitre Brice Bauderon, seigneur de Senecey (Méicon, 1685) p- 484, and
also in Streicher, Remarques, p. xlv.

1645a Letter to Bauderon de Sénecé, 24 August 1645. In Bauderon de
Sénecé, pp. 48788, and also in Streicher, Remarques, pp. xlv—xlvi.
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(Chambéry, 1807), u, 121.

H.-J. Martin and M. Lecocq, Livres et lecteurs a Grenoble: Les Registres du libraire Nicolas
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P. Delalain, Les Libraires & imprimeurs de I’Académie frangaise de 1634 a 1793: Notices
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manuscript treats the question of Verbes regissans deux cas, mis auec vn seul (R, 79-80), but
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See below, pp. 40-41.
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See, for example, M. Cohen, Histoire d’une langue: Le Frangais (des lointaines origines a nos
jours), fourth edition (Paris, 1973), p. 187; Brunot, HLF, v (1913-24), 53-59; (A.)
N. Chomsky, Cartesian Linguistics: A Chapter in the History of Rationalist Thought (New
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example, V. Salmon, [Review of] ‘N. Chomsky, Cartesian Linguistics’, Journal of Linguis-
tics, 5(1969), 165-87; H. Aarsleff, ‘The History of Linguistics and Professor Chomsky’,
Language, 46 (1970), 570-85.

For discussion of whether Vaugelas abides consistently by this simple dichotomy, see the
section on la proprieté des mots & des phrases, Chapter 3, pp. 47-49. In the manuscript the
definition of good usage is broader and includes the usage of lawyers and preachers
(MS, fol. 34%), perhaps indicating his respect for his father and the family friend, Frangois de
Sales.

The main controversy centred on whether the language of the Parlement or the Court should
be taken as the model for good usage. Pillot and Peletier, for example, recommended
following in general the usage of the Court, while Pasquier, Théodore de Béze and above all
Henri Estienne were wary of Court usage. Even Maupas occasionally criticizes courtiers for
being ‘singes de nouveautés’. For further details of the debate, see H. Weinrich, ‘Vaugelas
und die Lehre vom guten Sprachgebrauch’, Zeitschrift fiir Romanische Philologie, 76 (1960),
1-33 (pp. 16-19); Z. Marzys, ‘La Formation de la norme du frangais cultivé’, Kwartalnik
neofilologiczny, 21 (1974), 315-32 (pp.321-27); La Norme linguistique, edited by
E. Bédard and J. Maurais (Québec and Paris, 1983), especially pp. 69-137.
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See below, pp. 196-97, 200.

H. Estienne, Deux dialogues du nouveau langage francois italianizé et autrement desguizé,
principalement entre les courtisans de ce temps, edited by P. M. Smith (Geneva, 1980),
pp. 79-82.

That s, for sex, location and social group. The parameter of age is excluded. For an opposite
view on using those unversed in Latin, see H. Estienne, Deux dialogues, p. 396.

For the role of women in the Remarques, see L.F. Flutre, ‘Du rdle des femmes dans
I’élaboration des Remarques de Vaugelas’, Neophilologus, 38 (1954), 241-48. See also
Chapter 13, pp. 196, 198-99.

L. H. Hillman, ‘Vaugelas and the “Cult of Reason”’, Philological Quarterly, 55 (1976),
211-24. This article contains an abridged version of the arguments of Hillman’s doctoral
thesis, ‘Vaugelas and the Port-Royal Grammar: Usage and Reason in Seventeenth-Century
French Grammar’ (unpublished doctoral dissertation, Cornell University, 1972). Hillman is
the extreme representative of this viewpoint, but other writers suggest that Vaugelas and the
authors of the Port-Royal grammar share some ideas; see, for example, W. K. Percival,
‘The Notion of Usage in Vaugelas and in the Port-Royal Grammar’, in History of Linguistic
Thought and Contemporary Linguistics, edited by H. Parret (Berlin and New York, 1976),
pp- 374-82.

Hillman, ‘Vaugelas and the *“Cult of Reason”’, p. 219.

Ibid., p. 223.

Ibid., pp. 212-13. Cf. Marzys, Préface, pp. 14-15.

See, for example, Le Pere C. Buffier, Grammaire francoise sur un plan nouveau pour en
rendre les principes plus clairs & la pratique plus aisée (Paris, 1709), pp. 21-22, or Beauzée’s
discussion under the heading Usage in the Encyclopédie of Diderot and d’Alembert.

Note, however, that Vaugelas’s deference towards his ‘betters’ means that in practice this
judgement is sometimes contradicted. Speaking of debrutaliser, probably created by Mme
de Rambouillet, he says, ‘ Aussi a-t-il esté fait par vne personne, qui a droit de faire des mots,
& d’imposer des noms, s’il est vray ce que les Philosophes enseignent, qu’il n’appartient
qu’aux sages d’eminente sagesse d’auoir ce priuilege’ (R, 492).

R, 509: ‘on ne sgauroit bien parler ny bien escrire qu’auec les phrases vsitées, & la diction qui
a cours parmy les honnestes gens, & qui se trouue dans les bons Autheurs’.

D. Bouhours, Les Entretiens d’Ariste et d’ Eugene, edited by F. Brunot (Paris, 1962 [based
on the first edition, Paris, 1671]), p. 52. Cf. Vaugelas: ‘le peuple n’est le maistre que du
mauuais Vsage’ (R, [viin] ). The sociolinguistic aspect of the Remarques is further discussed
in Chapter 13. For the possible origins of the expression ‘la plus saine partie’ in legal
terminology, see H. Weinrich, ‘Vaugelas und die Lehre vom guten Sprachgebrauch’, and
D. Janik, ‘“‘La plus saine partie de la Cour”” — Herkunft und Bedeutung der Begriindungs-
formel des “bon Usage” bei Vaugelas’, in Umgangssprache in der Iberoromania: Festschrift
fiir Heinz Kroll zum 65. Geburtstag, edited by G. Holtus and E. Radkte (Tiibingen, 1984),
pp. 425-30.

See Chapter 4, below.

Rat suggests that Vaugelas may have helped Conrart and Chapelain draw up the list of best
works of literature to be discussed by the Academy (M. Rat, ‘La Vie discréte de Vaugelas’,
Miroir de I'histoire, 215 (1967), 92-99 (p. 94) ). This list might then indicate what Vaugelas
read and possible sources of inspiration to him (see also Chapter 4, pp. 62-63).

See, for example, Si apres VINT & VN, il faut mettre vn pluriel ou vn singulier (R, 147-49).
For details of the biographies of some of the early Académiciens, see Pellisson and d’Olivet,
1, 147-320. Chapelain, for instance, was an accomplished linguist who spoke Italian and
Spanish fluently (Pellisson and d’Olivet, 11, 125-38 (p. 126)), and Patru’s position as an
authority on language is well known (Pellisson and d’Olivet, i1, 149-58 (pp. 153-54)).

See below, p. 34.

Since the ‘best users’ are Vaugelas’s authorities, the work was probably aimed at those just
less than the best and who aspired to perfection. For evidence of who purchased the
Remarques, see below, Chapter 13, section 11.

See, for instance, R, 183. Since Vaugelas makes no claim to be writing a grammar of French,
Pellat is unfair to criticize him for not doing so (J. C. Pellat, ‘Vaugelas: Une Réputation
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usurpée?’, Bulletin de la Faculté des Lettres de Mulhouse, 8 (1976-77), 29-44 (p. 40).

However, a few of the observations do seem to be directed at foreigners; see, for instance,

the opening of the remarque entitled ‘H’, aspirée, ou consone, & ‘H’, muétte (R, 194).

F. H. Colson, ‘The Analogist and Anomalist Controversy’, Classical Quarterly, 13 (1919),

24-36 (p. 32).

Brunot, HLF, m, 50, note 2.

Streicher, Commentaires, p. 785.

See also R, 563-66, 153-54, 391-92, 152, 106-08. For Thurot’s reservations about this, see

Chapter S, p. 70.

In the edition of the Remarques containing the notes of Patru and Corneille (Paris, 1738) the

numbering only runs to 547 because Entaché and Inonder are both numbered 530 and De la

netteté and Des equiuoques are both numbered 547. My figures are, of course, only rough

guidelines, as the observations, on account of their mixed content, cannot easily be

categorized. I include the figures simply as a rough guide to the relative importance of the

different categories.

See, for example, Ce qu’il vous plaira (R, 4-5).

Also discussed R, 26, 32.

F. Brunetiére, ‘Vaugelas et la théorie de I'usage’, in his Etudes critiques sur Ihistoire de la

linérature frangaise, Septieéme Série (Paris, 1903), pp. 27-54 (pp. 34-47).

See, especially, Z. Marzys, ‘Vaugelas ou I'indifférence a I'histoire’, Annales de I'Université

de Neuchdtel, 1970-71, pp. 99-114. Neologisms are treated in further detail in Chapter 8,
. 127-31.

Kgarzys argues that although there is no longer a Court, good usage has always been based on

‘le frangais cultivé’ (Marzys ‘L’Indifférence’, p. 114). Grevisse, for example, echoes Vauge-

las in defining good usage as ‘le consentement des bons écrivains et des gens qui ont le souci

de bien s’exprimer’ (M. Grevisse, Problémes de langage, 2 vols (Paris, 1961-62), 1, 6). See

also, below, pp. 214-15.

For Vaugelas’s changing views on the acceptability of partant, see Chapter 11, p. 177.

Marzys (‘L’Indifférence’, p. 106) contends that the only domain where etymology is used to

decide a point of usage, rather than being quoted as an explanation, is that of orthography.

The spelling is not, however, always determined by etymology, for Vaugelas on occasions

recommends that the spelling should be aligned to the pronunciation (see Chapter 5,

p. 69.).

For comment on this see below, p. 31.

A conclusion also supported by looking at the principal influences on Vaugelas; see

Chapter 4, below.

F. de Saussure, Cours de linguistique générale, edited by Ch. Bally and A. Sechehaye

(Lausanne and Paris, 1916), p. 130. Vaugelas’s feeling of regret at the loss of certain words,

especially conjunctions, is somewhat difficult to reconcile with his belief that French has

attained a degree of perfection. Perhaps the former might be associated with his predilection

for the aristocratic.

In spite of a statement in one observation (R, 324-25) that it is not his job to find an

alternative to an unacceptable word or phrase, often, as here, Vaugelas does provide a

solution. For those cases where Vaugelas does not offer a decision, see below, p. 34.

Brunot, HLF, m, 54. Similar comments are found, for instance, in L. Kukenheim, Esquisse

historique de la linguistique frangaise et ses rapports avec la linguistique générale, second

edition (Leiden, 1966), p. 33, or Y. Belaval, ‘Vaugelas’, in Tableau de la littérature frangaise,

edited by J. Gioni ([Paris], 1962), pp. 538-46 (p. 544).

Brunetiére, p. 32.

For example, M. Galliot, ‘Vaugelas: Pere du frangais moderne’, Revue savoisienne, 89

(1948), 79-91 (p. 86), or J.-P. Caput, La Langue frangaise, histoire d’une institution, 2 vols

(Paris, 1972-75), 1, 260.

He occasionally also attempts to establish usage at a time when certain developments were

not completed, thereby creating complicated rules and exceptions. One such example is the

case of the pronunciation of words spelt with ‘oi’ (R, 98-101).

See below, Chapter 7, and Marzys, ‘L’Indifférence’, p. 111.
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Vaugelas’s knowledge of Latin is unquestionable: not only does he quote Latin extensively
and accurately translate Quintus Curtius, but he also composes a dedicatory poem in Latin
to his father’s Codex Fabrianus (Geneva, 1640). When Balzac (quoted in Adam, ‘Pour le
troisi¢éme centenaire des “Remarques” de Vaugelas’, Mercure de France, 300 (1947), 24661
(p. 247) ) and Ménage (Observations. Segonde Partie, p. 70) question Vaugelas’s knowledge
of the Ancients these comments must apply to the extent of Vaugelas’s knowledge of Greek
(Ménage may also be criticizing Vaugelas in part to undermine him as an authority for his
enemy Bouhours).

For discussion of the difference of approach of Ménage and Vaugelas, see below,
Chapter 14, pp. 207-08.

See, for instance, L’Abbé P.-J. T. d’Olivet, Remarques sur la langue frangoise (Paris, 1767),
pp. 246-47, and Chapter 14 below, pp. 214-15. Although Vaugelas supported a flexible
contemporary spoken norm for good usage, many of his eighteenth-century successors did
rely on his authority and therefore in practice his observations did help to fix French usage.
In Maurais’s words, Vaugelas was a victim of his own success (Norme linguistique, pp. 5-6).
This pronunciation is also said to be peculiar to ‘plusieurs hommes dans la chaire, & dans le
barreau’. Unfortunately, because of the rough and ready transcription used by Vaugelas, it
is not clear what sound exactly he has in mind ([azste] for [afste] or [afte]?).

For Vaugelas’s attitude to borrowing, see below, Chapter 8, section m, D (p. 131).

These may, of course, also be ones which record a change in usage etc.

MS, fol. 86", Malherbe.

Further examples are given in the detailed analysis of the contents of the Remarques,
Chapters 5-8.

Vaugelas, ‘Remarques sur la langue frangaise’: Extraits, edited by R. Lagane (Paris, 1975),
pp- 15-16. For examples of some of the discrepancies between Coeffeteau’s usage and
Vaugelas’s, see Ch. Urbain, Nicolas Coeffeteau: Dominicain, Evéque de Marseille: Un des
fondateurs de la prose frangaise (1574-1623) (Paris, 1893).

Note that analogy is nowhere mentioned in the Arsenal manuscript.

See also R, v, 1. For discussion of the history and the development of the notion of analogy,
see H. H. Christmann, ‘Zu den Begriffen “génie de la langue” und “Analogie” in der
Sprachwissenschaft des 16. bis 19. Jahrhunderts’, Beitrige zur Romanischen Philologie, 16
(1977), 91-94; H. H. Christmann, ‘Zum Begriff der Analogie in der Sprachbetrachtung
des 16. bis 19. Jahrhunderts’, in Stimmen der Romania: Festschrift fiir W. Theodor Elwert
zum 70. Geburtstag, edited by G. Schmidt and M. Tietz (Wiesbaden, 1980) pp. 519-35;
E. Siebenborn, Die Lehre von der Sprachrichtigkeit und ihren Kriterien: Studien zur antiken
normativen Grammatik (Amsterdam, 1976), pp. 56-84.

Hillman, ‘Vaugelas and the “Cult of Reason”’, p. 218.

A. Frangois, Histoire de la langue frangaise cultivée des origines a nos jours, 2 vols (Geneva,
1959), 1, 323.

H. Steinthal, Geschichte der Sprachwissenschaft bei den Griechen und Rémern mit beson-
derer Riicksicht auf die Logik, second edition, 2 vols (Berlin, 1890-91), n, 156. For discus-
sion of Quintilian’s influence on Vaugelas, see Chapter 4, pp. 57-59.

Analogy is only invoked explicitly in a handful of observations to resolve an uncertainty,
although undoubtedly it contributed to other decisions.

The success of new words is, however, regulated by a social filter. See the discussion of
neologisms, Chapter 8, Section 1.

See also lours Caniculaires where usage and analogy seem to be opposed: ‘Mais quand le
mot de caniculier, auroit toute I’analogie pour luy, caniculaire, ayant I’Vsage pour soy doit
preualoir, parce que I’analogie n’a licu que 1a ou I’Vsage I’authorise, ou bien ol il ne paroist
pas’ (R, 361).

Kukenheim, Esquisse, p.35. For the different meanings of ‘raison’, see the range of
definitions given in the Academy dictionary of 1694 and Pascal’s famous paradox which
plays on the word raison(s) (B. Pascal, Euvres complétes (Paris, 1963), p. 552).

Vaugelas’s view is therefore essentially Platonic. For further details of the concern of
English writers such as Bacon about the inadequacies of their language and the schemes of
universal language planners to avoid the problems of natural language, see G. A. Padley,
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Grammatical Theory in Western Europe 1500~1700: The Latin Tradition (Cambridge, 1976),
pp- 184-207.

For Saussure, because the signs of language are arbitrary, they can only be understood
according to their place in the system and the syntagmatic and associative relationships into
which they enter (see, for example, Saussure, p. 144).

R. Donzé, La Grammaire générale et raisonnée de Port-Royal: Contribution a I'histoire des
idées grammaticales en France (Berne, 1967), p. 38.

See, for instance, Des equiuoques, R, 585-93.

This figure excludes, of course, the ‘explanation’ that the expression is in accordance with
good usage, or that a term has changed its meaning or use, or statements about the proprieté
of a word.

Cf. P. Rickard, The Embarrassments of Irregularity: The French Language in the Eighteenth
Century (Cambridge, 1981), pp. 13-14. Rickard’s figures are slightly different from mine
becaue he includes explanations offered by others which Vaugelas rejects.

See also the discussion of douceur in Chapter 3, p. 50.

Etymology is also rejected as a reason, for example, in the observation entitled Parallele
(R, 106).

Cf. R, 219, *477-80, 519-20. The need to repeat the article or not is therefore language
specific and based on real world reasons: the difference depends on whether the two
conjoined nouns are viewed as one unit or as two. See below, Chapter 7, pp. 108-09.

Cf. [A. Arnauld and C. Lancelot], Grammaire generale et raisonnée. Contenant Les fonde-
mens de l'art de parler; expliquez d’vne maniere claire & naturelle; Les raisons de ce qui est
commun a toutes les langues, & des principales differences qui s’y rencontrent; Et plusieurs
remarques nouuelles sur la Langue Frangoise (Paris, 1660), pp. 75-83.

See Padley, Grammatical Theory in Western Europe 1500-1700: The Latin Tradition,
pp. 102-03.

H. Aarsleff, From Locke to Saussure: Essays on the Study of Language and Intellectual
History (London, 1982), p. 9.

A. Armnauld, ‘Regles pour discerner les bonnes et mauvaises critiques des traductions de
P’ecriture sainte en frangois. Pour ce qui regarde la langue, Avec des Réflexions sur cette
maxime, que !’Usage est le tyran des Langues vivantes’, in (Euvres de Messire Antoine
Arnauld, Docteur de la Maison et Société de Sorbonne (Paris, 1775-81), v (1777), 423-66
(p. 454).

Percival, p. 38.

See also R, 101-02; *457-58; 500-01. Once again theory and practice are at odds as a passage
from the Preface makes clear: ‘. .. & que d’ailleurs ie serois coupable d’vne lasche
imposture enuers le public, de vouloir faire passer mes opinions particulieres, si i’en auois,
au lieu des opinions generales & reccués aux trois tribunaux que ie viens de nommer’
(R, xm, 4).

Cf. Stéfanini: ‘Vaugelas 3 une époque ou I’on ne pouvait songer a une explication
scientifique de la langue a eu précisément le mérite de n’y point songer, de ne pas la chercher
dans les langues anciennes ou dans la logique’. (J. Stéfanini, ‘Grammairiens classiques et
classicisme grammatical’, in Hommage au Doyen Etienne Gros, edited by G. Berger and
others (Aix-en-Provence, 1959), pp. 165-72 (pp. 166-67)). This is, of course, only com-
pletely true for his theory, not his practice.

See, for example, W. Raible, ‘Regel und Ausnahme in der Sprache’, Romanische Fors-
chungen, 92 (1980), 199-222 (p. 205).

As anillustration of the widely differing views held by various writers on Vaugelas, compare
Brunetiére’s evaluation: ‘Vaugelas n’a point posé ni proposé des lois; il a exprimé ses
opinions, il a consulté des faits, et il a donné des conseils’ (Brunetiére, p. 52).

This observation again illustrates the problems engendered by the vagueness of ‘la plus saine
partie’. While Vaugelas here rejects majority usage, in ‘Parce que’ & ‘pource que’ (R, 47-48)
he supports the more commonly used expression: ‘Car i’oserois asseurer que pour vne
personne qui dira ou escrira pource que, il y en a mille qui diront & escriront 'autre’.
Vaugelas’s method here is in germ that developed by Port-Royal (see Donzé, p. 43). Like
them, he occasionally uses rhetorical figures to ‘explain’ usage, but he does so only in a
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comparatively small number of cases and only in passing. See below Chapter7, and
Chapter 9, pp. 133-34.

Which he does, for instance, in the case of bonheurs cited above.

A change between the manuscript and the Remarques suggests that Vaugelas was anxious to
defend his position as a Savoyard writing a book on good French usage. Whereas in the
manuscript he asserts that there are four possible advantages or conditions which guarantee
good usage, frequenting the Court, reading good books, consulting with those most
competent in the language and fourthly being born ‘au coeur de la France’ (MS, fol. 11),
that is, being ‘des urays frangois’ (MS, fol. 157), in the published Remarques Vaugelas seems
to suggest that this fourth factor is rather a disadvantage (R, 11, 6).

For the comments of Vaugelas’s successors, see below, pp. 201-12, and Streicher, Commen-
taires. Grevisse, in the historical sections of Le Bon Usage, cleventh edition (Paris and
Gembloux, 1980) gives details of where the usage of the major authors of the period differs
from the pronouncements of the grammarians.

Galliot, p. 88; Chevalier, Histoire de la syntaxe, p. 468; Brunot, HLF, m, 54-55; Pellat,
especially p. 31.

Marzys contends that this precludes calling Vaugelas ‘Classical’ because for him ‘le
classicisme implique rationalité et durée’ (Marzys, ‘Formation de la norme’, p. 327). Adam,
on the other hand, maintains that the Classical theory of language finds its definitive form in
Vaugelas’s work (A. Adam, Histoire de la littérature francaise au XVII siécle, Volume 1,
L’Epoque d’Henri IV et de Louis XIII (Paris, 1948), pp. 262-63), and Stéfanini concludes
‘Mais le véritable classicisme, celui qui recherche avant tout la Nature et le Vrai, en
grammaire c’est Vaugelas qui le représente avec éclat. Intuitivement il a en matiere de
langue usé d’'une méthode, découvert des lois, un syst¢me que la linguistique moderne ne
peut que confirmer et pesamment expliquer’ (Stéfanini, ‘Grammairiens classiques’, p. 172).
Moore-Rinvolucri, p. 87.

NOTES TO CHAPTER 3

1.

Nowew

®

10.

11.

12.

See above, p.3, and Ayres, pp.28-29. Occasionally, related observations do follow
consecutively, e.g. ‘H’, aspirée, ou consone, & ‘H’, muétte (R, 194-98), Reigle pour
discerner I’ ‘h’, consone d’auec la muétte (R, 198-201), De I’ ‘h’, dans les mots composez
(R, 201-02).

For details of Valla’s presentation, see Padley, p. 17, and L. Giard, ‘Du latin médiéval au
pluriel des langues, le tournant de la Renaissance’, Histoire, épistémologie, langage, 6
(1984), 35-55 (pp. 42-43).

See above, pp. 10-11.

See below, pp. 196-200.

Cf. Chapter 5, pp. 67-68.

See Chapter 14, pp. 205-10.

L’Honneste Homme ou I'Art de plaire a la court par Nicolas Faret, edited by M. Magendie
(Paris, 1925); U. Chevreau, Lettres nouvelles de M’. Chevreau (Paris, 1642).

See Ayres, pp. 29-30, where the removal of learned references and legal vocabulary before
the publication of the observations is also discussed.

And this despite the fact that Vaugelas strongly censures this approach to meaning in the
Remarques (R, 590).

It is unlikely that Vaugelas was aware of the details of this regional usage. Gascon is
probably mentioned since it was one of the more clearly differentiated dialects.

See, for example, A. Scaglione, The Classical Theory of Composition from its Origins to the
Present: A Historical Survey (Chapel Hill, 1972), pp. 191-92. The influence of the classical
rhetorical traditions and more particularly of Quintilian on Vaugelas is further discussed in
the next chapter, and the relationship between grammar and rhetoric in the Remarques in
Chapter 9.

L. Chiflet, Essay d’vne parfaite grammaire de la langue francoise. Ou le Lecteur trouuera, en
bel ordre, tout ce qui est de plus necessaire, de plus curieux, & de plus elegant, en la Pureté, en
I'Orthographe, & en la Prononciation de cette Langue (Antwerp, 1659).
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Chiflet, pp. 147-49. For Chiflet’s preoccupation with a clear method, see J. Stéfanini,
‘Méthode et pédagogie dans les grammaires frangaises de la premiére moiti€ du XVII®
siecle’, in Grammaire et méthode au XVIF siécle, edited by P. Swiggers (Leuven, 1984),
pp. 3548 (pp. 44-47).

In making a distinction between pureté and netteté and the other qualities, Vaugelas is
following in the tradition which regarded purity and clarity as essentially part of the
grammatical curriculum, and brevity, appropriateness and distinction (ornatus) as charac-
teristically rhetorical in nature. However, there are also signs in Vaugelas’s work that the
distinction is beginning to be fudged and that the role of rhetoric is so overwhelming that it is
seen to penetrate and guide even more explicitly grammatical observations (Scaglione,
p- 400).

For the use of some of these terms in rhetorics and conversation manuals in the seventeenth
century, see C. Strosetzki, Konversation: Ein Kapitel gesellschaftlicher und literarischer
Pragmatik im Frankreich des 17. Jahrhunderts (Frankfurt am Main, 1978), pp. 35-55.

Cf. Chifiet, p. 147.

Purity is also vaguely defined in the Preface: ‘ne consiste qu’a vser de mots & de phrases, qui
soient du bon Vsage’ (R, 1x, 2).

H. Estienne, Proiectdulivreintitulé Delaprecellence dulangage Frangois (Paris, 1579),p. 21.
Bouhours, Entretiens, p. 41;-Le Dictionnaire de I’ Académie frangoise, dédié au roy, 2 vols
(Paris, 1694), 1, 344.

See the discussion of Vaugelas’s handling of syntactic questions in the Remarques,
Chapter 7, especially pp. 90, 114-15.

Cf. Beauzée’s definition of clarté: ‘La clarté tient aux choses mémes que I’on traite; elle nait
de la distinction des idées’ (cited in F. Guizot, Nouveau Dictionnaire universel des synony-
mes de la langue frangaise, 2 vols (Paris, 1809), 1, 193). The history of the concept clarté is
discussed in H. Weinrich, ‘Die clarté der franzosischen Sprache und die Klarheit der
Franzosen’, Zeitschrift fiir Romanische Philologie, 77 (1961), 528-44.

Chiflet, p. 148.

J. de La Bruyere, Les Caractéres de Théophraste traduits du grec avec Les Caractéres ou les
Maeeurs de ce siécle, edited by R. Pignarre (Paris, 1965), p. 85. See Chapter 8, p. 123.

In the Remarques Vaugelas also allows demands of metre to determine morphological forms
(Ayres, ‘Arsenal Manuscript’, p. 27).

See Chiflet’s definition of these, pp. 148-49. The three-fold division is an ancient one, see
Strosetzki, p. 33; H. Lausberg, Handbuch der literarischen Rhetorik: Eine Grundlegung der
Literaturwissenschaft, 2 vols (Munich, 1960), 1, 519-25.

See Chapter 13, pp. 196-97.

Occasionally concerns of elegance and brevity are at odds, see, for example, Lors
(R, 114-15).

For Vaugelas’s dependence on Quintilian, see Chapter 4, pp. 57-59.

See the discussion of usage douteux, Chapter 2, p. 19.

Chifiet, p. 148.

For a discussion of the tendency towards brevity in Modern French, see L. C. Harmer, The
French Language Today: Its Characteristics and Tendencies (London, 1954), pp. 110-62.
For discussion of the relationship between the spoken and written registers in the Arsenal
manuscript and the Rermarques, sce Chapter 5, Section 11.

The part of speech categories were, of course, initially distinguished for an essentially
inflected language, and were therefore based on formal differences. Problems then arise
when attempts are made to clarify an essentially uninflected language in this way.

Although a reference in the manuscript (MS, fol. 577) suggests that Vaugelas was aware that
not all languages distinguish cases, ‘Car les enfans sgauent aux plus basses classes que tout
adiectif ou article qui tient lieu d’adiectif, suit non seulement le genre mais aussi le nombre et
le cas (ce dernier s’entend des langues ou les cas se distinguent) du substantif auquel il se
rapporte’.

Cf. Stéfanini’s discussion of Maupas, ‘Méthode et pédagogie’, pp. 4041.

Priscian’s grammar, of course, only listed eight, there being no article in Latin. Early French
grammarians (excluding Palsgrave), trying to retain the same number of categories, either
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excluded the article (Dubois, Meigret, Garnier), or, following Greek grammar, included the
article and either placed the interjection in the adverbial category (Pillot) or disregarded it
completely (H. Estienne). Robert Estienne names nine parts of speech including the article,
but still feels the need to add (incorrectly), ‘comme ainsi ont les Latins’, [R. Estienne],
Traicté de la Gramaire Francoise (Paris, 1569), pp. 14-15. For the relationship of Vaugelas
to Maupas and Oudin, see Chapter 4, p. 63.

Cf. A.Oudin, Grammaire francoise, rapportée au langage du temps (Paris, 1632),
Pp. 264-301. Occasionally Vaugelas bases his subcategorization on a mixture of formal and
semantic criteria. Adjectives, for example, are subcategorized as verbaux (R, 430),
numeraux and des couleurs (R, 182-83).

See Chapter 6, p. 81.

In the case of participles the terms actif and passif may be used through interference from
Latin grammar.

Chevalier, Histoire de la syntaxe, pp. 467-68.

NOTES TO CHAPTER 4
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For instance, under the heading ‘De auec le participe passif’ Vaugelas notes that his opinion
differs from Malherbe’s usage and adds, ‘Il faut uoir comme en use M. Coeff. et s’en tenir 13’
(MS, fol. 677), and elsewhere he notes in the margin that he is going to consult the Academy
about the correct conjugation of il sied (MS, fol. 86").

See also R, x1v, 2-3.

See Chapter 1, note 13. The quotations come from all parts of Malherbe’s work, his poetry,
prose and letters, but especially from his Traitté des bien-faits de Seneque. Vaugelas also
mentions advice which Malherbe gave him personally (MS, fol. 947).

Ayres, ‘Arsenal Manuscript’, pp. 23-24.

Malherbe’s comments on Desportes’s use of French are discussed in F. Brunot, La Doctrine
de Malherbe d’aprés son commentaire sur Desportes (Paris, 1891).

In several places in the manuscript Vaugelas distances himself from the over-fastidious
attitude of the Purists whom he distinguishes from those concerned with achieving purity of
language such as Coeffeteau (MS, fol. 747). This may suggest that he wished to stand apart
from the rigid dogmatism of Malherbe and his school.

Paris, Bibliothéque de I'Arsenal, 5420, Tome x1, 1% partie, 24-25.

Chassang, 1, Ixi. .

Arsenal, 5420, Tome xi1, 1°™ partie, 25.

For d’Ablancourt’s influence on Vaugelas’s method of translating, see Chapter 10,
pp. 147-57. The Clef de Conrart cites d’ Ablancourt on many more occasions than those
suggested by Streicher, Remarques, p. 622. Madame la Marquise de Montausier was Julie
d’Angennes, daughter of Mme de Rambouillet. Giry (1596-1666) was one of the group who
met at Conrart’s house from 1629 and became a member of the Academy in 1636. D’ Avaux
(1595-1650) was a diplomat who was a friend and protector of writers including Voiture and
Balzac.

For Coeffeteau’s influence on Vaugelas the translator, see Chapter 10, pp. 141-46.

E.g. onguent (MS, fol. 36): ‘Et c’est une faute qu’a faite M. Coeff. dont il a esté iustement
repry’. Cf. R, *458.

Marzys quotes a passage from the Arsenal manuscript praising Coeffeteau, Préface, p. 64.
Jacques Amyot (1513-93). His most famous translation is his version of Plutarch, Les Vies
des hommes illustres grecs et romains, first published in 1559. There are similarities between
the changes introduced by Amyot in the later editions of his work and Vaugelas’s pronoun-
cements; see Ch. Guerlin de Guer, ‘La Langue d’Amyot, d’apres les ““Vies paralleles” de
Démosthene et Cicéron; de Périclés et Fabius Maximus’, Le Frangais moderne, 5 (1937),
1-10, 12741, 231-42. For the close relationship between grammar and translation in the
seventeenth century see Chapter 10, below, p. 139.

There are relatively few Greek authors mentioned in comparison to the wealth of Latin
authors cited.

Scaglione, pp. 195, 400. See also Chapter 3, p. 43.
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See, for example, F. de Dainville, L’Education des Jésuites (XVI*-XVIII® siecles) (Paris,
1978), p. 186.

The Institutio Oratoria of Quintilian, with an English translation by H. E. Butler, 4 vols
(London and Cambridge, Massachusetts, 1969). The references give the book, chapter and
section of the work. Cf. Horace, De arte poetica, 11.70-72 quoted by Vaugelas (R, x, 1).
Vaugelas also quotes 1.58 (R, x1; 569).

See Chapter 2, pp. 26-28.

Quintilian, 1.6.1;1.6.20;1.6.39. Cf. Chapter 2, p. 21.

Quintilian, 1.6.2; 1.6.42. Cf. R, u, 5 where the authority of good authors is said to verify
Court usage, and R, xi11, 1 where Vaugelas criticizes any particular usage by a favoured
author which is contrary to good usage.

Quintilian, 1.6.27.

K. A.Ott, ‘La Notion du “bon usage” dans les Remarques de Vaugelas’, Cahiers de
I Association Internationale des Etudes Frangaises, 14 (1962), 79-94 (p. 80).

Note, however, that Quintilian looks to educated men for details of good usage, whereas
Vaugelas recommends consulting those who have not studied Latin and Greek, and women,
following Cicero (see below, p. 60).

See Chapter 13, pp. 196-200.

Quintilian 1.5.6-54. See Chapter 3, pp. 47-48.

There is an obvious parallel here with the foreword of Geoffroy Tory’s Champ fleury of 1529.

Varro on the Latin Language, with an English translation by R. G. Kent, 2 vols (London and
Cambridge, Massachusetts, 1938), x. 51, 53, 60. (References give the book and the section
of the work.)

See, for example, Varro, vi. 26, 31.

E.g. R, 159, 163,237, 415, *487, *494.

See, for example, Dainville, p. 270.

Padley, Grammatical Theory in Western Europe 1500-1700: The Latin Tradition, p. 17.

See Table 3, and Chapter 1, note 15. Although Vaugelas criticizes Goulu’s decision on both
occasions in the manuscript, there are nevertheless interesting parallels between the two
writers. For instance, Goulu admires Quintilian and Coeffeteau and claims that good
language must display proprieté, netteté, naiueté (1, 144) and pureté (11, 49-50).

Charles Maupas’s Grammaire frangoise (Bloys, 1607) was revised and much enlarged in its
second edition of 1618, which was entitled Grammaire et syntaxe frangoise. This edition was
then reprinted with only very minor alterations in 1625 and 1632 as the third edition and also
appeared in a Latin translation in 1623. In quoting Maupas, I have used the 1632 Rouen
edition, the full title of which is Grammaire et syntaxe francoise, contentant reigles bien
exactes & certaines de la prononciation, orthographe, construction & usage de nostre langue,
en faveur des estrangiers qui en seront desireux.

Winkler mentions some examples where Vaugelas’s work seems to follow and enlarge upon
Oudin’s grammar (E. Winkler, La Doctrine grammaticale frangaise d’aprés Maupas et
Oudin, Beihefte zur Zeitschrift fiir Romanische Philologie, 38 (Halle, 1912), p. 4). See also
Brunot, HLF, m, 29.

See the quotation cited from the manuscript, Chapter1, p.9, and his criticism of
grammarians, R, 469.

Robert Estienne is cited in the Note liminaire not for his grammar, but for his Latin
dictionary. Ramus, ‘& plusieurs grands Grammairiens’ (R, 194), is quoted on the pro-
nunciation of & aspiré. Ramus’s belief that the material for linguistic study comes from usage
(Padley, Grammatical Theory in Western Europe 1500-1700: The Latin Tradition,
pp- 84-85) may well have influenced Vaugelas.

Faret was a compatriot and a personal friend. For Faret’s possible influence on the format of
the Remarques, see Chapter 3, p. 41.

The manuscript (MS, fol. 3) indicates that Chapelain’s ideas helped formulate Vaugelas’s
views on usage (cf. R, v,2) and neologisms. For instance, Vaugelas quotes Chapelain’s
opinion that expressions established by usage ‘par le consentement general de tous ceus qui
parlent frangois’ are elegant, but that new ones cannot be created in imitation, for no one has
the authority to do this.
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Francois de Cauvigny, sieur de Colomby (c. 1588-1648) was a nephew of Malherbe and one
of the first members of the French Academy. Vaugelas refers to La Polyxene de Moliére
(Paris, 1624).

Cited by Dom B. Mackey in his ‘Etude sur Saint Frangois de Sales prédicateur’ in Euvres de
Saint Frangois de Sales, Volume x, Sermons-Volume 1v(Annecy, 1898), pp. Ixi-Ixii.

See Marzys, Préface, p. 42.

Ibid., pp. 11-12.

B. Castiglione, Il libro del cortegiano con una scelta delle opere minori, edited by B. Maier,
second edition (Turin, 1964), pp. 73, 80, 141, 144 etc.

NOTES TO CHAPTER 5

1.

Now

11.
12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

The difficulty of categorizing the observations has already been mentioned, but I have
provided some approximate figures to try and give some guidance about the relative
importance of the different fields to Vaugelas. In addition, it may be noted that about 7% of
the Remarques settle disputes about the gender of various nouns. I have not detailed them
here as the observations are self-explanatory and there is little evidence of any change in
Vaugelas’s usage between the 1615 translation and the Remarques.

See Ayres, ‘Arsenal Manuscript’, pp. 25-27, Marzys’s comments on my conclusion (Marzys,
Préface, pp. 29-31), and my review of this work in French Studies, 39 (1985), 464-65.

Cf. the manuscript comment, ‘qu’il ne faut rien escrire qui ne se die mais que tout ce qui se
dit ne se doit pas escrire’ (MS, fol. 13Y).

For example, ‘Certes en parlant on ne 'obserue point, mais le stile veut estre plus exact’
(R, 80).

See Chapter 13, pp. 196-200.

J. C. Scaliger, De causis linguae Latinae libri tredecim (Lyons, 1540), pp. 2-3.

My emphases. On the whole parler is used more consistently to refer to the spoken language,
although examples such as ‘C’est donc mal parler de dire, comme font quelques-vns de nos
meilleurs Escriuains’ (R, 225) do occur.

Examples are found R, 21, 188, 189-192, 252-53, 391-92. Vaugelas also mentions that the
initial ‘p’ of pseaumes is silent (R, 365) as is the ‘c’ of bienfaicteur (R, 336), although he
prefers the ‘c’ to be omitted in this case. In his own usage, a silent ‘s’ is often used to indicate
the quality of a preceding vowel, see below, p. 70.

E.g. conuent, monstier (R, 502), respondre and correspondre (R, 371), arsenal (R, 474-75).
The ‘d’ had been restored unsystematically in the previous century. He also recommends
that the spelling should suggest the pronunciation, for example, in remerciment, agrément
(R, 413, 443) and brelan (R, 409-10).

According to Chiflet, the final ‘s’ of sens was already pronounced to avoid the homonymy
(Chiflet, p. 203). ‘

Although ‘i’ is generally used for the vowel and ‘j’ for the consonant, Vaugelas is not entirely
consistent in his usage (e.g. ie, iuger). The graphemes ‘v’ and ‘v’ are used as positional
variants, with ‘v’ appearing initially and ‘u’ medially. This may be the printer’s convention,
for in the manuscript only ‘u’ is used. For details of Vaugelas’s spelling in 1615, see
Chapter 11, pp. 160-63.

J. Peletier du Mans, Dialogue de I'ortografe e prononciacion frangoese (1555), suivi de La
Réponse de Louis Meigret, edited by L. C. Porter (Geneva, 1966), pp. 30-33. Such technical
systems would not be deemed suitable for Vaugelas’s audience.

Although not expressed in terms of conjugations, Vaugelas’s examples make it clear that
this only applies to -er verbs, that is, he states that ments-je, perds-je, romps-je are the correct
forms, not menté-je, perdé-je, rompé-je.

Ch. Thurot, De la prononciation frangaise depuis le commencement du XV siécle, d’aprés
les témoignages des grammairiens, 2 vols (Paris, 1881-83), 1, lvii. Note, however, the
uncertainty about the status of length at this period.

See, for example, Th. Rosset, Les Origines de la prononciation moderne étudiées au XVII°
siécle d’apres les remarques des grammairiens et les textes en patois de la banlieue parisienne
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(Paris, 1911), pp. 173-80; Rickard, Short History, pp.112-13; Cohen, Histoire d’une
langue, pp. 189-92.

See Table 5. 3. Nevertheless, this is probably Vaugelas’s most significant contribution in the
domain of pronunciation.

See Table 5.1.

Although Vaugelas gives the incorrect etymology for loisir (<licere).

This pronunciation was presumably adopted when reading aloud to indicate the spelling of
the word and thereby avoid any ambiguity with the past participle.

See the discussion of douceur, Chapter 3, p. 50.

He is not, however, in favour of on-z-a, on-z-ordonne, which were perhaps used to avoid the
problem of denasalization (R, 436). Vaugelas helped to establish in written French the use of
the so-called ‘-t- of euphony’, which was probably already pronounced in the sixteenth
century although not written and which was almost certainly pronounced by 1647, as is
confirmed by its appearance in the quasi-phonetic reproduction of the Dauphin’s speech in
Jean Héroard’s Journal of 1601-28 in contrast with his conventional spelling (see G. Ernst,
Gesprochenes Franzésisch zu Beginn des 17. Jahrhunderts, Beihefte zur Zeitschrift fiir
romanische Philologie, 204 (Tiibingen, 1985)). Note that in Vaugelas’s usage in 1615 the ‘t’
is not written, e.g. y a il (F, 44), sera il (F, 84), and indeed even in the text of the Remarques
the ‘t’ is not infallibly marked, e.g. ‘combien y en a-il’ (R, 572).

This is another instance where it is not clear what sound Vaugelas is representing with his
spelling. The ‘eu’ was probably an orthographic fancy for [@], for it is unlikely that the vowel
was ever a diphthong.

To cite one small example, Vaugelas favours the form /"onziesme with elision (R, 77-78).
The modern form without elision, which retains the identity of the word, perhaps on the
analogy of the other numerals, is supported both by Patru and by the Academy (Streicher,
Commentaires, pp. 159-61).

NOTES TO CHAPTER 6

1.
2.

>

Novw»

17+

For the history of the article category in French, see H. Yvon, ‘La Notion d’article chez nos
grammairiens’, Le Frangais moderne, 23 (1955), 161-72, 241-55, 24 (1956), 1-13.

As Joly indicates, the formal definition of the article as a marker of gender, number and
above all case (i.e., as a nominal marker) prevailed until the middle of the eighteenth
century, with the notable exception of Arnauld and Lancelot’s Grammaire générale et
raisonnée (1660). Semantic definitions, based on the idea of determination, were not
therefore current in Vaugelas’s day (A. Joly, ‘Le Probléme de I’article et sa solution dans les
grammaires de I’époque classique’, Langue frangaise, 48 (1980), 16-27 (pp. 18-19)).

J. Palsgrave, L’Eclaircissement de la langue frangaise par Jean Palsgrave, suivi de La
Grammuaire de Gilez de Guez, edited by F. Génin (Paris, 1852 [first published 1530]), p. 65.

S.-G. Neumann, Recherches sur le frangais des XV* et XV siécles et sur sa codification par
les théoriciens de I'époque (Lund, 1959), pp. 123-30 (p. 124).

R. Estienne, p. 22.

Cited in Winkler, p. 77, from the 1625 edition of Maupas’s Grammaire et syntaxe frangoise.

Arnauld and Lancelot, p. 52. The use of the term ‘article indéfini’ to refer to un(e) took a
long time to establish itself, only becoming official usage with the 1910 arrété ministeriel
(Neumann, p. 130).

Vaugelas gives two conflicting orders for enumerating the cases: genitif — datif — accusatif —
ablatif (R, 117), the order given by Thrax (with the addition of the ablative), and nominatif
— accusatif — genitif — ablatif — datif (R, *474-76), an ordering which indicates the
syncretism.

For a recent discussion of the status of articles and pronouns, see P. M. Postal, ‘On So-
Called Pronouns in English’, in Readings in English Transformational Grammar, edited by
R. A.Jacobs and P.S. Rosenbaum (Waltham, Mass., Toronto and London, 1970),
pp. 56-82. In French, of course, not only is there a formal similarity between the indefinite
article un and the pronoun un, but also between the definite article e and the object pronoun
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le. These last two may, however, be distinguished on the basis that the pronoun does not
amalgamate with a preceding preposition as the article does, i.e. only il vient de le faire is
possible, not *il vient du faire.

Arnauld and Lancelot, pp. 55-58.

‘Commence a n’estre plus gueres en vsage’ (R, 367).

Oudin, pp. 109-15.

See also R, 88-89. Discussion of the use of the imperfect subjunctive, and indeed of the use
of tenses in general, is woefully lacking in the Remarques (but see R, 185-86, 308-09,
332-33, 457-59). There is an isolated observation concerned with the use of two subordinate
clauses dependent on a negative main clause (R, 381-82).

About thirty of the observations are devoted to verb morphology and in a few others verb
forms are discussed where they are affected by, for example, a change in pronunciation.
Further discussion of verb morphology appears in Chapter 11, pp. 163-64.

Oudin p. 157. Ménage, Bouhours, Th. Corneille and the Academy all recommend cueillera
(Streicher, Commentaires, pp. 839-44).

This is supplemented by a rather naive idea of the relative lengths of the forms for the
different tenses (R, 456).

Vaugelas was, of course, later criticized for his atomistic approach and his lack of ‘philo-
sophy’, see below Chapter 14, p. 216.

Although there is some discussion of verbs used impersonally (R, 161; 539-41). Vaugelas’s
stance contrasts, for example, with Pillot’s analysis, which is based on the primary distinc-
tion between personal and impersonal verbs (J. Pillot, Gallicae linguae institutio, Latino
sermone conscripta (Antwerp, 1558 [first published Paris, 1550]), p. 63).

Note that the preference is not explicitly expressed and this has led other commentators to
suggest that this is a clear example of Vaugelas not following Court usage (e.g. Wolf in La
Norme linguistique, p. 112). Certainly in the Arsenal manuscript Vaugelas condemns ie va
for ie vais, along with the older form ie vois (MS, fol. 95¥), and this may explain his
reluctance to commit himself in the published text (see also the discussion of recouuert and
recouuré, p. 87).

This reflects Vaugelas’s tendency to differentiate related words semantically (here morpho-
logical variants). See below, pp. 126-27.

This may be a case of Vaugelas relying on written sources, for Oudin also prefers the forms
without palatal n (Oudin, p. 178).

Streicher, Commentaires, pp. 319-22. Neither Vaugelas nor his contemporaries mention
the strong forms assois . . . assoient, which were probably just coming into usage in this
period.

See also ‘Valant’, pour ‘vaillant’ (R, 35) and ‘Valant’, & ‘vaillant’ (R, 359-60).

Streicher, Commentaires, pp. 595-97.

Thomas Corneille in 1687 no longer accepts il vesquit, il survesquit (Streicher, Commen-
taires, p. 228).

Vaugelas rejects recouurir for recouurer on the grounds that the former is not sufficiently
used. For the comments of Vaugelas’s successors on this observation, see below, pp. 203-04.
Lanly notes that Rabelais, for instance, uses vetissent (A. Lanly, Morphologie historique des
verbes frangais: Notions générales, conjugaisons réguliéres, verbes irréguliers ([Paris], 1977),
p. 321).

My emphasis.

The compound verb ressortir behaves quite regularly (ressortis, ressortissant, R, 233).

The commentators on Vaugelas apparently agree with him that the pronunciation of the
infinitive is bisyllabic, but that the first person present indicative is monosyllabic (Streicher,
Commentaires, pp. 762-64).

Thomas Corneille points out the difficulties with this rule (Streicher, Commentaires,
pp- 452-53). Both he and the Academy argue that the forms of the present singular of hair
must formerly have been bisyllabic to account for the forms of the present indicative in the
plural and of the present subjunctive (Streicher, Commentaires, pp. 453, 33).
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Again, a sentence must not be overloaded with complements (R, 581, 584) because this
might impede immediate comprehension. For the social consequence of this, see
Chapter 13, p. 197.

Cf. Chevalier, Histoire de la syntaxe, p. 466.

See Chapter 2, p. 18.

Arnauld and Lancelot, pp. 141. Cf. [P. Ramus (P. de la Ramée) ], Gramerg (Paris, 1562),
p. 78. For a summary of the relationship between grammar and rhetoric in the Remarques,
see Chapter 9, pp. 133-35.

Arnauld and Lancelot, p. 147.

Limits are, however, set on the scope of these criteria. Analogy may be cited to support a
decision, but similar constructions must not be crossed (e.g. Arriué qu’il fut etc., R, 139);
elliptical constructions may be a source of beauty, but essential elements must not be deleted
(see below, pp. 108-09); change of construction is a useful source of variety (Afin, R, 394),
but the rules of the language must not be infringed.

For example, that the adjective will agree in number and gender with the noun, see below,
p-92. In this Vaugelas follows in the tradition as outlined, for example, in Ramus’s
definition of syntax (Ramus, pp. 77-78).

Nevertheless, as Table 1 shows, Vaugelas does separate violation of agreement rules
(solecismes dans la construction) from morphological problems (solecismes d’vn mot).

See the discussion of éleuer les yeux vers le ciel, Chapter 8, p. 128.

See, for example, P. Matthews, Syntax (Cambridge, 1981), p. 246.

Only one observation is devoted to person agreement (R, 88-89), in which Vaugelas is at
pains to preserve the general regularity of person agreement, even at the cost of paying more
attention to the written than to the spoken language.

Vaugelas’s knowledge of other languages was, of course, rather limited and almost entirely
restricted to Romance languages. He knew Latin and Greek (see Chapter 2, note 44),
Italian (see, p. xiii) and Spanish (see p. 139) and possibly came into contact with other
European languages through visitors to his father’s home (e.g. a Dutch boy 1601-03). This
claim, which at first sight appears to be making a statement about universals, therefore
probably simply arises from an awareness on Vaugelas’s part of the similarities between the
languages he knows, which are due to family resemblances.

See the quotation from the Arsenal manuscript (MS, fol. 57°) cited in Chapter 3, note 34.
Similar ideas are expressed by Maupas (Grammaire et syntaxe frangoise, p. 113) and Oudin
(p. 75).

See the discussion of doubtful usage, p. 19.

See below, pp. 196-97. Note, however, that agreement does show the gender of the noun.
Cf. Ramus, p. 78; Arnauld and Lancelot, p. 140.

Dupleix criticizes Vaugelas’s use of regir, arguing that it is the verb which governs the
nominative singular (Streicher, Commentaires, p. 512). This would give a model similar to
dependency grammar, with the verb acting as the pivot of the sentence. Elsewhere (R, 482)
there is an indication that Vaugelas also considers the verb to be the key element of the
sentence, see below, p. 114.

Cf. MS, fol. 24": ‘Mais parce que cela ne regoit point de difficulté, ie n’en parlois point,
estant chose toute ordinaire dans la grammaire de toutes les langues qu’un mesme mot dans
une oraison parfaite qu’ilz appellent regoit plusieurs constructions deuant et derriere’.

The same tolerance of either singular or plural agreement depending on the focus is found in
the observation entitled Ni la douceur, ni la force n’y peut rien (R, 150).

Perhaps in the second example Vaugelas considers quelque chose to be equivalent to une
chose. He does not discuss the related dispute about the gender of personne in the negative
construction ne . . . personne.

This is the older usage; nevertheless, the concept of proximity still plays a role in Modern
French adjectival agreement (see, for example, Grevisse, Le Bon Usage, p. 404). Word
order also determines, for instance, when the form bel/ may be used (R, 328-29), for
Vaugelas only allows it in the pre-nominal position.
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Cf. Vaugelas’s analysis of ‘C’est vne des plus belles actions, qu’il ayt jamais faites’, where
there is an implication that the closeness of que and actions is significant, although two other
reasons for the plural agreement are discussed at greater length (R, 153-54).

Significantly, the observation does not appear in the Arsenal manuscript.

Streicher, Commentaires, p. 655. Perhaps Vaugelas was confusing this construction with the
use of the pronoun tout to summarize a number of previously stated plural subjects (see
J.-C. Chevalier and others, Grammaire Larousse du frangais contemporain (Paris, 1964),
p. 382). It is surprising that Vaugelas accepts this example as good usage, for the verb forms
which have to be understood with the first two nouns are not identical to the one expressed.
Both Dupleix and La Mothe le Vayer criticize Vaugelas for this (Streicher, Commentaires,
pp. 652-55).

See, for example, the comment on personne, Table 7.

Grevisse, Le Bon Usage, p. 505. In Modern French tout is variable before autre when it
refers to a noun (= ‘n’importe quel’), but invariable when it modifies autre (= ‘entiérement,
tout a fait’), see Grevisse, Le Bon Usage, p. 506.

See also the rules of agreement given for la pluspart and personne (Table 7).

See Brunot, HLF, m, 483.

Although in an addition in the manuscript (MS, fol. 577) Vaugelas admits that the plural is
also heard at Court.

Grevisse, Le Bon Usage, p. 551.

Contrast, however, such expressions as je ’ai eschappé belle where the feminine form has a
‘neuter’ value. In the Arsenal manuscript, Vaugelas discusses what he claims is the related
example of ‘Excusez la betise, ou la folie comme que ce soit que uous le uouliez nommer, de
ces oeuures miserables’ (MS, fol. 577) where he claims that /e must be used because ‘il n’a
point de substantif auquel il se refere, quoy que d’abord il uous semble qu’il y en ayt deux’,
i.e., the pronoun refers to the whole clause rather than to a particular lexical item. See also
the discussion of Malherbe’s ‘les choses ne nous succedent pas comme nous le desirons’
(R, 28).

Another example of flexibility is the discussion of agreement with I’vn et 'autre (R, 141).
This example of course suggests that plural agreement is correct.

The tolérances, which update those of the arrété du 26 février 1901, are quoted in Grevisse,
Le Bon Usage, pp. 1426-39 (see especially 1428-32), and the problems of agreement with a
collective subject, pp. 948-55.

Vaugelas follows his predecessors without comment in maintaining a distinction (based on
the double origin of the -ant form) between the gerundive which is indeclinable and the
participle which in his view inflects for number, but not for gender (see also R, 187-88, which
contains a point of interest for Vaugelas as the translator of Quintus Curtius). Dupleix,
however, argues that just because the -ant form is invariable, it is not necessarily a gerundive
which he claims is always preceded either explicitly or tacitly by en (Streicher, Commen-
taires, pp. 736-37).

See H. Breitinger, Zur Geschichte der franzdsischen Grammatik (1530-1647) (Frauenfeld,
1868), pp. 41-42.

Grevisse, Le Bon Usage, p. 910. The transmission of Vaugelas’s ideas and his role in
establishing the rules for past participle agreement are discussed in Chapter 14, pp. 218-19.
See also the discussion of agreement with collectives and quantifiers, above pp. 94-97.

For present-day usage and the history of the use of these participles, see Grevisse, Le Bon
Usage, pp. 911-13.

The correct complement for certain prepositions is mentioned in two observations: Au
trauers, & a trauers (R, 250) and Pres, aupres (R, 368-89).

The manuscript indicates that the examples are from Malherbe (MS, fol. 96Y).

Cf. euiter aux inconueniens formed by contamination with obuier aux inconueniens
(R, 248-49).

See also the discussion of plaire (R, 355-57).

Cf. the discussion of se fier, where the scale depends on the relative currency of the
expressions (R, 533-35), and of fournir (R, 320), inonder (R, 543), and enuoyer (R, 382).
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Once again the vagueness of the terms (esloigné, proche) is unhelpful.

The feeling of regret is echoed by Chiflet, pp. 125-26.

But see R, 82, where he apparently accepts it. For Vaugelas’s changing views on the
acceptability of partant, see Chapter 11, p. 177.

See Chapter 1, p. 8 and Chapter 11, pp. 159-60.

Vaugelas’s attitude to synonyms is discussed in Chapter 8, pp. 125-27. Cf. R. Quirk and
others, A Grammar of Contemporary English (London, 1972), p. 569: ‘In effect, every case
of ellipsis involves some semantic difference, since it suggests a closer connection than would
be felt if the forms occurred in full’.

Patru argues that ‘d’un plus furieux ny d’un plus rude combat’ is more usual and that it is
essential to repeat d’un. The Academy only agrees with Vaugelas’s rule if the adjectives are
absolute synonyms and maintains that this is not the case with furieux and rude (Streicher,
Commentaires, pp. 79-80).

Streicher, Commentaires, p. 235.

Ibid., p. 236.

See also Tant & de si belles actions (R, 348-49). According to Antoine, ‘la coordination
asymétrique . . . n’est jamais sortie d’usage, et elle “tient” encore aujourd’hui aux deux
ailes de la langue: ici procédé du style, et 12 usage commun au parler non surveillé’
(G. Antoine, La Coordination en frangais, 2 vols (Paris, [1958-62] ), i, 1336). For examples
where asymmetrical constructions are tolerated in Modern French, see Chevalier and
others, Grammaire Larousse, pp. 405-06.

Vaugelas is not, however, a reductionist in the sense that he does not attempt to reduce all
‘multiple subjects’ of linguistic expression to ‘simple subjects’ as Dik suggests Port-Royal
would have done (S. C. Dik, Coordination: Its Implications for the Theory of General
Linguistics (Amsterdam, 1972), p. 119).

The expansion would have to be something like, il s¢ait les [deux] langues [a s¢auoir] [la
langue] Latine & [la langue] Grecque.

Et, of course, may be repeated in a sentence where it is used as a phrasal as well as a clausal
conjunction, although the resulting sentence may be stylistically infelicitous.

Antoine, 11, 920.

This homogeneity is implied by Vaugelas’s definition of a period as ‘vne partie de I'oraison
qui a son sens tout complet’ (R, 4), which, however, follows closely traditional definitions.
Vaugelas avoids using the construction in his translation of Quintus Curtius. He also
considers in the Remarques when the demonstrative pronoun celuy etc. may be used
sentence-initially to refer to a noun in a previous sentence. He argues that it is unacceptable
when the pronoun refers to an abstract noun, but that it can be used when its antecedent is a
concrete object or a person. He admits that despite the fact there is probably some reason for
this difference, he has not yet found it (R, *459-60).

As Professor Rickard pointed out to me, Vaugelas only considers mais que meaning ‘quand’,
and makes no mention of the fact that it could also be used in the sense of ‘pourvu que’, a
sense which is perfectly compatible with the second of his examples. Indeed ‘pourvu que’
was its usual meaning throughout the Middle Ages and the sixteenth century. Other
contemporary examples suggest that this conjunction could also be used for ‘sit6t que’ (see
J. Dubois and R. Lagane, Dictionnaire de la langue frangaise classique (Paris, 1960) ).

R, 48-50, 54, 55-57,91, 115-18, 34345 etc. The term relatif apparently implies an anaphoric
relation for Vaugelas (R, 388). Thus /e used anaphorically, for example, will also be termed
relatif (R, 33).

For changes in Vaugelas’s usage, see Chapter 11, p. 172.

Oudin, p. 101.

Streicher, Commentaires, p. 111.

See also Le voyla qui vient (R, 353).

Once again, however, there is a crucial difference in the scope of application of such a
principle. See, for example, the limitations noted in footnote 54 above.

Grevisse, Le Bon Usage, p. 1379.

See Chapter 11, pp. 171-72, for usage in Vaugelas’s 1615 translation.

Grevisse, Le Bon Usage, p. 484.
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Maupas, Grammaire et syntaxe frangoise, pp. 251-52. For a discussion of the concept of a
‘natural’ word order see, for example, P. M. Clifford, ‘The Grammarians’ View of French
Word Order in the Sixteenth Century’, Philological Quarterly, 53 (1974), 380-88 (especially
p. 381) and C. Lecointre, ‘De la Nouvelle Méthode par apprendre la langue latine a la
Grammaire générale et raisonnée’, Verbum, 4 (1982), 181-90 (especially p. 188).

The manuscript (MS, fol. 88") hints that this may be a prescriptive statement since neither
Coeffeteau nor Malherbe followed his rule consistently. Thomas Corneille, however, is
even stricter on this point and is unhappy about ‘pour de la passer en Italie’ (Streicher,
Commentaires, p. 131).

Vaugelas’s neglect of the spoken language is also evident from the fact that intonation and
prosody are not mentioned as possible means of resolving ambiguity, despite the attention
paid to euphony.

See above, p.52. The relationship between grammar and style in the Remarques is
further discussed in Chapter 9.

Vaugelas’s rules for adverb placement are in part at least prescriptive; see Brunot, HLF, m,
683.

Streicher, Commentaires, p. 376.

Perhaps Vaugelas considered this unnecessary since Henri Estienne had already occupied
himself with the problem (H.Estienne, Hypomneses de Gall. lingua, peregrinis eam
discentibus necessariae: quaeda vero ipsis etiam Gallis multum profuturae ([Geneva], 1582),
pp. 154-58).

Streicher, Commentaires, pp. 585-86.

Ibid., p. 885.

Maupas and Oudin devote a considerable amount of space to discussion of impersonals
(Brunot, HLF, m, 525-26), but they are almost completely neglected by Vaugelas (see
Souuenir, R, 161). In his own usage subject and impersonal verb are inverted in the text (‘Or
est-il que . . .*, R, 149), but his examples of inversion are not restricted to impersonals (see
the example in ‘SI’, pour ‘si est-ce que’, R, 62-63).

P. M. Clifford, Inversion of the Subject in French Narrative Prose from 1500 to the Present
Day, Publications of the Philological Society, 24 (Oxford, 1973), p. 77. Cf. Streicher,
Commentaires, pp. 129-30.

Clifford, Inversion, p. 119, 139. Clifford’s statistics derived from analysing texts of different
periods indicate that the years 1600-1650 show a marked fall in the number of inversions
(0.74 inversions per page vs. 1.50 for the preceding 50 years), but that the number levels out
in the second half of the century (p. 422).

Ibid., p. 431.

Brunot, HLF, m, 680. The manuscript (MS, fol. 57") indicates that the examples Vaugelas
criticizes are from Malherbe.

The omission was, of course, common in Old French, /i being usual for le li. Such omissions
are still found in popular French.

The Academy modifies Vaugelas’s total condemnation of the sound of m’y, and asserts that
it is only to be avoided when it comes after the verb in final position; il m’y donna place, for
example, is quite acceptable (Streicher, Commentaires, p. 186).

Brunot, HLF, m, 682; Streicher, Commentaires, p. 185.

See, for example, R. S. Kayne, French Syntax: The Transformational Cycle (Cambndge

Massachusetts and London, England, 1975), who provides the classical generative analysis.

In his system unstressed pronominal complements are basically introduced in post-verbal
position (like lexically specified complements) and are then cliticized by a movement
transformation, ‘clitic placement’, by which they ‘climb’ to the pre-verbal position. A
separate cyclic rule ‘se-placement’ deals with reflexive pronouns.

Unfortunately Vaugelas does not include discussion of clitic placement with faire (where
clitic climbing is obligatory), nor examples of the type je le fais (vois) venir, where the le is the
subject and not the object of the lower verb, nor examples with catenative verbs.

Y. Galet, L’Evolution de I'ordre des mots dans la phrase frangaise de 1600 a 1700: La Place
du pronom personnel complément d’'un infinitif régime (Paris, 1971), pp. 54-57. In the
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eighteenth century some grammarians still supported the older usage, relying on the
authority of the past and on Vaugelas’s ruling (p. 57).

Ibid., p. 323.

Ibid., pp. 405-06.

Ibid., p. 359. Another possible reason for the change which is not mentioned by Vaugelas is
the difficulty of selecting the auxiliary when the verb is reflexive (Galet, p. 350). (Cf. Italian
verbi servili which take the auxiliary of the lower verb.)

Surprisingly, Vaugelas does not demand the repetition of the pronoun for clarity’s sake,
although the Academy advises it (Streicher, Commentaires, p.283). For usage in the
Fonseca translation, see Chapter 11, p. 173.

See above, p. 115, and note 76.

Streicher, Commentaires, p. 101.

J. Damourette and E. Pichon, Des mots a la pensée: Essai de grammaire de la langue
frangaise, 7 vols (Paris, 1927-40), n, 114-17.

Vaugelas does not comment on how this relates to his statement made elsewhere that beau
always precedes the noun (R, 182). Henri Estienne, on the other hand, in his Precellence,"
‘notes that while certain adjectives have different meanings according to their position in
relation to the noun, this distinction is neutralized when the adjective in question is
combined with another adjective (Clifford, ‘Grammarians’ View’, p. 385).

Streicher, Commentaires, pp. 307-08.

In addition, Vaugelas attempts to characterize exceptions to his rule, for instance, adverbs
of time (see also below, Chapter 11, p. 175).

One of the examples in the observation entitled De la netteté du stile perhaps suggests that
Vaugelas was aware that adverbs may modify other adverbs (R, 584-85), but he does not
mention that they can modify an adjective, or even a noun or a whole clause. In Latin the
adverb tended to be next to the verb, but in Old French the position of the adverb generally
was not fixed, unless it was the focus of the sentence, when it was usually sentence-initial.
Note, however, in the discussion of the use of lequel, laquelle (R, 115-18) the example, ‘Il y
auoit 2 Rome vn grand Capitaine, lequel par le commandement du Senat, &c.’ (R, 116) in
which the adverbial phrase is placed at the beginning of the clause directly after the relative
pronoun.

Vaugelas makes no mention of the alternative ordering, ‘comme il fut arrivé, le Roy
commanda’, with backward pronominalization. Such a sentence is, of course, potentially
ambiguous, since the il could be taken to refer to someone else. Moreover, if immediate
comprehension of the elements in linear sequence is required, it is essential to have the full
noun in the subordinate clause when this comes first.

The notable exception to his discernment of the trend of subsequent usage concerns the
position of clitics.

NOTES TO CHAPTER 8

1.

Typified by Ronsard’s comment, ‘Plus nous aurons de mots en nostre langue, plus elle sera
parfaitte’ (P. de Ronsard, GEuvres compleétes, edited by G. Cohen, 2 vols ([Paris], 1950),
p- 1006).

See, for example, Bouhours, Doutes, pp. 244-45, or Bouhours, Entretiens, pp. 50-51.
Further comments are made below, pp. 206-07. Vaugelas is not then working with the
‘almost pathologically restricted lexicon’ of late seventeenth-century polite French society
(R. Posner, ‘Lexical Gaps and How to Plug Them’, in Language, Meaning and Style: Essays
in Memory of Stephen Ullmann, edited by T. E. Hope and others (Leeds, 1981), pp. 117-35
(p. 133)).

See Chapter 1, p. 4, and Chapter 11, p. 177.

For illustrations of Vaugelas’s comments on dialectal words, see R, 76-77, 136-39, 222, 353,
372-73, 392-93, 434, and on technical terms, see, for example, the observation entitled
Expedition (R, 369-70). The label bas is discussed above, pp. 48-49, and neologisms and
archaisms are treated below, pp. 127-32.
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Note, however, that Vaugelas does not recommend banning every word or expression about

which some people are uncertain (e.g. Mais mesmes, R, 22-23).

Although it was Chapelain’s project which was adopted for the dictionary, comparison of

the Remarques with the policy outlined in the preface of the 1694 dictionary (rejection of

very new words, archaisms, technical terms and of terms ‘d’emportement ou qui blessent la

pudeur’) confirms Vaugelas’s influence on the undertaking.

Saussure, p. 231.

He also admits the possibility of one word having both an active and a passive meaning

(estime, ayde, R, 562-63).

See Chapter 2, pp. 31-32, and Chapter 7, p. 108.

G. Leech, Semantics: The Study of Meaning, second edition (Harmondsworth, 1981),
. 9-23.

ggr example, in his explanation of the use of synonyms (R, *494-95). For discussion of

Vaugelas’s growing uneasiness with the use of metaphors, see Ayres, ‘Arsenal Manuscript’,

p- 30, and below, p. 134.

Q. I. M. Mok, ‘Vaugelas et la “désambiguisation” de la parole’, Lingua, 21 (1968), 303-11

(p. 305).

See, for instance, J. Lyons, Semantics, 2 vols (Cambridge, 1977), 1, 550~69.

See also R, 538-39. Vaugelas seems to suggest that one possible way of resolving a potential

ambiguity is through homophones having a different gender (voile (R, 460-61), personne

(R, 6-9), euure(s) (R, 34-35), pourpre (R, 58-59), amour (R, 389-90)). Since Vaugelas

considers these as one word with two different genders, gender is apparently extraneous for

him. However, in the case of poste (R, *458-59), Vaugelas gives two separate etymons for

the masculine and feminine forms and implies they are different words.

For the problem of distinguishing synonyms from ‘approchans’, see Chapter 3, pp. 42-43. In

the manuscript Vaugelas also maintains that to condemn all synonyms would be to

impoverish the language (MS, fol. 317).

C. Fuchs, ‘La Synonymie dans les Remarques de Vaugelas (1647): Théorie explicite et

conceptions implicites’, Historiographia Linguistica, 6 (1979), 285-93 (p.286). Fuchs

attempts, not very successfully, to relate Vaugelas’s practice to ‘usage’ and ‘reason’,

concluding that his practice does not permit one to formulate Vaugelas’s theory of synonyms

in such a way that usage can be said generally to dominate over reason. This seems rather

forced.

See the discussion of the use of synonyms in the translations, Chapter 10, pp. 153-54.

Abbé G. Girard, La Justesse de la langue frangoise, ou les differentes significations des mots

qui passent pour synonimes (Paris, 1718).

O. de Mourgues, Quelques Paradoxes sur le classicisme: The Zaharoff Lecture for 1980-81

(Oxford, 1981). See also P. Bayley, ‘Fixed Form and Varied Function: Reflections on the

Language of French Classicism’, Seventeenth-Century French Studies, 6 (1984), 6-21.

For example, Louis Guilbert, in La Créativité lexicale (Paris, 1975), speaks of Vaugelas’s

‘ostracisme absolu’ of new words (p. 35).

J. M. Carroll and M. K. Tanenhaus, ‘Prolegomena to a Functional Theory of Word Forma-

tion’, in Papers from the Parasession on Functionalism, 17 April 1975, edited by

R. E. Grossman, L. J. San and T. J. Vance (Chicago, 1975), pp. 47-62 (p. 51).

Note his tolerance for debrutaliser because of his respect for Madame de Rambouillet

(R, 492).

Vaugelas incorrectly considers the nominal suffix to be -ent, rather than -ement. His

authority seems to have been enough to guarantee the establishment of inaction and

impolitesse. Ronflement was in fact a sixteenth-century formation, spontaneously recreated

by Vaugelas. Brusqueté never gained currency.

E. Rey, Vaugelas et la société polie du XVII* siécle vue & travers son ceuvre (Bourg-en-

Bresse, 1900), pp. 25-26. One might also qualify Rey’s datings! For example, the fourteen-

th-century attestation of transfuge is an isolated one, but the word is certainly found in

Cotgrave’s dictionary (1611). Pudeur was apparently never used by Desportes and is in fact

attested as early as 1545 in Pierre de Changy’s translation of Luis de Vivés’s De institutione

feminae (see P. Rickard, ‘Les Essais de Montaigne et le Dictionarie franco-anglais de
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Cotgrave (1611): Probléme lexicographique’, Cahiers de lexicologie, 47 (1985), 121-137
(p. 129).

J. Nicot, Grand Dictionaire [sic] frangois — latin, enlarged edition (Rouen, 1609);
P. Richelet, Dictionnaire frangois, 2vols (Geneva, 1680); A. Fureti¢re, Dictionnaire
universel, 3 vols (La Haye and Rotterdam, 1690).

Note, however, that the meaning of ambitionner is not exactly equivalent to ‘avoir des
ambitions’ (R, 346).

The exceptions are corriual and complaintes which are deemed archaic (R, 357-58), and
preallable (sic), really a parasynthetic formation, which is discussed because of its ‘hybrid’
nature (R, 484).

28. From the semantic viewpoint enuelopper and desuelopper do not fit in with the others
because they are not direct antonyms.

29. Since education was still primarily in Latin, few problems of integration would arise. The
latinism may have been favoured because of its precise meaning. No mention is made of
exactesse, another possible formation which was used at this period.

30. For a recent view of the gender of compounds, see Chevalier and others, Grammaire
Larousse, pp. 168-69.

31. Vaugelas’s dislike of borrowings from dialects and his reluctance to allow technical terms
into good usage are dealt with above, p. 123.

32. See especially H. Estienne, Deux dialogues and H. Estienne, Precellence.

33. Le Dictionnaire des Arts et des Sciences Par M. D. C. [Thomas Corneille] de I'Académie
Frangoise, 2 vols (Paris, 1694). These constitute volumes 3 and 4 of the first Academy
dictionary (1694).

34. Z.Marzys, ‘L’Archaisme, Vaugelas, Littré et le “Petit Robert”’, Le Frangais moderne, 46
(1978), 199-209. Marzys argues that the phonological, morphological and syntactic facts
considered archaic by Vaugelas have, however, almost invariably disappeared from usage as
predicted (p. 202).

35. Since Richelet’s dictionary is largely eclectic and the Remarques one of its sources, Richelet
rarely disagrees with Vaugelas. Furetiére’s and the Academy’s dictionaries are more
independent and tend to be conservative in their retention of archaisms, although in general
they confirm his predictions about neologisms. Some words (e.g. accoustumance) may have
been revitalized.

NOTES TO CHAPTER 9
1. H. M. Davidson, Audience, Words and Art: Studies in Seventeenth-Century French Rhetoric
([Columbus], 1965), p. 7; Scaglione, p. 191.
2. Th. Corneille classifies it as a stylistic preference, Streicher, Commentaires, p. 891.
3. Pellisson and d’Olivet, 1, 101-02. The lexicographical aspect of the work may account for
Littré’s role in the transmission of Vaugelas’s ideas, see Chapter 14, p. 219.
4. For parallels between the Remarques and courtesy books, see Chapter 3, pp. 40-41, and
Chapter 13, pp. 196-200.
NOTES TO CHAPTER 10
1. A. Baillet, Jugemens des savans sur les principaux ouvrages des auteurs. Revis, corrigés &

2.
3.
4.

augmentés par M. de la Monnoye, 7 vols (Paris, 1722), m, 122.

Mémoire autographe de Vaugelas, Paris, Bibliothe¢que Nationale, fonds frangais, 18470,
fol. 362.

For bibliographical details of both translations and information about the availability of the
Fonseca translation, see above, Preface, notes 8-12.

See especially the competent thesis by W. Zeiler, ‘Kritische Untersuchungen zur Quintus
Curtius-Ubersetzung von Vaugelas’ (unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of
Cologne, 1966), and the article by A. Frangois, ‘Note sur le “‘Quinte-Curce” de Vaugelas’,
in Mélanges de philologie offerts a Ferdinand Brunot (Paris, 1904), pp. 137-61. In this
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Frangois provides a list of some of the principal editions of Vaugelas’s translation of Quintus
Curtius (p. 145).

Les Guerres d’Alexandre par Arrian. De la Traduction de Nicolas Perrot, Sieur d’Ablan-
court. Sa Vie tirée du Grec de Plutarque, et ses apophtegmes de la mesme Traduction (Paris,
1664 [first published Paris, 1646]).

This paragraph was added to Du Ryer’s preface to the first edition from the third edition on.
From 1664 this additional paragraph appeared after La Mothe le Vayer’s ‘Jugement de
Quinte-Curce’, and is here quoted from the 1698 Paris edition (see below, note 8).

See below, pp. 155-57.

The post-1659 editions are all based on the third edition. When quoting the version first
published in 1659 I have used the 1698 Paris edition published in two volumes by
J. L. Billaine since this could also be used for quoting the Latin text and was readily available
to me. The differences in orthography between the 1653 and 1659 editions are insignificant
(see below, p.180), and the orthography and typography of the 1698 quotations are
therefore not relevant to the argument, the conventions not being due to Vaugelas, but
reflecting subsequent changes in usage.

For further details of Vaugelas’s relationship to Coeffeteau, see Chapter 4, pp. 56-57.
Urbain, pp. 268-69.

Ch. de Fonseca, Devout Contemplations Expressed In two and Fortie Sermons vpon all ye
Quadragesimall Gospells, translated by J[ames] M[abbe] (London, 1629).

P. E. Russell, ‘A Stuart Hispanist: James Mabbe’, Bulletin of Hispanic Studies, 30 (1953),
75-84 (pp. 77-79).

See Chapter 11, pp. 164-65 (especially notes 10 and 11), 170, 171 (note 32).

Du Perron calls Quintus Curtius ‘le premier de la Latinité’ in Perroniana et Thuana, second
edition (Cologne, 1669), p. 296, and Streicher records Madame de Rambouillet’s comment
‘qu’elle ne vouloit pas d’autre galant qu’Alexandre’ (Streicher, Remarques, pp. xxii-xxiii).
There had already been three other translations of the Quintus Curtius text in the century by
Nicolas Séguier (1614), Nicolas de Soulfour (1629) and Bernard Lesfargues (1639) (see also
below, p. 157).

All the seventeenth-century translators held Amyot in respect (R. Zuber, Les “Belles
Infidéles” et la formation du goiit classique: Perrot d’Ablancourt et Guez de Balzac ([Paris],
1968), p. 19), and Vaugelas undoubtedly greatly admired Amyot’s use of language (see
Chapter 4, p. 57), but he does not seem to have specifically adopted Amyot as a model for
his method of translation.

Claude-Gaspard Bachet de Méziriac was a mediocre poet but ‘excellent grammairien, habile
helléniste et critique distingué’ (Dictionnaire des lettres francaises: Le Dix-Septiéme Siécle,
edited by G. Grente and others (Paris, 1954), p. 694). He was admitted to the French
Academy in 1635, despite his absence from Paris. The text of Méziriac’s Discours is given in
Menagiana ou Les Bons Mots et remarques critiques, historiques, morales & d’érudition, de
M. Menage, Recueillies par ses Amis, 4 vols (Amsterdam, 1713-16), m, S03-59.
Menagiana, m, 507.

Lettres de Jean Chapelain, 1, 41.

J. L. Guez de Balzac, Les (Euvres de Monsieur de Balzac, 2 vols (Paris, 1665), 1, 415.
L’Octavius de Minucius Felix, translated by N. Perrot d’Ablancourt (Paris, 1637). For
details of the editions of this and other translations by d’Ablancourt, see Zuber, “Belles
Infidéles”, pp. 445—46.

Quoted in Du Ryer’s preface to the translation.

Frangois, ‘Note sur le ‘“Quinte-Curce” de Vaugelas’, p.155; W.Mossner, Die
Ubersetzungsweise des Nicolas Perrot, Sieur d’Ablancourt und ihre Einwirkung auf Vaugelas
(Nuremberg, 1927), p. 89.

Cited by F. Hennebert, Histoire des traductions francaises d’auteurs grecs et latins, pendant le
XV et le XVII siécles (Amsterdam, 1968 [reimpression of the Brussels, 1861 edition]),
p.- 159.

Malherbe, p. 472.

[G. de-Tende], De la Traduction, ou Regles pour apprendre a traduire la langue latine en la
langue frangoise. Tirées de quelques-vns des meilleures Traductions du Temps. Par le S” de
I'Estang [pseud.] (Paris, 1660).
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A similar theoretical statement is found in the preface to Amyot’s translation of Plutarch’s
Vies: ‘L’office d’un propre traducteur ne gist pas seulement a rendre fidélement la sentence
de son autheur, mais aussi & adombrer la forme du style et maniere de parler d’iceluy’,
quoted in E.Cary, Les Grands Traducteurs frangais (Geneva, 1963), p.17, who,
incidentally, makes no mention of Vaugelas. In practice Amyot concentrated more on the
latter concern than on the former.

Zeiler, p. 52; Zuber, “Belles Infidéles”, p. 125. Zuber is also incorrect in his suppositions as
to what are allusions to d’Ablancourt in the Remarques. For instance, he attributes the
allusions on R, 461*, 468* to d’ Ablancourt (Zuber, p. 121), whereas the Arsenal manuscript
makes it clear that the references are to Malherbe (MS, fol. 37", 86").

Zeiler, p. 99.

Ibid., p. 4749.

The emendations to bring the usage more in line with the Remarques may have been carried
out late in Vaugelas’s life when he was revising books m and 1v, the last books to be
reworked. This would then explain why there are more changes in linguistic usage between
the versions in books m and 1v than elsewhere (see also below, note 45). For examples of the
changes, see Chapter 12, pp. 179-84.

The label comes from Ménage who, criticizing d’ Ablancourt’s method of translating, said of
the translations: ‘Elles me rappellent une femme que j’ai beaucoup aimée a Tours, et qui
était belle mais infidele’ (Cary, p. 29).

D’Ablancourt, Les Guerres d’Alexandre, Preface.

The comment in the preface reads (cited from QC, 1698): ‘Je diray encore que dans le
neuviéme livre, page 310. tome 2. A coté de ces paroles, ESTANT ESCHAPPE DE CE
DANGER, il avoit mis, CUM AMNI BELLUM FUISSE CREDERES, J’ay supprimé cela,
tant parce qu’il y a trop de jeu & d’affectation, qu’a cause qu’il a déja employé la mesme pensée
ailleurs, ce qui luy arrive souvent, & qu’il faut corriger dans la Traduction, avec la permission
des Critiques’.

Freinshemius’s supplements to Quintus Curtius are translated by Du Ryer and published
with Vaugelas’s translation.

M. Raderus, Ad Q. Curtii Rufi, de Alexandro Magno historiam, prolusiones, librorum
synopses, capitum argumenta, comentarii (Cologne, 1628).

See, for example, the quotation from QC, 1653, 506/QC, 1698, i1, 92, in Chapter 12, p. 180.
The typography of the 1653 and the 1659 editions is identical. Book 1 takes up 58 pages in
the 1653 version, but only 51 pages in the 1659 edition.

There are, of course, counter-examples where the 1659 version is expanded, for example:

vi, 1 * : & noninanes quoque species anxio animo figuraret.

QC1653,512 : & qu’elle vous remplisse [sic] I’esprit de ces vaines terreurs.

QC 1698, 11,100 : & qu’elle ne vous remplit [sic] point ’esprit de ces terreurs vaines & sans
fondement.

However, the quotations given in the text reflect the general trend of the revisions.
Mossner, p. 67. .

H. Biirger, ‘Vaugelas’ Quintus Curtius Ubersetzung’ (unpublished doctoral dissertation,
University of Erlangen, 1918), p. 99.

Zeiler, pp. 70-72.

Biirger, p. 42.

A large number of examples is cited in Mossner, pp. 90-95, Francois ‘Note sur le ‘“‘Quinte-
Curce” de Vaugelas’, pp. 155-59, and Zeiler, pp. 53-55, which conclusively establish their
existence.

My emphasis.

Frangois, ‘Note sur le “Quinte Curce” de Vaugelas’, p. 157; Mossner, p. 90; Zeiler, p. 55.
I have made detailed study of books m1, Iv and v. This is because books 1m and Iv being the
last to be revised differ in certain ways from the other books (see above, note 30), of which
book v is taken as representative.

The title of another version of Quintus Curtius’s text by B. Lesfargues (published anony-
mously) is instructive: Histoire d’Alexandre le Grand, tirée de Q. Curse et autres (Paris,
1639).
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Histoire d’Alexandre le Grand. Escrite par Q. Curse Cheualier Romain. Traduction Nouuelle
(Paris, 1646). The text is located in the Herzogliche Bibliothek in Wolfenbiittel.

Biirger, pp. 1-56; Mossner, pp. 87-88.

Alexandre francois, image de la fortune et de la vaillance a la noblesse frangoise, ou I’ Histoire
de Quintus Curtius, des faicts d’Alexandre le Grand, nouvellement traduite en frangois, par
N. de Soulfour, sieur de Glatigny, et les deux premiers livres imitez de Justin, Arrian et
Diodore Sicilien (Paris, 1629). As Zeiler suggests, the publisher probably published the
translation anonymously with a deliberate allusion to Vaugelas in the preface in order to
boost sales and omitted the original preface which contained ideas no longer in tune with
current views, since it preached the value of fidelity over eloquence (Zeiler, p. 30).

Zeiler, pp. 36, 42, 46 (retaining Zeiler’s version of the Latin text and typographical
conventions).

See Chapter 1, p. 8.

NOTES TO CHAPTER 11

1.

Pl

10.

11.

12.
13.
14.
15.
16.

17.
18.

Full bibliographical details of the translation are given in Collet, ‘Vaugelas a débuté dans les
lettres en 1615°, pp. 369-70.

See Chapter 10, p. 142.

Note, however, duel, F, 453.

Of these auecques (MS, fol. 9") and d’autant (= because) (MS, fol. 23") are also condemned
in the Arsenal manuscript, dueil is not mentioned, pact (MS, fol. 88") is still allowed, and
there is evidence of Vaugelas hesitating about the acceptability of encor and encores: on
folio 26" an observation in which encor, encore and encores are all accepted is crossed out.
On the next folio (MS, fol. 277), in another observation which is also deleted, encor and
encore are both allowed, to be used according to the phonetic context, but encores is
condemned.

In the manuscript both arondelle and irondelle are deemed acceptable, although irondelle is
considered better; erondelle is not yet mentioned (MS, fol. 8).

Note, however, that both guarison and guerison are used on the same page (F, 555), and that
lTerusalé (F, 198) and Hieremie (F, 305) are also found.

In the manuscript Vaugelas already prefers trouuer and prouuer, which he notes are the
forms used by Coeffeteau, and he condemns Coeffeteau for using plorer and florir rather
than pleurer and fleurir (MS, fols 49, 907).

Perhaps rather surprisingly no mention is made of this in the manuscript.

Cf. ‘Recouuert’ pour ‘Recouuré’ (MS, fol. 78"), Recouurir (MS, fol. 78"). Cueillir is not
discussed in the manuscript.

Although there may be some cases of influence from the Spanish, Vaugelas certainly also
omits the article in places where omission would be intolerable today and he is clearly not
following the original: Fonseca, fol. 62": ‘En la guerra corporal mayor valentia es pelear, que
huir: pero en la espiritual mas segura esta la vitoria en huir . . .’; F, 134: ‘En la guerre du
corps il est honorable de faire teste a son ennemy, & graidement honteux & ignominieux de
s’en fuir, mais en celle de ’ame, & au cobat spirituel, la victoire est plus asseurée en tournat
visage, & il faut vaincre en fuyat come les Parthes . . .’.

Note the lack of the partitive article from classical Spanish onwards which may have affected
Vaugelas’s usage.

Not discussed in the manuscript.

See Chapter 1, p. 4.

Seealso the discussion of the repetition of articles with co-ordinated nouns below, pp. 169-70.
The distinction is also made in the Arsenal manuscript (MS, fols 24, 477).

The agreement is probably affected by the ‘synonym rule’ (See R, 82-85; MS, fol. 9").
Vaugelas’s handling of agreement questions is also discussed in Chapter 7, pp. 91-101.

My emphasis. Again, some of these examples may be affected by the ‘synonym rule’.

This is to be expected since the observation does not appear in the Arsenal manuscript and
the wording of the published observation (‘I’ay appris que . . .’, R, 153) suggests that
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Vaugelas had recently changed his mind. For further details of agreement of past participles,
especially with a collective, see Chapter 7, pp. 94-97, 100-05.

Vaugelas is obviously struggling to formulate his views on the agreement of the present
participle in the manuscript. For instance, the words ‘i’en doute’ are added in the margin
against his comment that estants is never used (MS, fol. 26"), and on folio 48" Vaugelas
expresses uncertainty about finding a rule and does not discuss the problem of feminine
agreement.

Vaugelas’s distinction between gerundives and participles is discussed in Chapter 7, note 35.
See Grevisse, Le Bon Usage, p. 895.

My emphasis.

Vaugelas’s seventeenth-century successors already dispute his judgements about the use of
ayant without a following participle, and Corneille, Andry and the Academy all decide that
ayant and estant are always invariable (Streicher, Commentaires, pp. 739-41).

Incorrectly paginated 693. In the manuscript Vaugelas already favours commencer + a
(MS, fol. 44"), but changes his mind about ressembler on the advice of a friend and
differentiates between ressembler + a used when the verb expresses ‘la uray image d’une
chose’ and ressembler used transitively to refer to ‘toute sorte de similitude, et particuliere-
ment celle des actions’ (MS, fol. 82").

Cf. MS, fols 38", 48", 86".

See Chapter 7, p. 108.

This more rigorous attitude is, however, already suggested in the Remarques (R, 214-15,
*477-80), and indeed even in the manuscript (MS, fols 6, 717)

Incorrectly paginated 29.

In the manuscript Vaugelas is still struggling to formulate a rule for when the subject
pronoun must be repeated. On folio 87" he expresses his uncertainty, as he does on folio 88"
where he suggests various factors which might be influential, that is whether the conjoined
clauses are both affirmative, both negative or one affirmative and one negative (cf.
MS, fol. 68"), or whether the two pronouns are distant.

Not in the manuscript.

We may also note that even the verb is not necessarily repeated, even though it may have to
be understood from a different sentence: e.g. ‘Sainct Augustin dit que la multiplication
commenca dans les mains de nostre Seigneur, & S. Christostome qu’elle fut continuee aux
mains des Apostres. Sainct Hilaire, qu’elle dura iusques dans les mains mesmes des
Apostres’ (F, 652).

In some cases of non-repetition of the preposition Vaugelas may have been influenced by the
Spanish original, where repetition is not used; e.g. Fonseca, fol. 6": ‘Para esso nacid el
hombre en el mundo para temer a Dios, y guardar sus madamientos’; F, 15: ‘. . . pour autre
chose que pour craindre Dieu, & garder ses commandemens . . .’.

Incorrectly paginated 697.

Chapter 7, pp. 110-11.

As in, for example, ‘on demettra vn homme de sa charge, lequel en sera plus capable, que
celuy qui luy succedera’ (F, 409).

Vaugelas does, however, use dont as a substitute for d’oa: ‘tout ainsi que I’eau viue est vnie
inseparablement auec la fontaine, dont elle coule’ (F, 597). In the Remarques this substitu-
tion is criticized in such cases (e.g. ‘le lieu dont je viens’), although it is permitted in the
example ‘la race (la maison) dont il est sorti’ (R, 344; MS, fol. 23").

See Chapter 7, pp. 118-19.

Incorrectly paginated 438.

See Chapter 7, p. 119.

Unpaginated. See R, 75-76; MS, fol. 5*.

See Chapter 7, pp. 91, 120.

In the manuscript Vaugelas notes that Coeffeteau always places the pas or point after the
infinitive, but he adds that he considers the other ordering ‘plus doux’ (MS, fol. 69%).
Incorrectly paginated 438. ;

Of these souloit, voire mesme and courir sus are not discussed in the manuscript, although
Vaugelas does comment on the different uses of courre and courir (MS, fol. 15%; R, 256).
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Note here especially the use of the dative pronoun before faisoit courre sus which Vaugelas
expressly criticizes. Deuers (MS, fol. 24") and magnifier (MS, fol. 61) are still favoured in
the manuscript, and from the comment which discusses the use of pource for partant, it is
implied that partant is also acceptable (MS, fol. 88").

In this case Vaugelas’s opinion is the same as in the manuscript (MS, fol. 85).

Vaugelas elsewhere uses the modern construction recommended in the Remarques: Les vns
. . . Les autres (F, 439).

Ce dit il, quant et moy, and this usage of qui are also criticized in the manuscript
(MS, fols 13Y, 74"), but the other expressions are not discussed there.

Incorrectly paginated 692.

The dates given in parentheses are those suggested by R. Grandsaignes d’Hauterive in his
Dictionnaire d’ancien frangais, Moyen Age et Renaissance (Paris, 1947) for the currency of
the word or expression. Although they are only approximate guidelines, they do give some
idea as to whether the word or expression had been used since the Old French period, or
whether it was a later innovation.

E.g., les peres de ¢ca bas (F, 87); a raison dequoy (F, 184); il ne les mena pas sur la montagne
tres-tout quand & luy (F,273); a la mienne volonté (F,295); qu’il auoit besoin d’icelles
(F, 302); bastants (F, 835); de prime face (F, 875).

For instance, while there is some evidence of a desire for elegance in 1615 in the use of ’on
rather than on (e.g. ‘L’on deméde [sic] dans I’eschole lequel des deux est le plus grad . . .’
(F, 618)), there are instances of unpleasant combinations of sounds (e.g. ‘& a on en horreur
I’election des sceptres, & des couronnes’ (F, 479)).

Honoré d’Urfé, a friend of Vaugelas’s father, visited the family home in Chambéry when he
lived in the town while wounded from his service for the Duc de Nemours. Antoine Favre
helped to publish d’Urfé’s Epistres morales in 1598 (Mugnier, 41 (1902), 20-23).

Adam, ‘Troisi¢me centenaire’, p. 250.

Cf. Streicher, Remarques, p. xx; sce also Collet, ‘Vaugelas a débuté dans les lettres en 1615°,
pp. 374-75, who supports Streicher’s contention and suggests other reasons why Vaugelas
may have undertaken the translation.

NOTES TO CHAPTER 12

1.

Paris, Archives de I'Institut de France, Manuscript headed ‘Remarques de I’Académie
Francoise sur le Quinte-Curce de Vaugelas, commencées en 1723. Les premiers feuillets,
tant du premier tome que du second, ont été égarez’. According to Frangois, work actually
began on the commentary in 1719 and finished 26 September 1720 (in the volume by him in
Brunot, HLF, v1 (1930-33), 878). This commentary is discussed below, pp. 184-86. The
Academy’s Archives also include a Dossier Vaugelas which contains an engraved portrait, a
few references to books and articles which discuss Vaugelas, cuttings from newspapers and
journals, and a document signed by Vaugelas dated 18 December 1618.

Frangois, ‘Note sur le “Quinte-Curce” de Vaugelas’, p. 137. Vaugelas’s influence on various
seventeenth-century grammarians is discussed in Chapter 14.

Anon., The History of the Life and Actions of Alexander the Great. From the Time of his
Birth, to that of his Death, who afterwards was Embalmed. In ten books. Translated from the
French of Monsieur de Vaugelas: Which Work he was above thirty years in perfecting
(London, [c. 1755]).

Cornelius Nepos, Quinte-Curce, Justin, Valére Maxime, Julius Obsequens: (Euvres comple-
tes avec la traduction en frangais, edited by D. Nisard (Paris, 1850).

See Frangois, ‘Note sur le “Quinte-Curce” de Vaugelas’, pp. 150-51.

On the choice of vocabulary, Zeiler notes that the 1659 edition avoids technical terms and
that both versions tend to favour words familiar to seventeenth-century readers, which gives
the translation a certain anachronistic flavour (Zeiler, p. 88). This last point is illustrated in
the discussion of the Academy’s comments on the translation, below p. 185.

The emphases in the examples are mine throughout Section 1.
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A. Frangois, La Grammaire du purisme et I’ Académie frangaise au XVIII* siécle: Introduc-
tion a l'étude des commentaires grammaticaux d’auteurs classiques (Paris, 1905). See also
Brunot, HLF, vi, 877-78, 886-95.
See Chapter 3, Sectionn, A.
Occasional occurrences of lexical ambiguity are also noted, for instance that engendered by
the polysemy of laisser (1, 225). In the citing of the examples, the first of each pair is that
used by Vaugelas and criticized by the Academy, and the second is the suggested replace-
ment. The figures in brackets refers to the volume and page number of the Academy
manuscript.
The page numbers quoted in the Academy manuscript refer to the 1692 Paris edition of the
translation which includes the Latin text. According to Francois the page references also
correspond to the 1709 Paris edition (Brunot, HLF, v1, 895).
For instance, fault is found with the translation because of misunderstandings of the original
(1, 31), or because the rendering is considered too vague (1, 42) or deemed to have the wrong
empbhasis or shade of meaning (11, 28). The following is a typical comment on the translation:
1,41. Pag.319 Mais aussi en justice et en toutes sortes de vertus] Ce que dit icy Sisygambis
devient trop injurieux a Darius son fils par la faute du Traducteur qui
adjouste a I’Original Toutes sortes de vertus. D’ailleurs aequitas en cet
endroit signifie bien moins justice, que bonté ou generosité.
Note again the parallel with Vaugelas’s terminology.
Paris, Biblioth¢que Nationale, fonds frangais, 12887, fols 83-87. These observations have
been published in modernized spelling in J. Racine, Euvres complétes, edited by R. Picard,
2 vols (Paris, 1950-60), 1, 992-96. Vaugelas’s translation may have been read by Racine as
preparation for writing his play Alexandre le Grand (first performed in 1666). Racine
certainly admits in the second preface to the play that the subject of the play is taken
primarily from Quintus Curtius, book vi.
‘Réflexions sur les moyens de perfectionner les bons Traductions Frangaises des anciens
Auteurs, & quelques remarques a ce sujet’, Histoire de I’Académie Royale des Inscriptions et
Belles-Lettres, Avec Les Mémoires de Littérature tirés des Registres de cette Académie, depuis
I'année M. DCCLVIII, jusques & compris 'année M. DCCLX, 29 (1764), 322-31 (p. 323).
Zeiler, p. 16.

NOTES TO CHAPTER 13

1.

2.
3.

J. Lough, An Introduction to Seventeenth Century France (London, New York and Toronto,
1954), p. 173.

Martin and Lecocq, Livres et lecteurs a Grenoble, p. 840.

E. Braun, Die Stellung des Dichters Pierre Corneille zu den “Remarques’’ des Grammatikers
Vaugelas (Kaiserslautern, 1933); L. Racine, ‘Mémoires sur la vie et les ouvrages de Jean
Racine’, in Racine, Euvres completes, 1,5-102 (p.17). As well as annotating the
Remarques, Racine also studied Vaugelas’s Quintus Curtius translation and some of
d’Ablancourt’s translations.

Les Femmes savantes (1672), Act 1, Scene 7,1.606. See also 11.6.459-62, 1.7.521-34.

[J. Le Clerc], [Review of] ‘Remarques sur la Langue Frangoise de M. DE VAUGELAS,
utiles a ceux qui veulent bien parler & bien écrire. Nouvelle Edition revué & corrigée avec des
Notes de T. CORNEILLE (Paris, 1687)’, Bibliotheque universelle et historique de I'année
1687, 7 (1688), 181-95 (p. 182); H. Basnage de Beauval, [Review of] ‘Observations de
L’Academie Frangoise sur les remarques de Vaugelas, Tom. I. & II. Seconde édition, revué &
corrigée avec soin (La Haye, 1705)’, Histoire des ouvrages des savans. L’Année 1705, 21
(1721), 113-14 (p. 113); J. Bernard, [Review of] ‘Observations de I' Académie Frangoise sur
les Remarques de Mr. de Vaugelas. Seconde Edition revué & corrigée avec soin (La Haye,
1705)’, Nouvelles de la république des lettres (July 1705), 61-75 (p. 61).

G. Compayré, Histoire critique des doctrines de I'éducation en France depuis le seiziéme
siecle, 2 vols (Paris, 1879), 1, 183-84. The situation was slightly better in the Oratory schools,
where at least preliminary grammatical classes were in French (Compayré, 1, 218).
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Padley, Grammatical Theory in Western Europe 1500-1700: The Latin Tradition, pp. 20,
211-12.

Lough, p. 206.

Martin and Lecocq, p. 102.

Lough, p. 206.

The list of purchasers is taken from Martin and Lecocq, p. 840, and the biographical details
about Laigneau, Giraud, Mombive and Maxemi from pp. 202, 252-53, 216. Martin and
Lecocq give the following details: ‘VAUGELAS (Claude Favre de). Remarques sur la
langue frangoise, Paris, P. le Petit 1647. In 4°. Sans doute contrefagon de Piot’. Entries in the
bookseller’s catalogue are in the form: ‘Remarques de Vaugelas’, ‘Vaugelas’, or ‘Observa-
tions de Vaugelas’. See also L. Desgraves ‘L’Inventaire du fonds de livres du libraire
bordelais Jacques Mongiron-Millanges en 1672°, Revue frangaise d’histoire du livre, 3
(1973), 125-74, who lists 2 copies of the Remarques (p. 128).

H.-J. Martin, Livre, pouvoirs et société a Paris au XVIIF s (1598-1701), 2 vols (Geneva,
1969), pp. 523-25, 947.

Interestingly, as Martin and Lecocq suggest (p. 210), many of the other books purchased for
M. de Lionne’s children in 1649 were school textbooks, although the Remarques do not
seem to fit into this category.

R. Mousnier, Les Hiérarchies sociales de 1450 & nos jours (Paris, 1969), p. 64.

Quoted in C. P. Bouton, Les Grammaires frangaises de Claude Mauger a 'usage des anglais
(XVIF siecle) (Paris, 1972), p. 25.

D. Bitton, The French Nobility in Crisis 1560-1640 (Stanford, 1969), p.v. See also
R. Mousnier, La Plume, la faucille et le marteau: Institutions et société en France du Moyen
Age a la Révolution (Paris, 1970); R. Mousnier, Les Institutions de la France sous la
monarchie absolue 1598-1789, 2 vols (Paris, 1974-80).

Mousnier, Institutions, 1, 14-33.

Cf. Ch. Loyseau, Cinq Livres du droict des offices, avec le livre des seigneuries et celuy des
ordres, second edition (Paris, 1613), pp. 291, 392.

Bitton, p. 94.

Mousnier, Institutions, 11, 48.

The possible course of a man’s rise in society is charted by Mousnier in his chapter entitled
‘French Institutions and Society 1610-61’, in The New Cambridge Modern History,
Volume v, The Decline of Spain and the Thirty Years War 1609—48/59, edited by
J. P. Cooper (Cambridge, 1970), pp. 474-502 (p. 478).

The attitude of the nobility to the new nobles is seen clearly in the cahier of the Second Estate
prepared for the Estates General of 1614 in which it is strongly argued that the feudal
privileges of the nobility should be maintained. Hayden notes that seven paragraphs in the
chapter on nobility are directed against those pretending to nobility, including those who
had purchased seigneuries. The nobility demanded that all letters of ennoblement given less
than thirty years before should be revoked, unless the holders had performed some
important military service, and that judicial and financial officers should not be made nobles
(J. M. Hayden, France and the Estates General of 1614 (Cambridge, 1974), p. 185).

Bitton, p. 95.

Ibid., p. 111.

Strosetzki, Konversation, pp. 12-13.

Ibid., p. 82.

L’Abbé J. B. Morvan de Bellegarde, Modeles de conversations pour les personnes polies,
second enlarged edition (Paris, 1698), Avertissement.

Strosetzki, p. 129

See also the quotation from the Remarques (R, 370) cited below, p. 199.

Strosetzki, p. 8. See also M. Magendie, La Politesse mondaine et les théories de I’honnéteté,
en France, au XVIF siécle, de 1600 a 1660 (Paris, 1925). One may cite as examples of such
courtesy books, E. Du Refuge, Traité de la Cour, ou Instruction des courtisans, derniére
édition (Paris, 1658 [first published in 1616]), in which Du Refuge notes that Decence is
composed of good speech, countenance and clothes (p. 6), or J. de Cailli¢re’s, La Fortune
des gens de qualité et des gentils-hommes particuliers (Paris, 1668).
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Ott comes to a similar conclusion, but fails to elaborate on why there was a particular
demand for such words in seventeenth-century France (Ott, ‘La Notion du “bon usage”’,
p. 86); this article summarizes the main conclusions of Ott’s doctoral thesis, K. A. Ott, ‘Die
Sprachhaltung des 17. Jahrhunderts in den ‘“Remarques sur la langue frangoise” von
Cl. F. de Vaugelas’ (unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of Heidelberg, 1947).
See, for example, R, 112-14, and the discussion in Chapter 7, above, p. 108.

Le Gras notes that bienséance ‘a quelque rapport aux devoirs de la civilité, au compliment, &
a la politesse’ (Le Gras, Le Rethorique [sic] frangoise, ou les preceptes de I'ancienne et vraye
éloquence (Paris, 1671), p. 238). It consists of speaking in a way suitable for the subject
matter, the addressee, the place etc. and is thus obviously related to Vaugelas’s propriété des
mots & des phrases.

See C. C. Lougee, Le Paradis des Femmes: Women, Salons and Social Stratification in
Seventeenth-Century France (Princeton, 1976), p. 29.

Ibid., p. 212.

Ibid., p. 5. The same idea is expressed in the elaboration of Vaugelas’s definition of good
usage (R, 11, 3).

Lougee, pp. 122, 128.

Ibid., p. 131. Antoine Badeau, Sieur de Somaize, Le Grand Dictionaire [sic] des Pretieuses,
2 vols (Paris, 1661).

Lougee mentions, for instance, Bary’s Esprit de cour (1665) and Du Bosc’s Nouveau Recueil
(1642) (Lougee, p. 53).

Magendie, p. 591. Fumaroli assigns a double role to women in the Court: ‘Si la présence
féminine encourage “la douceur” courtoise, elle stimule aussi, parmi les gentilshommes, le
goiit de briller, et de briller aux dépens des autres interlocuteurs méles’ (M. Fumaroli, ‘Le
“Langage de cour” en France: Problémes et points de repéres’, in Europdische Hofkultur
im 16. und 17. Jahrhundert, edited by A. Buck and others, 3 vols (Hamburg, 1981), i, 23-32
(p. 26).

Magendie cites Tallemant’s account of how Angélique d’Angennes ‘s’évanouissait quand
elle entendait un méchant mot’ (Magendie, p. 131).

Bitton, pp. 28-29.

Strosetzki, pp. 147-49; p. 33. See also N. Elias, La Société de cour, translated by P. Kamnit-
zer (Paris, 1974), especially p. 103.

Ott, ‘La Notion du “bon usage”’, pp. 93-94. See also P. Dumonceaux, Langue et sensibilité
au XVIF siécle: L’Evolution du vocabulaire affectif (Geneva, 1975), especially p. 465.
Quoted from La Précieuse ou le mysteére des ruelles (Paris, 1656), in Magendie, p. 569.

As Fumaroli notes (‘Le ‘“Langage de cour” en France’, p. 30), the growing authority of the
Court went hand in hand with a decline in prestige of the Parlement, the University and
sixteenth-century encyclopedic Humanism.

Ch. Sorel, La Bibliotheque frangoise (Paris, 1664), p. 2.

NOTES TO CHAPTER 14

1.
2.

Pellisson and d’Olivet, 1, 113-14.

I have grave reservations about the label ‘Vaugelas’s school’ (see, for example, Padley,
Grammatical Theory in Western Europe 1500-1700: The Latin Tradition, p. 220) since it is
sometimes used rather casually. Far too often Vaugelas and Bouhours, for instance, have
been lumped together and Vaugelas has been credited as a consequence with extreme ideas
he did not support (see below, pp. 206-07).

[J. Macé], Methode vniuerselle pour apprandre facilemant les langues, pour parler puremant et
escrire nettemant en Frangois. Recueillie par le Sieur de Tertre [pseud. ], second edition (Paris,
1652). Note the juxtaposition of a general grammar with Vaugelas’s usage-based observa-
tions, theoretical positions which increasingly diverged as the century progressed. In 1673 the
‘Methode generale et raisonnee’ no longer features in his collection now entitled La Politesse
delalangue francoise, pour parler puremant et escrire nettemant, fourth edition (Paris, 1673).
[3. @’ Aisy], Le Genie de la langue frangoise. Par le Sieur D** (Paris, 1685); Suite du Genie de
la langue frangoise. Par le Sieur D** (Paris, 1685).
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D’Aisy, Genie, Avertissement.

[A. Renaud], Maniere de parler la langue frangoise selon ses differens styles (Lyon, 1697).
C. Irson, Nouuelle Methode pour apprendre facilement les principes et la pureté de la langue
frangoise (Paris, 1657). Irson covers a wider range of topics than Vaugelas and includes, for
example, a treatise on letter-writing.

For further discussion of Chiflet, see Chapter 3, pp. 43, 45.

In addition, Chiflet criticizes Irson for explaining his different decision in terms of a change
in usage. See also Chiflet’s comments on Vaugelas’s rules for the pronunciation of final
consonants, Table 6.

Part 1 of his work concludes with hints on how to teach French and a section covering errors
frequently made by Flemish speakers.

[A. de Saint-Maurice], Remarques sur les principales difficultez que les estrangers ont en la
langue frangoise (Paris, 1672).

M. Buffet, Nouvelles Observations sur la langue frangoise, Ou il est traitté des termes anciens
& inusitez, & du bel usage des mots nouveaux (Paris, 1668).

Th. Rosset, Entretien, Doutes, Critique et Remarques du Pére Bouhours sur la langue
frangaise 1671-1692 (Grenoble, 1908).

D. Bouhours, Remarques nouvelles sur la langue frangoise (Paris, 1675), Avertissement.
Bouhours does, however, admit that in order to understand some of the observations it is
necessary to read the book straight through. See also Bouhours’s Suite des Remarques
nouvelles sur la langue frangoise (Paris, 1737 [first published 1687]).

Bouhours, Doutes, pp. 66-67.

There seems to be little doubt in Bouhours’s mind as to who constitute the ‘plus saine partie
des Autheurs’. He addresses his Doutes to the members of the French Academy as the
arbiters of good taste with the words, ‘C’est a vous, MESSIEURS, a décider la-dessus:
l'usage est le maistre de la Langue: mais vous estes les interpretes de I'usage’ (p. 13).
Moreover, Bouhours names and quotes at length the written sources he criticizes to prevent
readers from copying their mistakes.

Streicher, Commentaires, p. xxvi. For the history of the quarrel between Bouhours, the
representative of politesse, and the erudite Ménage, see Streicher, Commentaires,
PP. XXXiii—XXXiv.

Observations de Monsieur Ménage sur la langue frangoise (Paris, 1672); Observations de
Monsieur Ménage sur la langue francoise. Segonde Partie (Paris, 1676).

Ménage, Observations, 1, 154, 171, 141.

This dual outlook sometimes creates tensions and inconsistencies in his work. For instance,
in Volume1 of his Observations Ménage’s choice between different pronunciations is
sometimes based on etymology (e.g. charte, chartre, p.247), sometimes on usage (apos-
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Observations de I’ Académie frangoise sur les Remarques de M. de Vaugelas (Paris, 1704).
[L.-A. Alemand], Nouvelles Observations, ou Guerre civile des Francois sur la langue
(Paris, 1688).

[N. Andry de Boisregard], Réflexions sur I'usage present de la langue frangoise, ou Remar-
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D’Olivet, pp. 246-47.
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M. Grevisse, ‘Petit Plaidoyer pour le bon langage’, Journal de la librairie, 7-8 (1955), 195-97
(p. 195).

18



55.
56.

57.

58.

59.

61.
62.

63.

65.

66.

67.

68.

69.
70.
71.

262

A. Dauzat, Le Guide du bon usage: Les Mots, les formes grammaticales, la syntaxe (Paris,
1955), pp. 7, 16.
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cal, de la langue frangoise (Paris, 1761); Ch.-P. Girault-Duvivier, Grammaire des gram-
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(Paris, [1928]), pp. xiv, 23.
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prefixed a Discourse Addressed to His Majesty (London, 1770). Also published in this and
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Lhomond, p. 69.
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grammaire scolaire (Paris, 1977), p. 57.
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Ibid., p. 43.

E. Littré Dictionnaire de la langue frangaise, 2 vols and supplement (Paris, 1863-72, 1877),
1, iv.

G. Price, ‘“Point nie bien plus fortement que pas” — Vaugelas que veut-il dire?’, in
Festschrift Kurt Baldinger zum 60. Geburtstag 17. November 1979, edited by M. Hofler,
H. Vernay and L. Wolf, 2 vols (Tibingen, 1979), 1, 245-54. Price illustrates how Vaugelas’s
statement ‘point nie bien plus fortement que pas’ has been taken out of context and
continually quoted, giving a false impression of Vaugelas’s stance. Nevertheless, it is this
statement which has become part of accepted grammatical doctrine.

H. Hatzfeld, ‘Le “Bon Usage” actuel: Langue littéraire et langue parlée’, Cahiers de
U'Association Internationale des Etudes Frangaises, 14 (1962), 39-61 (p. 60).

76. A.Adam, ‘Troisi¢éme centenaire’, p. 261.

NOTES TO THE CONCLUSION
1.

Full details are given in the Appendix. The usage in the letters of 1616 and 1620 does not
differ significantly from that of the two earlier letters, suggesting that, at the time of the
publication of his translation of Fonseca, Vaugelas was still influenced by his provincial
background and had not yet fully adopted Court usage.

No conclusion can be drawn about the orthography of the letters dated 1645, since it
apparently reflects the conventions of the 1685 printer.

Streicher, Remarques, p. xiv. Note, however, that Vaugelas is not an infallible source of
information about usage. In a letter to d’Hozier (1630a) he relates how he has forgotten to
address one of his letters to him and tells d’Hozier that he will have to collect it himself from
the post, but he confesses that he cannot remember the term for such letters!
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