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In this essay I intend to indicate some ideological constraints that governed the 
production and reception of literary translations in Spain during Franco’s 
dictatorship (1939-75), that is, to clarify and illustrate the relationship between 
this regime’s sociocultural values and the foreign literary models that it 
considered desirable to canonize.1 My aim is more particularly to provide a 
clear picture of how this Francoist “power behaviour” was embodied, stressing 
the key role that translation performed in the creation of its cultural identity. 
An analysis of translation norms is bound to reveal important data about the 
regime’s attitude towards “alien” notions and about the way those notions, 
when considered undesirable, were manipulated, that is censored. Totalitarian 
regimes as a rule consider what is “different” to be dangerous, but translation, 
as a form of rewriting, can be used to do away with everything that is not 
germane to the regime’s ideology.2 Censorship indeed occupied a crucial 
position even though its outlook changed significantly between the early stages 
of the dictatorship and the final ones.3  
                                                           
1 The research for this paper was carried out in London in 1995 under the supervision 

of Theo Hermans (UCL), thanks to the generous endowment of a grant by the 
Spanish Ministry of Education.  

2 To my knowledge, not much has been written so far about the incidence of Spanish 
censorship of translation during this period. It is fair to say, however, that its 
influence on original writings has been paid some attention. The following works 
are relevant in this respect: Abellán (1980), more fully documented on literary 
problems than any other reference; Abellán (1987), an anthology of texts where 
literary production in other Peninsular languages than Castilian is considered; 
Beneyto (1975), a series of interviews with Spanish writers about the problem of 
“internal” censorship (see below); Cisquella, Erviti and Sorolla (1977), with 
important data about the policies followed by publishing houses, but limited to the 
period 1966-76; Fernández (1973) traces the history of censorship in Spain, but is 
limited to its influence on the press and somewhat lacks a historical perspective; 
Gubern (1981), biased towards film censorship and with very few references to 
literature.  

3 For example, Sinova (1989: 83-112) distinguishes four different stages in the 
“control of information” in the press just between the outbreak of the Civil War in 
1936 and 1951. 



Francoist Censorship 

 84

My main goal is to present a basic theoretical framework on which 
further empirical analysis can be based. Without entering into any details, I 
would just like to state that the paper is to be set in what we can generally call 
the “polysystemic paradigm” which sees cultural phenomena as elements of 
systems4 — where a system may be defined as “a structured whole, 
characterized by ‘organized complexity’, made up of further subsystems, and 
separated from the environment by a boundary” (Hermans 1991: 159). 
Furthermore, I shall draw upon Lefevere’s notion of “patronage” since it 
accounts well for the power distributions within a polysystem.5 My first step 
will be to provide a short overview of the way literary systems are regulated. 
Then I will show how De Geest’s term of (relatively) “closed systems” can be 
applied to the Spanish situation. Finally, a typology of censorship — in relation 
to translation — will concretize the mechanisms through which the Spanish 
system constrained the importation of exogenous elements and how this 
affected the Spanish literary scene during Franco’s dictatorship. 
 
 
1. Principles governing literary practices 
 
I take literary systems to be regulated by two kinds of normative and dynamic 
principles, namely ideology and poetics. The former can be described as an 
idealized and prescriptive conception of what society should be like, the latter 
being restricted to the artistic domain (see Lefevere 1985: 217). Of course, 
ideology and poetics often go hand in hand, in the sense that the former 
influences and determines the latter, especially when normativity is very strict, 
as is the case in totalitarian regimes. Even if not explicitly formulated in other 
societal types, both the ideological and the poetic forces are internalized by the 
members of a community through their individual experience. For an 
individual to become integrated into the community, he/she must progressively 
discover and comply with a number of set patterns of behaviour. Very much 
the same can be said about literary output: it is precisely the degree of its 
integration into the official or ruling poetics and ideology that will determine 
its canonization. The fact that these principles can be normative and dynamic at 
the same time brings about a certain paradox (or at least a tension): the goal of 
                                                           
4 Polysystem theory was first presented in a number of articles written by Even-Zohar 

between 1970 and 1977 and published under the title of Papers in Historical Poetics 
in 1978. These articles were slightly revised in 1990. Dimič and Garstin (1988) 
offer an introduction to polysystemic theory and present a bibliography, while 
Gentzler (1992: 105-143) makes a critical assessment from its origins to the present. 
For this paper I have also been largely inspired by Hermans (1985; 1991) and De 
Geest (1992) and, for translation, by Toury (1980). 

5 See Lefevere (1985) and his own rewritings of that seminal work (1987; 1992). 
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norms is to contribute to the preservation of the system’s most distinguishing 
features, while dynamicity implies that systems are liable to change. 

As Lefevere has suggested, focusing on normativity, a crucial control 
factor (agents and institutions) is always ready to ensure that the literary system 
will follow similar postulates to the ones ruling the other segments of the 
polysystem. This safety factor is, according to Lefevere, constituted by two 
different branches, one of which permeates the literary system itself 
specifically while the other dominates the whole polysystem. A first, internal 
control is carried out by “rewriters”, who in their various forms — critics, 
editors, translators, etc. — will try to adapt original writings to the official 
postulates. The second, general and overruling instance is “patronage”, which 
is to be understood as the “powers (persons, institutions) that can further or 
hinder the reading, writing and rewriting of literature” (Lefevere 1992: 15). In 
Lefevere’s view, when talking about patronage’s impact on the literary field we 
should bear in mind three components: the ideological one, which “acts as a 
constraint on the form and subject matter of the literary work”, the economic 
component (which determines the amount of money the rewriter earns for 
his/her work) and the status component (which determines the social status of 
rewriters).  

Furthermore, patronage can be “differentiated” or “undifferentiated”. 
Differentiated patronage accepts artistic freedom to a large extent, because it 
allows economics and status to function independently from ideology. This 
kind of autonomy is not granted by an undifferentiated patronage, where the 
three constituents are dispensed by only one patron in an attempt to monopolize 
all the different cultural spheres and to promote only system-preserving 
activities. This monolithic patronage was usual in premodern times, as 
Lefevere notes, but is still present in very recent societies. Such is the case of a 
totalitarian regime, of which Franco’s dictatorship is a good example: it can be 
expected to suppress dissident opinions since the premises it postulates 
constitute the only and ultimate truth and morally justify its intolerant 
behaviour. Logically, any novelty is considered to be suspicious. 

 
 

2. Francoist Spain as a “(relatively) closed system” 
 
If we accept that, as Hermans (1991: 159) explains, a system is “a structured 
whole […] separated from the environment by a boundary”, it is also clear that 
the stronger that boundary is, the more separated (or isolated) the system will 
be from other systems. When isolation is strong, the result is what De Geest 
(1992) calls “closed systems”, which should of course be understood in relative 
terms, since it is obvious that all systems are by nature prone to a certain degree 
of change through contact with other systems. In the early years of Franco’s 
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dictatorship, Spain’s severe isolation was due to the fact that the German Nazis 
and the Italian Fascists, who had adopted a similar ideology, had lost their 
power in 1945. Up to then, Franco “could believe that the curious blend of 
totalitarianism and Catholicism of his new State might find a place in a new 
European order created by Hitler; with the defeat of the Axis, the Spanish 
edition of fascism was left isolated and alone, a monstrous survival in a hostile 
world of democracies and socialist states” (Carr and Fusi Aizpurna 1979: 105).  

Undifferentiated patronage tries to maintain its power through the 
preservation of the intrasystemic identity, controlling the production and 
importation of dissident elements or at least reinterpreting them in terms of the 
system’s dominant norms. The main function of norms in this mechanism is, of 
course, to reduce the complexity of the system and of the imported elements. 
As Hermans has pointed out, “the relationship between a system and its 
environment is asymmetrical if only because a system, however complex, is 
always less complex than its environment” (1991: 159). “Closed” systems try 
to control very strictly the importation of exogenous elements, which seems 
only feasible when that control is exerted through an undifferentiated 
patronage. They are characterized by allowing in only a restricted number of 
elements and by their reluctant attitude toward innovation. They aim to 
maintain the canon (at least temporarily) as stable and hierarchically structured. 
Exogenous influences not compatible with the system’s own values are 
dangerous because they may threaten the stability and preservation of a unified 
and homogeneous system; which means that the monopolization of power can 
be put at risk. Isolation and a very strong borderline between Spain and the 
neighbouring countries, made system-preserving activities such as censorship 
almost inevitable. All this contributed to a high internalization of Spain’s 
systemic profile, internally propagating its own identity and refusing external 
influences. 

However, Franco’s regime was more concerned with the repression of 
alternative cultures than with the promotion of a genuine and coherent culture 
of its own (see Cisquella, Erviti and Sorolla 1977: 15; Carr and Fusi Aizpurna 
1979: 106; Castellet 1977: 13-14; Biescas and Tuñón de Lara 1981: 437-38). 
This suggests that censorship will have been used far more extensively than 
propaganda.6 Spanish Nationalists7 were united by “negatives”, that is, by what 

                                                           
6 A terminological remark is nevertheless necessary here. Propaganda is quite an 

elusive term if only because of “its capacity to conceal itself, to appear natural, to 
coalesce completely and indivisibly with the values and accepted power symbols of 
a given society” (Foulkes 1983: 3), which means that it is necessary to adopt a 
“relative viewpoint” to perceive it. Actually, censorship can be considered one of 
the main strategies of what Ellul (1962) describes as “integration propaganda”, that 
is, that implemented after a revolutionary party has taken power. Its goal is not to 
bring about social change but to consolidate the new social structures, and it must be 
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they hated (Marxism and agnosticism) rather than what they loved. It is 
undeniable that it was not easy for the regime to find a basis on which to erect 
its own culture: most intellectuals had taken sides with the Republicans and a 
large number of them were in exile, hundreds of University professors had 
been banned from lecturing due to their political inclinations,8 numerous 
libraries had been dismantled,9 etc. If any particular attitude towards culture 
was adopted, it consisted in promoting military and religious ideals together 
with an evocation of the country’s imperial past, which is not surprising if we 
take into account that Franco’s only ideological support was provided by the 
Church and the Falange, the Spanish version of fascism, and that the army 
unanimously supported the dictator. The result was what has come to be known 
as National-Catholicism, Franco’s contribution to the history of totaliarianism. 
In section 4, I will refer briefly to some statements that “affirmatively” 
formulated the regime’s ideology. For now, I will concentrate on the negative 
identity as it is perceivable through censorship. 

 
                                                                                                                                                                      

clearly distinguished in its aims and strategies from “agitation propaganda” (which 
precedes the other and is in no position to exert any kind of censorship). 

7 In the Spanish Civil War (1936-39), the so-called Nationalists defeated the Loyalists 
or Republicans after three years of fierce struggle. 

8 On March 8, 1939, the “Superior Commission for the Regulation of Personnel 
Records” was created. Its purpose was to evaluate the attitude adopted during the 
war by those civil servants who had remained in the Republican zone, especially 
those working for the Ministry of Education. 

9 The military “Junta” which had organized the coup decreed on September 16, 1937, 
that lists of all the public libraries were to be made within fifteen days. A 
commission would then undertake the confiscation of all kinds of publications 
which presented by means of text or illustrations “any kind of pernicious idea, 
immoral concept or Marxist propaganda, anything which implies a disrespect for the 
dignity of our glorious army, any attack against the unity of our mother country, a 
disrespect for the Catholic religion or, in short, anything opposed to the meaning 
and goals of our Glorious National Crusade” (quoted in Escolar 1987: 212; my 
translation). Lists of the confiscated books had to be made and sent to the 
“Commission for Culture and Education”, where they would be classified according 
to the following criteria: (1) pornographic works with no literary value; (2) 
publications intended for revolutionary propaganda or for the spread of subversive 
ideas with no essential ideological content; (3) books of literary or scientific value 
whose ideological content might prove to be pernicious for ingenuous or not 
sufficiently prepared readers. According to the decree, “[the] publications in the first 
two groups shall be destroyed while the third group shall be kept in the libraries 
inaccessible to the public. These latter publications will only be available for 
persons who have been granted a special permission by the Commission and after 
their claims have been assessed by the pertinent authorities” (quoted in Escolar 
1987: 213). 
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3. A censorship typology for translation 
 
One of the most expedient ways of constraining systemic evolution is 
censorship, a very clear indication of the degree of freedom that is granted in a 
society. Since it seems sensible to argue that some kind of censorship can 
indeed be found in all models of social organization, we should be cautious and 
not talk about its presence or absence in absolute terms. The aim of censorship 
is to preserve the political, cultural, religious (in short, ideological) premises on 
which a regime is based. In systems with undifferentiated patronage, like the 
one we are describing here, censorship implies a strict control of media and 
communication in an attempt to monopolize symbolic power. Now, I think that 
it is important and legitimate to make a distinction between internal censorship 
(exerted during the process of creation) and external censorship (exerted upon 
the product), both of which could be applied to writings and rewritings. 
 
 
3.1. External censorship 
 
External censorship can be described as a statutory sanction issued by an 
identifiable authority to be found outside the literary system (i.e. by patronage) 
and exerted on translation as a finished product for non-compliance with 
(mostly ideological) decrees.10 This type of censorship superimposes ideology 
on poetics strictu senso — if we agree that poetics is limited to artistic creation. 
Thus, it is not really the task of patronage to ensure that rewritings conform to a 
certain poetics, as that can easily be done by the rewriters themselves.  

External censorship can be further divided into two subtypes: 
prepublication and postpublication censorship. In Spain, prepublication control 
was by far the stricter of the two practices. It laid down that texts (whether 
originally written in Spanish or translated into Spanish) were submitted to 
boards of censors who decided which texts were to be granted the publication 
license. Prepublication censorship had been set up on April 23, 1938 — that is, 
in wartime — under the auspices of minister Serrano y Suñer, but it kept 
functioning until nearly 30 years later. Of course, the first aim was to forbid the 
printing of ideologically incorrect material; at that moment, however, texts 
which were simply considered “not essential” were also denied publication due 
                                                           
10 This definition has been inspired by Hermans’ concept of “decrees”. According to 

him, conventions, norms and decrees all have a regulatory function but differ in the 
degree of their explicitation and normativity, ranging from the permissive to the 
mandatory: “In contrast to conventions, which are nonstatutory and impersonal and 
do not carry institutionalized sanctions, decrees are statutory, and they are issued by 
an identifiable authority, which has the power to impose sanctions for non-
compliance” (1991: 162-63). 
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to the particularly difficult circumstances under which the paper industry was 
operating.11 

The preamble to the 1938 Law made it clear that the goal was to 
encourage the creation of a press subordinated to the State. Article 18 decreed 
for instance that censorship would be exerted upon those “writings which either 
directly or indirectly would undermine the prestige of the nation or the regime, 
constrain the Government’s activities or spread pernicious ideas among the 
intellectually weak” (quoted in Cisquella et al. 1977: 14; all translations from 
Spanish are my own). After the victory of the Nationalists, what was originally 
“intended” as an exceptional measure became institutionalized and 
implemented through further decrees in 1941, 1946 and 1957. 

In the early years after the war, censorship was carried out by the 
Servicio Nacional de Propaganda (“National Propaganda Service”), chaired by 
Dionisio Ridruejo and part of the Ministerio de Interior (“Home Office”). 
Paradoxically enough, there was not much material to censor, since everybody 
was aware that any political criticism was impossible and that, because of the 
Church influence, any attack on the Catholic faith or any touch of eroticism 
was not publishable. The identification of the regime’s moral principles with 
Catholic doctrine was so complete that paying attention to the latter was 
enough to guarantee the preservation of the most fundamental ideological 
principles the Government was trying to configure. A good proof of this is the 
fact that nothing included in the Roman Index could be published in Spain. The 
criteria applied by censors were intended to protect both institutions, the 
Government and the Church, against a common enemy, that “anti-Spain” 
which had been defeated and could not remain part of “the glorious state”. 
Anything remotely identifiable with “foreignizing” secularism, Marxism, 
freemasonry, etc., was to be proscribed and, in the wake of military victory, 
intransigence would be the rule for many years to come. According to Biescas 
and Tuñón de Lara, “only later would the regime try to integrate under its 
protective arms that huge mass of people who were exhausted after so much 
hardship and who had finally adopted a conformist, indifferent or just resigned 
attitude” (1981: 438). 

When in 1951 the Ministerio de Interior was replaced by the Ministerio 
de Información y Turismo, minister Arias Salgado became responsible for the 
full observance of censorship. During this period censors were extremely strict 
even if there was still no explicit code of rules. However, in general terms it 
was clear what should be censored: any criticism of the regime’s ideology, 
anything considered immoral (including sexuality, blasphemy, suicide, etc.), 
anything which contradicted the Nationalist historiography, any criticism of the 
civil order, any apology for Marxist and non-authoritarian ideologies, and (in 
principle) any work by authors hostile to the regime (see Abellán 1980: 112). 
                                                           
11 See Sinova (1989: 42-44). 
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Arias Salgado, after having designed a philosophy of censorship (in his own 
words, a “theology of information”) which was a good proof of his intransigent 
Catholicism,12 started working on the draft of a new Press Law, but he was 
replaced by Manuel Fraga Iribarne in 1962.13 

It would take Fraga Iribarne four years to prepare the new Press Law 
ratified in 1966, which set down the formal abolition of prepublication 
censorship. This law was the consequence of a greater degree of flexibility in 
political terms, but it did not prevent patronage from exerting postpublication 
censorship on translations. True, under Fraga Iribarne’s direction, editions of 
some authors hitherto considered unsuitable for translation such as Marx or 
Engels began to appear; and the field of religion also seemed to be changing — 
according to Gallo, “In 1950, 75 per cent of the works dealing with dogma 
were Spanish; by 1965 only 10 per cent, the rest being translations of foreign 
works. This implies that even the Church was being colonized, for the ideas 
that came across Europe were those of the Vatican Council” (1973: 326). 

But Marxist books appeared without prefaces, without any reference to 
Spanish society and preferably at not too cheap a price. Moreover, censors 
were allowed to ban the distribution of certain texts even after publication, and 
to have both writers and translators prosecuted. What is more, writers and 
rewriters were still kindly invited to deposit a copy of their work for inspection 
prior to publication. Ironically enough, this was called consulta voluntaria 
(“voluntary consultation”). Many editorial houses were eager to go along with 
this consultation: they did not want their books to be withdrawn from the 
bookshops, which would have meant significant economic losses. In the end, 
editors were far more rigorous than ever before, censoring themselves what 
they would have approved in previous years. Although Fraga Iribarne boasted 
about the reduction of censorship as a concrete measure of liberalization,14 his 
law brought about no deep change. Its main aim was to suggest abroad that 
things were changing in a country that had apparently left repression behind; 
and to satisfy the aspirations of the Spanish bourgeoisie without really allowing 
                                                           
12 See Arias Salgado (1957) to study the principles of his peculiar beliefs concerning 

censorship. This is a compilation of articles previously published in the weekly El 
español. 

13 1962 was a difficult year for the regime due to the social atmosphere of discontent: 
labourers’ and miners’ strikes, friction between the Church and the Government due 
to the support given to the strikers by some members of the clergy, student 
demonstrations and numerous trials, massive arrests of members of the Popular 
Liberation Front (a clandestine organization set up in Munich), etc. In this climate 
of economic liberalization, Arias Salgado was too much of an integrist to remain the 
head of the Ministerio.  

14 See, for example, the speech delivered on March 15, 1966, when the Law was 
passed. This is included in the series Discursos legales (“Legal speeches”) 
published in the Boletín Oficial del Estado (“Spanish Official Bulletin”). 
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political controversy. 
The law did not prevent the censors’ continued arbitrariness. This 

arbitrariness, mentioned recurrently by historians of censorship such as 
Cisquella et al. (1977) and Abellán (1980), made contradictions frequent. For 
example, works that had originally been denied the publication license were 
accepted a few months later when a new application was made; even though 
the substantial changes suggested had not been made. One basic criterion for 
the censors’ final decision seemed to be the “reputation” of an author or a 
publishing house, or even the kind of edition that was intended. It has also been 
mentioned (see Abellán 1980: 92) that this arbitrariness may have been due to 
the fact that censorship as an institution was very bureaucratic: at the bottom of 
the ladder were the so-called lectores (“readers”), who usually worked under a 
temporary contract and usually preferred overcensoring to undercensoring, as 
they knew that their final product was to be monitored later. Hence, censorship 
depended to a large extent on the idiosyncratic intuitions of “low-level” 
readers, who had to internalize what was expected of them without having real 
access to an explicit code of rules.  
 
 
3.2. Internal censorship 
 
Internal censorship of translation issues from rewriters (i.e. from within the 
literary system) who follow norms before and during the translation process in 
order to adapt foreign works to the official ideology of the target culture. In our 
particular case, the selection of the material to be translated (in Toury’s 
terminology, the “preliminary norms”) itself constituted a method of exerting 
censorship. During the largest part of Franco’s dictatorship a good number of 
contemporary novelists (such as Jean-Paul Sartre, Albert Camus, Jean Genet, 
Bertolt Brecht, Samuel Beckett, Henry Miller, etc.) were proscribed,15 which 
means that they were only read by those courageous enough to import 
surreptitiously copies from abroad and who, quite obviously, were proficient in 
other languages than Spanish.  

The translation process of those works which were to be translated 
constituted another method of censorship, since the correct application of 
“operational norms” implied deleting, for example, dirty words and passages 
which might be considered obscene or might remotely offend public decency. 
Thus, two different modes of internal censorship ⎯ one affecting preliminary, 
one operational norms ⎯ can be distinguished. 

 
 

                                                           
15 All of these are cited by Sueiro and Díaz Nosty (1986, vol.II, p.12). 



Francoist Censorship 

 92

4. Some final comments 
 

To illustrate the attitude of Francoist patronage towards foreign literature, I 
would like to quote Pemartín, one of the most prominent men at the Ministry of 
Education during Franco’s early dictatorship16. As he “admitted”, Pemartín had 
devoted some time to the study of European literature and was finally 
convinced that his literary judgements could never be wrong. He did not 
hesitate to prescribe which were the (in)appropriate foreign books for the 
Spanish youth: “In general terms, the Russian novel is unhealthy, morbid and 
unbalanced, with characters who seem to be madmen or drunkards”; the 
German novel often presents “ideas as intellectually immoral as those of the 
suicidal Werther or the nihilist and macabre The Magic Mountain”; the French 
novel is “too nervous and unbalanced, extremely spiritualist and at the same 
time materialistic”. 

The sort of novel he approved of was the English one because “it is 
charming, provides spiritual relief and presents an effective inner moral life”. 
But he was not referring to contemporary novels such as “those by Lawrence or 
Joyce, which are crude, morbid, sensual and indecent, or those by Aldous 
Huxley, because even if he is extremely intelligent, his works are dangerously 
anarchic, nihilist and dilettante”. Rather, he appreciated the “typical English 
Victorian novels, including those early ones by the great master Thackeray or 
by the Brönte sisters and also those from the second half of the nineteenth 
century by George Eliot, Anthony Hope, Thomas Hardy, Whyte Melville and 
George Meredith, or even more modern ones, such as those by Harry Harlant 
or Maurice Baring”. What he liked about these novels was that “around the 
plot, which may deal with numerous adventures and be honestly critical at the 
same time, is developed the daily family life of the ‘home’, of that ancestral 
manor which is the usual dwelling of the British high bourgeoisie”. These 
novels are “gentle, realistic and poetical at the same time. Their popularity 
(they are being translated copiously) is due to the fact that our world provides 
such a dreadful environment and so many wounding emotions that those novels 
which might be written today about tragic adventures would look insipid, 
because they cannot match that terrible reality that Spain has gone through and 
that the world is now experiencing”. This very remark proves to be crucial 
because it points to the fundamental components of the literature available in 
Spain in 1942, a year in which the country had scarcely begun to count how 
many people had died during its fratricidal war, and all over Europe a new war 
was being fought.  

Indeed, only in the context of a nation devastated by the consequences 
                                                           
16 Pemartín’s work Formación clásica y formación romántica: ideas sobre la 

enseñanza (1942), was available to me via Valls (1983: 110-12); all quotes from 
Pemartín refer to this passage. 
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of a civil war can the literary scene in Spain be understood in its right measure. 
The only products to be offered officially to readers were translations of 
“inoffensive” foreign writers and the publications of those domestic writers 
favoured by patronage. “Inoffensive” means not only the Victorian literature 
Pemartín seems to be so fond of, but also and mainly a particular culture of 
evasion whose aim was to provide an escape from immediate reality and which 
reached a much larger audience than the official culture. According to Carr and 
Fusi, “[it was not] that the regime deliberately promoted this culture of evasion 
as a safety valve or to encourage political passivity; it merely allowed private 
interests to exploit a consumer culture, devoid of political or intellectual 
content, and therefore innocuous” (1979: 118-19). This is undoubtedly the 
reason why we find so many translations of “popular” literature during the first 
decades of this period: thrillers, westerns, detective novels, love stories, works 
for children, etc. 

An analysis of the volumes of the Index Translationum covering the 
period 1948-197517 proves that some 49,900 works were translated into 
Spanish during those years, out of which some 21,500 were literary works, 
mostly originally written in English (some 10,300). There was a steady 
increase in the number of translations produced every year: according to the 
Index, only 101 were published in 1948 (61 of them being literary works) while 
in 1975 there were 3870 (of which 1642 were literary translations). Some 
“canonical” authors would be frequently re-edited, among the favourite ones 
being Jane Austen, Emily and Charlotte Brönte, James Fenimore Cooper, 
Daniel Defoe, Charles Dickens, Washington Irving, William Shakespeare, 
Walter Scott, John Steinbeck, Robert Louis Stevenson, Mark Twain, most of 
whom could be read “for the plot”. There were also many editions of lesser 
writers such as Lajos Zilahy, Maxence van der Meersch, Stefan Zweig, Ayn 
Rand, Vicky Baum, etc. The selection process of the works to be translated was 
determined by their degree of compatibility with the target literary canon, 
which was tested by means of a full application of preliminary norms. These 
norms ensured that foreign literature would produce the desired effect, or, more 
accurately, that no foreign literary work would produce an undesirable effect. 
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